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The WILDERNESS SOCIETY et al.,
Appellants

v.
Rogers C. B. MORTON, Secretary of

the Interior, et al.
Nos. 72-1796 to 12-1798.

United States Court of Appeals,
District of Columbia Circuit.
Argued En Banc Oct. 6, 1972.

Decided Feb. 9, 1973.

Consolidated actions by environmen-
tal groups and unincorporated associa-
tion of commercial fishermen against
Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of
Agriculture, pipeline construction com-
pany, and the State of Alaska

\amPerRe

United States ‘District Court “for the
District of Columbia, George L. Hart,
Jr., J., dissolved preliminary injunction,
denied permanent injunction, and dis-
missed the complaints. The environ-
mental protection groups and the fisher-
men’s association appealed. The Court
of Appeals, J. Skelly Wright, Cir-
cuit Judge, held that the Secretary of
the Interior lacked authority to grant
special land use permit for construction
purposes because the permit would vio-
late provision of the Mineral Lands
Leasing Act which requires that all con-
struction work take place within the area
covered by the pipe itself and 25 feet on
either side.

Judgment vacated and remanded
with instructions.

MacKinnon, Circuit Judge, con-
curred in part and dissented in part and
filed opinion.

Robb, Circuit Judge, concurred in
part and dissented in part and filed
opinion.

zWilkey, Circuit Judge, concurred
in,part and dissented in part and filea’

opinion.

Tamm, Circuit Judge, withdrew
from participation in the case.

1. Courts €=406.1(6)
Where pipeline construction compa-

ny made no actual applications to feder-
al and state authorities for permits and
rights-of-way covering land on which it
proposed to locate variety of facilities
for the construction and operation of
proposed pipeline, the legality of the
permits and rights-of-way was not ripe
or suitable for judicial determination and
the issue of legality of such permits and
rights-of-way would not be considered
on appeal from order which denied per-!
manent injunction against the construc-!
tion of the pipeline. Mineral Lands‘

“Leasing Act, § 28, 830 U.S.C.A. § 1857
_
16 U.S.C.A. §§ 497, 497a; National En?"

vironmental Policy Act of 1969, § 2 effseq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq.

2. Licenses €-43
A revocable permit to use land isA,

“right-of-way.” be9
See publication Words and Phrases °.

for other judicial constractiona and ¢

definitions,
*

3. Licenses €>48
A “right-of-way” is the right, of,

passage over another person’s land. Aidt
4 Licenses

“Licenses” are interestsin land. AN
See publication Worda and Phrases if

for other judicial constructions
and Ime

definitions.
te

5. Mines and Minerals €-6 L
Special land use permit for use of,

46-foot-wide strip adjacent to and paral-,
lel with right-of-way for proposed
trans-Alaska oil pipeline was “right-of-
way” “for the transportation of oil"
within meaning of provision of the Min-
eral Lands Leasing Act which places
limitation on width of rights-of-way
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across public lands. Mineral Lands
Leasing Act, § 28, 30 U.S.C.A. § 185.

See publication Words and Phrases
for other judicial constructions and
definitions.

6. Statutes C174
Statute should not be construed so

as to render it ineffective.

1. Statutes ©2002, 206
All words and provisions of statutes

are intended to have meaning and are to
be given effect, and words of a statute
are not to be construed as surplusage.

8. Mines and Minerals €>6
In enacting the right-of-way limita-

tion of 25 feet on either side of oil pipe-
line, Congress intended that construction
be limited within the right-of-way and
did not intend that those building pipe-
lines could make use of land outside
statutory right-of-way for construction
purposes. Mineral Lands Leasing Act, §
28, 80 U.S.C.A. § 185.

9. Constitutional Law €=70.3(4)
It is not the function of the court

when it passes on either the constitu-
tionality of statutes or their interpreta-
tion to substitute the court's opinion as
to what is wise for that of Congress.

10. Statutes €>219
Although administrative interpreta-

tions of statutes are entitled to great
weight, a line must be drawn between
according administrative interpretations
deference and the proposition,that ad-
ministrative agencies are entitled to vio-
late the Jaw if they do it often enough.

11, Statutes €=219 *

A court should not abdicate its ulti-
mate responsibility to construe the lan-
guage employed by Congress but rather
should defer to an administrative con-
struction only if there are no compel-
ling indications that it is wrong and it
has a duty to ignore that conatruction
should it determine that construction is
in conflict with the plain intent of the
Congress.

12. Statutes €°219
Administrative practice which is

plainly contrary to the legislative will
may be overturned no matter how well
settled and how long standing.

13. Statutes €°219
If the rationale behind the doctrine

of deference to administrative interpre-
tation is not applicable, the maxim of
deference must bow before the principle
of judicial supremacy in matters of stat-
utory construction.

14. Statutes €=219
Special deference to administrative

interpretation of statute is due when the
administrators were involved in the
drafting and passage of the statutory
language.

15. Statutes 219
Administrative practice of the De-

partment of the Interior of granting
special land use permits for use of land
adjoining statutory rights-of-way in the
construction of pipeline across public
lands is not entitled to deference in the
construction of Mineral Lands Leasing
Act provision limiting width of rights-
of-way for oil pipelines. Mineral Lands
Leasing Act, § 28, 30 U.S.C.A. § 186.

join, Becretars.af.

baited

16. Mines and Minerals €-6 .

Special land use permits may not
lawfully be granted by the Department
of the Interior for the use of public
lands outside the statutory right-of-way
for purposes of construction of oi] pipe-
lines. Mineral Lands Leasing Act, § 28,
30 U.S.C.A. § 185. ‘

17. Public Lands €=96
The historic authority of the Bu-

reau of Land Management of the De-
partment of the Interior to issue special
land use permits applies only if the uses
to be made thereunder are really tempo-
rary and revocable. Mineral Lands
Leasing Act, § 28, 30 U.S.C.A. § 185;
16 U.S.C.A. §§ 497, 49%a; National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969, § 2 et
seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq.

ag
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8. Mines and Minerals €-6
Bureau of Land Management of the

Department of Interior was not entitled
to utilize special land use permits as

means of avoiding provisions of Mineral
Lands Leasing Act which limit the ex-

tent of rights-of-way for oil pipelines.
Mineral Lands Leasing Act, § 28, 30 U.
8.C.A. § 185.

19. Mines and Minerals <=6
Pumping stations are part of the

“pipeline” within Mineral Lands Leasing
Act provision relating to rights-of-way
over public lands for the transportation
of oil or natural gas and the statutory
“right-of-way” provides not only for 25

feet on each side of the pipe, but also
for 26 feet on each side of facilities
which constitute part of “pipeline.”
Mineral Lands Leasing Act, § 28, 30 U.
S.C.A. § 185.

See publication Words and Phrases
for other judicial constructions and

definitions.

20. Statutes €-174
Court will avoid any interpretation

of a statute that would render it totally
ineffective as of the date of enactment.

21, Mines and Minerals
Nothing in provision of Mineral

Lands Leasing Act pertaining to grants
of rights-of-way for oil pipelines bars

the intention to repeal is clear and=fest. “,

24, Statutes €>228.1 om

When there are two acts on thew
same subject, effect should be given tof
both, if possible, and the courts should]
make every effort to reconcile allegedly

,

other of its essential meaning. oe:
25. Mines and Minerals6 “A :

Statute which places certain limita :

tions on rights-of-way for oil pipelines’ 4
across public lands does not preclude re-} .
sort to other specific statutory grants of ;

:

rights-of-way, even in cases where the’
purposes for which the rights-of-way
are to be used fall within the purposes
intended to be covered by the

pipelinestatute. 43 U.S.C.A. §§ 962
eral Lands Leasing Act, §

1

intent to construct public
stitutes valid acceptance of
granted by statute which
the right-of-way for the co!

highways over public lands,
ses, is hereby

resort to other specific statutory grants
i

of rights-of-way, including rights-of-way
on

for communications facilities. 43 U.S.
C.A. § 961; Mineral Lands Leasing Act,
§ 28, 80 U.S.C.A. § 185. -

22. Mines and Minerals '

Grants by Secretary of Interior of

rights-of-way on public lands for micro-
wave communications stations necessary
for permanent’ operation of proposed
trans-Alaska pipeline were valid. 43 U.
§.¢.4°° § 961; Mineral Lands Leasing
Act, § 28, 30 U.S.C.A. § 185.

23. Statutes 4158, 159
Repeals by implication are not fa-

vored; repeal by implication must be
found only when there is a positive re-
pugnancy between two statutes or where

quire right-of-way under f
granting rights-of-way for
of highways .over public |

served for public uses .is
act on the part of the appr
authorities of the state cl

= ‘ intention to accept.

28. Constitutional] Law ¢—70
Courts shun attempts

stated legislative purpose
intention or motive.

29. Courts $262.4(1) .

Courts may not restrain the exer-! i
cise by a state of lawful power on the .

assumption that wrongful purpose or’
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motive has caused the power to be exert-

+

ae $e:bare heres. grant to State of
Alaska for construction of public high-
way over public lands from the Yukon
River to the Arctic Ocean was valid even
though the road would also operate as a
pipeline construction road and would be

built a oon construction company.

able Lands e6E4
Grant to State of Alaska of public

lands for airports was valid even though
the airports would be built by pipeline
construction company and used in con-
nection with maintenance of trans-Alas-
ka oil pipeline where contract between
the State and the construction company
provided that each airport, as soon as it
was open for air traffic, should be open
to the public on nondiscriminatory basis.
49 U.S.C.A. §§ 211, 212(b).

2

82. Mines and Minerals €>6
Where gravel being acquired by

Alaska from public lands was for use in
construction of public highway and air-
ports, grant by Department of Interior
of free use gravel permits was valid
even though the highway and airports
would also benefit private industrial or
commercial activities. 380 U.S.C.A. §
601.

83. Mines and Minerals €=>4 1

Statute which authorizes Secretary
of the Interior to dispose of gravel and
which provides that the Secretary must
charge a price for such gravel except
that he is authorized in his discretion to
permit any state to take and remove,
without charge, gravel for use other
than for commercial or industrial pur-
poses or resale requires that price be
exacted from the state only when the
state itself is using ‘he gravel in some
profit-making enterprise. 30 U.S.C.A. §
601,

34. Declaratory Judgment @395
Court of Appeals would exercise ju-

dicia] discretion and dismisa suit by un-
incorporated association of commercial

fishermen to have declared invalid a re-
vocable special land use permit issued by
the Department of Agriculture for con-
struction and operation of an oil tank
farm and terminal facility within Chu-
gach National Forest, Alaska, without a
determination on the merits, despite the
existence of jurisdiction, where no fur-
ther construction would take place until
Congress resolved certain problems and
legality of the permit might become a
moot point if the State of Alaska could
validly acquire the land under Alaska
Statehood Act. 16 U.S.C.A. §§ 497,
497a, 551; Act July 7, 1958, 72 Stat. 339.

il tatut ffect to
te of both, lothe la guag

do depri the

ae aa

35. Courts €>281
“Justiciability’ not only involves

analysis of the appropriateness of the is-
sues for decision by the court, but also
concerns whether denial of judicial re-
lief at given time will cause hardship to
the parties.

36. Health and Environment 25.10
Court of Appeals would not deter-

mine issues relating to adequacy of envi-
ronmental impact statement in connec-
tion with construction of trans-Alaska
pipeline where the pipeline could not be
constructed because the illegality of
special land use permit made it impossi-
ble to construct the pipeline until Con-
gress could amend the Mineral Leasing
Act. Mineral Lands Leasing Act, § 28,
30 U.S.C.A. § 185; National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, § 102(2)(C)
(iii), (D),’ 42 U.S.C.A. § 4382(2)(C)
(iii), (D).

*

Edward Berlin, Washington, D. C.,
with whom Gladys Kessler, Washington,
D. C.; was on the brief, for appellants in
No. 72-1796.
“Dennis M. Flannery, Washington, D

C., with whom James N. Barnes, Saun-
ders C. Hillyer, John F. Dienelt, Thom-
as B. Stoel, Jr., Victor H. Kramer,
Washington, D. C., James W. Moorman,
San Francisco, Cal., and Charles R. Hal-
pern, Washington, D. C., were on the
brief, for appellants in No. 72-1797.
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Warren W. Matthews, Jr., Anchorage,
Alaska, of the bar of the Supreme Court
of Alaska, pro hac vice, by special leave
of court, with whom Thomas F. Hogan,
Rockville, Md., was on the brief, for ap-
pellant in No. 72-1798.

Edmund B. Clark, Atty., Dept. of Jus-
tice, with whom Asst. Atty. Gen. Kent
Frizzell and Herbert Pittle, Thomas L.
McKevitt, David W. Miller and William
M. Cohen, Attys., Dept. of Justice, were
on the brief, for appellee Morton.

Paul F. Mickey and Robert E. Jordan,
III, Washington, D. C., with whom Scott
R. Schoenfeld and Quinn O'Connell,
Washington, D. C., were on the brief,
for appellee Alyeska Pipeline Service Co.
John E. Havelock, Atty, Gen., State of

Alaska, pro hac vice, by special leave of
court, with whom John E. Nolan, Jr.,
William H. Allen, Richard D. Copaken,
and Jay L. Carlson, Washington, D. C.,
were on the brief, for appellee State of
Alaska.
Tilford A. Jones and Earle D. Goss,

Bethesda, Md., filed a brief on behalf of
United Distribution Companies as ami-
cus curiae.

Before BAZELON, Chief Judge, and
WRIGHT, LEVENTHAL, ROBINSON,
MacKINNON, ROBB and WILKEY,
Circuit Judges, sitting en banc.*

J. SKELLY WRIGHT, Circuit Judge:
The question before us in these cages
is whether a ‘‘permanent injunction
should issue barring appellee Secretary
of the Interior from carrying out his
stated intention of granting rights-of-
way and special Jand use permits necea-
sary for construction by appellee Alyes-
_ka Pipeline Service Company (Alyeska),
across lands owned by the United States,
of a 48-inch-wide oil pipeline which
would atretch some 789 miles from Prud-
hoe Bay on the North Slope of the
State of Alaska to the Port of Valdez on
the southern Pacific coast of Alaska.

* Circuit Judge Tamm was a member of
the court sitting en bano at the time this
appeal was argued, but withdrew from

We are also called upon to detent
legality of a special land use permi
sued by the Acting Forest Superviso;

cigthe Chugach National Forest, on
of the Department of Agriculture, whi
would permit construction of an “rpiell
farm terminal on Chugach National Fo:
est land bordering Prince William Soun
at Valdez. The District Court, on April
23, 1970, granted a preliminary injune
tion against issuance of the permits an
rights-of-way. See Wilderness Society
v. Hiekel, D.D.C., 325 F.Supp. ‘'422
(1970). When the question of a perma-¥
nent injunction came before the District4
Court on August 15, 1972, the court, in4
a brief unreported opinion, dissolved the*
preliminary injunction, denied a perma:4
nent injunction, and dismissed the com23
plaints. This expedited appeal followed. ©

We reverse. - vtqa
While the parties to this action namanaged to produce a record and‘a ‘set

of briefs commensurate with the
inulti=billion-dollar project at stake, the basic

¢

contentions of the parties, and our views
with respect thereto, may be sum
rized quite briefly. Appellants con
that issuance of certain rights-of-
and special land use permits by the
retary of the Interior to Alyeska an
the State of Alaska would violate|

1920, 30 U.S.C. § 185 (1970), by exc
ing the width limitation of that sect
They argue, too, that the permit-ia:
by the Forest Supervisor violates"1
S.C. §§ 497 and 497a (1970) by exe
ing the 80-acre limitation of those”
tions. Finally, appellants contend.
issuance of any permits or rights-of-
necessary for - construction. « of?
trans-Alaska ‘pipeline violates the-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1
42 U.S.C. § 4821 et seq. (1970) (he
after NEPA). In general they cl
that Interior has not prepared an
quate environmental impact statem
More specifically, they charge that the °
six-volume statement issued by the De- 4

participation in ita consideration after
submission but before decision.
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ent of the Interior fails adequately
to consider either the alternative of a

’, pipeline route through Canada or the al-

i ternative of deferral of a decision until

more information on the Canadian alter-

“native can be obtained.

t

Appellees respond that all of the

rights-of-way to be issued to the State

of Alaska and some of the rights-of-way
to be issued to Alyeska are authorized
under statutes other than Section 28,

that the Secretary’s authority to issue

the other rights-of-way to Alyeska may
be implied under Section 28, and that
the special land use permits to be issued

to Alyeska are not rights-of-way within
the meaning of Section 28 and are thus

exempt from Section 28's width limita-
tion. As to the land use permit issued

by the Forest Supervisor, appellees first
argue that we should not decide the is-

sue because it will soon become moot by
reason of the imminent transfer of the

land concerned to the State of Alaska
under the Alaska Statehood Act, Pub.L.
85-508, 72 Stat. 339, July 7, 1958, as

amended. Should we choose to decide

the issue, however, appellees maintain
that issuance of revocable land use per-
mits does not violate the acreage limita-
tions of Sections 497 and 497a and is in-
dependently authorized under 16 U.S.C.
§ 551 (1970).
On the question of compliance with

NEPA, appellees contend generally that
their intensive efforts at compliance, in-
volving expenditure of over $9,000,000,
have produced a statement that more
than meets the requirements of the Act.
Focusing on the Canadian alternative
and the alternative of deferral, they
argue that these matters received suffi-
cient consideration, both in the impact
statement itself and by the Secretary of
the Interior in making his decision to

support the trans-Alaska pipeline, and

that given certain problems with the Ca-
nadian alternative, the lack of informa-
tion about other aspects of the alterna-

tive, and the high costs of deferral to

obtain more information, the Secretary's
decision to grant the pipeline permits
was not an abuse of discretion.

Before summarizing our holding, we

wish to note first that we have brought
to these cases an awareness of the se-

vere impacts our ruling will have. Any
decision further enjoining construction
of this project will impose serious costs

on the oil companies who plan to build
the pipeline and who have made substan-
tial investments that cannot begin to

show a return until oil begins to flow
from their wells at Prudhoe Bay. The

project means much needed jobs and in-
come to the people of the State of Alas-
ka, and development of Prudhoe Bay oil

resources will bring forth badly needed

revenues for the Alaska State Treasury.
Recognizing these hardships, however,
we nevertheless are constrained to en-

join the Secretary of the Interior from

issuing one of the permits which all par-
ties recognize is necessary for construc-
tion of the pipeline. We have deter-
mined that the Secretary of the Interior
lacks authority to grant the special land
use permit for construction purposes
which Alyeska has requested, and that
the grant of this permit constitutes a vi-
olation of both Section 28 of the Mineral
Leasing Act and applicable Bureau of
Land Management regulations. We base
our decision on a literal reading of the

provisions of Section 28, the legislative
history of that section, and the settled
construction of the administrative regu-
lations. In brief, it is our view that the
legislative history clearly indicates that
when Congress enacted Section 28 it in-
tended that all construction’work take

place within the confines of the width
limitation of the section—that is, within
the area covered by the pipe itself (4
feet) and 25 feet on either side. In ad-

dition, the relevant regulations require
that all special land use permits be revo- -

cable, and we hold that the permit in
this case does not meet the requirement
as it has previously been construed.
Since all parties agree that construction
of the proposed 48-inch diameter pipe-
line is impossible if all construction
work must take place within the width
limitation of Section 28, we must enjoin
igsuance of this special land use permit

tend

See-
d to
5

wedti the Mineral Leasing .Act,

6 U

tthé
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until Congress changes the applicable
law, either by amending Section 28’s
width limitation or by exempting this
project from its provisions.
As to the remaining issues in these

cases, our holding is as follows. The
“Secretary of the Interior has authority
to issue to the State of Alaska rights-
of-way for a state highway, for several
public airports, and for the free use of
gravel for these facilities, even though
the facilities will probably be used pri-
marily for the construction, maintenance
and operation of the proposed pipeline.

the same reason we conclude that the
Secretary has authority to issue rights-
of-way to Alyeska for 26 communication
sites along the pipeline route. Also, the
Secretary has authority to issue rights-
of-way for construction of pumping sta-
tions along the pipeline route since our
reading of the statute and its legislative
history and our recognition of a settled
administrative practice in this regard
lead us to conclude that pumping sta-
tions are part of the “pipeline” within
the meaning of Section 28.

(1] Although the parties have
briefed and argued the legality of per-
mits and rights-of-way covering land on
which Alyeska proposes to locate a.vari-
ety of other facilities, including remote
control block valves, construction camps,
material sites, permanent and temporary
access roads, pipe storage sites, and tem-
porary airstrips, we have decided not to
rule on these issues on this appeal, pri-

{. Absent any actual applications, the legal-
ity of these permits and rights-of-way is
not “ripe” or “suitable for judicial deter-
mination.” See L. Jaffe, Judicial Control *

of Administrative Action 305 (1965).
Without specific applications before us,
we lack certain factual information which
might be relevant to the legal Issues.
Compare our analysis infra of the Special
Land Use Permit (SLUP) for construc-
tion purposes, an analysis which relies,
to some extent, on ioformation obtained
from the application, itself. See Abbott

o 48.

marily because formal
applications focthese rights-of-way and permits ‘have

not yet been made. With respect to ‘th
grant of a special land use permit bytheyForest Supervisor, we find that the per=mit is likely to become mootin the near’
future and therefore do not decide that
issue.
« Finally, as to NEPA, since it is desir-
able that we expedite our decision, since
the project will be enjoined in any event
under our ruling on the Mineral Leasing
Act issues, and since the posture of the
NEPA issues may change before those
issues are ripe for adjudication, we de-
cline to pass on them at this time.
Our opinion infra is divided into five

parts. The first discusses the legality
of the Special Land Use Permit for con-
struction purposes proposed to be issued
by Interior to Alyeska. Part II discuss-
es the other rights-of-way to be issued
to Alyeska—for pumping stations and
communications facilities. The third
part concerns the rights-of-way to be is-_
sued to the State of Alaska for a public”
highway, for several airports, and for’
the free use of gravel. Part IV discuss-,
es the issues raised by the Special Land
Use Permit for the tank farm. Finally,
Part V explains our reasons for not de-,ciding the NEPA issues in this case.Before turning to this analysis, wwe,
present a short factual introduction, rel--
evant primarily to the first three partsof our opinion. : aw <tbd

‘. raett,
Factual Introduction weed

Prudhoe Bay, on the North Slope of
Alaska, was the site of a major oil field-
discovery in 1968. Following that dis”

Laboratories v. Gardner, 387 U.S. 136,<2+
148-149, 87 S.Ct. 1507, 18 L.Bd2d- 681 5):
(1967), in which the Supreme Court rested its finding of ripenesa on its obaerva-*~
tion that the issue presented waa “a pure- *

ly legal one.” See also Davis v. Ichord,
"

148 U-S.App-D.C. 183, 106, 442 F.2d 1207,
1220 (1970) (Leventhal, J., concurring),
suggesting that the test of ripeness is
whether “the controversy is so sharpened
by a specific factual context as to permit
a sure-footed judicial appraisal of the
pertinence factors.”

7
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covery several oil companies, acting
through their agent Trans Alaska Pipe-
line System (TAPS), predecessor of ap-
pellee Alyeska, developed plans to trans-
port the oil from Prudhoe Bay to mar-
kets in the lower 48 states. As final-
ized, the plans involved constructing a
48-inch diameter pipeline to extend 789
miles from Prudhoe Bay to the Port of
Valdez on the Pacific Ocean, a route
crossing lands owned by the United
States for about 641 miles. The pipe-
line would have an ultimate capacity of
carrying 2,000,000 barrels of crude oil
per day. Oil arriving at Valdez would
be loaded on to tankers for shipment to
ports such as Seattle, San Francisco and
Los Angeles.
Because the proposed pipeline would

cross lands owned by the United States,
the oil companies had to seek rights-of-
way from the agency entrusted with
management of the lands to be crossed,
the Bureau of Land Management of the
Department of the Interior. In ajpna,

TAPS submitted its first
application,? requesting a 54-foot pri-
mary right-of-way, an additional 46-
foot-wide right-of-way parallel and adja-
cent to the 54-foot right-of-way for con-
struction purposes, and a second addi-
tional right-of-way 100 feet in width for
a construction road to run from Prudhoe
Bay to the town of Livengood, a point
somewhat less than half way to Valdez
(the pipeline route south from Liven-
good to Valdez was already serviced by a
state highway). In addition, the appli-
cation requested temporary use, for con-
struction purposes, of 200 to 500 feet on
each side of all river and stream cross-
ings, and for land on which to locate
temporary conatruction camps.

Having had the foresight to anticipate
that development of a project of this
magnitude woule’ pose environmental,
technological, social and legal problems,

‘A

2. Supplemental Documents to Brief of
Plaintiffs-Appellants, Tab A.

3. Id., Tab C.
4. Id. Tab C It is interesting to note

that, although the Task Force classified
479 F.2d—54

then Secretary of the Interior Walter
Hickel had, on April 18, 1969, estab-
lished within the Interior Department a
North Slope Task Force. At the Presi-
dent’s request, in May 1969 that Task
Force was enlarged into a Government-
wide group, spanning many Government
agencies. On September 15, 1969 the
Task Force submitted its Preliminary
Report to the President,? outlining the
problems posed by development of the
pipeline. Among these problems were
“Legal and Procedural Matters” and
within this category was a discussion of
the legal problems posed by the then
pending right-of-way application:

“Width of the right-of-way: The
application requests a 54-foot wide
Pipeline right-of-way together with an
additional parallel and adjacent 46-
foot right-of-way. Further, for all
sections between Livengood and the
North Slope, the applicants request
another 100-foot right-of-way for a
construction road, making a total re-
quirement of 200 feet in

width
for

that distance.
“The authorizing statute (30 U.S.C.

185) limits pipeline rights-of-way to
25 feet on either side of center line, or
to a total of 54 feet. Discussions
are continuing between the Depart-
ment and TAPS to determine the ex-
act method by which TAPS will ac-
quire the additional 46 feet for the
pipeline right-of-way and the further
addition of a 100-foot right-of-way for
a construction road.” 4

Apparently aware of the legal prob-
lems posed by its earlier application,
TAPS submitted an
i This application
purpérted to request only a single”
right-of-way 54 feet in width, the legali-
ty of which has never been questioned
under the Mineral Leasing Act. Con-
currently with this amended application,

the Mineral Leasing Act's width limita-
tion as a problem, it did not include it in
its liat of 5 “major concerns” in its Pre-
liminary Report. See id. at 14.

5. Id., Tab D.

Fo
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however, TAPS submitted two separate
applications for “Special Land Use Per-
mits.” The first Special Land Use Per-
mit (we will hereafter use the unfortu-
nate acronym SILUP) application re-
quested “additional access and construc-
tion space extending 11 feet on one side
and 35 feet on the opposite side” of the
oil pipeline right-of-way. The second
SLUP application requested an area
“200 feet in width to contain the pipe-
line construction surface and haul road”
to run from Prudhoe Bay to Livengood.
whb..March . 26.199. .plaintiffs-appel-
lants—The Wilderness Society, Friends
of the Earth, and Environmental De-
fense Fund, Inc.—filed their complaint
for declaratory and injunctive relief
against appellee Secretary of the Interi-
or. They alleged that the Secretary in-
tended “within the immediate future to
issue right-of-way and/or special use
permits to TAPS for the purposes of the
pipeline” and that this action would vio-
late the width restrictions of Section 28
of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. On
April 3, 1970 Judge McGuire denied
plaintiffs’-appellants’ request for a tem-

against issuance of the permits and
rights-of-way.
During the 16-month interval between

issuance of the preliminary injunction
and the hearing on the permanent in-
junction, there were several significant
developments affecting the Mineral
Leasing Act issues. In March 1971
Alyeska filed an application for rights-
of-way for 26 communications sites. In

e State of Alaska, interve-
nor-appellee in these cases, entered into
a contract with Alyeska? whereunder
Alyeska Depittway to “Prudhoe
Bay, along a route almost identical with
the route of the 200-foot-wide haul road
proposed in TAPS’ SLUP application of
December 1971. In this contract Alaska
agreed to be responsible for securing all
rights-of-way across federal land neces-
sary for the highway, and on July 28,
1971 the State of Alaska applied to the
Bureau of Land Management for a high-
way right-of-way across public lands for
this road. Following this application,
on August 18, 1971 Alyeska withdrew
its SLUP application for the 200-foot

porary restraining order. Ongpgppi®8ze> paul road? ft
er oral argument on plaintiffs’-

appellants’ motion for a preliminary in-
junction, Judge Hart issued his findings
of fact and conclusions of law. See Wil-
derness Society v. Hickel, supra. Judge
Hart found that the 54-foot right-of-way
permit, the 46-foot SLUP for access and
construction space, and the 200-foot
SLUP for a construction surface and
haul road constituted, ‘in effect, a sin-
gle application for a pipe line right-of-
way” and that when considered together
the applications requested “a pipe line
right-of-way in excess of the width per-
miasible under Section 28 of the Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C. § 1865.”
325 F.Supp. at 424. Accordingly, Judge
Hart issued a preliminary injunction

6. Id., Tab 11-6.
7. Supporting Documents, Alyeska Mineral

Leasing Act Brief, Vol. II, Tab 6.
8. Supplemental Documents, svpra note 2,

Tab E~2.
9. Id. Tab G

Alaska has also submitted applications
to the Secretary of the Interior for leas-
es of public lands for construction of
three airports along the pipeline route.
Alyeska has entered into a contract |with
Alaska whereby Alyeska will construct
these airports and operate them as pub-
lie airports during construction of the
.pipeline2! Also, Alaska has applied for
a series of free-use permits for gravel,
the gravel to be used in construction’of
the above described highway .aneairports.3® " vaOn February 4, 1972 Alyeska filedan
amendment to its December 1971°‘appli-;cation for a SLUP for construction:
purposes.13_ The amendment, in contrast’

retelen Ez
10. Id., Tab I, ° ..
th. Ibid. '

12. Supporting Documents, supra note T,
Vol. IT, Tab 8.

13. fd., Tab 3.

1

\
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to the December SLUP application, did
not specify the amount of land to be cov-
ered by the SLUP but rather requested
“the temporary use of such minimum
amounts of land under the jurisdiction
of the Secretary of the Interior as may
be reasonably necessary for construction
of a proposed 48” diameter oil pipeline
* * *714 Also on February 4, 1972
Alyeska filed an amended application re-
questing rights-of-way for 10 pumping
stations.5

On May 11, 1972, through a News
Release,4® the Secretary of the Interior
announced his decision to grant the nec-
essary permits for the proposed pipeline.
It is the lawfulness of this decision
which is at issue in these cases. On Au-
gust 15, 1972 Judge Hart dissolved the
preliminary injunction, denied the appli-
cation for a permanent injunction, and
dismissed appellants’ complaints.

I. THE SPECIAL LAND USE
PERMIT

A. Introduction.
The pending application by appellee

Alyeska to the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment requests, as indicated above, “the
temporary use of such minimum amounts
of land under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the Interior as may be
reasonably necessary for construction
of a proposed 48” diameter oil pipeline
* * *”1 The application states that
“[a]fter construction has been complet-
ed, no continuing interest in this addi-
tional space is or will be claimed by
Alyeska. * * * Alyeska recognizes
that any authorization to use the space
* * © will remain at all times revoca-
ble at will by the government, without
cause or justification, and without giv-
ing rise to any claim against the govern-
ment arising out of such revocation.” 18

'4. Id., Tab 3, Reaponse to Question 2a
at 2.

15. Supplemental Documents, supra note 2
Tab H-5.

16. Appendices to Briefe of Plantiffs-
Appellants, Tab A.

While the application states that
“{tjhe precise amount of land required
for construction purposes may only be
approximated at this time,”?® it also
provides what all parties agree are fair
estimates of the amount of space to be
used outside and in addition to the basic
54-foot right-of-way, the legality of
which is not challenged under the Min-
eral Leasing Act. The application states:

“% «© * [A)pproximately 85 per
cent of the right-of-way (approxi-
mately 662 miles) will require the
temporary use of widths ranging from
46 to 146 feet. Approximately two-
thirds of this distance (about 456
miles) will require temporary widths
of 96 feet or less. Along the remain-
der of the route, instances will occur
where greater widths will be neces-
sary, such as at river crossings, road
crossings, and in mountainous terrain.
Temporary widths exceeding 246 feet
are expected to comprise only about 28
miles of the 789-mile pipeline route,
occurring primarily at river crossings
and in particularly difficult terrain.” 2°

(Footnote omitted.)

In order to understand what the
SLUP will be used for, why it is needed,
and whether it is legal, it is necessary to
consider some of the mechanics of pipe-
line construction. Most of the proposed
pipeline will be buried underground, the
remainder being placed on a gravel berm
or on raised pilings. We will only de-
scribe construction under the burial
mode since construction under the other
modes differs only slightly with respect
to the amount of Jand used. Construc-
tion proceeds step-by-step through a
number of distinct operations. First,
prior to construction a centerline igs sur-
veyed and marked. <A construction zone
ig cleared and graded, and the ditch for

(7. Supporting Documents, supra note 7,
Vol. II, Tab 3, Response to Question 2a
at 2.

8. Id. at +.

19. Id. at 2.

20. Id. at 3.

‘un from 1
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the pipe is dug. The pipe, valves, fit-
tings and coating materials are then
transported to the job site and the pipe
is strung along the open ditch. Fre-
quently it is necessary to bend the pipe
by machine at the site to fit the align-
ment and contour of the ditch. Strings
of pipe are then aligned, clamped, and
welded together. Joined sections of pipe
are lowered into the ditch by heavy side-
boom tractors. These sections are then
joined to the pipe already in place and
the pipe receives its final coatings. The
ditch is then backfilled and compacted.
A minimum work area of about 55 feet

on one side of the pipe is necessary
along the entire length of the pipe. The
modern method of pipeline construction
requires use of bulky and heavy equip-
ment designed to operate from one side
of the pipe only. It igs essential to pro-
vide adequate vehicle passing space
along the entire length of the proposed
route since pipe sections must constantly
be trucked to the head of the construc-
tion area, and sideboom tractors which
have finished lifting and lowering sec-
tions of pipe must pass ahead of others
still engaged in such operations to take
up new positions as construction of the
line advances. Space is needed for the
transport of men and equipment, and
safety margins must be provided to
avoid collisions.
The land in most areas along the pro-

posed route is permafrost—that is, land
which absent human interference re-
mains frozen throughout the year. To
prevent thawing and other disturbance
of the permafrost during construction in
these areas, and to prevent the sinking
of heavy equipment, a gravel work pad
must be constructed over the working
area. The pad is basically a gravel road
with gravel compacted to a depth of
from 18 inches to five feet.22 Of the to-
tal 9600 acres of land estimated to be
covered by the SLUP, about 3600 acres

21. See U.S. Dept, of Interior, Final En-
vironmental Impact Statement: Proposed
Traons-Alaska Pipeline, Vol. IV, at 67
(1072) (hereinafter cited as Impact
Statement). Cf, Aleyeska Pipeline Serv-

represent land to be used for this con-
struction area and work pad. a
The remaining 6000 acres will be

used in other, construction-related ways.
First, whenever the pipeline passes
through hilly or mountainous areas, or
where it crosses a river or road, it is of-
ten mecessary to modify the grade in
areas adjacent to the actual construction
area to assure slope stability and to pro-
vide for a level construction area. Grad-
ing these adjacent areas produces large
amounts of rock, dirt and gravel, known
as cut spoil, which must be piled up on
the side of the pipeline opposite the con-
struction side. In addition, the material
removed from the ground when the ditch
is dug and displaced by the pipeline
when it is placed in the ditech—known as
ditch spoil—must also be piled up oppo-
site the construction side of the pipeline.
In laymen’s terms, then, the other 6000
acres will be used to grade away moun-
tains and hills in some areas, and to pile
their remains, along with ditch spoil, in
others.

B. Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing
Act,
Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act

of 1920, 80 U.S.C. § 185, provides in
pertinent part: * yi

“Rights-of-way through the
publielands, including the forest reserves of,

the United States, may be granted by]
the Secretary of the Interior for,
pipeline purposes for the transporta-
tion of oi] or natural gas to any.appli;
cant possessing the qualifications pro-
vided in section 181 of this title,.,to
the extent of the ground occupied by;
the said pipe line and twenty-five feet
on each side of the same under such
regulations and conditions as to sur;
vey, location, application, and use 88may be prescribed by the Secretary of

|

4the Interior and upon the express con-!
dition that such pipe lines shall be:

fee Co., Summary: Project Description
of the Trans Alaska Pipeline System 50
(Aug. 1071) (hereinafter cited as Project
Description), estimating the thickness to
be from 6 inches to 3 feet.
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constructed, operated, and maintained
as common carriers and shall accept,
convey, transport, or purchase without
discrimination, oil or natural gas pro-
duced from Government lands in the
vicinity of the pipe line in such pro-
portionate amounts as the Secretary
of the Interior may, after a full hear-
ing with due notice thereof to the in-
terested parties and a proper finding
of facts, determine to be reasonable:
* * * Provided further, That no

right-of-way shall hereafter be grant-
ed over said lands for the transporta-
tion of oil or natural gas except under
and subject to the provisions, limita-
tions, and conditions of this section.
Failure to comply with the provisions
of this section or the regulations and
conditions prescribed by the Secretary
of the Interior shall be ground for for-
feiture of the grant by the United
States district court for the district in
which the property, or some part there-
of, is located in an appropriate proceed-
ing.”
Appellants contend that the SLUP for

the construction zone violates that por-
tion of Section 28 which provides “That
no right-of-way shall hereafter be grant-
ed over said lands for the transportation
of oil or natural gas except under and
subject to the provisions, limitations,
and conditions of this section.” That is,
appellants claim that the SLUP is a
“right-of-way” “for the transportation
of oil” which violates one of the “provi-
sions, limitations, and conditions” of
Section 28 in that it exceeds the statuto-
ry width limitation ‘‘to the extent of the
ground occupied by the said pipe line
and twenty-five feet on each side of the
same * * *,”

Appellees’ response also focuses on a
literal reading co the statutory lan-
guage. Interior argues that a tempo-

22. See Guerra v. Packard, 236 Cal.App.
2d 272, 285, 46 Cal.Rptr. 25, 33 (1965)
(construing the grant of a “mght of way
for the purpose of constructing and main-
taining a Motorway and Firebreak” as a
revocable license); cf. Seltenreich v.
Town of Fairbanks, D. Alaska, 103 F.

rary, revocable permit is not a right-of-
way. In its view, a right-of-way is an
easement, a permanent interest in land.
A revocable permit, on the other hand,
is like a license which is not an interest
in land. A permit, by this reasoning,
cannot be a right-of-way. Alyeska
adopts a similar approach. In its view
“(failure to make a distinction between
acts which convey an interest in land
and those which merely allow its use is
the fundamental flaw in Wilderness So-
ciety’s arguments.” “The term [right-
of-way] implies conveyance of an inter-
est in the land, rather than a mere li-
cense to use the land.” In support of
their position, appellees cite several cas-
es in which a statutory grant of a

right-of-way was construed to grant a
permanent easement. See, e. g., Great
Northern Ry Co. v. United States, 315
U.S. 262, 271, 62 S.Ct. 529, 86 L.Ed. 836
(1942); Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
Co. v. State Highway Comm'n, 294 U.S.
613, 618, 55 S.Ct. 563, 79 L.Ed. 1090
(1935); United States v. Welch, 217 U.
S. 333, 339, 30 S.Ct. 527, 564 L.Ed. 787
(1910).
{2,3] Although we base our statuto-

ry interpretation not merely on a literal
reading of the statute but on other indi-
cia of legislative intent, we conclude that
a literal reading indicates a result favor-
able to appellants. To begin with, it
seems clear that a revocable permit to
use land is a right-of-way. Most statu-
tory grants of rights-of-way, it is true,
are construed as grants of permanent
easements, but rights-of-way are occa-
sionally construed as revocable licenses,*?
and, more importantly, there is nothing
in the accepted definition of the phrase
“right-of-way” which restricts its appli-
cation to permanent interests in land. A
right-of-way is most typically defined as
the right of passage over another per-
son’s land.23 It has been said that “[a]

Supp. 319, 325-336, 18 Alaska 582
(1952), affirmed, 9 Cir., 211 F.2d 83, 14
Alaska 568, cert. denied, 348 U.S, 887,
75 S.Ct. 206, 99 L.Ed. 697 (1954).

23. See generally 77 C.J.S. Right 393
(1952) and cases there cited.
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right of way is nothing more than a spe-
cial and limited right of use,” *4 a defini-
tion that sounds remarkably similar to
the special land use permit issued in this
ease. There is no temporal element in
these definitions. Both a revocable li-
cense and a permanent easement fall
within their language. The regulations
of the Bureau of Land Management rec-
ognize this when they define the term
“right-of-way” as follows: “ ‘Right-of-
way’ includes license, permit, or ease-
ment, as the case may be * * *," 43
C.F.R. § 2800.0-5(i) (1972).25
{4] Appellees also argue that a revo-

cable permit cannot be a right-of-way
because the latter term referg to an in-
terest in land, and licenses are not inter-
ests in land. An examination of rele-
vant authority, however, indicates that
licenses are indeed interests in land.
They may not be the kind of interests in
land that must be created in writing or
recorded to be enforced,?® or the kind of
interests in land for which compensation
must be paid following condemnation for
public use,27 but they are nevertheless
interests in land. See 8 R. Powell, Real
Property {| 428 at 526.63 (1970); 2 A.
Casner (ed.), American: Law of Property
§ 8.110 at 317 (1952). The Restatement
provides: “All ‘licenses,’ as the term is
used in this Chapter, are ‘interests in
land’ as that phrase is used in the Re-
statement of Property.” Restatement of
Property § 512, Comment ec, at 3116
(1944). In fact, the affidavit of an in-

24. “West v. Maryland Gas Transmission
Corp., 162 Md. 298, 312, 159 A. 758, 763
(1982).

25. Until 1968, another of the Bureau’s
SLUP regulations specifically provided
that SLUPs will not be issued “for the
securing of rights-of-way obtainable under
existing laws,” thus implicitly recognizing
that the permission granted by a SLUP
could constitute a “right-of-way.” See,
oe. g., 43 C.F.R. § 258.2(a) (1849). See
also 43 U.S.C. § 9569 (1970), which
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
“permit the use of rights of way through
the public lands” but then further pro-
vides that “any permission given by the
Secretary * * * may be revoked by
him * * * in his discretion, and shall

dividual knowledgeable about custo:
practices in the oil pipeline indus:
troduced into the record by appeli
supports the view that a grant ofpers
mission to use land for construction pu
poses is a grant of an interest in land’
Thus where construction of a pipeline”
takes place over privately owned proper:
ty, according to this affidavit, space

nee“,essary for construction is ‘purchased or
condemned * * * for the time aeessary for construction of the pipeline.”ml

Appellees also make the argument that g

the land covered by the SLUP will not:
be used for “pipe-line purposes” or for
“the transportation of oil” within the«
meaning of Section 28. Interior argues :

that “[t]he temporary revocable permits
|

do not pertain to land to be used for the.
transportation of oil or natural gas.”
Alyeska argues that “[i]f one applies.)
norma! rules of construction, Congress t
must have intended something by the‘
use of the phrase ‘pipe line

purpodes'dthat was not synonymous with construc-3
tion and maintenance.” But we would
have to stretch the statutory

languagetotally beyond its natural meaning®t6
conclude that the SLUP in this case ia 4

not being issued for ‘“pipe-line
poses.” As the United States Sup
Court had occasion to note, “This C
naturally does not review congressi
enactments as a panel of grammari
but neither do we regard ordinary
ciples of English prose as irrelevant
construction of those enactme

not be held to confer any right, or
ment, or interest in * * * publ
land,” thus expressly creating a

revocalright-of-way.
26. See 3 R. Powell, Real Property {

at 526.64 (1970); 2 A. Caaner (ed,
American Law of Property.§ 8.
(1952).

e
27. See 2 Nichola, Eminent Domain ks

5.23[7] (Rohan recompilation 1970); B
6%R. Powell, supra nota 26, at 52664;

Sinclair Pipe Lina Co. v. United States,
287 F.2d 175, 152 Ct.Cl. 723 (1961).

28. Affidavit of Dean F. Smailey, Support-
ing Documents, supra note 7, Vol. I, Tab
1 at 2.
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Flora v. United States, 362 U.S. 145,

150, 80 8.Ct. 630, 633, 4 L.Ed.2d 623

(1960). It simply makes no sense to in-
gist on the one hand, as all parties do,

that use of this land is absolutely neces-

sary if the pipelineis to be built and oil

to be transported, and to claim on the

other hand that the land will not be used

for pipeline purposes or for the trans-
portation of oil. One of the functions of
statutory rights-of-way is to allow room
for construction activities2® Indeed, the
Bureau’s own contemporaneous interpre-
tation of Section 28 stated that the pur-
pose of the right-of-way was for “con-

struction, maintenance, and operation of
the pipe line.” 47 Int.Dept.Dec. re Pub.
Lands 437, 461 (March 11, 1920).°°

It is also argued that the statutory re-

quirement of compliance with “the pro-
visions, limitations, and conditions” of
Section 28 is concerned solely with the
condition that pipelines be common car-

riers. While it is clear that the common
carrier provision was one of Congress’
chief concerns, nevertheless the statuto-
ry language plainly bars any pipeline
right-of-way which does not comply with
all “provisions, limitations, and condi-
tions,” including limitation of the right-
of-way to 25 feet.

{5,6] In conclusion, under a literal
reading of Section 28 the proposed
SLUP is a “right-of-way” “for the

transportation of oil” which is not “sub-
ject to” one of “the provisions, limita-
tions, and conditions” of Section 28. Of
course, we cannot end our inquiry with

29. See, e. g., United States v. Great
Northern Ry Co., D-Mont., 32 F.Supp.
651, 654 (1940), affirmed, 9 Cir., 119 F.
2d 821 (1941), modified on other grounds,
315 U.S. 262, 62 S.Ct. 529, 86 L.Ed. 836
(1842): “Many definitions have been

given * * * of the term ‘right of way’
but the consensus of opinion seems to be
that it means exactly what the words
imply, that w to say, the right to use
the grant of right of way for the purpose
of constructing, maintaining, and operat-
ing a ratlroad thereon.” (Emphasis
added.)

30. The legislative history indicates that the
phrase “for the transportation of oil or

this simplistic and literal approach.3*
On occasion we have paid lip service to
the rule that where the language of a
statute is clear and unambiguous on its
face it cannot be controverted by seek-
ing to show inconsistent legislative in-
tent, see Sea-Land Service, Inc. v. F.M.
C., 181 U.S.App.D.C. 246, 250, 404 F.2d
824, 828 (1968), but we have also faced
up to the reality that ‘the ‘plain mean-

ing’ doctrine has always been subser-
vient to a truly discernible legislative
purpose however discerned,” District of
Columbia v. Orleans, 132 U.S.App.D.C.
139, 141, 406 F.2d 957, 959 (1968). Re-
gardless of how plainly we might feel
the SLUP is barred by the literal terms
of Section 28, we must respond to what
seems to us to be the crucial contention
in the Mineral Leasing Act aspects of
this case. All parties agree that it is
impossible to build large-diameter oil

pipelines if construction is to be limited
to 25 feet on either side of the pipeline.
Appellees then argue that Congress must
have intended Section 28 to include all
those uses of Jand necessary to secure
the central objective of allowing pipeline
construction. Absent any other indica-
tion of what Congress in fact intended,
settled maxims of statutory construction
would probably lead us to accept this in-
ference about congressional intent. Cf.
United States v. State of Maryland for
Use of Meyer, 121 U.S.App.D.C. 258,
260, 349 F.2d 693, 695 (1965). There is
a presumption against construing a stat-
ute so ag to render it ineffective.. Bird
v. United States, 187 U.S. 118, 124, 23

natural gas’ was added to the statute
solely to ensure that the statute did not
govern pipelines for water and artificial
gas. See 51 Cong.Rec. (Part 15) 15419
(1914).
See Malat v. Riddell, 383 U.S. 569,

571-572, 86 S.Ct. 1080, 16 L.Ed. 2d 102
(1966); C.LR. v. Brown, 380 U.S. 563,
571, 85 S.Ct. 1162, 14 L Ed.2d 75 (1965) ;

Lynch v. Overholser, 369 U.S. 705, 710,
82 S.Ct. 1043, 8 LEd2d 211 (1962);
Salt River Project Agr. Impr. & Power
District v. F.P.C., 129 U.S.App.D.C. 117,
121, 301 F.2d 470, 474, cert. denied, 393
U.S. 857, 80 S.Ct. 104, 21 L.-Ed.2d 128
(1968).

31.

put:

pri
to a
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118 agt
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S.Ct. 42, 47 L.Ed. 100 (1902); United
States v. Blasius, 2 Cir., 397 F.2d 203,
207 n.9 (1968), cert. dismissed, 393 U.S.
1008, 89 S.Ct. 615, 21 L.Ed.2d 557
(1969); United States v. Milk Distribu-
tors Ass’n, Inc., D.Md., 200 F.Supp. 792,
799 (1961); In re White, N.D.N.Y., 266
F.Supp. 868, 866 (1967). But conjec-
ture and inference about the central
purposes of Section 28 and what Con-
gress “must. have intended” are not nec-
essary in this case, for we have firmer
evidence of what Congress did in fact
intend when it enacted the width limita-
tion of Section 28, and it is to this legis-
lative history that we now turn.

C. Legislative History of Section 28.

The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, of
which Section 28 is but a small and rela-
tively minor part, was not the product
of a single Congress. Other versions of
the Act, substantially similar to the one
finally adopted and containing provi-
sions virtually identical with what is
now Section 28, were introduced, report-
ed out of Committee, and debated on the
floor of Congress as early as 1914. See
H.R. 16136, 68rd Cong. (various prints)
(1914); H.R. 406, 64th Cong. (various
prints) (1915-16); H.R. 3232, 65th
Cong. (various prints) (1917); S. 2812,
65th Cong. (various) prints) (1918).
The legislative history of the bili that
was finally enacted into law as the Min-
eral Leasing Act of 1920, S. 2775, 66th
Cong., 2d Sess. (1920), contains no dis-
cussion of the width limitation in either
the reports, the hearings, or the floor
debates. The legislative history of simi-
lar bills in prior Congresses, however, is
very revealing. Cf. United States v.
Plesha, 352 U.S. 202, 205, 77 S.Ct. 275, 1
L.Ed.2d 264 (1957); United States v.
Blasius, supra, 397 F.2d at 205-206.
As originally drafted Section 28 pro-

vided, not for 25 feet on either side of
the pipeline, but for only 10 feet. See
H.R. 16136, 63rd Cong., 2d Seas., § 17
(April 29, 1914). The bill was referred
to the House Committee on Public Lands
and was reported therefrom with an
amendment that would substitute “twen-

+ dy

ty” for “ten.” See H.R.
16136, -63rdyCong., 3d Sess., § 11 (Februaryy23

1915). When next introduced into :Conz
gress, the section again provided for’
only 10 feet. See H.R. 406, 64th Congz7
ist Sess., § 18 (December 6, 1916)!:
When this bill was reported from the
House Committee on Public Lands, how--
ever, the width limitation provision was
amended to change “ten” to “twenty-
five.” See H.R. 406, 64th Cong., Ist
Sess., § 18 (January 4, 1916). The bill
was sent back to Committee again, and
when reported the width limitation had
been changed once more, this time from
“twenty-five” to “twenty.” See H.R.
406, 64th Cong., 1st Sess., § 11 (March
30, 1916). When introduced in subse-
quent Congresses, however, and when re-
ported from Committee and debated
thereafter, the width limitation re-
mained at 25 feet. See H.R. 3232, 65th’
Cong., § 13 (various prints) (1917); 5.
2812, 65th Cong., 2d Sess., § 13 (May.
14, 1918); S. 2775, 66th Cong., ist
Sess., § 27 (August 15, 1919); S. 27757
66th Cong., 1st Sess., § 28 (October 21,"
1919). This legislative history indicatesthat Congress placed some significance.
on the exact figure chosen. The number.
“twenty-five” was not pulled out of thin”
air, but was resolved upon after appar-,
ently careful deliberation. In view of,
the significance Congress seemed to.
place on the exact figure chosen, it’
Seems unreasonable to conclude -that.
Congress intended the interpretation put,
forth by appellees in these cases, for un-,
der that interpretation it is irrelevant,
whether the statute permits 10, 20 or 25.
feet. If the statute allows one to use
any land reasonably necessary to build a
pipeline, what purpose is there in choos-
ing 25 feet rather than 10? Cf. United
States v. Blasius, supra, 397 F.2d at 207.

[7] It is a well known maxim of
statutory construction that all words and
provisions of statutes are intended to
have meaning and are to be given effect,
and words of a statute are not to be con-
strued as surplusage. See McDonald v.

Thompson, 805 U.S. 263, 266, 69 S.Ct.
176, 83 L.Ed. 164 (1938); D. Ginsberg
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& ‘Sons, Ine. v. Popkin, 285 U.S. 204,
208, 52 S.Ct. 322, 76 L.Ed. 704 (1932);
Klein v. Republic Steel Corp., 3 Cir., 435
F.2d 762, 765~766 (1970); Consolidated
Flower Shipments, Inc.—Bay Area v. C.
AB., 9 Cir., 205 F.2d 449, 450 (1953).
We should be particularly mindful of
this maxim in cases such as these where
there is specific evidence that Congress
placed significance on the statutory lan-
guage in dispute.

More than the bills themselves, the de-
bates in the House of Representatives 3+

indicate that Congress intended all con-
struction work to take place within the
width limitation of the statute. As not-
ed earlier, the first predecessor of Section
28 provided for only 10 feet. When this
provision was first put before the
House, Mr. Mondell, a Representative
from Wyoming who continued to play an
active role in the debates throughout the
history of Section 28, proposed an
amendment to be added to the provision:

“Provided, That nothing herein con-
tained shall be held to repeal the pro-
visions of the act approved May 21,
1896, entitled ‘An Act to grant right
of way over the public domain for
pipe line in the States of Colorado or
Wyoming,’ but all pipe lines built un-
der the provisions of that act shall be
common carriers.” 33

The act referred to in the proposed
amendment is still codified at 43 U.S.C.
§ 962 (1970), although the legislative
history of Section 28 makes it questiona-
ble whether it is still in force.** It pro-
vides:
32. The debate on the floor of the "Senate

never discussed the width limitation.
33. 52 Cong.Rec. (Part 15) 15418 (1914).
34, Mr. Ferris, the man who introduced

H.R. 16136 (an¢é many of the later
versions of the Mineral Leasing Act) into
Congress, had asked the Department of
the Interior to comment on whether the
bill would repeal the Act of May 21, 1806.
The

Department
said that it would, if

enacted, “preclude the department from
in future allowing any pipe-line right-of-
way applications under the provisions of

479 F 2d—S4la

“The right of way through the pub-
lic lands of the United States situate
in the State of Colorado and in the
State of Wyoming * * * is grant-
ed to any pipe-line company or corpo-
ration formed for the purpose of
transporting oils * * * to the ex-
tent of the ground occupied by said
pipe line and twenty-five feet on each
side of the center line of the same;
also the right to take from the public
lands adjacent to the line of said pipe
line, material, earth, and stone neces-
sary for the construction of said pipe
line.”

Mr. Mondell supported his amendment
as follows:

“The pipe lines that are really im-
portant, so far as the question of
right of way is concerned, are the
great carrying lines. There have al-
ready been two, over 60 miles long
each, constructed in my State under
the act that I have referred to. I
think one of them cost $600,000. I do
not know how much the other cost.
Such lines are large. They are very
expensive. * * * The provisions
of this section are not sufficiently lib-
eral to allow the construction of one
of these great lines.” 35

Congressman Mondeil was asked wheth-
er a total space of 20 feet was not suffi-
cient room in which to construct a pipe-
line. He responded:

“No; it is not wide enough to con-
struct one of these great lines over a
rough country. The width is not
great enough, and there is no opportu-

the said act of May 21, 1896, supra, be-
cause it provides an exclusive method for
the granting of rights of way for pipe
lines over the public lands of the United
States, and further stipulates that no
right of way shall be hereafter granted
over the public Jands for the transporta-
tion of oil or gas except under the pro-
visions, limitations, and conditions of the
section.” Id. at 15418-15419. See also
56 Cong.Rec. (Part 7) 7097 (1918).

35. 51 Cong.Rec. (Part 15) at 15418.
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nity to get the necessary material
from the adjacent lands. * * 36

Representative Taylor| of Colorado said
he believed the amendment offered by
Mondell was a

good |

one for, in -his

words, \

T regret to see this law,
which is applicable|to the States of
Colorado and Wyoming alone, thus
wiped off the statute books, because it
has been a good law and nobody has
ever complained of it. It is a better
law than thisone. * * * 737

But he said he would not support the
amendment because

he}
did not believe in

special legislation for one or two states.
He concluded: “I

feel
that if this

proposed law works all right we can oper-
ate under it in our State, and if it does
not, then we hope to come back here
some time and amend it.” 38 During lat-
er debate on the provision, Taylor spe-
cifically referred to the views of the
House Committee on' Public Lands on
this matter:

“«* *# * T think that law [Sec-
tion 962] ought to be inserted in this
bill in lieu of section 17, but at the
same time the committee has taken a
different view, and I am not disposed
to quarrel with the committee about
the matter. * * * I think the pro-
visions of this section in the bill, the
same as some other sections, should be
more liberal. But‘I have expressed
myself on this bill at great length in
my minority report'and in my speech
on the bill, and I will therefore not of-
fer any special opposition to this sec-
tion at this time.” >*

A vote was then taken on the proposed
amendment and it was defeated.

Realizing that to some extent the op-
position to his proposal was based on a
desire not to have special legislation for
any states, Representative Mondell imme-
diately introduced another amendment,
the effect of which would be to change

36. Id. at 15420.
!

37. Ibid.
38. Ibid. '

the width limitation to read “‘to the:sexetent of the ground occupied by said pipeline and 25 feet on each side of the cen-:
ter of line of the same; also the right te:
take from the public lands adjacent to
the line of said pipe line material, earth,
and stone necessary for the construction
of anid pipe line.” 4° Again Mondell jus-
tified his proposed amendment:

,

* * TWirst, the provisions of
this section [as originally drafted]
are not liberal enough to enable people
desiring to do so to construct the
great carrying pipe lines which we are
attempting to provide-for, * *

*#*

Those lines are most of them of con-
siderable length. The two that have
been constructed in my State so far
are each some sixty-odd miles in
length. A line is now under contem-
plation which will be much longer
than either of those lines. Eventual-
ly, we will have to cross the State, and
probably cross a large portion of the
State of Colorado with a main pipe
line. At least 50 feet right of way is
needed, and opportunity to use materi-_
al on either side ia needed to make. the’
construction of these pipe lines practi-',eable. * * * + yore?

* * * * * # pid
“*# © * The section as it stands.

will not do at all. That is clear inthe!first place, and it does not give the in?,
tending builder of pipe lines the space”;
that he needs and the material that lie;
needs. :* * #7742 saneA vote was then taken on Mondell’s*aect

ond proposal and it was defeated. divBuiAs noted earlier, when next intro?va
duced into Congress as part of H.R.“406,
the width limitation again provided, for
only 10 feet. Mr. Mondell expressedhis,japprehensions and summarized the views ‘

of' Congress once more: nu" be
int ge

* * The provisions of” this.
‘section are very illiberal. They are
not sufficient to give fair opportunity

39, Id. at 15421.

40, Ibid.

41, Jd, at 15421-16422.
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for the building of large pipe lines
such as are essential to a large oil
business. I wish it were possible to
amend it * * *. That is evidently
impossible from the present attitude
of the committee, and I realize that no
amendment would be favorably re-
ceived liberalizing this section, there-
fore I offer none.” #

As later versions of H.R. 406 indicate,
however, Representative Mondell was
eventually successful in getting one of
the amendments he wanted. When the
section came out of Committee, “ten”
was changed to “twenty-five” where it
remained, with one exception already
noted, throughout the period until enact-
ment of the Mineral Leasing Act in
1920. Although the Committee did fi-
nally agree to enlarge the width allow-
ance, Mondell was apparently unsuccess-
ful in obtaining any amendment that
would, in the manner of 43 U.S.C. § 962,
allow one to go outside the right-of-way
to obtain materials necessary for pipe-
line construction.

This legislative history indicates first
that Congress agreed with Representa-

42. 53 Cong.Rec. (Part 2) 1095 (1916).
43. See note 34 supra.
44. We have, in the past, recognized that it

is hazardous to draw conclusions from
congressional inaction. See National
Automatic Laundry & Cleaning Council v.
Shultz, 143 U.S.App.D.C. 274, 291, 443
2d 689, 706 (1971). In that case,

however, we noted a distinction between
the mere silence that accompanies “pro-
posals languishing without any Congres-
sional action” and “positive ‘action by
Congress rejecting the * * * amend-
Ments.” Jbid. In the present cose we
can confidently place some significance
on congressional rejection of the proposed
amendment that would allow going out-
side the statutory right-of-way where
necessary for construction purposes. The
Supreme Court has said that the reagon
for not drawing inferences from congres-
sional foilure to adopt an amendment is
that “[logically, several equally tenable
inferences could be drawn from the failure
of the Congress to adopt an amendment
* © * including the inference that the
existing leginlation already incorporated
the offered change.” United States v.

tive Mondell’s position that the width
limitation restricted all construction ac-
tivities. By recognizing that a change
from 10 feet to 25 feet was necessary,
Congress was implicitly accepting the
view that Mondell put forth. Secondly,
Congress was offered an amendment
that would modify the width limitation
so as to expressly provide that one could
go outside the statutory right-of-way
where necessary for construction pur-
poses and, as noted earlier,4? it had been
told by the bill’s sponsor that enactment
of the bill would repeal a pre-existing
statute that contained such an express
provision. Congress voted down the
amendment, however, clearly indicating
its desire to restrict construction to the
statutory right-of-way. Finally, the
history indicates that Congress had been
warned that the future was going to
bring larger and larger pipelines, and
that the statutory right-of-way was
going to prove insufficient to allow con-
struction of these lines. But rather
than exercise what we might now call
reasonable foresight, foresight which
the Congress did exercise on other simi-
lar occasions,** the Congress did not at-

Wise, 370 U.S. 405, 411, 82 S.Ct. 1354,
1359, 8 L.Ed.2d 590 (1962). But in the
Present case we cannot draw the inference
that the existing legislation already in- °

corporated the proposed change;
Congress’ attention had been drawn to a
Prior act containing the proposed change,
and Congress was told that the bill, as
drafted, would repeal the

Provisions
of

that prior act.

45. Compare Alaska Right of Way Act of
May 14, 1898, 30 Stat. 409, 43 U.S.C. §-
942-1 (1970) (granting 100-foot rights-
of-way for railroads in Alaska, but also
providing for the “right to take from the
lands of the United States adjacent to the
line of said road, material, earth, stone,
and timber necessary for the construction
of said railroad” and providing for the
“right to use such additional ground as
may in the opinion of the Secretary of
the Interior be necessary where there are
heavy cuts or fills * * *"); Act of
March2, 1899, 30 Stat. 990, as amended,
25 U.S.C. § 313 (1970) (providing a 50-
foot right-of-way for railway, telegraph
and telephone lines through Indian
reservations, but allowing use of 100 feet
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tempt to provide for the future by giv-
ing the Secretary of the Interior express
authority to allow use of,any amount of
land reasonably necessary for construc-
tion. The apparent attitude of Congress
was best exemplified) by Representative
Taylor of Colorado who, because of the
state he represented, was very concerned
with the effect of the proposed statute
on pipeline construction. As quoted ear-
lier, Taylor’s position was that if the
new law was not adequate, “then we
hope to come back here some time and
amend it.” Thus | though Congress
seemed to be aware that the width limi-
tation might be, or might in the future
prove to be, insufficient, the remedy
suggested was not to plan for the future
but rather to tell thé industry to come
back to Congress if] these fears were
borne out by actua) practice under the
Act.

‘

The final chapter in the legislative
history of Section 28 was the debates on
H.R. 3232, 65th Cong. Despite the ap-
parent acquiescence of Congress in Mon-
dell’s amendment to 25 feet, Representa-
tive Chandler of Oklahoma attempted to
amend the limitation back to 10 feet.

(

“Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, I see no reason for granting
a right of way for a pipe-line company of
thig magnitude. There is no reason in
the world why a pipe line should have
anymore right of way than a railroad
company, and most of the railroads in
thia country only have 50 feet right of
way. This bill provides that the pipe
lines shall have a grant of the land occu-
pied by the pipe line ‘and then an addi-
tional 25 feet on each side of the pipe
line. *

“Now, this is entirely too much
ground to give to any pipe-line company.

“where there are heavy cuts and filla
* * *"); Act of March 11, 1904, 33.
Stat. 65, as

amended,| 25
U.S.C. § 321

(1970) (providing for rights-of-way
through Indian reservations for oi] and
gas pipelines, and expressly granting the

Secretary
of the Interior authority to

“grant temporary permits revocable in his
diveretion for the construction of such

|

1

|

i

1

1

As everybody knows, most of the rail-
roads of the United States have only 50
feet. of right of way—they have to make
grades, and so forth—but a pipe-line
only takes up 12 or 16 inches, making no
grade, simply digs ditches, goes over the
hills and down

again,
and the Govern-

ment ought not to give a pipe-line com-

pany this amount of land.
* * * * & *

“Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, I infer that my good friend
from Oklahoma has never lived in a
mountainous country. In a mountainous
oF rough and broken or ‘hilly country
Pipe lines are sometimes buried on side
hills or guiches, sometimes on high tres-
tles, and on all kinds of ground, and peo-
ple have to go up and down the lines to
mend breaks in and repair the pipe line,
and for various reasons, and you can not
drive teams or haul material on a 10-
foot strip of ground through that kind
of country. The use of it is merely an
easement, subject to such rules and reg-
ulations as may be prescribed by the
Secretary of the Interior. These regula-
tions will not prevent the ground from
being used, if the ground is such that’ it
ever can be used for anything; that is,
if a pipe line runs over any land that
anybody ever wants. It is only public
land that has been heretofore deemed
worthless. If'the lands over which a
pipe line will run were any good’“they
would be in private ownership long ago.It is only the rough, arid land that. no-
body wantswhichis now open for

settle-
ment, If merely an easement©over”a
right of way is given, and only ‘tempo-
rarily, for the occupation by a pipe line,
subject to-such rules and

regulations iasthe Secretary of the Interior will”‘pre-
scribe, the Government is not going’rr)
be hurt any by allowing the owner to

Laat -
lines * * ”); Act of Aug. 1, 1946,.
‘68 Stat. 921, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §”
2201 +(1970) (suthorixing the Atomic
Energy Commission to grant rights-of-
ways across lands under its control for
railroad, pipeline and other purposes,
limited to that amount of “land {that]
is reasonably necessary for the purpose
'for which granted”).
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use for that purpose only a strip of
ground 25 feet wide on each side of the
center of the pipe line, and I hope the
gentleman’s amendment will be defeated.

¥* * * ¥ * *

“*% 5 # Mr. Chairman, owing to
the very great shortage of oil, the very
great consumption in excess of produc-
tion, I assume that every Member of
this House is very much in favor of oil
development. With a shortage of
60,000,000 barrels this year, every pa-
triotic citizen should be in favor of any
fair law that will encourage oil develop-
ment, and if this House is in favor of oil
development there is certainly no rea-
son for handicapping it by any more re-
strictions than are already in this bill.
I may say that there is not a western
Member of this House, certainly none
from the States to which this legislation
will apply, who is satisfied with this bill.
It is much more drastic than we feel it
ought to be. It will not bring about the
development that the country needs and
would get under a more liberal bill. At
the same time we have agreed to accept
this bill as the best we can get, and for
that reason have not filed a minority re-
port.

* * * *& * *%

“MR. RAKER. * * * Here is an
act granting the right to establish pipe
lines in Colorado, giving a right of way
of 25 feet’on each side. That is the law
now.

“Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes;
that is the Colorado and Wyoming act,
and expressly grants 25 feet on each
side. People can neither build or [sic]
maintain a pipe line on less than that
width in that country. There is no use
of requiring impossibilities or restrict-
ing development by utterly impracticable
restrictions and limitations that neither
do the Government or [sic] anyone else
any good.

* * * a * #

* * My dear sir, to build and
maintain a pipe line you have got to
have more than just the actual land that
the pipe rests on. You have got to have

a wagon road to transport the material,
you have very often got to take earth
and rocks from the side of the right of
way, and so on. A trestle supporting a
pipe line may be 50 feet wide at the
foundation. There is no earthly use of
preventing construction or compelling
people to come back to Congress again to
get a sensible law.

“When the Secretary of the Interior is
given the complete control of this right
of way, that is sufficient; and I hope
the amendment will not be adopted, be-
cause it is entirely inadvisable, absolute-
ly impracticable, and utterly unneces-
sary. It can not be made to work out.
Pipe-line owners would be compelled to
go out and buy land adjoining every
right of way or obtain from the Govern-
ment an additional grant. This provi-
sion ought to be more liberal than it is.
* * *

* * * * & *

“Mr. NORTON. * * * {D]oes not
the gentleman know, as a matter of fact,
that the width of the right of way
granted to the railroads has been found
by practical experience to be altogether
too great in theWestern States?
“Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. The

400-foot right of way granted to the Un-
ion Pacific was more than was neces-
sary, especially on level ground for near-
ly a thousand miles; but in no place
where there is rough ground Has the
100-foot right of way been too wide «

or
been curtailed.
“Mr. NORTON. I am sure it is the

consensus of opinion of the people in the
Central West that the right of way of
100 feet on each side granted to the
Northern Pacific and the Great North-
ern Railway through Minnesota, North
Dakota, and Montana is

altogether
too

wide.
“Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. On level

farm land I think that is true. I think
those railroads got a large amount of
good land that they did not need and
had no right to; but we are not asking
for any good land or any land that we
do not need.
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* * * * * *

“Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman,
there is now on the statute books an oil
pipe-line law, applying

te
Wyoming and

Colorado, which grants an easement of
25 feet on each side of the pipe line.
“Mr. RAKER. will the gentleman

yield to me for a
question right there?

“Mr. MONDELL. his section will
repeal that law, which is in many re-
spects much more liberal than this pro-
vision is, so we are putting in this law a
provision much less

pipers
than the

present law.
“Mr. RAKER. will the gentleman

yield for a question?
[the

provision of
law which the gentleman refers to is
more extensive than this one, and reads
as follows—

;

% * * * * *

“Mr. MONDELL. { introduced that
bill. I know something about it. If we
secure the development of oil on the
public lands, which we hope for under
this bill, long pipe lines will have to be
built, and they will have to be built over
a rough country. In' many cases they
will have to be carried! on trestles and at
elevations that will; require a great
spread of the trestle! at the base. In
many cases they will have to be built
along sloping hillsides and mountain
sides, and the width of 50 feet is none
too great. The land that these pipe
lines will run over in the main are [sic]
of but little value, and all that is grant-
ed is an easement for the use of the pipe
lines. No one in the dperation of one of
these pipe lines cares to have any more
land than is absolutely essential for the
maintenance of the pipe lines, but unless
you grant enough so that the building of
the pipe line can proceed and material
can be obtained for the building of the
pipe line, you hamper this very great de-
velopment.

* * * * * *

“Mr. RAKER. Since looking through
this Colorado and Wyoming act I find
this provision in it that is not in this
bill—

“Mr. MONDELL. It authorizes the-
taking of material.
“Mr. RAKER. Yes. s

“Mr. MONDELL. Which this bill’
does not, and which on two different oc-
casions I have endeavored to have the
committee adopt, but having promised
the chairman not to offer amendments I

did not offer it on this occasion, though
that Provision ought to be in the bill.
“Mr. RAKER. Let me read it to the

gentleman:
Also the right to take from the pub-

lic lands adjacent to the line of said
pipe Jine material, earth, and stone
necessary for the construction of said
pipe line.
“Mr. MONDELL. I hope the gentle-

man will offer that amendment to this
section. B

“Mr. CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Oklahoma. Ma

“The amendment was rejected.” 46 .
The debate indicates that the partici--

pants assumed that all constructionhad
to take place within the width limitation
of the statute. As noted earlier, any.
dispute between 10 feet and 25 feet, be-,
comes meaningful only if construction ia,
limited to the statutory right-of-way
Opponents of the 10-foot limitation®
clearly state that were that amendment.
adopted it would be impdssible to.con;
struct or maintain large pipelines, .a” ‘re
sult which would not obtain were we to.
adopt appellees’ position in this’ case<
Proponents of oil pipeline developmen’

ent,again admitted that even as amended
that is, even with a 26-foot width allow—
ance—the bill was not as liberal ‘as “itl
should be because it lacked the provisiow
allowing one to go outside the statutory:
right-of-way where necessary for’ con-"
atruction. But, as Representative Tay-
lor stated, “[W]e have agreed to accept
this bill as the best we can get
* * *” More importantly, the debate
provides answers to some of appellees’

“ 56 Cong.Ree. (Part 7) 7086-7008 (1018).
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key arguments. They contend that to
interpret the statute to restrict con-
struction to the statutory right-of-way
is to frustrate the purpose of the Miner-
al Leasing Act, to presume that the leg-
islature intended to have done a futile
thing, and to reach a result that is un-
reasonable, absurd and ridiculous. But
the legislative history indicates that at
the time the Mineral Leasing Act was
passed Congress thought it was possible
to build the then largest pipelines—
which, according to Representative
Chandler, were 12 to 16 inches wide—
within the statutory right-of-way? Fi-
nally, the debates indicate the reason
why Congress was so strict with the
right-of-way. Congress felt that in the
past, when granting rights-of-way to
railroads, it had been much too generous
in giving away valuable public Jands,
and it did not want this to be repeated.
Of course, attempting to place too

much emphasis on bits and shreds of
legislative history is often a hazardous
process. See United States v. O’Brien,
391 U.S. 367, 383-384, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20
L.Ed.2d 672 (1968). We note that in
this instance we deal with a debate that
engaged but a few members of one

47. Appellees also suggest that Congress’
belief that the statutory right-of-way was
sufficient for construction of pipelines
was mistaken even in 1920—i. ¢., that in
1920 it was impossible to construct the
then largest oil pipelines within the
statutory right-of-way. Even were this
the case, however, it would be a matter
for Congress, not this court, to correct.
Congress was told that it might he
hindering oi pipeline development, and it
chose to do nothing about it except say
that if that were the case the oil com-
paniea should come back and try to get
a more liberal law. Moreover, there is
insufficient proof in this case that
Congreas was wrong in assuming that 25
feet on either side of the pipeline was
sufficient. As indicated in Representa-
tive Chandler’s remark, Congress assume!
it wes providing for pipelinea of up to
about 12 to 16 inches. Ail the available
extrinsic evidence indicates that this was
in fact the largest size technologically
feasible back in 1920. Even as late ag
1940, pipelines were normally from 2 to
12 inches in diameter. See Finney, Oil

house of Congress, a Congress that was
not even the one that eventually passed
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.48 But
there appears to be no reason for not ac-
cepting this history for its obvious im-
port. This is not a case where legisla-
tive history is being used to contradict
the natural or literal reading of an act.
Compare St. Marys Sewer Pipe Co. v.
Director of U. S. Bureau of Mines, 3

Cir., 262 F.2d 378 (1959). Instead, it is
being used to support the literal read-
ing. This is not a case where opponents
and proponents characterized the provi-
sions of the act differently. They disa-
greed as to what was a proper width
limitation, but they all agreed that the
width limitation applied to the construc-
tion area. See First Nat. Bank of Lo-
gan v. Walker Bank & Trust Co., 385 U.
5. 252, 261, 87 S.Ct. 492, 17 L-Ed.2d 343
(1966); United States v. City & County
of San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16, 22, 60 S.
Ct. 749, 84 L.Ed. 1050 (1940). Nor is
this a case where we must confront
mere attempts to amend the statute,
without discussion about the signifi-
cance of such amendments. Cf. Nation-
al Automatic Laundry & Cleaning Coun-
cil v, Shultz, 143 U.S.App.D.C. 274, 291,

Pipe-Line Transportation, in E. DeGolyer
(ed.), Elements of the Petroleum Industry
310 (1940). The revolutionary “Big
Inch" and “Little Big Inch” pipelines
constructed for wartime industrial pur-
poses during World War II were 24
inches and 20 inches respectively in diam-
eter. See G. Wolbert, American Pipe
Lines 10 n. 40 (1951). Congress was
thus apparently correct in its assumptions
about the then largest size of pipelines.
And there is simply no evidence in this
case proving that Congress was incorrect
in its other assumption that 25 feet on
either side was sufficient for these small
pipelines, given pipeline construction
methods then in use.

48. Cf. Fot: v. Immigration & Naturaliza-
tion Service, 375 U.S. 217, 225 n. 11, 84
S.Ct. 306, 11 L.Ed.2d 281 (1963); D. C.
Federation of Civic Assns, Inc. v. Volpe,
140 U.S.App.D.C, 162, 171, 434 F.2d 436,
445 (1970); United States v. Matthews,
136 U.S.App.D.C, 196, 201 n. 9, 419 F.2d
1177, 1182 a. 8 (1969).
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443 F.2d 689, 706 (1971). The function
of the width limitation is readily appar~
ent from the debates.

[8,9] The main lesson of this legis-
lative history is that the presumptions
upon which our maxims of statutory in-
terpretation are built are not always
borne out. These presumptions, like
most others in the law, are rebuttable.
And while our maxims of statutory con-
struction might have léd us to conclude
that Congress “must have intended!’ that
those building pipelined could make use
of land outside the statutory right-of-
way for construction purposes, the legis-
lative history simply indicates otherwise.
One might have expected the Congress
of the United States to exercise fore-
sight in a situation in \which it was ex-
pressly warned that the statute it was
enacting was then, or might in the fu-
ture become, ineffective. But such fore-
sight was notably lacking. Foresight no
doubt would have been |the wisest choice
in this instance, since after the passage
of the Mineral Leasing Act pipeline
technology developed to permit construc-
tion of larger pipelines needing greater
amounts of construction space. It might
fairly be said that Congress overreacted
to the prior excesses of railroad rights-
of-way. But it is not our function,
when we pass on either the constitution-
ality of statutes or their interpretation,
to substitute our opinion as to what is
wise for that of Congress. Cf. Tidewa-
ter ‘Oil Co. v. United! States, 409 U.S.
151,, 93 S.Ct. 408, ‘34 L.Ed.2d 375
(1972); Dandridge v., Williams,397 U.
S. 471, 487, 90 8.Ct. 1153, 25 L.Ed.2d
491 (1970).: Congress chose not to be
foresightful; it chose| to retain control
of the width of pipeline rights-of-way
over public land itaelf,| and that decision
and its consequences ‘must

stand until
Congress chooses otherwise.4®

\

49. A bill recently introduced into the
United States Senate, with the support of
the Department of the Interior, would,
inter alia, amend § 28|s0 as to do away
with the width limitation and allow use of
any land reasonably

necessary
as deter-

|

|

1

D. Administrative Construction , of,
Section 28. mini?
Appellees have placed their primary

reliance on the administrative practice
with respect to SLUPs. While we find
it unnecessary to review the administra-
tive history in great detail, looking at
that history in the light most favorable
to appellees it indicates (1) that ever
since the Mineral Leasing Act was pass-
ed the informa! policy of the Bureau of
Land Management has been to permit
those constructing pipelines to use land
for construction purposes outside the
statutory right-of-way; (2) that since
1960 this informal practice has begun to
become formalized through the proce-
dure of granting SLUPs for construc-
tion space to supplement the statutory
right-of-way; and (3) that the Depart-
ment of the Interior and other agencies
have granted SLUPs for a multitude of
purposes other than pipeline purposes
for the last 100 years, oftentimes in sit-
uations where the SLUP “supplemented”
a limited statutory right-of-way. Appel-
lees argue that this administrative prac-
tice should be accorded great weight and
deference in the interpretation of the ef-
fect of Section 28 on SLUPs for con-
struction purposes, and should lead us to
conelude that Section 28 does not affect
the Secretary’s authority to issue
SLUPs.

[10-12] Before discussing the ~ ad-
ministrative history of SLUPs any fur-
ther, it would be best to state at the out-
set our general approach to the area of
executive interpretation of statutes. -We
do not question the settled principle that
administrative interpretations of stat-
utes are entitled to great weight.

'

See
Zuber v. Allen, 396 U.S. 192-193,
90 S.Ct. 814, 24 L.Ed.2d 845 (1969);
Volkswagenwerk Aktiengesellschaft'v. F.
M. C., 890 U.S. 261, 272, 88 S.Ct. 929,

amined by the Secretary of the Iaterior.
See Mineral Leasing Bill of 1971, 8.
2726, G2nd Cong., Ist Sess. (Oct. 20,
1971). See also 117 Cong.Rec. 516611
(daily ed. Oct. 20, 1971).
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19 L.Ed.2d 1090 (1968); Udall v. Tall- the legislature.’ Brhd of Railroad
man, 380 U.S. 1, 16, 85 S.Ct. 792, 13 L.. Trainmen vy. Akron & Barberton Belt R.
d.2d 616 (1965). But it is our firm \Co., 128 U.S.App.D.C. 59, 90, 385 F.2d

belief that a line must be drawn between \581, 612 (1967), cert. denied, 390 U.S.
according administrative interpretations 23, 88 S.Ct. 851, 19 L.Ed.2d 983
deference and the proposition that admin-/ (1968).5! ‘Administrative interpreta-

istrative agencies are entitled to violafe tions are not absolute rules of law which
the law if they do it often enough. Not to must necessarily be followed in every in-
draw this line is to make a mockery of the stance, but are only helpful guides to aid
judicial function. “{T]he courts are the courts in their task of statutory con-
final authorities on issues of statutory struction.” Sims v. United States, 4
construction * * * and ‘are not Cir., 252 F.2d 434, 488 (1958), affirmed,
obliged to stand aside and rubber-stamp 359 U.S. 108, 79 S.Ct. 641, 3 L.Ed.2d 667
their affirmance of administrative deci- (1959). Judge Hand summarized the
sions that they deem inconsistent with a principle very succinctly when he said,
statutory mandate or that frustrate the ‘“[I]n the end, after whatever reserve,
congressional policy underlying a stat- upon the courts rests the ultimate re-
ute’ * * * ‘The deference owed to sponsibility of declaring what a statute
an expert tribunal cannot be allowed to means * * *.” Fishgold v. Sullivan
slip into a judicial inertia . . Drydock & Repair Corp., 2 Cir., 154 F.
Volkswagenwerk Aktiengesellschaft v. F. 2d 785, 790, affirmed, 328 U.S. 275, 66
M. C., supra, 390 U.S. at 272, 88 S.Ct. at S.Ct. 1105, 90 L.Ed. 1230 (1946). An ad-
935. Administrative construction of a ministrative practice which is plainly
statute ‘is only one input in the inter- contrary to the legislative will may be
pretational equation.” Zuber v. Allen, overturned no matter how well settled
supra, 396 U.S. at 192, 90 S.Ct. at 327. and how long standing. See, e. g., Balti-
A court should not “abdicate its ultimate more & Ohio R. Co. v. Jackson, 353 U.S.
responsibility to construe the language 325, 77 S.Ct. 842, 1 L.Ed.2d 862 (1957)
employed by Congress,” id. at 193, 90S. (overruling administrative practice of
Ct. at 328, but rather should defer to an 60 years’ duration); United States v. E.
administrative construction only if there I. duPont de Nemours & Co., 353 U.S.
are no “compelling indications that it is 536 77 S.Ct. 872, 1 L.Ed.2d 1057
wrong.” Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v.
F.C. C., supra, 395 U.S. at 381, 89 S.Ct.
at 1802. It has a duty to ignore that
construction should it determine that it {13] Balancing the maxim of defer-
is “in conflict with the plain intent of ence to administrative interpretations

(1957) (overruling administrative prac-
tice of 40 years’ duration).

50. See also Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v.
F.C.C., 395 U.S. 367, 381, 88 S.Ct. 1704,
23 L.Ed.2d 371 (1969); Zemel v. Rusk,
381 U.S. 1, 11, 85 S.Ct. 1271, 14 L.Ed. ”

2d 179 (1965); Power Reactor Develop- «
ment Co. v. Int. U. of Elec, Radio & 51. See’ also United States v. City &

345, 351 n. 11 (1960): Anderson vy.

McKay, 94 U.S.App.D.C. 11, 19, 211 F.2d
798, 806, cert. denied, 348 U.S. 836-837,
75 S.Ct. 61, 00 L.Ed. 660 (1954).

Mach. Wkrs, 367 U.S. 396, 408, 81 S.Ct.
1529, 6 ,L-Ed2d 924 (1961); Trans
World Airlines, Inc. v. C.A.B., 128 U.S.
App.D.C. 126, 138, 385 F.2d 648, 660
(1067), cert. denied, 300 U.S. 844, 88
8.Ce 1029, 19 L.Ed.2d 1133 (1968);
Johnson v. Britton, 110 U.S.App.D.C.
164, 168, 200 F.2d 355, 359, cert. denied,
368 U.S. 859, 82 S.Ct. 99, 7 L.Ed.2d 56
(1961); Savoid v. District of Columbia,
110 U.S.App.D.C. 39, 40 n. 5, 288 F.2d
851, 852 n. 5 (1961); Born v. Allen, 110
U.S.App.D.C. 217, 223 n. 11, 201 F.2d

479 F.2d—55

County of San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16,
31-32, 60 S.Ct. T49, 84 L.Ed. 1050
(1940); United States v. Finnell, 185
U.S. 236, 244, 22 S.Ct. 633, 46 L.Ed.
880 (1902); R. V. MeGinnis Theatres
& Pay T.V., Ine. v. Video Independent
Theatres, Inc, 10 Cir., 386 F.2d 592
(1067), cert. denied, 300 U.S. 1014, 88
S.Ct. 1265, 20 L.Ed2d 163 (1868);
Trans World Airlines, Inc. v. C.A.B.,
supra note 50, 128 U.S.App.D.C. at 138,
385 F.2d at 660.
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with the principle that the courts re-

main the final arbiter of the meaning of

the law is unquestionably a difficult
process. It would seem, however,

that a

sensible way of
meeting

this task would

be to analyze the jrationales behind the

doctrine of deference and to ask if they

apply in this case! For if they do not,
the maxim of deference must inevitably
bow before the ptinciple of judicial su-

premacy in matters of statutory con-

struction. Application of that methodol-

ogy to the instant case leads us to con-

clude that “[t]hoSe props that serve to

support a disputable administrative con-

struction are abseht here.” Zuber v. Al-
len, supra, 396 UIS. at 193, 90 S.Ct. at

328. |

([14] Perhaps ‘the primary rationale
behind the doctrine of deference is the

idea of administrative expertise. Thus
it has been said that special deference is

due when the administrators were in-
volved in the drafting and passage of
the statutory language. See ibid. “Ad-
ministrative construction is less potent
than it otherwise would be where it does

not rest upon matters peculiarly within
the administrator’s field of expertise.”
Thompson v. Clifford, 132 U.S.App.D.C.
361, 364, 408 F.2d 154, 167 (1968). See

also Social Security Board v. Nierotko,
827 U.S. 358, 369, 66 S.Ct. 637, 90 L.Ed.
718 (1946); Skidmore v. Swift & Co.,

323 U.S. 134, 139, 65 S.Ct. 161, 89 L.Ed.
124 (1944): I C C v Service Trucking’
Co., 8 Cir., 186 F.2d 400, 402 (1951).
There can be no doubt that there is no

need for administrative expertise in re-

solving the question of the meaning of,

Section 28. Expertise might be needed

to decide what is a reasonable. pipeline
construction area, but it is not needed to

decide whether Section 28 precludes‘ con-
atruction outside. the statutory right-of-
way.

52. See also Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v.

F.C.C., supra note 50, 395 U.S. at 381-
382, 89 8.Ct. 1794; Canada Packers, Ltd.
v. Atchison, Toyeka & Santa Fe R. Co.,
385 U.S. 182, 184, 87 3.Ct. 359, 17 L.Ed.
2d 281 (1968).

|

i

* * [S]ince the only or prin-3
cipal dispute relates to the meaning of.
the statutory term, the controversy
must ultimately be resolved, not oni
the basis of matters within the special
competence of the Secretary, but by
judicial application of canons of statu-
tory construction. * * * ‘The role
of the courts should, in particular, be
viewed hospitably where . . .

the question sought to be reviewed
does not significantly engage the

agency’s expertise. “(Where the

only or principal dispute relates to the

meaning of the statutory term”
[the controversy] presents

issues on which courts, and not [ad-
ministrators], are relatively more ex-

pert.’ * #

Barlow v. Collins, 397 U.S. 159, 166, 90

S.Ct. 832, 837, 25 L.Ed.2d 192 (1970),
quoting Hardin v. Kentucky Utilities
Co., 390 U.S. 1, 14, 88 S.Ct. 651, 19 L.
Ed.2d 787 (1968) (Mr. Justice

Harlan,
dissenting).

.

The second basic rationale for the doc-
trine of deference is the concept of con-
gressional acquiescence in the’ adminis-
trative interpretation. ‘Under some cir-

cumstances, Congress’ failure to repeal
or revise [a statute] in the face of such
administrative interpretation has -been
held to constitute persuasive evidence
that that interpretation is the one in-
tended by Congress.” Zemel v.. Rusk,
381 U.S. 1, 11, 85 S.Ct. 1271, 1278.14
L.Ed.2d 179 (1965)5® Thus in actual
cases courts have to analyze ‘whether
there is any reason to believe that the

particular administrative interpretation
in question came to the attention —0/

Congress so that it might reasonab r be

said that Congress, by failing ,togtake
any action with respect thereto," ap.
proved the interpretation. As we hav’
53. See Zuber v. Allen, 396 U.S. 168, 193,

}

90 S.Ct. 314, 24 L.Ed2d 345 (18868) 3";

Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. F.cC., ;supra note 50, 305 U.S. at 381, 89 8.Ct.
1704: Power Reactor Development Co. v.
Int. U. of Elec., Radio & Mach, Whkra,
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had occasion to note, “Legislative silence
cannot mean ratification unless, as a
minimum, the existence of the adminis-
trative practice is brought home to the
legislature.” Thompson v. Clifford, su-
pra, 132 U.S.App.D.C. at 361, 408 F.2d
at 164.

{15} Applying the rationale to the
present case, there is absolutely no indi-
cation that the practice of granting
SLUPs for pipeline construction pur-
poses has ever been brought to the at-
tention of Congress, either through tes-
timony at a congressional hearing or by
any other means.54 Nor is the practice
of granting SLUPs for pipeline con-
struction purposes of such public knowl-
edge that it is reasonable to assume that

supra note 350, 367 U.S. ut 408-109, 81
S.Ct. 1520; Sims v. United States, 4
Cir., 252 F.2d 484, 4389 (1958), affirmed,
359 U.S. 108, 79 S.Ct. 641, 3 L.Ed.2d 667
(1959).

54. Compare Power Reactor Development
Co. v. Int. U. of Elec., Radio & Mach.
Whkrs, supra note 50, 367 U.S. at 408,
81 S.Ct. at 1535, where the Court found
that the administrative interpretation had
“time and again been brought to the
attention” of the responsible congressional
committee.
Not only do appellees argue that

Congress has acquiesced in the practice of
granting SLUP'’s for pipeline purposes.
They also claim that Congress has
specifically authorized the Secretary of
the Interior to issue SLUPs for any and
all purposes in his discretion. But an
examination of the relevant statutes
shows no such authorization. The 3
statutes cited by appellees are 43 U.S.C.
$8 2, 1201 & 1457 (1970). Section 2
Provides that the Secretary of the Interior
“shall perform all executive duties
* *- * in’ anywise ‘respecting (the
public lands of the United States}
* * * Section 1201 authorizes him
“to enforce and carry into execution, by
appropriate regulations, every part of the
Provisions of [Title 43] * *

Section 1457 cha:ges the Secretary “with
the supervision of public business re-
lating to the following subjects and

‘agencies: * * * #12. Petroleum con-
servation. 13. Public lands, including
mines." We cannot find an authorization
to isso SLUPs in these statutes. There
ig no question, of course, that the Secre-
tary of the Interior, as the executive in

congressmen, as members of the general
public, knew of the practice. Indeed, it
is ironic that the very oil companies
which now claim that it was settled and
well known administrative practice to
grant pipeline construction SLUPs ap-
parently did not know about the practice
when they first made application for
rights-of-way for the trans-Alaska pipe-
line. The first application, as noted in
the factual introduction, requested an
additional permanent right-of-way for
construction purposes.5 Likewise, we
note that in its Preliminary Report to
the President in 1969 the North Slope
Task Force organized by the Depart-
ment of the Interior had not yet figured
out how the additional space was to be
acquired.5® In fact, the Interior Depart-

charge of felerul lands, has some power to
authorize entry upon federal lands;
otherwise every entry on such lands would
be a trespass absent specific statutory
authority. And we recognize that tech-
nically a special land use permit is
nothing but a formal document permitting
what would otherwise be a trespass. But
to reason from the fact that the Secretary
has some authority under these broad
statutes to permit entry upon federal land
to the conclusion that any and all special
land use permits are congressionally
authorized, no matter how permanent the
intended use, no matter how inconsistent
with other more specific legislation, re-
quires a leap of faith we cannot make.
This is an instance where a difference in
degree constitutes a difference in kind,
and although we might imagine cases in
which it would be difficuit to draw the
line between uses which -may be
authorized under the Secretary’s broad
executive authority and those that must
rest on specific statutory authority, given
the express proviso in the Mineral
Leasing Act and the Act’s legislative
history we are confident that the SLUP
in this case is not authorized under these
broad and vague delegations of admin-
istrative responsibility. -

WY,

55. See text accompanying note 2 supra.
56. See text accompanying note 4 supra.

Cf. Leary v. United States, 395 U.S. 6,
25-26, 80 S.Ct. 1532, 1542, 23 L.Ed.2d
57 (1969), in which the Court placed
significance on the fact that at the very
time the case was being Ktigated “the
alleged administrative construction was
uoknown even to those charged with
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ment’s own version of the development
of the practice of granting pipeline con-
struction SLUPs' makes it highly unlike-
ly that any but a small handful of prior
recipients would|

know of the practice
The agency admits that until 1960 the
practice was completely informal. That
is, those building pipelines did not re-
quest use of additional space; they
merely used what space they needed
while project supervisors from the Bu-
reau of Land | Management silently,
looked on. It was not until 1960 thatSLUPs were granted, and even then the
main purpose of

the
SLUPs was not to

authorize formally what otherwise would
be a trespass on

[federal
lands. Rather,

the Bureau’s desire to issue SLUPs
stemmed from the Bureau’s view that
some builders of pipelines were using
more construction space than was in fact
reasonably necessary, or were refusing:
to attempt to return the construction
space to its original condition. It was
therefore felt that in those cases where

4

representing the| United States in this
Court. In thése circumstances, the
alleged administtative construction ean
furnish no additional support for the
Government’s argument.”

57. Indeed, the Bureau's own tegulations
would seem to the average reader to pre-
elude granting a'SLUP for pipeline con-
struction. See 43 C.F.R. $ 2920.0-2(a)
(1972). See also pp. 870-871 infra &
note 59 infra.

58. One aspect of the administrative history
merits further attention. In 1931 the
Secretary of the Interior asked then
Attorney General William D. Mitchell
whether the Secretary had authority,
under § 28, to grant a right-of-way for
construction of a pumping station outside
the 50-foot strip in which the pipeline is
‘located. - After determining that “pump-
ing stations are absolutely necessary to
operate pipe lines” because “oil cannot
be transported through pipe lines by
gravity for any | considerable distance,”
the Attorney General held that wherever
the establishment of a pumping atation
“ie reosonably necessary, for the opera-
tion of the pipe line,” the Secretary “has
authority to authorize the grantee to con-
atruct such a pumping station and pro-
vide the site reasonably necessary for that
purpose.” He based his conclusion on the
following reasoning : “Any other con-

1

i

Hl

1

{

there was a risk of such behavior a
SLUP would be desirable either as a
means of limiting, but not eliminating,
encroachments on property outside the
statutory right-of-way or as a means of
providing a vehicle in which stipulations
about returning the land to satisfactory
condition could be placed. For all that
appears from the administrative record
before us, SLUPs are still not granted
in every case of pipeline construction,
but only in those cases where the Bu-
reau’s rationales are applicable. Even
today the Bureau’s policy is not publi-
cized through a formal rule or through
any other “expressly articulated position
at the administrative level.”57 See In-
vestment Co. Institute v. Camp, 401 U.S.
617, 627, 91 S.Ct. 1091, 28 L.Ed.2d 367
(1971). We are constrained to conclude,
therefore, that the practice of granting
pipeline construction SLUPs has never
come to the attention of Congress, and
that there can be no finding of congres-
sional acquiescence.®8

struction of the Act would render the
grant of a right of way for pipe line
purposes entirely useless. Congress must
have intended that the rights of way
granted should be of practical use and
that pipe lines when laid would be useful
instrumentalities for the transportation of
oil and gas. It is not reasonable to sup-
pose Congress intended to enact legiala- -

tion which could not effect the purpose
for which it was intended and which
would require:‘supplemental legislation in -

order to make it effective.” TEstablish- , 4ment of Pumping Stations, 36 Op.A.G. -
480, 481-482 (1031). He also noted: +«,

years past the Secretary of the Interior ie
has administered the Act on the assump-_ 4
tion it authorizes him to grant rights for
pumping stationa on tracts in addition,to
the fifty-foot strip, and from time to time .

grants have been made in accordance with ~
~ that construction of the statute. It is
well settled that the practical ~con- +,

struction given to a statute by the-officer sod
charged with the duty of enforcing and -

administering it is entitled to great
weight. It is fair to assume that if the
Congress had been dissatisfied with this
construction of the Act by the Secretary
of the Interior it would have taken legis-
lative stepa to overturn it.” Jd. at 483.
Appellees make two arguments on the

basis of this opinion. Firat, they urge
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Interior points to the fact that Con-

gress has been made aware of the issu-
ance of SLUPs in other situations, par-
ticularly in situations where the Secre-
tary of Agriculture has issued SLUPs to
supplement statutory rights-of-way.
See, e. g., Sierra Club vy. Hickel, 9 Cir.,
433 F.2d 24 (1970), affirmed only on
the ground of lack of standing to sue,

that we apply similar reasoning to the
SLUP for construction purposes. While,
as indicated infra, we agree with the
result of this Attorney General's opinion,
our earlier discussion of the legislative
history compels us to reject the opinion’s
reasoning toward that result, at least as
applicd to SLUPs for construction pur-
poses. Whereas the Attorney General
reasoned that Congress “must have in-
tended” that the Seeretary could authorize
use of additional land and that it is un-
reasonable to suppose that Congress in-
tended to “require supplemental legisla-tion” if the Mineral Leasing Act proved
ineffective, our reading of the legislative
history, at least so far as it pertains to a
construction area, indicates precisely the
opposite. Congress intended to restrict
construction to the statutory right-of-way
and it expected that if the right-of-way
Proved too narrow remedial legislation
would be necessary.
The second argument made on the basis

of the Attorney General's opinion is that,
regardless of whether its reasoning was
right or wrong back in 1931, the fact that
this reasoning has been made public ever
since 1931 through an Attorney General's
opinion requires us to conclude that
Congress has acquiesced in the reasoning— i. ¢., that Congress now sLares the view
that the Mineral Leasing Act permits use
of all land “reasonably necessary” for <

. construction, maintenance and operation
of oil pipelines. Through this argument
appellees seek to turn congressional ac-
quiescence in the practice of granting
rights-of-way for pumping stations into
congressional acquiescence for construc-
tion SLUPs. We cannot accept this ap-
proach. First, the right to build isolated
Pumping stations on land outside the 50-
foot atrip and the right to use land out-
side the strip for construction along the
entire length of the pipeline differ
dramatically with respect to the extent
‘ef incursion into land outside the 50-foot
strip. For example, the trans-Alaska
pipeline would eventually require 12
Pumping stations, each of which will oc-
cupy an Area of approximately 50 acres.
See Project Description at 30. Thus a

405 U.S. 727, 92 S.Ct. 1361, 31 L.Ed.2d
636 (1972). We need not voice our
views with respect to the Ninth Circuit's
opinion in Sierra Club,, noting only that
the opinion seemed to find congressional
acquiescence in Agriculture Department
SLUP practices. For, even assuming
arguendo we agree with the Ninth Cir-
cuit with respect to Agriculture Depart-

total of 600 acres will be used for pump-
ing stations. In contrast, the amount of
land covered by the SLUP is estimated to
be 9600 acres, an aren 16 times ay large,
and, we might add, larger than the area
covered by the statutory right-of-way
which in this case is estimated to be 5160
acres. See Inpact Statement, Vol. IV, at
257 (Table 3). We hesitate, therefore,
to treat congressional acquiescence in one
type of minor incursion as congressional
acquiescence in incursions of a different
order of magnitude.
More importantly, we reject any ap-

proach whereby congressional silence with
respect to particular administrative
action is used, not merely to show con-
gressional acquiescence in that action,but to prove congressional acquiescencein the administrative reasoning behind
that action. It is common knowledge
that in Congress, just as in the judicial
system and elsewhere in life, individuals
often agree on a particular result while
disagreeing as to the reasoning that leads
toward that result. In this very case,
while we disagree with the reasoning of
the Attorney General's pumping station
decision, we reach the same result through
analyses of the express terms of the
statute and the legislative history. See
pp. 875-878 infra. Therefore, we can-
not conclude from this Attorney General’s
opinion that Congress has acquiesced in
the practice of issuing construction
SLUPs in direct violation of the intent
of those who enacted the Mineral Leasing
Act. As the Supreme Court held in
Toucey v. New York Life Insurance Co.,
314 U.S. 118, 139-141, 62 S.Ct. 139, 147,
86 L.Ed. 100 (1941) :

* Loose language and a
sporadic, ill-considered decision cannot
be held to have imbedded in our law a
doctrine which so patently violates the
expressed prohibition of Congress.
* * *

a * a s *
« * There is no occasion here

to regard the silence of Congress as
more commanding than ita own plainly
and unmistakably spoken words.
-_ *
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ment SLUPs, we do not see how this af-
fects the legality of SLUPs issued by
the Department of the Interior for pipe-
line purposes. The ‘question raised in
Sierra Club involved linterpretation of a
different statute controlling a different
agency. In addition, the statute in-
volved in that ease, 16 U.S.C. § 497
(1970), has no provi, jon comparable to
that in Section 28 of, the Mineral Leas-
ing Act expressly ' stating that no
rights-of-way for the uses in question
shall be granted except under the provi-
sions, conditions and! limitations of the
statute. Appellees’ reliance on such ad-
ministrative practice |simply ignores the
fact that the issue before this court is
not the legality of ahy and all SLUPs,
issued by any and all agencies, for any
and all purposes. The question is far
more precise, and pertains solely to the
issuance of SLUPs 4s “rights-of-way”
“for the transportation of oil” in viola-
tion of express statutory language that
no rights-of-way for! this purpose shall
be granted except under the limitations
of Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing
Act. This is the only question we de-
cide. Administrative practice with re-
spect to other statutes and other agen-
cies is not sufficiently relevant to that
question to force us, in this litigation, to
review the legality of those other prac-
tices.

We therefore place, no reliance on the
administrative practices involving
SLUPs for purposes |

other than oil or
gas pipeline construction. And looking
at the history of the administrative
practice of

granting |
pipeline construc-

tion SLUPs, we do not feel, for the rea-
sons discussed above, that this history
either merits our deference or leads us
to ignore an ascertainable legislative
will to restrict construction activities to
the atatutory right-of-way.

:

E. Regulations of the Bureau of
Land Management.

(16] We need not rest our decision
holding the SLUP here to be iHegal on
Section 28 alone, for appellants have also
demonstrated that

this
SLUP violates

|

{

the agency’s own regulations governing'|
the granting of special land use permitg.}

Appellees have based their request for'
a, SLUP on 48 C.F.R. § 2920.0-2(ay°
(1972): # IPyst

“* * % Jt is the policy of the
Secretary of the Interior, in the ad-
ministration of the lands under the
jurisdiction of*‘the Bureau of Land
Management, to permit the beneficial
use thereof, where practical,-for spe-
cial purposes not specifically provided
for by existing law. Permits for such
special use will not be issued, however,
in any case where the provisions of
any law may be invoked. Permits will
not be issued where such issuance
would be inconsistent with the objec-
tives of the regulations in this chapter
or would be in conflict with any Fed-
eral or State laws.”

In addition, 43 C.F.R. § 2920.3(a)(1)
(1972) provides: “A special land-use
permit will be revocable in the discretion
of the authorized officer at any time,
upon notice, if in his judgment the lands
should be devoted to another use, or the
conditions of the permit have been
breached.” Appellants contend, first,
that the SLUP in this case violates Sec-
tion 2929.0-2(a), which only permits
special land use permits for ‘‘purposes
not specifically provided for by existing
law,” and the similar proviso in the
same section that “(pJermits for such
special use will not be issued, however,
in any case where the provisions of any
law may be invoked.” Also, it is argued
that the SLUP violates Section 2920.3
(a)(1) because it is not “revocable in
the discretion of the authorized officer.
at any time” as that phrase has been
construed in prior cases.

Turning to the first argument, there
are no judicial casea interpreting the re-
quirement that a SLUP be for “purposes
not specifically provided for by existing
law.” The only administrative interpre-
tation of the provision indicates that the
question whether there is a violation of
the regulation is identical with the ques-
tion whether there is a violation of Sec-
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tion 28. Ina Solicitor’s opinion of Octo-
ber 22, 1946, Leases & Licenses, Ore. &
Calif. Lands, 59 I.D. 313 (1946), the fol-
lowing issue was posed. A statute gave
the Bureau of Land Management the
power to lease certain land for recrea-
tional purposes to “States, counties, or
municipalities.” The question presented
was whether, in light of that statute, the
Bureau had the authority to issue leases
and/or special land use permits for the
same land for recreational purposes to
private individuals. The Solicitor con-
cluded that leases to individuals were
impermissible, but that special land use
permits were valid. He reasoned that
the regulation barring permits in situa-
tions where the provisions of existing
public land laws may be invoked did not
mean that the Bureau could only issue
permits in “situations where there is no
statute at all governing the particular
type of use.” Jd. at 316. While this
language would tend to support appel-
lees, the next sentence makes it clear
that, under the regulation, SLUPs could
be issued only “{ijJn the absence of a
congressional intent to preclude the issu-
ance of any apecial land-use permits
with respect to a particular kind of use.”
Ibid. The analysis of whether the
regulation is violated is thus identical
with our previous analysis of whether
Section 28 was violated. . Congressional
intent to confine construction activities
to the pipeline right-of-way authorized
in the statute represents a congressional
intent to preclude construction SLUPs
for land outside the statutory right-of-
way.* Thus the SLUP constitutes a vi-
olation of the regulation in this regard.

59. Indeed, in-the above discussed opinion
the Solicitor recognized that development
of minerals was one area where Congress
had precluded issuance of SLUPs. See
58 ED. at 816 c 38. See also 43 CFR.
$ 258.2 (1949): “Permits for * * *

special use will not be issued * * *

im any case where the provisions of the
existing public land laws may be in-
voked. For example, they will not be
issued * * * for the development of
minerals, or for the securing of rights-of-
way obtainable under existing laws
s 8 on

Turning then to the regulation’s re-
quirement that the SLUP be revocable,
past administrative interpretation of the
revocability requirement has produced
two very different tests. The first is
best epitomized by the Attorney Gener-
al’s opinion in Erection of Catholic
Chapel at West Point, 21 Op.A.G, 537
(1897). In that case a cleric had peti-
tioned the Superintendent of the United
States Military Academy at West Point
for permission to erect a Roman Catho-
lic chapel there. The Secretary of War
then issued a “revocable license” to erect
the chapel, an act that the Attorney
General concluded was illegal. The At-
torney General was unpersuaded by the
fact that the license expressly provided
that it was revocable and that the licen-
see would remove, at his own expense,
and within 60 days of notice of revoca-
tion, any structures erected on the land,
and would leave the land “in as good
condition for use by the United States
as it is at this date.” He reasoned:

“* * * The licenses provide for no
term, and really commit the Govern-
ment to a practical perpetuity. It
would be idle to deny this—idle to
deny that you do not expect to exer-
cise, nor is it expected that you will
exercise, the power of revocation ex-
cept in an emergency. * * * At
any rate the Government would find
itself embarrassed either to endure a
perpetuity of right in the license or
exercise an invidious power.”

Id. at 541. This test, then, focuses on
the likelihood of revocation as opposed
to the mere legal right to revoke. Un-

60. See also Revocable Licenses, 22 Op.
A.G. 240, 246 (1898): “[A revocable
permit] can not be used as a basis for
granting, under the guise of a temporary
license, a substantially permanent right to
maintain a railroad.” Cf. Government-
Owned Site at Aqueduct Bridge, 30 Op.
A.G. 470, 483 (1915) (revocable licenses
cannot be used “where the use granted
from its very nature would not be
revocable, practically speaking, whatever
it might be in form").
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der this approach, the licensee’s plans to
invest sizable amounts of capital in im-

provements on the lidensed property in-
dicated that there is no real intent ever
to exercise the right to revoke, for to do

so would require destruction of the in-
vestment.
The second test, far more liberal

one, is best represented by the Attorney
General’s opinion in Benicia Arsenal

Military Reservation, 35 Op.A.G. 485

(1928). In that case the question was
whether the Secretary of War had au-

thority to grant a revocable permit to

Southern Pacific Railroad to construct a

railroad of two or more tracks across
the Benicia Arsenal) Military Reserva-
tion in California. The Attorney Gener-
al expressly rejected the position taken
in the West Point Chapel case®t The
test he proposed instead is as follows: 6

“The essential thing is to preserve
unimpaired the title of the United
States and its right at any time to oc-

cupy and use its property and to pre-
vent any use by! the licensee which
would permanently damage or destroy
the property for governmental use. If

61. He contended that [in eases where it
appears that the permittee intends to

make substantial improvements the re-

moval of which would
couse him a great

loss in case of revocation of the permit,
it is {merely} a matter of departmental
policy whether a situation should be
created by the issue of a permit which
may afterwards embarrass the head of
the department in

,
the exercisa of the

power of revocation.” 35 Op.A.G. at
489-490. In addition, he attempted to

distinguish the West Point Chapel case
on the ground that the application for
permission to erect| the chapel contained
a condition that after its completion the

property would bei taken over by the-
United States and permanently main-
tained, He argued that therefore Weat
Point Chapel “did not involve a revocable
license.” See id. at 488, It seema clear
from the West Point Chapel decision,
however, that this distinction is without
merit. The opinion specifically speaka in
terms of a revocable license, and the pro-

posal to tum the chapel over to the

United States Government through the

Secretary of War is declared illegal on o

separate ground, namely that ‘the Secre-

the permit is revocable at will by‘its”
‘terms, and if the structures which-the,
licensee proposes to erect are capable
of being removed in case of revoca-
tion, and if upon revocation the land
may be left in suitable condition for
Government use, the fact that the li-
censee expects that the United States
may not soon find it to its interest to
revoke the license has no real bearing

_ on the legal situation.”

Id. at 489.
-

Though the parties to this case have
debated which of these tests is proper,
we find it unnecessary to approve one or

the other, for we find that the SLUP to
be issued in the present case fails both
tests. For the same reason, we express-
ly fail to consider and do not rely upon
the argument, advanced by appellants,
that Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of
the United States Constitution, which

provides that “(t]he Congress shall have
Power to dispose of and make all need
ful Rules and Regulations respecting tht

Territory or other Property belonging t
the United States * * *,” requiresi
strict definition of revocability. ahits

“att
tary of War has no power to accept.a
donation of property for the Government’’’
* « #” 21 Op.A.G. at 540. tate Be:

to she

62. Elsewhere in Benicia Arsenal Military ©

Reservation, the Attorney General seema

to establish a different set of tests: .:‘If
an effort were made to evolve from they
prior opinions of the Attorneys General |

a rule which may be reconciled with ail
of them, it would be that the Secretary of

War has power to grant revocable permits
~

for occupancy of parts of military reserva-~
tions for railway purposes provided: (1)
the permits are made expressly revocable
at will, (2) the structures which the
licensee proposes to erect are capable .of <

being removed in case of revocation; and
the use to which the licensee proposes to

put the land will not permanently damage
or destroy it for Government use, (3) the

granting of the permit and the wae of the
property under it swsll be of direot benefit
to the United States.” 85 OpAdG. at
480. (Emphasis added.) It is anneces-

sary for us to comment upon the “direct
benefit’ test in this case pince we Und

that the SLUP for construction purposes
ia not revocable under etther the liberal
or the strict test of revocability.
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It is obvious that the SLUP in this
case fails the first test. Were the
SLUP to be revoked at any time during
the several-year construction period,
construction of the remainder of the
pipeline could not continue and the en-
tire investment in already completed
segments of the pipeline would be lost.%
Looking at the period after completion
of the pipeline, appellees themselves
have made it clear that the pipeline will
need maintenance and servicing, and
that this servicing will at times involve
building temporary bypasses and remov-
ing sections of pipe and replacing them.®
If a certain construction space will
be needed to install the pipe in the first
place, it seems likely that the same
amount of space will be necessary to re-
move the old pipe and put another sec-
tion in its place. At least there is no
evidence in the record in this case which
would indicate the contrary. It is
clear, then, that the entire pipeline in-
vestment rests on continuing availability
of the SLUP area to appellee Alyeska,
and therefore, despite the fact that the
application states that the SLUP is rev-
ocable and temporary, it is for all real
purposes irrevocable and as permanent
as the basic pipeline right-of-way. To
suggest that during or after pipeline
construction an administrator, or for
that matter Congress, could revoke the

63. Indeed, the SLUP application in thia
ease is otably ambiguous as to whether
any enforceable interest is created during
the construction period. At one point the
application states that “Alyeska recog-
‘nizes that any authorization to use the
apace requested by thia application will
remain at all times revocable at will by
the government,” but on the same page
states that “fa]fter construction has
been completed, no continuing interest in
this additional apace ie or will be claimed
by Alyeaka,” thersby implying that before
construction 13 completed some enforcea-
ble interest is claimed. See Supporting
Documents, supra note 7, Vol. II, Tab 3,
Response to Question 2a at 4. (Emphasis
added.)

64. See Project Description at 56.

85. During oral argument before the Dis-
trict Court on the motion for a permanent

479 F.2d—55¥4

permits and treat all entry into the
SLUP land as a trespass is simply to
suggest the incredible. By issuing the
SLUP the United States is put in a posi-
tion of suffering continued trespass on
its lands or of destroying a multibillion-
dollar investment.
Even were continued access not vital

to the maintenance and operation of the
pipeline, it is obvious that the thick
gravel pad to be erected on SLUP prop-
erty will become a permanent feature of
the arctic landscape. We note first
some ambiguity as to Alyeska’s inten-
tions with respect to the gravel pad. In-
terior’s Impact Statement indicates that
“Alyeska proposed at one place [in its
Project Description] not to remove the
gravel work pad * * *, whereas else-
where restoration of the construction
zone as nearly as feasible to its original
condition is proposed * * *,"8 De-
spite the ambiguity, Alyeska obviously
has no intention of removing the pad
and the Interior Department will never
require removal. The construction pad,
a gravel roadway up to five feet deep,
will be built with about 34 million cubic
yards of gravel, taken from 234 gravel
pits located along the pipeline route‘?
The Department clearly is not going to
require Alyeska to bear the great cost of
breaking up this improvement and re-
turning the gravel to its source. As ex-

injunction, appellants challenged appel-
lees to produce such evidence: “I would
hope [the court] would ask {counsel for
appellees} when he gets up for the oil
company if this is needed to bury the
pipeline how can you get down and un-
bury the pipeline in case of a rupture
without the same equipment. What do
they propose to do as they say they are
willing to lift this road at any time,
that is an impossibility, if this material
is necessary for the construction of the
pipeline why isn't it also necessary for the
maintenance of the pipeline?" Tr. at
254. Appellees never responded to this
argument.

66. Impact Statement, Vol. IV, at 100.

67. Id. at 66-67.
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plained more fully below, once the pad is
constructed, it is environmentally more
detrimental to remove jt than to keep it
in place. We cannot believe, in light of
all the effort the Department has ex-

pended in developing stipulations to mini-
mize detrimental enviyonmental effects,
that the Department will ever force
Alyeska affirmatively to degrade the en-
vironment. 1

|

Applying the
second] test

is more dif-
ficult, for it requires us to consider
whether any structures to be erected can

in fact be removed and whether the land

may be left, after revocation, in suitable
condition for Government use, Looking
first at those areas| where hills and

mountains are to be graded away, and

the other areas where the spoil from
such grading will be piled, it would seem
that construction of the pipeline involves

permanent changes affecting the land
that cannot be reversed upon revocation.
There is, of course, no way to rebuild a

mountain. Whether the graded land and
the land on which the spoil is located
can ever be in “suitable condition for
Government use” after revocation is dif-
ficult to determine on the record we

have, since there is no indication as to

what, if anything, the Government use
would be, and it might be argued that
the land can be used for vacant open

space as much after grading as before
grading.

|

When we turn to the construction
area, and particularly, those sections of
the construction area over which a grav-
el work pad will be constructed to insu-
late the permafrost, however, the second
teat will be violated because the pad can-
not be removed without producing per-
manent and deleterious changes in the
underlying land. Even were we to ac-

cept Alyeska’s most recent stipulation to

remove the pad if requested, our analy-
sis of Interior's Final Environmental

68. Id. at 100-101.

69, Id. ot 101-102.

70. According to Bureau of Land Manage-
ment statianes, the Bureau bas presently
outstanding SLUPs

eqvering
some 1,370,-

'

|

1

Impact Statement indicates that it
would be impossible to remove the pad
and return the underlying land to a con-
dition suitable for other uses. The Im-
pact Statement first discusses the ef-
fects of retaining the gravel pads: the
land would remain bare for many years
because of compaction by the heavy
equipment; the survival of planted trees
on graded spoil piles is questionable.
Were the pads to be removed, the Im-
pact Statement suggests, there would oc-

cur “some of the same effects that
would exist if the pad is retained and

some additional ones.”® These addi-
tional effects would include the further
hindrance of revegetation due to the in-
creased compaction of the land caused

by' the removal process and by heavy re-

moval equipment. More importantly, in

permafrost areas, where the purpose of
the gravel pad is to minimize thaw,

“Tr}Jemoval of these pads and attempts
to restore the surface and vegetation
would create some adverse conditions.
Destruction of insulating vegetation
and peat layers causing thaw of un-

derlying permafrost is well known and

readily obsenvable * * *. Removal
of the pad would remove the insula-
tion and severe thaw with subsidence
and erosion would occur.” ©

This factor, of course, supports the

proposition that the Bureau of Land
Management is never in fact going to

request removal of the gravel pads. But
more pertinent to the second test, it in-
dicates that given present technology it
is) impossible to remove the pads without
causing serious erosion. Appellees con-

tend that the problems of removing the

gravel pad would be no sreater than
those associated with destruction-of such
facilities as buildings or railroad lines,
uses which frequently have been autho-
rized in the past under revocable land
use permits. But their own discussion

000 acres, permitting uses ap varied as

cemeteries, gospel missions, garbage
dumps, office buildings, grain elevatora,
movie towns, and soapbox derby runways.
See Brief for Appellee Alyeska Pipeline
Service Company Covermg Mineral
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of the peculiar qualities of permafrost
simply indicates otherwise,7! and appel-
lees have not shown that any projects
involving such irreversible changes in
permafrost have ever before been per-
mitted under SLUP authority.
We therefore conclude that the SLUP

to be issued for pipeline construction vi-
olates the Bureau’s own requirement of
revocability, regardless of which inter-
pretation of revocability we apply.

[17] Having examined the regula-
tions of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment as they pertain to the SLUP to be
issued in this case, we need not resolve
any purported conflict between the
terms of the statute and the Bureau’s
historic authority to permit temporary
special land use through permits. For
the historic authority to issue permits
applies only if the uses to be made
thereunder are really temporary and re-
vocable. If the use is really not tempo-
rary or occasional, but is permanent (or
at least long-lasting), the matter cannot
be papered over merely by designating it
as “revocable” when it is not intended to
be revocable and, in the nature of
things, is not in fact revocable.

[18] In addition to this inherent
limitation on SLUPs, recognized in the
Bureau’s own regulations and many At-
torney ‘General opinions, it is obvious
that SLUPs cannot be used as a means
of avoiding the provisions of Section 28.
Indeed, Alyeska concedes in its brief
that it could not have avoided the legal

Leasing Act and Terminal Facility Issues
at.:37-38.: The Department of Agri-
culture had, in 1965, permits outstanding
covering 5,000,000 acres, permitting uses
involving improvements totalling over $1
billion. Jd. at 39.

71. The Environmental Impact Statement
discusses the following “(c]hangea in
stable terrain caused by construction and
maintenance procedures.—In this cate-
gory, the lesasona learned from previous
experience in Alaskan engineering are
most important because of the rapid, and
often unexpected, consequences of con-
ventional construction practices. AMfost

difficulties here anse from natural thaw-
{ng of stable frozen soila that lose their
strength when a natural insulating cover

dispute by not applying for any perma-
nent right-of-way at all under Section
28, and obtaining all necessary land un-
der a SLUP. The same result follows
when a person is seeking a SLUP which
is revocable in theory only to obtain au-
thority for a use which Congress plainly
contemplated would be obtained solely by
application under, and subject to the
limitations of, Section 28.
These two principles are both opera-

tive here. This case involves not only
an attempt to avoid the width limitation
of Section 28, but an attempt to do so in
a manner inconsistent with the Bureau's
own regulations. These two factors are
interrelated and reinforcing and togeth-
er they serve to invalidate the SLUP
proposed to be issued by the Secretary
of the Interior for construction of the
Alaska pipeline.7?

Il. PUMPING STATION AND COM-
MUNICATION FACILITY

RIGHTS-OF-WAY
A. Pumping Stations.
Because oil will not flow through a

pipeline under the force of gravity
alone, an operable pipeline requires
pumping stations. The proposed Alyes-
ka pipeline will have 12 such stations
when its maximum capacity of 2,000,000
barrels per day is reached. Within each
of the stations the following necessary
facilities will be located: pumps, fuel
tanks, valves, oi] storage tanks, housing
to accommodate up to 16 men, electrical

ia removed by construction equipment.
Solar radiation plus run-off and flowing
or ponded thaw-water can cause sub-
stantial damage in a very short time.
These effects are seen in slope instability,
modification of surface drainage, erosion
and deposition, lasting scars in tundra
mat, and other terrain disturbances.”
Impact Statement, Vol. IV, at 15.

72. We, of course, intimate no views at the
Present time with respect to the equitable
considerations which may govern the
propriety of issuing injunctive relief in
cases where it ia alleged that a previously
issued pipeline SLUP exceeded the
authority of the Department of the
Interior.
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gener oNLcility, heating and water
treatm S~ plant,| shop and warehouse
buildings, and a helicopter landing site.73
As is evident from this description,
it is impossible| to locate necessary
pumping station facilities within 25 feet
of either side of

the pipe; each station
will. occupy a

site of approximately 50
acres.74 Alyeska) hag

therefore applied
for rights-of-way, for land on which to:
locate these pumping stations, authority
for such rights-of-way being premised!
upon 43 C.F.R. § 2881.3 (1972): -

“A site for'a pumping station or
other structures reasonably necessary
to the operation of a pipeline on a
right-of-way approved under section
28 of the {Mineral Leasing Act of
1920] may be granted under the same
sections [atc] i
Appellants charge that the Secretary

of the Interior has no power under the
Mineral Leasing! Act to issue this regu-
lation and that the rights-of-way for
pumping stations are illegal under Sec-
tion 28 of the Act, their argument being
identical with that raised with respect to
the SLUP for; construction purposes,
namely, that these rights-of-way violate
the proviso “Ct)hat no right-of-way shall
hereafter be ara ted over said lands for
the transportation of oil or natural gas
except under and subject to the provi-~
sions, limitations,

and conditions of this
section.”

While the question of a pumping sta-
tion right-of-way may appear similar to
that of construction SLUPs, close exam-
ination reveald the similarity to be

73. Project Description at 30-35. During
the initial stage of operations, the pipe-
line will have only

a 600,000-barrel per
day capacity, and only 5 pumping stations
will be needed. Id. at 30.

74. Id. at 30.
75. Cf. United States v. Denver & Rio

Grande R. Ca., 150 U.S. 1, 12-13, 14
S.Ct. 11, 15, 37 L.Ed. 975 (1893):

© Tn its ordinary accepta-
tion and enlarged sense the term '‘rail-
rood’ fairly; includes all structures
which are necessary and essential to its
operation. “

* © [I]t was not the

merely superficial. That pumping sta-
tions are part of the pipeline under the
Act, and that they are distinguishable
from construction SLUPs in this man-
ner, may be determined from the lan-
guage of the statute itself, the legislative
history, and the administrative practice.

[19] Our basic response to appel-
lants’ argument against the pumping
station rights-of-way is that pumping
stations are part of the “pipe line” as
that term is used in Section 28. The
-statute, of course, does more than pro-
vide a right-of-way for sections of pipe;
it provides for a “pipe line,” a facility
for the transportation of oil.7® It is evi-
dent that back in 1920, as well as today,
oi) could not flow through a. pipeline for
any significant distance by the force of
gravity alone.7* A length of pipe with-
out any pumping stations never could be
an operating “pipe line” as that term is
used in the statute. When the statute
provides for a right-of-way on land “to
the extent of the ground occupied by
said pipe line,” it therefore must provide
not only for land on which to locate
pipe, but also for land on which to locate
those other facilities which make pipe a

“pipe line.” Similarly, when the stat-
ute provides for “twenty-five feet on
each side” of the pipeline, it must pro-
vide not only for 25 feet on each side of
the pipe, but also for 25 feet on each
side of those facilities which constitute
part of the “pipe line.”

The legislative history, meager though
jt is, fully accords with this reading of
the statute. During the debates on the

intention of Congress to aid in the mere
construction of the roadbed, or road-
way, but to aid in the construction of
the railroad as such, which term has a
far more extended signification than the
mere track, or roadway. * * *

“Tt could hardly be questioned that a
grant of power to construct a railroad
would include the right to erect neces-
sary structures, such as station houses,
water tanks, etc, as essential and con-
aticuent parts thereof. * * *”

76. See text accompanying note 884 infra.
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bills that eventually became the Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920, the problem of
pumping stations was averted to.77_ The
only response made to questioning about
pumping stations was the following, by
Representative Chandler, the man we
met earlier (pages 860-864) as a pro-
ponent of a 10-foot width limitation:A * * * J think your billis broad

“enough
tocover not only the pipe line

+
but’ the ‘pumping station, and that

. they can go and take what land they
upneed for the pumping station as long

4 (a8 they occupy it. Pumping stations

ovare a part of the pipe line.” 7* °

: Our conclusion that the statutory
Nagnt-of-way lithits construction space is
fully consistent with this approach.
‘Construction space is necessary, not only
for the laying of pipe, but also for the
erection of facilities such as pumping
stations. Similarly, maintenance space
is needed, not only for the pipe itself,
but also for facilities which allow oil to
flow through the pipe. There is there-
fore nothing inconsistent with a reading
of the statute that, on the one hand, lim-
jite construction and maintenance to the
‘statutory 25 feet on either side of the
‘pipeline but, on the other hand, includes
‘pecessary facilities as part of the pipe-
line.
> Not only is there no inconsistency, but
this approach is the only one that gives
meaning to all parts of Section 28 while
at the same time reading the statute in
a manner consistent with its purpose to
permit oil pipeline development. As dis-
cussed in Part I, the provision of 25 feet
in addition to the land actually occupied
by the pipeline makes absolutely no
Sense unless that distance is to be used
for construction and maintenance pur-
poses. In addition, our earlier analysis
of the legislative history indicated that
Congress intended the statutory right-

é

77, See 51 Cong.Rec. (Part 15) at 15418;
66 Cong.Rec. (Part 7) at 7097.

78.
56 Cong.Rec. (Part 7) at 7097.

29,
See generally P. Giddens, The Birth of

be
Oil Industry 142, 144, 146 (1938).

of-way to limit con~ ~ction space. This
reading of the str\ ) as fully consist-
ent with congres: ~~ «ntent to promote
pipeline development, because Congress
made express its belief that 25 feet on
either side was al] the construction space
needed to build a pipeline.

[20] To read the statute to require
that pumping stations be constructed
within the narrow strip of land made up
by the pipe itself and 25 feet on either
side would, in contrast, have made Sec-
tion 28 meaningless and ineffective from
its very inception.’ ,: There is no indica-
tion that Congréas ‘either thought that
pumping stations were not necessary to
the transportation of oilor believed that
such stations could be constructed with-
in this narrow width. Tracing actual oil
pipeline pumping station practice back
before 1920, it is evident that even the
earliest oil pipelines, dating to the mid-
19th century, required pumping facil-
ities,”® and from the description of these
facilities it is clear that they could not
fit within a 50-foot wide strip. It
therefore seems reasonable to conclude
that when Congress enacted Section 28
it agreed with Representative Chandler’s
position that pumping stations were
part of the pipeline and were authorized
under the statute. We naturally avoid
any interpretation of a statute that
would have rendered it totally ineffec-
tive as of the date of enactment.
Finally, in contrast to the ambiguous

administrative practice with respect to
pipeline construction SLUPs, the admin-
istrative practice with respect to pump-
ing station rights-of-way is clear, long-
standing and consistent, and provides a
reasonable basis for a finding of con-
gressional acquiescence. As early as
1923, only three years after enactment
of the Mineral Leasing Act, an applica-
tion for a pumping station right-of-way

80. The earliest pumping plants apparently
involved pumps run by steam engines.
See id. at 146. Such engines, of course,
required bulky fuels such as wood or coal
and men to stoke the boilers.
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was ¢ ( i 1926 the Department
of the A__ior approved a right-of-way
application for an 80-acre pumping
station.** In 1981 the Secretary of the’
Interior informed! the Attorney General
of this past practice and requested a rul-
ing as to whether the Secretary had au-

thority under the| Mineral Leasing Act
to issue such rights-of-way. The Attor-
ney General, after noting “that oil can-
not be transported through pipe lines by
gravity for any

| considerable distance
and that without, pumping stations at
certain intervalsa pipe line for the
transportation of |oil and gas would be
practically useless, and that a pumping
station cannot be constructed within the
limits of the fifty foot strip,” concluded
that the

Secretary
had authority under

the statute to authorize construction of
pumping stations) and to grant rights-
of-way for that purpose. Establishment
of Pumping Stations, 36 Op.A.G. 480,
481-482 (1931). Soon thereafter the
Interior Department’s regulations took
cognizance of this authority. See 56 I.
D. 582, 553 (1938). The pumping sta-
tion regulation lassumed its present
shape in 1943, see 8 Fed.Reg. 7723
(1943), and has been a part of the Code
of Federal Regulations ever since, see, e

g., 43 C.F.R. § 244.52 (1949).
As discussed in |Part I, courts normal-

ly defer to an administrative interpreta-
tion of a statute junless there are com-

pelling indications that it is wrong.’
Unlike the issue of construction SLUPs,
here there are no compelling indications
that the Interior

Department's interpre-
tation of its statutory authority is

8i. Letter from tne tic of the Solicitor,
Department of the Interior, to the Secre-
tary of the Interior, July 24, 1931, in
Supporting Documents, supra néte 7, Vol.
1¥, Tab 2.

82. Ibid.
\

83. See Red Lion, Broadcasting Co. v.
ECC., supra note 50, 395 U.S. at 381,
89 S.Cr. 1784; Gulf Oil Corp. v. Hickel,
140 U.S.App.D.C. 368, 872, 435 F.2d 440,
444 (1970); National Ass'n of Theatre
Owners v FCC (136 U.S.App.D.C. 352,
358, 420 F.2d

164,
200 (1969), cert.

wrong; what legislative history there is
fully supports Interior’s position. Set-
tled maxims of statutory interpretation
-—for example, the presumption against
interpreting statutes so as to render
them ineffective—would have led us to
the same result.84 Again in contrast to
the practice of issuing pipeline construc-
tion SLUPs, a practice apparently un-
known to the administrators themselves,
the practice of issuing rights-of-way for
pumping stations has been a matter of
public record for over 40 years. It is
thus reasonable to presume that the ad-
ministrative construction of the statute
came to Congress’ attention and to con-
sider Congress’ failure to respond in any
way to the administrative interpretation
as acquiescence in the administrative
practice.

B. Communication Facilities.
On March 3, 1971, Alyeska applied for

rights-of-way for 26 communications
sites for a microwave communications
system necessary for permanent opera-
tion of the proposed pipeline*5 The
proposed system hag several functions,
including relay of information about
pipeline and oil flow conditions to a cen-
tral operating center at Valdez and
transmission of contro! commands from
the operating center at Valdez to pump-
ing stations and block valves along the
pipeline.#
Appellees assert authority to issue

rights-of-way for these facilities under
43 U.S.C. § 961 (1970):

“The head of the department having
jurisdiction over the lands be, and he

denied, 397 U.S. 922, 90 S.Ct. 914, %
L.Ed.2d 102 (1970).

84. See Bird v. United States, 187 U.S. 118,
124, 28 S.Ct. 42, 47 L-Ed. 100 (1902);
United States v. Blasius, 2 Cir., 387 F.2d
203, 207 n. 9 (1968), cert. dismissed, 393
U.S. 1008, 8) S.Ct. 615, 21 L.Ed2d 557
(1969); United States v. Milk Distribu-
tors Ass'n, Inc., D.Md., 200 F.Supp. 782,
788 (1961); In re White, N.D.N.Y 266
F.Supp. 863, 8865 (1967).

85. See note 6 supra.
86. Project Description at 45-49.
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is, authorized and empowered, under
general regulations to be fixed by

‘:-him, to grant an easement for rights-
of-way, for a period not exceeding fif-
ty years from the date of the issuance

s, of such grant, over, across, and upon
g;.the public lands and reservations of

ry the United States * * * for radio,
television, and other forms of commu-

_ unication transmitting, relay, and re-

iguceiving
structures and facilities,

ee
* * not to exceed’ four hundred

"feet by four hundred feet for radio,
“.television, and other forms of commu-
“nication transmitting, relay, and re-
“ceiving structures and facilities, to

5 any citizen, association, or corporation
.of the United States, where it is in-
. tended by such to exercise the right-*
of-way herein granted for any one or

_y,more of the purposes herein named
* *£

Pursuant to the authority granted to
him in Section 961, the Secretary of the

Interior has issued regulations govern-
ing procedures for obtaining rights-of-
way under the statute. See 43 C.F.R.
Subpart 2861 (1972). That the commu-
nication facility rights-of-way to be is-
sued by the Department of the Interior
satisfy all of the requirements of Sec-
tion 961 is not contested by appellants.
Rather they argue that Section 28 of the
Mineral Leasing Act bars resort to other
statutory grants of rights-of-way when
those rights-of-way will be used for
pipeline purposes.

[21,22] As is discussed in Part III
of this opinion, the only theory upon
which we might conclude that Section 28
forbids resort to other statutory rights-
of-way is that Congress, in enacting
Section 28, intended it to repeal or su-
persede these other statutes in situa-
tions where they conflict. In this in-
stance it is particularly difficult to
reach such a conclusion about congres-
sional intent since the pertinent provi-
sions of Section 961 were enacted after,
not before, the Mineral Leasing Act.
See Pub.L.No.367, 82nd Cong., 2d Sess.,
66 Stat. 95 (May 27, 1952), amending c.

ee
86 Stat. 1253 (March 4, 1911). In

-
t

any event, for thrCn, set forth at
length in Part III, ... hold that nothing
in Section 28 bars resort to other specif-
ic statutory grants of rights-of-way, in-
cluding rights-of-way for communica-
tions facilities. There being no conten-
tion that these rights-of-way for micro-
wave communication sites do not meet
the requirements of Section 961, we
must affirm the Secretary's decision
granting those rights-of-way.

Il. RIGHTS-OF-WAY ISSUED TO
THE STATE OF ALASKA

Nat

The State of “Alaska has applied for
and the Secretary of the Interior has
stated his intention to grant a perma-
nent right-of-way for a public highway
from the Yukon River to Prudhoe Bay
along the pipeline route, a 20-year, lease
of lands on which to locate three’public
airports, and permits for the free use of
gravel with which to construct these fa-
cilities. Appellants draw our attention
to the facts that construction of these
facilities is indispensable to the pro-
posed pipeline, that the State probably
would not have constructed these facil-
ities (at least not at the present time)
were it not for the pipeline, and that the
facilities are not actually going to be
constructed by the State, but rather by
Alyeska who by contract with the State
has agreed to construct the facilities at
its own expense. Based on these allega-
tions, appellants charge that the rights-
of-way are nothing but “another device
to tack together separate rights-of-way
in order to achieve that which is explic-
itly proscribed by the Mineral Leasing
Act.” Putting it another way, appel-
lants maintain that these too are
“rights-of-way” “for the transportation
of oil” which exceed the width limita-
tions of Section 28 and are therefore
barred by the provision in Section 28
“{t]hat no right-of-way shall hereafter
be granted over said lands for the trans-
portation of oil or natural gas except
under and subject to the provisions, lim-
itations, and conditions of this section.”

‘

Appellees respond by pointing to spe-
cific statutory authority for each right-
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of-wa" argue that -we

sons neread \ forbid 2élert
otberhtatitary. sranta- of:rights-ofwey.ilbi ghway. right-of-way, they. argus,
is-eutherizedby 43°U.8.C, .§ 982aig.simply: “e0he,

49 U.S.C. § 211 (1970) which authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior, “in his
discretion and under such regulations as
he may prescribe, to lease for use as
public airport any contiguous publi
Jands, unreserved

and unappropriated
not to exceed two thousand five hundred
and sixty acres in area * * *." Fi-
nally, the application for a free use per-
mit for gravel rests upon 30 U.S.C. §
601 (1970) which authorizes the Secre-
tary of the

Interior
to dispose of miner-

al materials including gravel. That sec-
tion provides that the Secretary must
charge a price for such materials except
that he “is authorized in his discretion
to permit any * * * State * * #

to take and remove, without charge, ma-
terials and resources subject to this sub-
chapter for use other than for commer-
cial or industrial purposes or resale.”
In rebuttal appellants contend that the

statutes are inapplicable to the rights-
of-way at issue in this lawsuit. In their
view, the road to be constructed by Alas-
ka will not qualify as a “highway” with-
in the meaning of Section 932 because it
will not be open to the public, similarly,
they charge that the airports to be con-
structed under the lease will not be
“public’ within the meaning of Section
211. Finally, since the ultimate pur-
poses of these facilities are allegedly to
facilitate construction of the pipeline,
they argue, gravel with which the facili-
ties will be constructed will be used for

87. See Act of July 26, 1866, c. 262, § 8,
14 Stat. 203, 43 U.S.C. § 982 (1970).

88, See Universal Interpretive Shuttle Corp.
v, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Comm'n, 303 U.S. 186, 193, 89 S.Ct. 354,
21 L.Ed.2d 334 (1908); Amell v. United
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“commercial or industrial purposes”
within the meaning of Section 601, thug
making the free use exception inapplica-
ble.

These competing contentions of the
parties raise two separate questions for
this court. Firat, dgea Section 28 of

A.

[23] The only theory upon which we
might conclude that Section 28 forbids
resort to other statutory rights-of-way
is that Congress, in enacting Section 28,
intended it to repeal or supersede these
other statutes in situations where they
conflict. Although Section 28 was pass-
ed after one of the other statutes cited
by appellees, Section 982,87 we hesitate
to conclude that its enactment was in-
tended to operate as a repeal of that
statute to the extent that Section 932
permits rights-of-way which incidental-
ly, or even primarily, are used to facili-
tate construction of an oil pipeline. It
is an axiom of statutory construction
that repeals by implication are not
favored.88 Thus when interpreting stat-
utes inconsistencies are to be avoided
and repeal by implication found only
where there is a “positive repugnancy”
between the two or where the intention
to repeal is ‘‘clear and manifest.” Ro-
senberg v. United States, 346 U.S. 273,
296, 78 S.Ct. 1152, 97 L.Ed. 1607 (1953)
(Mr, Justice Clark, concurring);United
States v. Borden Co., 808 U.S. 188, 199,
60 S.Ct. 182, 84 L.Ed. 181 (1939). In
the case of Section 28, we cannot find

States, 384 U.S. 158, 165-166, 86 S.Ct.
1384, 16 L.Ed.2d 445 (1960); Millard v.
Harris, 132 U.S.App.D.C. 146, 161, 406
F.2d 964, 969 (1908) ; District of Colum-
bia National Bank v. District of Colum-
bia, 121 U.S.App.D.C. 196, 200, 348 F.2d
808, 812 (1865).
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any such’ positive repugnancy or any
such manifest intent to repeal. Section
932 is nowhere mentioned in the legisla-
tive history of Section 28. It should
also be noted that Congress’ intent in
enacting the Mineral Leasing Act was to
grant rights-of-way where none existed
rpreviously, not to take away rights-of-
‘wayalready authorized by statute.

ce[24] JA differently phrased yet simi-
farprinciple of statutory construction is
‘
that”

“where there are two acts on the

j gainie
subject—here rights-of-way in fed-

feral; ‘lands——effect should be given to
othif possible. United States v. Bor--
den-Co., supra, 308 U.S, at 198, 60 S.Ct.
182; “Rawls v. United States, 8 Cir., 331

EF.2d 21, 28 (1964); A.P.W. Paper Co. v.
KFTC., 2 Cir, 149 F.2d 424, 427 (1945),
Faffirmed, 328 U.S. 198, 66 S.Ct. 932, 90

|L.Ed. 1165 (1946). Courts should make
every effort to reconcile allegedly con-
flicting statutes and to give effect to the
language and intent of both, so long as

doing so does not deprive one or the oth-
riot its essential meaning. Myers v.

follister, 96 U.S.App.D.C. 388, 390, 226
F.2d 846, 348 (1955), cert. denied, 350

FULS. 987, 76 S.Ct. 474, 100 L.Ed. 854
1956).

{25] This doctrine should be of spe-
Felal significance when we deal with al-
"Jegedly conflicting public land Jaws. As

cursory glance at those sections of the
‘ United States Code which deal with pub-
5 lic lands will indicate, these laws are

, hardly a model of neat organization and

buniform planning. Congress recently
; noted in creating the Public Land Law
», Review Commission :

Be “Because the public Jand laws of the

k
United States have developed over a
long-period of years through a series

tf of Acts of Congress which are not ful-
< ly correlated with each other and be-
s, Cause those laws, or some of them,

may be inadequate to meet the current
“and future needs of the American peo-
ple

* * * it is necessary to have a

comprehensi:‘e review of those laws

and the rules and regulations promul-
ted thereunder and to determine

whether and tow _/ tent revisions
thereof are necess.

43 U.S.C. § 1392 (1970). This is an
area of the law where it truly can be
said that most statutes are sui generis.
It is an area where it is extremely
doubtful that Congress, when passing
certain legislation, was aware of, let
alone intended, inconsistencies with
prior legislation. Indeed, the history of
Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act is
a good example of the lack of organiza-
tion and coordination in this area of our
nation’s statutory framework. As noted
in Part I supra, when Congress passed
the Mineral Leasing Act it thought the
only prior law dealing with oil pipelines
was an 1896 statute, now codified at 43
U.S.C. § 962 (1970), which granted
rights-of-way for pipelines in Colorado
and Wyoming. Congress was evidently
unaware of a 1910 statute dealing with
rights-of-way for pipelines through pub-
lic lands in the State of Arkansas, see
43 U.S.C. § 966 (1970), an unawareness
caused, no doubt, by the fact that in
1920 the first edition of the United
States Code had not yet been prepared.
However understandable this ignorance
may be, it indicates that in this area of
the law we should be especially hesitant
to arrive at inferences with respect to
congressional intent to have one statute
supplant, modify or supersede another.
Absent specific indication to the con-
trary, the only reasonable inference is
that Congress intended all of its statutes
to have effect, and it is this inference
we follow in holding that nothing in
Section 28 precludes resort to other spe-
cific statutory grants of rights-of-way,
even in cases where the purposes for
which said rights-of-way are to be used
seem to fall within the purposes intend-
ed to be covered by Section 28.

B.

Having concluded that if the rights-
of-way at issue qualify under the specif-
ic statutory provisions cited by appellees
they will be valid notwithstanding Sec-
tion 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act, we

Thé
d to be tho du de

hareSection28 and
the,

to the.f question in “no,”
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can ft ilyze whether in fact they so

qualify. _

1. Highway! from Yukon River to
Prudhoe Bay.

|

Appellants contend that the road to be
built does not qualify as a “highway”
under 48 U.S.C. § 9382 (1970). They
argue first that, even though Alaska has

formally indicated its intention to con-
struct a public highway along the right-
of-way, its real “motive” is not benefit
to the public but assistance to those con-
structing the pipeline, and that this mo-
tive takes the road outside Section 982.
Second, they charge that the State in
fact has no intention of making the road
public, at least not until construction of
the pipeline has been completed, point-
ing to the fact! that the construction con-
tract between Alaska and Alyeska gives
Alyeska a preference over the public to
use the road.

[26, 27} There is no question that
the State, at least formally, has indicat~
ed its

intention
to construct a public

highway
alongthe right-of-way request-

legislature finds and declares that there
is an immediate need for a public high-
way from the Yukon River to the Arctic
Ocean and that this public highway
should be constructed by the State of
Alaska at this time * * *.” Alaska
Stat. § 19.40.010(a). Ordinarily this ex-
pression of intent would constitute valid
acceptance of the right-of-way granted
in Section 932. That section acts as a
present grant which takes effect as soon
as it is accepted by the State. Tholl v.
Koles, 66 Kan. 802, 803, 70 P. 881, 882

(orn ef. Railroad Co. v. Baldwin, 103
U.S. 426, 429, 26 L.Ed.2d 578 (1880).
All that is needed for acceptance is some
“positive act on the part of the appro-
priate public authorities of the state,
clearly manifesting an intention to ac-
cept * * *.” Hamerly v. Denton,
Alaska, 359 P.2d 121, 123 (1961) .*!

{28,29] Appellants charge that this
is not the ordinary case because the
State’s real intentions and real motives
are not to construct a public highway
but to permit Alyeska to build a haul
road for construction of the trans-Alas-
ka pipeline. It is a well known precept
of our jurisprudence that we shun at-

= tempts to look behind a stated legislative

nhthhne:pummnmmneniinc: Te: purpose to find a hidden intention or

»,In addition, in 1970 the
legislature of the State passed a statute
enabling the Department of Highways to
contract with Alyeska for construction
of the highway. In that statute ‘“[t]he

89. sovplemelva Documents, supra note 2,
Tab E-2. |

90,/ Since the section acty aa a present grant,
it is normally not even necessary for the
builder of ithe highway to apply for a

right-of-way. See 43 CFR, § 2822.11
(1972): “No application should be filed
under {43 U.S.C. § 932], a8 no action on
the part of|the Government is necessary.”
However, since § 932 anplies only to land
“not reserve) for public use,” and the
lands sougiit to be used for highway pur-
poses were! considered reserved for public
use under Public Land Order No. 4582,
Jan. 17, 1069, 84 Fed.Reg. 1025, applicn-
tion was necessary under 43 C.F.R. §
2822.1-2 (1972) to request that the reser-
vation be revoked or modified so as to

,

motive, and that we may not “restrain
the exercise of lawful power on the as-

sumption that a wrongful purpose or
motive has caused the power to be exert-
ed.” McCray v. United States, 195 U.S.
27, 56, 24 S.Ct. 769, 776, 49 L.Ed. 78

permit construction of the highway. By
Publie Land Order No, 4760, Jan. 7,
1970, 35 Fed.Reg. 424, Public Land Order
No. 4582 was modified to permit granting
of rights-of-way necessary for construc-
tion of the trans-Alaskn pipeline.

13'\addition, by Public Land Order No. 5300.
Dec. 28, 1971, 36 Fed Reg. 25410, a con-
tiguous series of tracts of public lands
from the North Slope to Valdez wna set
aside for a “utility and transportation

|corridor.”

9I. See also Kirk v. Schultz, 63 Idaho 278,
222, 119 P.2d 206, 268 (1941); Koloen
v. Pilot Mound Township, 33 N.D. 529,
539, 157 N.W, 672, 675 (1916); Streeter
vy. Stalnaker, 61 Neb. 206, 206, 85 N.W.
47, 48 (1901).

Cite as 479 F.2d 442 (Nis)
(1904). See United States v. O’Brien,
supra, 391 U.S. at 383, 88 S.Ct. 1673;
Arizona‘v. California, 283 U.S. 423, 455,
51 S.Ct. 622, 75 L.Ed. 1154 (1931).
While this doctrine typically has force in
a context different from that present
here, namely review of the constitution-
ality of legislative enactments, we think
it' thoroughly applicable to the instant
‘case, The doctrine is based on the theo-
ry that ascertaining motive is a difficult
‘and hazardous task, see United States v.

iO’Brien, supra, a factor present when
‘reviewing administrative as well as leg-
jslative action, in a constitutional con-
text or otherwise. In addition, any rule
irequiring us to look behind the face of
‘Alaska’s action in this case and analyze
‘its “real motive” is inconsistent with the
‘sound federal-state relationship that the
‘judiciary has carefully protected in oth-
er contexts.
feb
-~'{30] Even were we to pierce the al-
leged facade of Alaska’s intentions, we
would be constrained to approve the
highway right-of-way. The State

}a

been interested in providing some form
of ground transportation to the North
Slope area for many years. Sprdieg of a.

road -were made
intheiih-16, wad. im.2966 the

ture authorized the expenditureee to
$20,000 for another study, involving aer-
ial photography and visual investigation
of principal alternative routes and the
drafting of maps and preliminary cost

92. See North Slope Road Study in Sup-
porting Documents, supra note 7, Vol. 1,
Tab 1, at 1.

93. See letter of June 19, 1972 frum Alyeska
to its counsel in Supporting Doruments,

| supra note 7, Vol. I, Tab 11.

6 The original construction agreement be-
tween Alyeska and Alaska provided:
“When the Commissioner [of the State
Department of Highways] determines in
writing that there is no danger to the yub-
lic from hazards associated with construc-
tion, the HighwaymJogy be opened by the
State for use by the public during con-
struction of the trans Alaska pipeline.”
Id., Vot. Il, Tab 6, at 8. By inter amend-
ment, this provision was changed ta read:

A

estimates for the ~*vious alternatives.%
The State’s inter to have a public
highway, rather a mere pipeline
construction road, ..e further evidenced
by the fact that the State required
Alyeska to make certain changes in the
design features of the road to better ac-
commodate public use.®3 These changes
included realigning segments of the road
to tie it in with an existing network of
roads, reducing grades in certain seg-
ments, changing standards for bridges
and culverts to ensure their continued
maintenance after construction of the
pipeline is completed, and enlarging
bridge spans to better accommodate pub-
lic traffic: - 4p

Appellgzts charge that even though
Alaska might intend ‘eventually to open
the road to the public, the contract be-
tween the State and Alyeska envisions
granting Alyeska preferential use dur-
ing the pipeline construction period—
that is, it may be read to allow public
use to be barred when hazards posed by
pipeline construction use endanger the
public. Even were we to conclude that
Alaska intends to grant Alyeska this
preference,** we would affirm the validi-
ty of the right-of-way,

yas

The contract between Alyeska and
Alaska provides that Alyeska will bear
the entire cost of constructing the roac
for the State, a cost which the Alask:
Department of Highways estimates +c

“After completion of construction of each
segment of the Highway and acceptance
thereof by the State pursuant to Para-
graph 10 of this Agreement, that segment
will be apen to use by the public under
such regulations as the Commissioner may
impose unless the Cominissioner finds that
such use will be hazardous to the public.”
id., Vol. 11, Tab 7. While the amended
version does nut expressly refer to hazards
enused by pipeline construction use, ap-
pellants cluim that the same pipeline cun-
struction preference made express in the
original agreement is implied in the
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bein ( “f $100,000,000.% Prefer-
ential \__ ‘favor of Alyeska may be
looked at as a reasonable price to be
paid by the State and by the public for
what amounts to, in the words of the
Department of Highways, ‘‘a gift to the
State of Alaska.”% There can be no
doubt that but for Alyeska this road
would not be built at the present time.
But rather than tainting the arrange-
ment between the State and Alyeska,
this fact merely supports its reasonable-
ness. As Mr. Justice Jackson said in
United States v. Oklahoma Gas & Elec-
tric Co., 318 U.S. 206, 211, 63 S.Ct. 584,
536, 87 L.Ed. 716 (1943): “[I]t has
long been both customary and lawful to
stimulate private self-interest and utilize
the profit motive to get needful services
performed for the public. The State ap-
pears to be doing no more than that.”

2. Airports.
(31] Appellants’ contention that the

airports will not be public and that they
therefore cannot be authorized under 49
U.S.C. § 211 (1970) warrants little dis-
cussion in view of the fact that the con-
tract between Alaska and Alyeska,
whereunder the latter agrees to con-
struct the airports {for the former, spe-
cifically provides that each airport, as
soon as it is open for air traffic, “shall
be open to the public on a nondiscrimi-
natory basis.” ®?7 For the reasons dis-
cussed earlier, we hesitate to search for
any hidden intention to the contrary,
and if one exists there certainly is no in-
dication of it in the present record. In
addition, 49 U.S.C. § 212(b) (1970) re-
quires the lessee to ‘maintain the lands
in such condition, and provide for the
furnishing of such facilities, service,
fuel, and other supplies, as are necessary
to make the lands available for public
use as an airport * * *,” and applica-
ble regulations of the Department of the
Interior provide for cancellation of the
lease for failure to comply with such

95. Department of Highways, State of Alas-
ke, 1966 Annual Report, in Supporting
Documents, supra note 7, Vol. TV, Tab 5,
at &

conditions. See 43 C.F.R. § 2911.1-2(c)
(1972).
3. Free Use Gravel Permits.

[32,33] Appellants charge that,
since the ultimate purpose of the road
and airports is to facilitate construction
of the pipeline, the use is for “commer-
cial or industrial” purposes within the
meaning of 30 U.S.C. § 601 (1970), and
therefore excepted from the free use ex-
emption, As indicated earlier, however,
both the declared and the real State in-
tention with respect to the road and air-
ports is to construct public facilities,
and the fact that such facilities will in-
cidentally, or even primarily, initially
benefit private industrial or commercial
activities does not detract from the pub-
lic, noncommercial, nature of the facili-
ties themselves. It seems reasonable to
assume that in enacting the exception to
the free use exemption Congress intend-
ed to exact a price from the state only
when the state itself was using the
gravel in some profit-making enterpriae.
There being no indication that this is
the case here, we hold the free use per-
mits valid.

IV. VALDEZ TANK FARM ISSUES
A.
In June 1969 TAPS filed an applica-

tion with the Department of Agriculture
requesting a revocable special land use
permit for construction and operation of
an oil tank farm and terminal facility on
‘an 802-acre site within the Chugach Na-
tional Forest. On October 1, 1969 the
Forest Service of the Department issued
the requested permit. At the present
‘time, while the first stage of construc-
tion of the tank farm, involving site
clearing and survey, has been completed,
actual construction has been deferred by
Alyeska because of the present litiga-
tion.

Plaintiff-appellant Cordova District
Fisheries Union, an unincorporated aaso-

96. Ibid.

97. Id., Vol. II, Tab 8, at 4.
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ciation of commercial fishermen in Cor-

‘gova, Alaska, brought suit asking that
therrevocable permit be declared in-

wwalid:: Since we do not reach the merits

atthe controversy,
‘we merely summarize

‘ghex competing
contentions. Appellants

See end ‘that the permit exceeds the 80-

eee iimitation of 16 U.S.C. §§ 497 and

\éo7a
\(1970). Appellees concede that the

be rmit:is: not authorizedby these stat-
ut claim that neitheris it barred

them:», They argue that the permit is
a
pursuant to the broad regulatory
fof-the Secretary of Agriculture
6.U.S.C. § 561 (1970). In addi-
ey: contend.that the practice of
isuch permits has been ac-
in by Congress, as recognized

ra Club v. Hickel, supra, 433 F.2d
6. Appellants respond that Sec-

btion 561
is inapplicable and that the

projectMin this case is distinguishable
mn

that approved in Sierra Club be-

facie!
it is not for recreation purposes.

nt an affidavit filed with the District
rt; the Attorney General of the State

IA laaka informed the court that the
+ State had filed an application with the

FInterior and Agriculture Departments
foriapproval of the selection by the
State of the 802-acre site pursuant to

[get
6 of the Alaska Statehood Act,.
« ¢€ For the purposes of further-

ing the development of and expansion of
~
communities, the State of Alaska is here-

- by granted and shall be entitled to select,
“within twenty-five years after the date
of the admission of the State of Alaska
into the Union, from lands within na-
tional foreste in Alaska which are va-

3, cant and unappropriated at the time of
seelction not to exceed four hun-
ousand acres of land, and from the
public lands of the United States
ka which are vacant, unappropri-

and unreserved at fhe time of their
ion not to exceed another four

thousand acres of land, all of
shall be adjacent to established

nities or suitable for prospective
anity centera and recreational

Such lands shall be selected by
tate of Alaska with the approval
eo Secretery of Agriculture as to
inal forest landa and with the ap-
of the Secretary of the Interior

other public lands; Provided, That

Pub.L. 85-508, 72 £ Cy (July 7,
1958). That section: -srizes selection
by the State of Alaska of approximately
400,000 acres of vacant and unappro-
priated public lands within national
forests98

While the Secretary of Agriculture has
not yet approved the selection, appellees
expect that he will do so shortly. Appli-
cable regulations provide that the Bu-
reau of Land Management within the
Department of the Interior shall then is-
sue the State a patent for the land. 43
C.F.R. § 2627.8 (1972). After title to
the land is obtained by the State, Alyes-
ka plans to obtain the site from the
State. Appellees argue that in view of
the imminent transfer of the land to the
State of Alaska, we should not decide
whether the permit is valid for upon
that transfer the case will become moot.

Appellants disagree, arguing that a deci-
sion on the validity of the permit may
have significance even after the transfer
because under Alaska law a lawful per-
mittee will have priority in obtaining
the land from the State. Im any event,
they argue that approval of the selection
may not be obtained from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, there being some

question about whether the selection is
lawful under the Alaska Statehood Act,

nothing herein contained shall affect any
valid existing claim, location, or entry
under the laws of the United States,
whether for homestead, mineral, right-of- -

way, or other purpose whatsoever, or
shall affect the rights of any such owner,
claimant, locator, or entryman to the
full use and enjoyment of the land so

occupied.” .

Pub.L. 85-50, Soth Cong., 2d Seas, 72
Stat. 330, § G(a) (July 7, 1958).

99. In o letter to the Forest Service, the
Cordova District Fisheries Union notified
the Service that if the application for se-
lection is approved the Union will contest
the approval on the following grounds:

“(1) That the selection is not for the
turposes of furthering the development
of and expansion of communities as

required by Sec. G(n) of the Alaska
Statehood Act;
“(2) That the land selected is neither

adjacent to an established community

noth
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and tha \ _ Juld reach the merits and
hold the ..cmit invalid. In response to
this point, appellees ask that we decide
in this litigation whether the anticipated
transfer is in fact valid under the Alas-
ka Statehood Act. The District Court
reached the merits and held the permit
valid, offering no opinion on the lawful-
ness of the pending selection.

B.
At the outset we find it inappropriate

in this litigation to offer our views with
respect to the anticipated approval of
Alaska’s land selection by the Agricul-
ture and Interior Departments. Not
only is this an issue not properly raised
in the pleadings of this lawsuit, but de-
cision of this question by this court at
the present time would be totaliy incon-
sistent with the settled doctrines of pri-
mary jurisdiction and exhaustion of ad-
ministrative remedies. See generally
L. Jaffe, Judicial Control of Administra-
tive Action chs. 4 & 11 (1965).
Turning to the central issue, we note

that it is not contended by any party
that the controversy over the permit is
presently moot. To the extent the doc-
trine of mootness merely incorporates
the doctrine that a federal court has ju-
risdiction only to adjudicate “cases or
controversies,” see | Powell v. Mc-
Cormack, 395 U.S. 486, 496 n.7, 89 S.Ct.
1944, 28 L.Ed.2d 491| (1969), there can
be no question but that this dispute is
not technically moot. |

This lawsuit in-
volves no mere abstract question of law.
It challenges the lawfulness of a permit
already issued which would permit activ-
ities clearly detrimental to the legal in-
terests of plaintiffs-appellants.

|

or [sic] suitable for) prospective com-
munity centers and recreational areas
as required by Sec. G(a) of the Alaska
Statehood Act;

|

“(3) And, in the alternative to items
1 and 2 herein, the |selection fails to
comply with See. 6(z) of the Alaska
Statehood Act which prohibits selections
containing less than 5,760 acres with ex-
ceptions not here relevant * * *,”

Supporting Documents, supra note 7, Vol.
IV, Tab 11. Of

course, /as
atated in text,
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[34] The real question here is, for
want of a better term, “justiciability,”
or whether we should exercise our “judi-
cial discretion to dismiss the action
without a determination on the merits,”
despite the existence of jurisdiction.
See generally Davis v. Ichord, 143 U.S.
App.D.C. 188, 193, 442 F.2d 1207, 1217
(1970) (Leventhal, J., concurring).
Several factors lead us to exercise that
diseretion in this case. As noted above,
Alyeska has to date held up construction
under the tank farm permit, awaiting
our decision as to the legality of the per-
mits and rights-of-way necessary for
construction of the pipeline itself. It
appears likely that, in view of our deci-
sion on the pipeline construction SLUP,
no further construction will take place
until Congress resolves the Mineral
Leasing Act problem so as to permit
construction of the pipeline. By that
time, the selection proceas under the
Alaska Statehood Act will hopefully be
resolved one way or the other. If selec-
tion of the disputed lands is lawfully
completed, the legality of the permit will
very likely become a moot point. That
Alyeska might, because of the permit,
have a “preference” under Alaska law
for obtaining the land from the State
does not affect this conclusion. It is
questionable whether Alyeska will face
competition in its attempt to obtain this
land from the State after selection, and
even if such competition appears, Alyes-
ka might well choose not to exercise any
preferential rights and instead might ac-
cept a position as a co-equal with other
private parties seeking the land. Of
course, if Alyeska does seek to exercise
its preference, the legality of the permit

twe intimate no views concerning these is-
aues.

100. While the record is not altogether clear
on this point, it appears that the selection
must first be approved by the Regional
Forester of Region 10 within the Agricul-
ture Department’s Forest Service. Sup-
porting Documents, supra note 7, Vol. IV,
Tab 11. Applicable administrative reg-
ulations provide for administrative review
of the Regional Forester’s decision. See
36 C.F.R, § 211.22(b) (1972).
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‘anide'litigated at that time. The likeli-
hood of-mootness and the availability of

a‘forum when, if ever, the question be-

‘comes ripe for adjudication lead us to

avoid a decision on the merits. The Su-

‘pheme, Court has “cautioned against de-
‘dsratory judgments on issues of public
‘moment, even falling short of constitu-
‘tionality; in speculative’ situations.”
‘Pabliév‘Affairs Press v. Rickover, 369

‘UBib111, 112, 82 S.Ct. 580, 582, 7 L.Ed.
"ea"604' (1962). See also Eccles v. Peo-

‘ples“Bank, 333 U.S. 426, 432, 68 S.Ct.

641,92 L.Ed. 784. (1948). In the

present case, where the speculation goes

notmerely to factual matters but to the

very question of whether a decision on

‘the’ merits will have any legal signifi-
cance, caution would seem especially ap-

propriate.235] Justiciability not only involves
an analysis of the appropriateness of the

issues for decision by the court, but also
concerns whether denial of judicial re-

Hef at a given time will cause hardship
to. the parties. See Abbott Laboratories
vy. Gardner, 387 U.S. 186, 149, 87 S.Ct.
1507, 18 L.Ed2d 681 (1967); Joint
Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee v.

McGrath, 341 U.S. 123, 156, 71 S.Ct.
624, 95 L.Ed. 817 (1951) (Mr. Justice
Frankfurter, concurring). Since it ap-
pears unlikely that any further construc-
tion of the tank farm terminal will take

place until the Mineral Leasing Act
problems are solved, we find that defer-
ral of adjudication on the merits will
not impose any significant hardships on

plaintiffs-appellants in this case.

Finally, we take note of the fact that
the issues on the merits are “clearly
substantial” and “raise important rami-
fications for the quality of the country’s
public land management.” Sierra Club
v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 757, 92 S.Ct.
1861, 1377, 31 L.Ed.2d 636 (1972) (Mr.
Justice Blackmun, dissenting). In addi-
tion, as in many cases where it is
‘laimed that an administrative agency
has violated a legislative command, this
‘ase involves difficult questions concern-
ing the relationship between the legisla-
ive and executive branches of our gov-

ernment, While the importance of the
issues presented might seem to cali out
for judicial resolution, settled principles
of adjudication suggest that a court
avoid such difficult issues whenever a

decision on the merits is not necessary
to the outcome of the dispute then be-
fore the court. “Especially where gov-
ernmental action is involved, courts
should not intervene unless the need for
equitable relief is clear, not remote or

speculative.” Eccles v. Peoples Bank,
supra, 333 U.S. at 481, 68 S.Ct. at 644,

In declining decision on the merits, we
are not unmindful of our duty liberally
to construe the Declaratory Judgment
Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2201 (1970). No doubt,
avoidance of a decision on the merits
thwarts to some extent that Act’s lauda-
ble policy of providing speedy adjudica-
tion of legal disputes to remove uncer-
tainty and insecurity from legal rela-
tionships. See Aetna Casualty & Surety
Co. v. Quarles, 4 Cir., 92 F.2d 321

(1937). We do “not lightly turn aside a

suitor who seeks a hearing and decision”
of his federal rights. Davis v. Ichord,
supra, 143 U.S.App.D.C. at 196, 442 F.2d
at 1220 (Leventhal, J., concurring). De-
spite these concerns, however, we con-

clude that the instant case is an appro-
priate one for staying the judicial func-
tion until it becomes clear that resolu-
tion of the issues presented will be of
real significance.

V. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICY ACT ISSUES

While appellants claim that the Secre-
tary of the Interior has violated NEPA
in several different ways, the heart of
their complaint relates to the question of
an alternative oil pipeline route through
Canada. NEPA provides, in Section

102(2)(C) (iii), 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)
(ili) (1970), that
“to the fullest extent possible
* * * all agencies of the Federal
Government shall—

* * # # * *

“(C) include in every recommenda-
tion or report on proposals for legisla-
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tion -
/ major Federal actions

sign \_ / affecting the quality of
the human environment, a detailed
statement by the responsible official
on—

* * * ¥ * *
“ (iii) alternatives to the proposed

action[.]”
In addition, Section 102(2) (D), 42 U.S.C.
§ 4332(2)(D), requires that
“to the fullest extent possible
* * * all agencies of the Federal
Government shall—

* * * * * *

“(D) study, develop, and describe
appropriate alternatives to recom-
mended courses of action in any pro-
posal which involves unresolved con-
flicts concerning |alternative uses of
available resources[.]”
Appellants first suggest that from the

beginning of its consideration of the oil
companies’ proposal to construct a
trans-Alaska oil pipeline the Department
of the Interior has been aware that if
North Slope oil resources are developed
at all natural gas (which is an inevitable
byproduct of oil extraction) 101 will be
transported to market by means of an
all-land pipeline route through Canada.
That route would probably run from
Prudhoe Bay inland to Fort McPherson,
a distance of 465 miles, thence from
Fort McPherson to Edmonton through
the Mackenzie Valley! a distance of 1,240
miles. From Edmonton two already ex-
isting oil pipelines run southeast to Chi-
cago and southwest; to Puget Sound.
The expected gas pipeline would proba-
bly follow the Edmonton-Chicago route.
Nowhere in the Department of the In-

terior’s Final Impact \Statement, accord-
ing to appellants, is there a recognition
of this critical fact. |As a result, even
though the Impact Statement ostensibly

{

101. The practice of fldring natural gas,
that is, burning it without use, will not
be permitted by the 'State of Alaska.
Therefore, the gas must be either rein-
Jected into the well or brought to market.
See U. S. Dept. of Interior, Analysis of
the Economic and

Seculity Aspecta of the

|

describes and discusses the alternative
of an oil pipeline along this route, it al-
legedly never adequately analyzes the
real choices faced, namely (1) an oil and
gas pipeline in a common corridor across
/Canada, or (2) an oil pipeline through
Alaska in addition to a gas pipeline
through Canada. Had the choice been
posed in this manner, according to ap-
pellants, there is a substantial chance
that the common corridor approach
would have been found preferable.
The other major charge is that the

Department’s consideration of the Can-
adian route violated its duty to develop
appropriate alternatives to proposed ac-,
tion. Appellants contend that through-
out the decision making process the De-
partment has taken a passive approach
to the Canadian alternative. In their
view, the Department concentrated on
the proposal before it—that is, the
trans-Alaska oil pipeline proposal—af-
firming by inaction the oil companies’
decision to seek a trans-Alaska rather

+ than'a trans-Canada route. This passiv-
ity is also allegedly evidenced by the his-
tory of the Impact Statement. It was
not until February 1972, almost two
years after the Department began prep-
aration of an impact statement, that the
Department allegediy decided to include
in the statement any analysis of North
Slope natural gas transportation. And
by that time a March 15 deadline had
been set by the Undersecretary in
charge of preparation of the statement,
making it virtually impossible to give
the matter the attention it allegedly de-
served. Other examples of this passive
approach are cited. Rather than assume
responsibility for investigating the politi-
cal and economic feasibility of the
trans-Canada oil pipeline alternative, the
Department allegedly simply requested
the oil companies to discuss these mat-

Trans-Alaska Pipeline, Vol. I at C-22
(1971). We were informed during oral
argument that reinjection could continue
only for approximately 2 years; after
then it would be impossible to continue
pomping oil without also removing natural
gas,
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tera with Canadian officials and relied on

ibiased oil company representations as to

tthe outcome of these discussions. In

‘short, appellants charge that the Depart-
ment’s treatment of the Canadian alter-
jiative was “too little, too late.”

hagess7 response appellees claim that their
isix-volume Environmental Impact State-
ment:does.in fact discuss both an oil

Pipeline through Canada and a common
corridor approach with a gas pipeline.
Interior‘ admits that the discussion

aight not be presented in a form or in
detail sufficient to-suit appellants, but it
argues that there is sufficient informa-

tion to allow an informed decision to be

made, and that this is all that NEPA re-

quires. ‘With respect to the Depart-
ment’s role in developing the Canadian
alternative, appellees claim that from

early 1969 the Department has actively
sought and considered information about
the alternative by establishment of a

task force to examine the environment
along several possible Canadian routes,
by direct contacts between professionals
of the Department and personnel of
counterpart bureaus’ of the Canadian
Government, and through analysis of non-
environmental aspects of the Canadian
alternative by. the National Security
Council and others. Information thus
obtained, according to appellees, was in
fact considered by the Department in
the decision making process leading to

approval of the trans-Alaska pipeline.
That approval, they conclude, was un-

questionably reasonable in light of sev-
eral problems posed by the Canadian al-
ternative, including a general jack of in-
formation about the alternative and the
facts that it would delay delivery of oil
to markets, that it would pose virtually
insurmountable financing problems, and
that it would adversely affect United
States economic and security interests.
Finally, Alyeska suggests that the Secre-
tary’s action in this case is entitled to

greater deference on review than in oth-
er’ NEPA cases because consideration

and development of the Canadian alter-

native involve delica, uestions of in-
ternational relations and foreign policy.

[36] This and other NEPA issues
presented by the parties to this action
pose complex and important questions
regarding the duties of administrative
agencies under NEPA. We have chosen,
however, not to decide these questions at
the present time. We rest our choice
first on a desire to expedite our decision
in this case as much as possible. More
importantly, we recognize that a ruling
on the NEPA isaues will not affect the
real outcome of the present litigation.
Our holding that the SLUP for construc-
tion purposes is illegal under the Miner-
al Leasing Act makes it. impossible to
construct this pipeline until Congress
decides to amend the Act. All parties
have conceded this fact. Assuming Con-
gress will amend the Act to permit con-
struction of this pipeline, we have no

way of knowing when this will occur.
Should amendment of the Act take sev-
eral years, the analysis ot environmen-
tal, economic and other costs in the

present Impact Statement may become

outdated, and in its updating the De-
partment conceivably might introduce
changes mooting anything we might say
about its present adequacy or inadequa-
cy. In addition, future developments
with respect to the Canadian alternative,
including information obtained from re-

ports now being prepared by the Canadi-
an Government,!®2 may well moot any-
thing we might now say about the suffi-
ciency or insufficiency of the Depart-
ment's efforts in developing and describ-
ing this alternative.
The NEPA issues, therefore, are not

ripe for adjudication at the present
time. As Mr. Justice Frankfurter not-

ed, “[T]he adjudicatory process is most
securely founded when it is exercised
under the impact of a lively conflict be-
tween antagonistic demands, actively
pressed, which make resolution of the
controverted issue a practical necessity.”
Poe v. Ullman, 367 U.S. 497, 503, 81 S.
Ct. 1752, 1755, 6 L.Ed.2d 989 (1961). It

102. See note 103 infra.
479 F,.2d—564



is obvioi C esent litigation involves
“a lively ‘dict between antagonistic
demands,” but we question whether res-
olution of the NEPA! issues presented to
us at this time will! have any practical
significance. To pass upon the issues in
this context would be to decide a mere
abstract question of |law. A finding of
lack of ripeness properly rests “in the
fact that the need for some further pro-
cedure, some further contingency of ap-
plication or interpretation, whether judi-
cial, administrative or executive, * * *

served to make remote the issue which
was sought to be presented to the Court.”
Poe v. Ullman, supra, 367 U.S. at 628, 81
S.Ct. at 1769 (Mr. Justice Harlan, dis-
senting). Here remoteness is a result,
not of some contingent judicial, admin-
istrative or executive| action, but rather
of the contingency of legislative action
modifying the Mineral Leasing Act so as
to permit construction) of this pipeline.

The final reason wh'y we pass over the
NEPA issues at the present time is that
many of the issues involve still disputed
questions of fact. For example, appel-
lants have charged that the Secretary
gave insufficient consideration to the al-
ternative of deferring a decision until
more information was obtained on the
Canadian alternative. | Appellants point
to a May 4, 1972 letter from the Cana-
dian Minister of Energy, Mines and Re-
sources, Donald S. Matdonald, to Secre-
tary Morton, informing the Secretary
that the Canadians had “recently made.
public and have provided to your State
Department a list of the thirty environ-
mental and social studies under way at
this time and scheduled for completion
later this year.” 193 Appellants charge
that in view of the fact that these criti-
cal studies were to be completed in 1972
it was unreasonable for) the Secretary to
refuse to defer a decision on the Canadi-
an alternative until the] results of these
studies were obtained. _In response the
Secretary, both in his|brief and most
emphatically at oral argument, main-
tains that few if any of these studies

890
|
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will in fact be completed in 1972. Many
of the studies, it is alleged, have just be-
gun, and the great majority have not
even been started. For these reasons.
the Secretary argues, his refusal to de-
lay a decision any further was eminently
reasonable.

Normally, appellate review of matters
involving such questions of fact is facili-
tated by initial resolution of factual
questions by the trial court. In the
present case, however, the trial court ap-
parently felt there were no important
disputed factual issues. It dismissed ap-
pellants’ complaint in response té a mo-
tion for summary judgment. No wit-
nesses ever testified, except through dep-
ositions. We do not even have the bene-
fit of the trial court’s views as to the
supposedly undisputed questions of fact.
In order to facilitate prompt appellate re-

view, the trial court declined to issue
what it termed “detailed findings of fact
that are undisputed * * * which
would require weeks and months to com-
plete.” Instead it issued only some
broad legal conclusions—e. g., that the

Final Environmental Impact Statement
“reasonably sets forth alternatives to
the proposed project’’ and “complies
with * * * requirements of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act.” Giv-
en the present state of the record and
the contentions made in the briefs and
at oral argument, however, we cannot
agree that there is nothing in this case
but undisputed facts, at least with re-
spect to the NEPA issues. Resolution
of such contested factual issues as do ex-
ist would require more than the array of
affidavits, letters, memoranda, etc. that
we confront in this record. It would re-
quire testimony and cross-examination
of witnesses and other incidents of judi-
cial fact finding. Adjudication of such
important legal questions as are present-
ed in this case “should rest on an ade-
quate and full-bodied record. The
record before us is woefully lacking in
these requirements.” Public Affairs
Press v. Rickover, supra, 369 U.S. at

(03. See Brief for Appellants David Anderson and Canadian Wildlife Federation, Appendix A.

{

|
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118, 82 S.Ct. at 582. For these reasons,
we decline to pass judgment on the

NEPA issues presently tendered to us.
"gages.
ames

to CONCLUSION

poe tireat
cases are called great,” Mr.

justiceHolmes said 70 years ago, “not
i by; ‘yeason of their real importance in

eine the law of the future, but

(pees
use of some accident of immedi-

ate, 0verwhelming -interest
* * *.”

Yorthern
Securities Co. v. United States,

fggYTp8. 197: 400, 24 S.Ct. 436, 468,

f4g "L.Ed: 679 (1904) (dissenting opin-

pion)."The same may be said about

‘the.“present litigation over the Alaska
‘ibaline.” These cases are indeed

reat” because of the obvious magni-

‘tude and current importance of the in-
‘terest at stake: billions of gallons of oil

‘at'a time when the nation faces an ener-

‘gy crisis of serious proportions; hun-

dreds of millions of dollars in revenue

for, the State of Alaska at a time when

‘financial support for important social

programs is badly needed; industrial
‘development and pollution of one of the
ast major unblemished wilderness areas
‘in'the world, at a time when we are all
becoming increasingly aware of the deli-
‘cate balance between man and his natu-
ral environment.

But despite these elements of great-
ness, the principles of law controlling
these cases are neither complex nor rev-
olutionary. Although the first part of
this opinion went to great lengths to
demonstrate that special land use per-
mits for construction purposes were ille-

104. The Raker Act of 1913, c. 4, 38 Stat.
242, granted a right-of-way to the City
of San Francisco for construction of a

dam and reservoir as 2 means for supply-
ing water and generating electricity. Sec-
tion 6 of the Act prohibited the City from
selling to any corporation or individual
other than a municipality the right to sell
the electrical energy. Instead of directly
violating the Act by selling to a private

. Power company the right to sell the elec-

tricity, the City entered into an agree-
ment with a private utility whereby it
consigned the right to sell electricity to
the private utility, naming the private

*

gal under the Mineral Leasing Act, at
the heart of that discussion is the fol-
lowing very simple point. Congress, by
enacting Section 28, allowed pipeline
companies to use a certain amount of
land to construct their pipelines. These
companies have now come into court, ac-
companied by the executive agency au-
thorized to administer the statute, and
have said, “This is not enough land;
give us more.” We have no more power
to grant their request, of course, than
we have the power to increase congres-
sional appropriations to needy recipi-
ents. “Article 4, § 8, Cl. 2 of the Con-
stitution provides that ‘The Congress
shall have Power to dispose of and make
all needful Rules and Regulations re-

specting the Territory and other Proper-
ty belonging to the United States.’ The
power over the public land thus entrust.
ed to Congress is without limitations.
‘And it is not for the courts to say how
that trust shall be administered. That
is for Congress to determine.’” United
States v. City and County of San Fran-
cisco, supra, 310 U.S. at 29-30, 60 S.Ct.
at 756, quoting Light v. United States,
220 U.S. 528, 527, 31 S.Ct. 485, 55 L.Ed.
570 (1911).

My

This principle is as settled as it is
simple. The present litigation is not the
first time the recipient of a right-of-
way grant has tried to change the condi-
tions and limitations Congress placed
upon that grant. See, e. 9. United
States v. City and County of San Fran-
cisco, supra; 194 United States v. Trini-
dad Coal & Coking Co., 187 U.S. 160, 11

company the City's agent or consignee for
ultimate sales to consumers. The City
claimed that this contract did not violate §

6. The United States Supreme Court, per
Mr. Justice Black, firat examined care-
fully the legislative debates on § 6, con-

cluding that the clear intent of the legis-
lature was to ensure that the City would
become a competitor of private utility
companies. It was evident that the con-

tract between the City and the private
utility, though not labeled a sale, thwarted
this obvious congressional intent, and it
was therefore held illegal under the Act.
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S.Ct. °77 Lua. 640 (1890).165 The
pipel mL «struction SLUPs of today
had their counterparts in the schemes of
yesteryear, but courts have consistently
refused to accept such attempts to avoid
obvious congressional intent. As Mr.
Justice Black said, “Mere words and in-
genuity * * * cannot by description
make permissible a course of conduct
forbidden by law.” United States v.
City and County of San Francisco, su-
pra, 310 U.S. at 28, 60 S.Ct. at 756.
Then, as now, courts have been wary
of interpreting right-of-way statutes so
as to make the conditions and limitations
enacted by Congress “of no value what-
ever.” United States v. Trinidad Coa] &
Coking Co., supra, 137 U.S. at 167, 11
S.Ct. 57.

Those who would attempt to avoid
congressional restrictions have, in the
past, argued that the conditions and lim-
itations believed important by Congress
in fact served no legitimate purpose.
But the response of courts then was the
game as our own. “It is not the office
of the courts to pass upon the justifica-
tion for that belief or the efficacy of the
measures chosen for putting it into ef-
fect. Selection of the emphatically ex-
pressed purpose embodied

in this Act
was the appropriate business of the leg-
islative body.” United States v. City
and County of San Francisco, swpra, 310
U.S. at 26, 60 S.Ct,

at 755. In the past,

(05. An Act of Congress, c. 279, 17 Stat.
607-608 (1873), authorized land offices to
grant rights to enter vacant coal landa of
the United States, [the amount of lands set
at 160 acres for individuals and 320 acres
for associations. The Act expressly pro-
vided that “no assdciation of persons, any
member of which) shall have taken the
benefit of this act, jeither as an Individual
or as a member of] any other association,
shall enter or hold|any other lands under
the provisions [thereof} * * *.”% The
defendant coal company, a corporation,
sought to avoid thé acreage limitation of
the statute by a scheme whereby individual
officers, stockholders and employees ob-
tained rights to enter and then conveyed
these rights to the ‘corporation, The cor-
poration claimed it! was not violating the
law because these! assorted individuals
were not “members of the corporation”
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also, parties sought to rationalize, or
evoke sympathy for, their positions by
demonstrating a settled administrative
practice to ignore the law. The answer
then was the same as our answer today.
“We cannot accept the contention that
administrative rulings—such as those
here relied on—-can thwart the plain
purpose of a valid law.” Jd. at 31-32,
60 S.Ct. at 757.

Congress, by placing a width limita-
tion in Section 28 and by declaring that
no pipeline rights-of-way shall be issued
unless they comply with this limitation,
clearly intended to restrict the amount
of land that builders of pipelines could
use. Congress intended to maintain con-
trol over pipeline rights-of-way and to
force the industry to come back to Con-
gress if the amount of land granted was
insufficient for its purposes. Whether
this restriction made sense then, or now,
is not the business of the courts. And
whether the width limitation should be
discarded, enlarged, or placed in the dis-
cretion of an administrative agency, is a
matter for Congress, not for this court.
In the last analysis, it is an abiding

function of the courts, in the course of
decision of cases and controversies, to
require the Executive to abide by the
limitations prescribed by the Legisla-
ture. The scrupulous vindication of that
basic principle of law, implicit in our
form of government, its three branches

within the meaning of the statute. The
United States Snpreme Court, per Mr.
Justice Harlan, emphatically rejected this
argument: ‘This contention cannot be
sustained unless the court lends its nid to
make successful a mere device to evade the
statute. The policy adopted for disposing
of the vacant coal lands of the United
States should not be frustrated in this
way. It was for Congress to prescribe
the conditions under which individuals and
associations of individuals might acquire
these lands, and its intention should not
be defeated by a narrow construction of
the statute. If the scheme described in
the bill be upheld as consistent with the
statute, it is easy to see that the [acreage
limitation] would be of ao value what-
ever.” 187 U.8. at 166-167, 11 S.Ct. at
60.
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‘and itg checks and balances, looms more

important in the abiding public interest
than the embarkation on any immediate
of specific project, however desirable in
and- of itself, in contravention of that

principle. We think it plain that the

-Fixecutive Branch, when confronted with
‘thel{legal problems attendant upon the

“alaska pipeline, should have taken “note
bof the limitations that had been pre-
Feribed by Congress, and should have

‘presented to Congress the case for revi-
'gionof the basic statute. 1

b-geaccordingly, the judgment of the Dis-

Mrict Court in these cases is hereby va-

Feated and the cases are remanded to the

“District Court with instructions to enter
‘

atdecree enjoining the Secretary of the

‘Interior from issuing a special land use

‘permit right-of-way for pipeline con-

‘struction purposes. The District Court
‘jg also directed to enter orders declaring
valid under the Mineral Leasing Act of

‘1920 the leases for airports, right-of-
way for a public highway, and free use

gravel permits proposed to_be
issued to

the State of Alaska, and declaring valid
under the same Act the pumping station
and permanent communication facility
rights-of-way proposed to be issued to

appellee Alyeska Pipeline Service Com-

\pany.
~ It is so ordered.

-'MacKINNON, Circuit Judge (concur-
ring in part and dissenting in part) :

The opinion of the majority consists
of five separate parts which will be dis-
cussed in order. I dissent in part from
Part I and concur in part, concur sub-

stantially with Parts II, III and IV, and

I dissent from Part V.

I—The Special Land Use Permits (Part
I of the Majority Opinion)

In this part of its opinion the majori-
ty holds that it would be illegal for the

l. Pp. 856, 858, 859, 862, 863, 864, 869,
supra

teh!

,

2 P. 875, supra.
2 If the use is really not temporary or

& occasional, but is permanent (or at least
'

Secretary of the Int issue the re-

quested special lana —»¢ permits (also
referred to as revocable permits). The
majority maintains that this alleged ille-
gality rests upon two grounds: (1) The
first is the contention that the legisla-
tive history of section 28 of the Mineral
Leasing Act requires that statute to be

interpreted as prohibiting the issuance
of the requested revocable permits be-
cause Congress in section 28 “intended
all construction work to take place with-
in the [54 foot] width limitation of the
statute”! (2} The second ground is the
argument thatitwould be illegal to issue
the requested revocable permits because
they would not be revocable in fact?

A. Legislative History
Regardless of the validity of the sec-

ond ground it is important to point out
the fatal flaws in the majority’s first
contention with regard to the legislative
history, because the claimed illegality of
revocable permits for pipeline pur-
poses, which the majority asserts, rests
upon an incorrect interpretation of the
statute by the majority that would af-
fect all prior and future applications of
the Act. This infirmity in the opinion
of the majority should be pointed out
for the benefit of other courts who may
be called upon to interpret section 28.

It is thus essential to examine those in-
stances of congressional action upon
which the majority opinion relies for
support of its interpretation of the leg-
islative history because the validity of
any decision based on legislative history
is no better than its ability to stand
analysis that it correctly translates spe-
cific legislative action into demonstrable
legislative intent. It is in this area that
the opinion of the majority fails.

Basically the opinion of the majority
contends that the legislative debates
with respect to section 28 indicate that

long-lusting), the matter cannot be
papered over merely by designating it as

“revocable” when it ia not intended to

be revocable and, 1n the nature of things,
1s not in fact revocable.
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Congre -nded thereby to prohibit
the is: -e of any special land use
permits for temporary construction
purposes.2 However, when Congress
enacted section 28 and thereby fixed the
amount of land to be granted as perma-
nent right of way for the operation of a
Pipeline as a transportation facility they
were not considering and they did not
decide how much space and material
they would permit to be used temporari-
ly in its construction. To assume, as
the majority opinion does, that the one
decision included the other is completely
illogical. The one decision, fixing the
amount of land that would be perma-
nently granted for construction, mainte-
nance and operation, which Congress did
make, simply did not include any expres-
sion of intent as to the extent of allowa-
ble temporary permits for the use of ad-
ditional public lands in sueh projects.
Temporary revocable permits were not
involved in any of the provisions of the
congressional bills which preceded the
enactment of section 28, nor in any of
the amendments proposed to these bills
while they were being acted upon by
Congress.

1. The Rejection by Congress of the
Amendment Authorizing the Tak-
ing of Necessary Materials, Earth
and Stone

The majority opinion rests its con-
trary interpretation of the legislative
history partially upon the fact that Con-
gress at one time defeated a proposed
amendment to an earlier Mineral Leas-
ing Bill which contained a provision that
would have authorized all pipelines being
constructed over United States lands “to
take from the public lands adjacent to
the line of said pipe line material, earth
and stone necessary for the construction
of said pipe line.’4 From the defeat of
the proposed amendment containing this
provision the opinion of the majority
concludes: “Congress voted down the
amendment, however, clearly indicating
its desire to restrict construction to the

3. See note 1, supra
4 Page 858, supra, 51 Cong.Rec. 15421.

statutory right-of-way.”5 However, the
action by the House on the amendment
does not support such conclusion beeause
the amendment that was offered inelud-
ed substantial additional propositions.
Thus, the action by the House cannot be
construed as expressing the claimed in-
tention with respect to the single propo-
sition that related to the use of materi-
als outside the right of way.
To make the first point clear it is only

necessary to compare the provision in
the bill that was sought to be amended
with the proposed amendment because
these two provisions composed the en-
tirety of the propositions on this issue
considered by the House. The provision
of the bill that was sought to be amend-
ed provided:

See. 17. That rights of way
through the public lands of the United
States are hereby granted for pipe
line purposes to any applicant possess-
ing the qualifications provided in sec-
tion 1 of this act to the extent of the
ground occupied by the said pipe line
and 10 feet on each side of the same,
under such regulations as to survey,
location, application, and use as may
be prescribed by the Secretary of the
Interior, and upon the express condi-
tion that such pipe lines shall be con-
structed, operated, and maintained as
common carriers: Provided, That no
right of way shall hereafter be grant-
ed over the public lands for the trans-
portation of oi] or natural gas except
under and subject to the provisions,
limitations, and conditions of this sec-
tion.

51 Cong.Rec. 15418 (emphasis added).
- The proposed amendment would have
inserted in lieu of the foregoing the fol-
lowing:

That the right of way through the
public lands of the United States is
hereby granted to any applicant quali-
fied under this act, any pipe-line com-
pany or corporation formed for the

5. Page 859, supra.

. WILDERNESS SOCIETY v. MORTON 895
” Cite aa 479 F.2d 842 (1973)

. jyopurpose of transporting oils, crude or

#gu(refined, which
shall have filed or may

i jarhereafter file with the Secretary of

_jthe Interior a copy of its articles of

£ygxincorporation and due proofs of its or-

Fee ganization
under the same, to the ex-

us t of the ground occupied by said
line and 25 feet on each side of

center. of line of the same: also

wight to take from the public lands
acent:to the line of said pipe line,
terial, earth, and stone necessary
the construction of said pipe line.

‘hat -any company or corporation
iring to secure the benefits of this
" shall within 12 months after the
tion of 10 miles of the pipe line if
same be upon surveyed lands, and
he same be upon unsurveyed lands,
hin 12 months after the survey
reof by the United States, file with
register of the land office for the

. trict where such land is located a
piemap of its line, and upon the approval

thereof by the Secretary of the Interi-
oor the same shall be noted upon the

plats in said office, and thereafter all
such lands over which such right of

Be vay shall pass shall be disposed of

subject to’such right of way.

"That if any section of said pipe line

ett shall not be completed within five
years after the location of said section
the right hereto granted shall be for-
feited, as to any incomplete section of

‘ said pipe line, to the extent that the
same is not completed at the date of
the forfeiture.

ty

That nothing in this act shall autho-
rize the use of such right of way ex-

cept for the pipe line, and then only so

far as may be necessary for its con-

struction, maintenance, and care.

That all pipe lines built under the
provisions of said act shall be common
carriers.

i. 51 Cong.Rec. 15421 (emphasis added)
Be.

G..-The Secretary's mght under the bill to
‘preacribe regulauiona relating to the “sur
‘vey, location, application and use” of the
right of way would be replaced with the

A mere reading iof amendment
makes it obvious that xlouse was not
expressing any view on the italicized
portion of the amendment separate and
apart from the rest of the amendment.
To summarize, the amendment proposed
the following changes over the provi-
sions of the pending bill:

1. The right of way to be permanent-
ly granted would be increased from 10
feet to 25 feet on each side of the pipe-
line. ‘ot .

2. The express, requirement of the
bill that applicantsfor pipeline right of
way must possess the citizenship and na-
tionality “qualifications provided in sec-
tion 1 of this Act” in the proposed
amendment would be replaced by a pro-
vision authorizing a grant “to any appli-
cant qualified under the Act.” (Empha-
sis added.) This

would
have effectively

removed the requirement that applicants
for pipeline rights of way possess Unit-
ed States citizenship or be state corpora-
tions.

3. The proposed amendment would
have excluded the provision “That no

right of way shall hereafter be granted
: except under and subject to
the provisions, limitations and condi-
tions of this section.” This was a mate-
rial provision of the bill and its intent
was obviously far from duplicated by
the provision in the proposed amend-
ment:
That nothing in this Act shall autho-
rize the use of Such right of way ex-

cept for the pipeline, and then only so
far as may be necessary for its con-

struction, maintenance and care.
4. The proposed amendment would

also have authorized the pipeline compa-
nies to take “from [adjacent] public
lands . . . material, earth, and
stone necessary for the construction of
{the] pipelines.” §

Since there was no division of the
four questions when the amendment was

few specific hnutations dealing with these
matters that were specified in the pro-
posed amendment

ten

adj

ye
LY
de

th

the
the
dis
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reject .e House,’ the expressed in-
tent o. . House obviously did not indi-
cate any separate position on any of the
Single provisions contained in the
amendment. Thus no separate intent
was expressed by Congress on the pro-
posal to authorize the taking of materi-
als outside the right of way. To hold to
the contrary, as the majority opinion
does, is unreasonable, illogical and un-
warranted. The same logic which the
opinion of the majority applies in as-
serting its position would conclude that
if a Congressman refused to order soup,
fish, steak and pie ala mode from a
menu on September 1, 1914,8 and he
went into another restaurant

®
six years

later on February 25, 192072 and or-
dered only steak," that it could be con-
cluded positively from such actions that
he would never order ice cream? Ordi-
nary people do not believe that such acts
on their part will be so interpreted; nor
should they.
From the foregoing comparison of the

bill and the proposed amendment it is
self-evident that Congress did not by its
rejection of the particular amendment,
with the numerous changes it suggested,
indicate that it intended absolutely to
restrict the space and materials that
might be available for construction to
that solely within the confines of the
permanent statutory right of way by
prohibiting the issuance of temporary
revocable permits for construction pur-
Poses.

Questions of this sort come up most
frequently in congressional debates
when an amendment containing two

7. 51 Cong.Rec. 15422,

8. The date the omnibus amendment was re-
jected by the House in the 63rd Congress.

9. ‘Nhe 66th Congress.

10. The effective date of the law authorizing
a 25-foot right of way.

11. Phe’ 25-foot right of way.

42. Demporary Special Land Use Permits,
which are a@ lesser right than the perma-
nent statutory grant (pie ala mode).

propositions is rejected and then later
one of the propositions is offered singly.
That the offering of the single proposi-
tion presents a substantially different
question to the House, than when it was
offered in combination, is recognized by
parliamentary law based on congression-
al precedents.13 And sinee Congress
(and all parliamentary Jaw) recognizes
that the rejection of the amendment con-
taining several propositions does not in-
dicate any position on the individual
propositions in isolation, the action by
Congress here cannot be interpreted as
taking any position on that portion of
the amendment dealing solely with the
use of adjacent lands.

Moreover, even if the amendment to
allow pipeline companies to take “mate-
rial, earth and stone necessary for con-
struction” from public lands adjacent to
the permanent right of way had been of-
fered singly and rejected by a separate
vote it would not indicate that Congress
thereby indicated an intention to pre-
vent the Secretary from issuing tempo-
rary revocable permits for construction
purposes, This conclusion is deducible
because each of the two provisions em-
body substantially different considera-
tions. The former would amount to a
permanent statutory grant, over which
the Secretary would only have limited
authority to see that the statute was not
violated by the pipeline company, while
the latter would be merely a temporary
permit, which the Secretary could issue
or not within his discretion, which he
could condition as he deemed best, and
which was required to be revocable. It

13. 8 Cannon's Precedents of the House of
Representatives § 2841, p. 439 (1935),
where it was held that u negative vote on
an amendment embodying two propositions
does not prevent the offering of another
amendment embodying the substance of
one of the rejected propositions.

The Supreme Court also enunciated the
same principle in Gemsco, Inc. v. Walling,
324 U.S. 244, 265, G5 S.Cr. 605, 617, 89
L.Ed. 921 (1845) where it remarked that,
“Rejection of an entire bill cannot be
taken to be a specific rejection of each and
every feature . . .

sjobvious that the denial of the
in no way indicates an intention to

deny.
“the latter. The requirement of

Frepocability alone, which is present in
e and not in the other, is a sufficient

or concluding that the House did

tend
to prohibit the issuance of re-

e: ‘permits when it rejected the
ment to give pipelines a perma-
tatutory right to obtain construc-
materials from adjacent public
A

The Reliance of the Majority
| Opinion

on the Act Specifically
FAuthorizing the Secretary to Issue
Revocable Permits for Pipeline
Purposes Over Indian Lands

majority opinion, in respect to

*thig same issue (its interpretation of the

begislative history of section 28, supra n.

45), also relies upon another false prop
* when it cites the action of Congress in

; passing
the statute authorizing grants

over Indian lands for pipeline purposes

"ag another indication of legislative histo-

bry,
which supports its claimed interpre-

tation.
ref By the Act of March 2, 1917, ¢. 146,
39 Stat. 969, Congress amended the Act
| “authorizing the Secretary of the Interi-
“or to grant right of way for pipe lines
through Indian lands,” March 11, 1904,
c. 605, 33 Stat. 65, so as to provide that

14. At page 854 the opinion of the majority
argues that “licenses are [an]
interest in land" and hence the term revoc-
able permit is included within the term
right of way. That really is beside the
point because our only concern here is
whether a revocable license is a right of
way as that term iw used m section 28.
When the question is considered in that
light it is perfectly apparent that a re-
vocable license, which is what SLUDPs
are, ig not the type of permanent right of
way that Congress was referring to in
section 28. All the legislative debates in-
dicate that Congress in this section was

referring to permanent rights of way and
not to revocable licenses. If there were
any doubt abour this, that doubt is com-
pletely dispelled by the last sentence of
section 2& where Congress provided that
any “right of way" they were referring lo

iQ the forepart of the section could only

F 20—5?
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the Secretary of th erior may, un-
der such rules and regulations as he
may prescribe, grant temporary per-
mits revocable in his discretion for
the construction of such [pipe]lines.
(39 Stat. 974, emphasis added.)

The opinion of the majority interprets
passage of this 1917 legislation authoriz-
ing the Secretary to grant temporary re-
vocable permits for pipeline ‘purposes
over Indian lands as indicating that
Congress intentionally withheld such au-
thorization from the Secretary with re-
spect to pipelines running over United
States lands. Such interpretation is un-
warranted and will not withstand analy-
sis, :

ao
‘ .

Rather, the fact that one Congress
(1917) that was considering the Mineral
Leasing Act (but did not enact it) found
it necessary to enact a specific law au-

thorizing the Secretary to issue revoca-
ble permits for pipelines being con-
structed over Indian lands, in addition
to the authority previously conferred by
statute, with respect to Indian lands, to
issue permanent rights of way for such
purposes, clearly demonstrates that Con-
gress was aware that revocable permits
were necessary for'the “construction, op-
eration and maintenance,” 33 Stat. 65,
of pipelines in addition to even the liber-
al right of way authorized by the Indian

be forfeited for a! violation of the Act
through a court proceeding. Revocable
licenses by their very nature and terms
are revocable hy the Secretary without
the necessity of court proceedings. So it
is clear that Congress indicated the rights
of way it was referring to in section 28
were permanent rights of way revocable
by court action and did not include revoc- ,

able licenses (SLUPs) revocable by the
Secretary. This fpans that the so-called
“exclusivity provisipn” of section 28 can-
not be interpreted as prohibiting the See-
retary from issuing revocable permits to
aid temporarily in the construction of oil
pipelines because section 28 only forbids
the issuance of nny. additional permanent
“right of way” for pipeline purposes and a

temporary revocable permit, as pointed out
above, is not u “right of way”as Congress
used that terin in section 28.

bl

ands.

Fe

The
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Lands Pi Act, 33 Stat. 65. And
the fax t Congress did not expressly
authoriz. .he Secretary to issue revoca-
ble permits for similar purposes with re-
spect to pipelines being constructed over
lands owned by the United States, indi-
cates that Congress considered the Sec-
retary already possessed such authority,
as he did (see authorities cited, note 15,
infra). This interpretation is obvious
because the construction, maintenance

- and operation of a pipeline over United
States lands requires exactly the same
space and materials as over Indian
lands, and it is certain that Congress
never intended to discriminate against
the pipelines which run over both Unit-
ed States lands and Indian lands by de-
priving those running over United
States lands of the same temporary con-
struction assistance it considered to be
necessary for pipelines constructed over
Indian lands.

On the basis of the foregoing it is
concluded that the analysis of the legis-
lative history in the opinion of the ma-
jority is unsupported, and therefore any
statutory interpretation based upon that
analysis must fall.

B. The Revocability of a Portion of
the Special Land Use Permits

The majority opinion contends that it
would violate departmental regulations,
applicable decisional law, Attorney Gen-
eral opinions and administrative rulings
to issue the requested special land use
permits. Among the alleged deficien-
cies, the opinion of the majority finds
that the so-called revocable permits
would not in fact be temporary or revo-
cable, I disagree with all the grounds
asserted in the majority opinion as a ba-
sis for this conclusion except that based
on the finding that a portion of the uses
would not be temporary and revocable in

15. This regulation sets forth the principles
and procedures with respect to “Special
Land Use Permits”:

Authorit}: The provisions of this
Part 2920 issued under secs. 446, 453,
2478, Revised Statutes (1875), as
amended; 43 U.S.C. secs. 1, 2, 1201
(1964); Act of Sept. 18, 1904 (78 Stat.

fact. In sum, it is my opinion that the
requested permits could be validly issued
for construction purposes, but not for
operational and maintenance purposes.
Under no circumstances could 1 concur
in any opinion holding that a permit for
construction purposes was not tempo-
rary or revocable in fact. Given the
long history of the issuance of revocable
permits and the temporary nature of
construction, it strains credulity to even
suggest the contrary. It is, -however,
important to determine the exact basis
of illegality because of the precedential
nature of our decision and the weight it
may have with Congress and

othercourts in other matters.

1. Alyeska’s Request for a Special
Land Use Permit

When we analyze the request made by
Alyeska Pipeline Service Company on
February 4, 1972 to the Department of
the Interior for a “Special Land Use
Permit Necessary for Trans Alaska
Pipeline Construction,” we note that it
is a request to use land in the requested
amounts adjacent to and in addition to
the 54-foot pipeline right of way autho-
rized by 30 U.S.C. § 185. The applica-
tion was made under 48 C.F.R. Part
2920,15 and stated that the requested
permits were for
Temporary use, during construction,
of land adjacent to the proposed pipe-
line right-of-way . . . [whieh
would be} temporary, revocable at the
will of the government and that any
special land use permit or permits is-
sued will not give rise to any ease-
ment or other form of interest affect-
ing title to land involved.
The applicants agree that they will ac-
cept the special land use permit(s)
subject to all terms and conditions of
applicable regulations and to such

986; 43 U.S.C. seca. 1411-1418 (1964) ;
Act of July 14, 1960 (74 Stac. 506;
43 U.S.C. secs. 1361-1364 (1964)).
Subpart 2920—Principles and Proce-

dures—General
Source: The provisions of thia sub-

part 2020 appear at 35 F.R. 9667, June
18, 1970, unless otherwise noted.
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\'stipulations as may generally be appli-
? cable to the construction and opera-
ition of the trans-Alaska pipeline sys-

jtem’ (Emphasis added.)

The Jast sentence above makes the condi-

‘tions upon which the application might
be“granted

rather open ended and indi-

‘cates.
that the requested. permit will be

‘used for “operation of the trans-Alaska

‘pipeline” (a permanent use) as well as

of"construction,
a temporary use. Ba-

‘alcally, ‘the application is for the use of

‘Government lands for a “construction

“zone”
‘of such “width [to be] requested

‘at,ach point along the pipeline right-
of-way” as Alyeska would “demonstrate

82, the authorized officer [to be a]
a“cain"| reasonably necessity.” This
“amount of land, in addition to the land
‘included in the right of way, which
‘would be needed for construction pur-
poses “will vary depending on the mode
of construction, topography, soil types
and conditions, amount of cut spoil, and
utilization of construction techniques de-
signed to minimize environmental
disturbance.” 16 Estimates of the
“amount of land needed accompanies the
application in the form of alignment
maps. The application also stated:

-{Al]pproximately 85 per cent of the
right-of-way (approximately 662
miles) will require the temporary use
of widths ranging from 46 to 146
feet.17 Approximately two-thirds of
this distance (about 456 miles) will
require temporary widths of 96 feet
or less. . . . ([G)reater widths
will be necessary . . . at river
crossings, road crossings, and in
mountainous terrain. Temporary
widths exceeding 246 feet [would]

comprise only about 28 miles
of the 789-mile pipeline route, occur-

ring primarily at river crossings and
in particularly difficult terrain.
(T]he total amount of land required

for temporary use during construction

16. Page 3 of attachment to letter of Feb. 4.
1972,

47. These widths will be in addition to the
S4-foot permanent right of way to be ac-

> guired under 30 U.S.C. § 185.

is estimated to be fF nately 9,600
acres. Of this am. , however, only
about 3,600 acres will be necessary for
working area, the remainder being
utilized for cut spoil and for the grad-
ed slopes which are necessitated by
slope stability considerations.

The 3,600-acre temporary
working area will ordinarily be ap-
proximately 46 feet in width, although
the topography, the construction
mode, and other ‘special situations,
such as road jcrossings, and river
crossings, will require variations in
the width of this space. The remain-
ing “temporarily affected” area, ap-
proximately 6,000

acres,
will, after

proper grading, be!"revegetated and
otherwise dealt’ with*in order to as-
sure slope stability, to control erosion,
and to re sabi, adverse slope sta-
bility, to contro] erosion, and to miti-
gate any adverse aesthetic affects.

: With respect to the gravel
working surface, Alyeska will adhere
to the instructions of the Authorized
Officer concerning its removal and/or
maintenance. Alyeska recognizes that
any authorization to use the space re-
quested by this application will re-
main at all times revocable at will by
the government; without cause or jus-
tification, and without giving rise to
any claim against the government
arising out of

such
revocation.

* *
%|

* * *
i

All other space temporari-
ly occupied pursuant to this permit
will be rehabilitated in accordance
with such stipulations as may general-
ly be applicable} to the construction of
the trans-Alaska pipeline system and
such further instructions as the Au-
thorized Officer may deem
appropriate.¥8

|

The application jalso included detailed
descriptions and

sketches
describing and

18. Attachment to letter of February 4,
1972. '
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piel \ 4e construction zone require-
ments .ur varying conditions, to wit:
Below Ground Construction; Ditching
Operation ; Side-Cut Construction;
Thru-Cut Construction; River Crossing
Construction; Road Crossing Construc-
tion; Berm Construction ?®; Pile Bent
Construction.*®

The majority opinion holds that the
use of special Jand use permits for such
purposes, to the extent: requested, ‘‘vio-
lates the agency's [Interior Department]
own regulations governing the granting
of special land use permits.”** I disa-
gree with this conclusion. The majority
opinion bases this portion of its decision
upon the contention that such permits
would violate 43 C.F.R. § 2920.0-2(a)
which restricts any permit to those
“purposes not specifically provided for
by existing law” and provides that revo-
cable permits will not be issued “where
the provisions of any law may be in-
voked."” Under the reasoning of the ma-
jority on this point, section 28 of the
Mineral Leasing Act is an “existing
law” specifically providing for such pur-
poses and represents a law that might
“be invoked” by applicants for addition-
al space and material for construction.
However, on this point the majority
opinion admits that its holding that
Alyeska’s request} is invalid on these
grounds is based upon the “previous
analysis [that] section 28 [of
the Mineral Leasing Act] was violated.””**
And since this portion of the major-
ity opinion rested on the erroneous in-
terpretation of the legislative history,
as pointed out

above,
it follows that this

portion of the decision of the majority
is likewise erroneous. Actually, for rea-
sons pointed out above, it is clear that
section 28 in nowise restricts the power
of the Secretary to issue bona fide revo-
cable permits for temporary construction
purposes.

(9. Construction upon a narrow raised grav-
el ledge.

20. Construction upon raised pilings or
piers,

2t Page S70, supra.
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2. The Requirement of Revocability

A second ground asserted by the ma-
jority opinion in support of its conclu-
sion that the agency’s regulations would
be violated rests upon the requirement
of the departmental regulation that spe-
cial land use permits must be revocable,*3
This requirement of revocability is also
recognized in a number of Attorney
General opinions. All parties, and the
majority opinion, refer to an opinion by
Attorney General Sargent in 1928 in-
volving a revocable permit to build a
railroad across the Benicia Arsenal Mili-
tary Reservation.24 That opinion per-
mitted the Secretary of War to issue a
revocable permit to the Southern Pacific
Railroad to construct a section of rai)-
road line consisting of two or more
tracks constituting part of its main lines
to be built and maintained across the
Benicia Arsenal Military Reservation
pending action by Congress on a perma-
nent grant. The opinion recognized that
the Secretary of War had ‘“‘no power to
grant a permanent right of way over the
reservation, and at most can grant only
a revocable permit, and that it will be

necessary to apply to Congress for the
grant of a permanent easement

a 25

(T}here is no express statutory au-
thority for the grant of revocable li-
censes or permits for temporary use
of Government property for railway
purposes, but it has long been the
practice for the Secretary of War to
grant revocable licenses for the use of
parts of military reservations, and the
long-continued exercise of this power
and the open use of Government reser-
vations by such licensees without leg-
islative objective from Congress im-
plies the tacit assent of Congress to
this custom.

35 Op.Att’y Gen. at 487.

22. Page 871, supra.
23. Pages 871-875, supra

24. 35 Op. Att'y Gen, 485 (1928).

25. Jd. at 486-87.
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“4:/Following this recitation the opinion
-notes that “where it will benefit the
‘Upublie interest, the Secretary of War
Smay ;grant a revocable permit or
flicense” *6 and suggests that

‘Jhe permit may n6t be granted if it
pears that the permittee, because of
nature of the improvements which

|, Proposes
to erect, hopes and ex-

ig that the license will continue in
ce indefinitely.
“It (referring to a revocable Ii-

e)} cannot be used as a basis for
anting, under the guise of a tempo-
y license, a substantially perma-
t right to maintain a railroad.”
ting 22 Op.Att’y Gen. 240]
p.Att’y Gen. at 487.

Sate e Sargent opinion also notes that as

afar back as 1878 Opinions of the Attor-
poey General have recognized that Gov-

Lernment officials (Secretary of the

;Navy) could grant a revocable permit,
pending application to Congress for
ant of a permanent right.”27 It also

‘distinguished the West Point Chapel
Zopinion, cited here by the majority,?8
4

hich involved a proposal to erect a Ro-
\man Catholic chapel on the military res-

3ervation at West Point, by pointing out
that a revocable license was not involved
there because the contract in question
provided that after the building was
erected the United States would take
over the chapel and permanently main-
tain it. I find the West Point opinion
to be inapplicable here for the same rea-

that Attorney General Sargent
found it to be inapplicable to Benicia.

*-- It was also pointed out in the Sargent
opinion that while some prior opinions
“indicated that revocable license could not
be used as a guise for granting a sub-

stantially permanent right, there were
Instances, which he pointed out, where
Tevocable licenses had been issued which

contemplated structures of a permanent
character, intended for long use, and
Awhich the licensees undoubtedly hoped

Mae
: Id, at 487.

7. 18 Op. Att’y Gen. 152 (1878).

and expected would be allowed to remain
indefinitely. In this respect the Sargent
opinion observed:

The egsential thing is to preserve
unimpaired the title of the United
States and its right at any time to oc-
cupy and use its property and to pre-
vent any use by the licensee which
would permanently damage or destroy
the property for governmental use. If
the permit is revocable at will by its
terms, and if the structures which the
licensee proposes to erect are capable
of being removed in case of revoca-
tion, and if upon revocation the land
may be left in suitable condition.for
Government use, the fact that the li-
censee expects that the United States
may not soon find it to its interest to
revoke the license has no real bearing
on the legal situation.

35 Op.Att’y Gen. at 489.

the
he

Attorney General Sargent summarized
his view of the relevant principles and
set forth four conditions that must be
met:
If an effort were made to evolve from
the prior opinions of the Attorneys
General a rule which may be recon-
ciled with all of them, it would be that
the Secretary of War has power fo
grant revocable permits for occupancy
of parts of military reservations for
railway purposes provided (1) the
permits are made expressly revocable
at will, (2) the structures which the
licensee proposes to erect are capable
of being removed in case of revoca-
tion, and the use to which the licensee
proposes to put the land will not per-
manently damage or destroy it for
Government use, (3) the granting of
the permit and the use of the property
under it will be of direct benefit to
the United States.

In cases where it appears that the
permittee intends to make substantial
improvements the removal of which
would cause him a great loss in case

28. Page 871, supra; 21 Op. Att’y Gen.
537 (1897).

{c
50
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of 1 m of the permit, it is a
matte: uf departmental policy whether
a situation should be created by the
issue of a permit which may after-
wards embarrass

the head of the de-
partment in the exercise of the power

2 Iof revocation.
|{

35 Op.Att’y Gen. at

[480- 90.Relying on these principles, and the
fact that the Secretary of War had pre-

- viously determined| that the change in
the location of the ‘railroad would be of
military advantage and directly to the
benefit of the United States because of
the improvement in| transportation facil-
ities for the arsenal and for other pur-
poses, the opinion held that it was per-
missible for the Secretary of War to is-
sue a revocable permit for. the construc-
tion and maintenance of the proposed
railway lines with the express provision
that the permit may be revoked at any
time at the pleasure of the Secretary of
War, that it shall expire by its own lim-
its at some specified date not more than
five years from its issue, that the right
of occupancy will then cease unless the
permittee has meanwhile obtained au-
thority from Congress, and on the fur-
ther conditions that stipulations be made
for the removal of |structures and for
leaving the property in suitable condi-
tion for Government use. Under such
circumstances the opinion concludes it
could not be said that under the guise of
a temporary license a substantially per-
manent right to maintain a railroad has
been granted.

3. The Application Here of the Four
Conditions Prescribed in Benicia

Applying the principles of Benicia to
the case at hand, it ig essential that the
special land use permits be revocable in
fact so that it may not be said that un-
der the guise of a tdmporary license a
substantially permanent right to main-
tain and operate a pipeline has been
granted.

|

When the permits that are requested
by Alyeska truly for

| construction pur-

poses are evaluated I have no hesitation
in finding that they are actually revoca-
ble in fact and that they satisfy the oth-
er requirements outlined above. To my
mind it is clear that:
(1) The permits are made expressly

revocable at will. The application so
provides.
(2) The structures which the licensee

proposes to erect are capable of being
removed in case of revocation. It is
“unquestioned that every structure could
be removed and the ground covered by
the gravel pad could be restored. See
discussion at p. 903, infra.
(3) The use to which the pipeline pro-

poses to put the land outside the perma-
nent right of way will not permanently
damage or destroy it for Government
use. Most of the land is open land that
has never been put to any other use and
jt would be as capable of being used for
such purposes after construction as be-
fore. The slope easements that are nec-
essary for slope modification here are a
necessary protection to the environment
and one that the Secretary might order
and insist upon. The Government acted
similarly to protect the environment un-
der the Act of March 3, 1876 (granting
railroads rights of way through public
lands) and required railroads to go out-
side the 200-foot statutory right of way
and “clear and keep clear” timber for
fire breaks.2® I would thus find the au-
thority to authorize slope easements,
where necessary, to be within that grant
of power conferred by 30 U.S.C. § 189
providing: “The Secretary of the Inte-
rior is authorized to do any
and all things necessary to carry out and
accomplish the purposes of this chapter
[the Mineral Leasing Act]. ”
This was one of the original provisions
of the Mineral Leasing Act, February
25, 1920, c. 85, § 82, 41 Stat. 450, the in-
tent of which as declared in its title was
to “promote the mining of . . . ail
: ” 41 Stat. 437. Authorizing
slope easements which are necessary to

29. See Chicago, M. & St. P. Ry. v. United States, 244 U.S. 351, 37 S.Ct. 625, 61 L.Ed. 118
(1917) ; see Tr. 38-39,

44-45.
|
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the construction of a pipeline would be
in furtherance of this declared objective
of the statute and would not prevent the
future use of the affected areas. After
all, the steep hills that would be involved
there have limited use in their present
posture and may be subject to more use
‘after their slopes are modified.

% Also; I find, contrary to the majority
opinion, that the record does not support
.its conclusion that “the {gravel] pad
‘cannot’ be removed ‘without producing
ermanent and deleterious changes in
‘the underlying land [and]
‘that it would be impossible to remove
‘the pad and return the underlying land
“to a condition suitable for other uses.”
In support of this conclusion the majori-
‘ty opinion refers to statements in the
Impact Statement which recite some of
the difficultes which would be created 4
but it overlooks the significant state-
ment in the Impact Statement which fol-
lows and indicates that such lands could
be restored:

Intact [gravel] workpads and aban-
doned roads could be plowed and cov-
ered with a layer of loose, fine materi-

_ al with qualities of low erodability.
Riprap and a layer of finer material
similar to gold dredge tailings could
be placed on exposed ice-rich perma-
frost and allowed to become vegetated
naturally. Such procedures would
permit the reestablishment of native
species. [Emphasis added.]

Final Environmental Impact Statement
—Proposed Trans-Alaska Pipeline, Vol.
1, p. 117 (1972). This belies the state-
ment of the majority opinion that it
would be “impossible” to restore the
land in the permafrost areas.
(4) Also, I have no difficulty in find-

ing that “the granting of the permit and
the use of the property under it will be
of direct benefit to the United States.”
The direct and unquestioned benefit to
our national security, by making us less
dependent upon foreign oil, the tremen-

30. Page 874, supra

dous revenues it will produce for the up-
building of the fledgling State of Alaska
and its people, the assistance that North
Slope oil will be to our economy by as-
sisting in reducing our unfavorable bal-
ance of trade, and the assistance it will
give to help alleviate our critical oil
shortage which is becoming more serious
every day, all stamp the Alaska Pipeline
project as one of direct benefit to the
United States and to its people. In fact,
in my opinion, the Alaska pipeline is a
national necessity and some way must be
found to construct it as soon as possible.
Having said all this, I conclude that a

special land use permit which was truly
for construction purposes would meet all
the legal standards of statutory, regula-
tory and decisional law and would be re-
vocable in fact. I include in this conclu-
sion the requested permits for camps,
temporary access roads and pipe storage
sites. Such uses are obviously tempo-
rary. J also include the space necessary
for material sites which are used tempo-
rarily and which the Secretary by his
supervision and direction can require to
be so levelled and restored as to permit
substantially the same use after such
use as before.

However, as I interpret, Alyeska’s ap-
plication, I find that it does intend that
a portion of the land covered by its ap-
plication for the revocable permit will be
put to permanent use in connection with
the “operation of the . . . pipeline
system.” In this one respect my finding
is substantially the same as that of the
majority opinion, except it is not quite
so far reaching. As I read the majority
opinion, it applies its conclusion that the
requested permits would be “‘nonrevoca-
ble in fact” to all the lands covered by
the gravel pad which would be used for
construction purposes; but I would only
conclude that the permit was not revoca-
ble in fact with regard to those lands
which after construction would be neces-~

sary for the operation and maintenance
of the pipeline.

34. Final Environmental Impact Statement
—Proposed Trans-Alaska Pipehne, Vol. 1,
pp. 115-117 (1972).
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My this permanent need
for the u. itiohal land in the “op-
eration of we . |. pipeline” indi-
cates that this use would generally in-
clude a strip of land that in some places
Might be less, but lin most instances
would not exceed, about 50 feet in ad-
dition to the b4-foot statutory right
of way. It is this strip of about 50
feet, covered by al “gravel working
surface,” 22 that Alyeska places in a neb-
ulous state by indicating in its applica-
tion that it “will adhere to the instruc-
tions of the Authorized Officer concern-
ing its removal and/or maintenance.”3
But the size of the

pipeline,
the nature

of the terrain, the severe climatic condi-
tions that exist over a large part of its
intended route, and the almost complete
absence of established highways adja-
cent to the pipeline over a great deal of
its length, all combine to make it clear

|

32, Letter of Feb. 4, 1972, aupra, p. 3 of
attachment.

|

33. Id.
|

34. It is deducible from iAlyenka’s applica-
tion for “Special Land Use Permit” of
February 4, 1972 that the land area
applied for comprises “approximately
9,600 acres” (p. 3). Of this “about 3,600

. | .acres will be necessary; for working area”
The 3,600-acre tesnporary working area
will ordinarily be approximately 46 feet
in width, although the topography, the
construction mode, and other special
situations, such nas road crossings, and
river crossings, will require variations
in the width of this space. (p. 4)

As to the remaining orea of “approxi-
mately 6,000 acres,” the application in-
dicates this is a “temporarily affected”
aren and indicates it will be restored (p.
4). The application then makes the sig-
nificant statement that:
After construction has been completed,
no continuing interest |in this additional
spuce is or will be cldimed by Alyeska.
(n. 4)

|

The disclaimer of any) “continuing in-
terest in this additional space (6,000
acres)” indicates that Alyeska does have a
“continuing interest" in the remaining
3,600 acres—the area | covered by the
gravel pad. With respect to this, the ap-
plication states further:,
With reapect to the! gravel working
aurface, Alyeska will adhere to the in-

that a substantial strip of land adjacent
to the pipeline right of way is a virtual
necessity, not just for construction pur-
poses, but for its continued operation
and maintenance and that the applica-
tion inferentially so states. The need
for this gravel strip, to this extent and
for this purpose, is thus as permanent
as the right of way and is intended to
be so and thus it is not in fact tempo-
rary and revocable.“
I recognize that revocable permits

have been issued for the construction of
railroads, street railways, a sewer, etc.,
but while some of these may seem to
have been permanent uses they involved
comparatively small projects extending
for relatively short. distances over Gov-
ernment lands of limited areas and their
revocation would not have resulted in
the destruction of the project. Actually
those permits were merely matters of

structions of the Authorized Officer con-
cerning its removal and/or mainte-
nance. (p. 4)

It is also significant as bearing on the
use Alyeska intended for the requested
permits that its application stated it
would accept such permits subject to all
terms, conditions, regulations and stipula-
tions “applicable to the construction and
operation of the trans-Alaska pipeline
system.” This indicates a permanent use.
Alyeska’s interest in this additidbnal

strip which adjoins its right of way is
obvious when one studies the cross section
sketches of construction methods te be
employed. These indicate that a strip of
about 50 feet minimum in width is neces-
sary to accommodate the construction
machinery necessary to dig the trench and
to lay the pipeline in place. Such strip
also serves the purpose of an access road-
way along the pipeline. These are con-
struction needs but the maintenance and
operation needs may be similar. It is
well known that pipelines may break at
any place on the line and substantially
the same equipment that was needed to
construct the pipeline will be needed to
repair it and this will necessitate a con-
tinuing need for the access strip which
will be as permanent as the operation of
the pipeline. It is thus concladed that
the Alyeaka application in fact involves
what to all intents and purpoges is a re-
quest for a permanent apecial land use
permit.

WILDERNESS SOCIETY v. MORTON
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temporary convenience, rather than of
continuing necessity, which in my opin-
ion illustrates the dividing line that dis-
tinguishes the permit here requested
from those permits for projects extend-
ing over a few miles at the most, which
are cited by Alyeska in support of their
claim of validity.
. Here we are talking about a strip of
Jand containing a gravel pad that is up-
wards of 50 feet or more in width ex-
tending for 789 miles, much of it in
what is actually an Arctic wilderness.
To my mind, a special land use permit
of that extent and degree of permanence
cannot be justified upon the strength of
an Attorney General’s opinion that al-
lowed a railroad to build a line of track
as a short cut across a relatively small
military reservation with the further con-
dition that the permit would terminate
after five years if Congress had not
granted a permanent right of way in the
interim.
I thus concur in the majority opinion

to the extent that it holds that the re-
quested special land use permits are in-
valid to the extent that they are intend-
ed to be used for operations and mainte-
nance of the pipeline, but I would uphold
their validity had they been requested
solely for construction purposes, In so
deciding I recognize that Alyeska must
now go to Congress for an amendment
to a law that never contemplated that a
pipeline of this magnitude would be re-
quired to be built under the harsh condi-
tions of soil and climate that exist in
Alaska. That is regrettable because the
construction of the pipeline is urgent
and becomes more necessary with each
passing day and legislation may further
delay construction that is vital to our
nation’s welfare, but it is Congress that
has the legislative power and not this
court.
It is thus my conclusion that the Sec-

retary of the Interior is not authorized
to issue a special land use permit upon
appellee’s application for that strip of
land upwards of 5u feet in width which
is adjacent to the 54-foot right of way
to the extent that it will actually be used

479 F.24—57V1
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in the permanent ope Hh and mainte-
nance of the pipeline. If a revocable
permit were requested for bona fide con-
struction purposes only, the Secretary
would be authorized to issue it, but since
it appears that the pending application
is not for a revocable construction per-
mit but for a permit to be used for con-
struction and operation and mainte-
nance, the permit applied for must be
completely rejected.

—~

Ul. Parts I, I and IV of the Majori-
ty Opinion

With respect to Part II, I concur in
the result reached and with the reason-
ing insofar as the pumping stations are
concerned; however, with respect to the
pipeline communication facilities*sthat
are not temporary but are part of the
“permanent ‘backbone’ communications
system” I would reach substantially the
same result as the majority opinion by
finding that such facilities were part of
the pipeline, the same as a telegraph line
is part of a railroad. I also concur with
the results and the reasoning of Parts
III and IV which relate to the rights of
way of the State of Alaska for public
highways, airports and the use of grav-
el, and to the Valdez Tank Farm.

lll. Part V—The Sufficiency of the
Environmental Impact Statement

Finally, I dissent from the refusal of
the majority to decide whether the Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement is suffi-
cient or not sufficient. This is a mon-
strous refusal to perform a judicial obli-
gation with respect to a vital matter and
in my opinion is completely unjustified.
When the majority claims that this dis-
position of the case will “expedite” it;
that it questions “whether resolution of
the NEPA issues presented to [it] at
this time will have any practical signifi-
cance” (pp. 889, 890, supra), it is at-
tempting to deny the obvious. The issue
is presented to us, it is ripe for decision
and the parties (as well as the nation)
have a right to have it decided now in
its present form. Since this portion of
the majority decision also relies heavily
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upon i! C\erpfetation of the legisla-
tive hiswu:y involving section 28 of the
Mineral Leasing Act, the decision is in-
firm in that respect and it should not be
assumed that another court would follow
that part of the decision in the event. it
undertakes to pass! upon the sufficiency
of the

Environmental Impact Statement.

Moreover, there is little likelihood that
the controlling environmental facts will

- change with the passage of time and
hence the present is as good a time to
decide the issue as 'the future. The ar-
gument that the Canadian alternative
and Canadian studies may alter the situ-
ation is highly speculative and is imsuf-
ficient to support a refusal of this court
to pass on the

issuel
before it. The cal-

culation by the court as to the extent of
the delay its opinion will cause may also
prove to be unfounded. Because of the
great importance of the matter Congress
or the Supreme Court may act quickly
and thus there would be no substantial
change in the material facts affecting
the issues surrounding the Impact State-
ment. \

The majority opinion tells the parties
that on this question they should come
back another day. 1 believe such judi-
cial insouciance to be|indefensible. Ona
matter as important as this, are we
going to compel the United States Gov-
ernment, the State of Alaska and our
citizens to accept piecemeal decisions,
send them away from our court unin-
formed on probably the most important
issue in the case and compel them to
come back again several years later only
to be sent back again because the Impact
Statement may, in their opinion, contain
a deficiency it might claim exists now?
Is this controversy

of
mammoth public

concern to be another, recurring Three
Sisters Bridge situation where this

35. D.C. Federation of Civic Associations v.
Volpe, 140 U.S.App.D.C. 162, 434 F.2d
430 (decided April 6, 1970); 148 U.S.
App.D.C. 207, 459° F.2d 1231 (decided
Oct. 12, 1971); Supplemental Opinion
and denial of reheanng, 148 U.S.App.
D.C. 238, 459 F.2d 1268 |(March 2, 1972),
cert. denied, 405 U.S. 1030, 92 S.Ct. 1290,

court finds new obstacles each time the
case comes up?
In my view the Impact Statement ade-

quately furnishes all the material neces-
sary for a resolution of the issues.
The major challenge to the adequacy

of the Impact Statement raised by ap-
pellants has been that its discussion of
the alternatives to the Trans Alaska
Pipeline System (TAPS) has not com-
plied with the requirements of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). NEPA directs not only that
an agency must make a “detailed state-
Inent . . . on alternatives to the
proposed action,”3¢ but also that the
agency shall “study, develop, and de-
scribe appropriate alternatives to recom-
mended courses of action in any propos-
al which involves unresolved conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available
resources."37 The Guidelines of the
Counsel on Environmental Quality, pro-
mulgated to advise federal agencies con-
cerning compliance with NEPA, state
that these sections require
{a] rigorous exploration and objective
evaluation of alternative actions that
might avoid some or all of the adverse
environmental effects. . . . Suf-
ficient analysis of such alternatives
and their costs and impact on the en-
vironment should accompany the pro-
posed action through the agency re-
view process in order not to foreclose
prematurely options which might have
less detrimental effects.38

Further, recent decisions in our circuit
have developed guidelines to direct agen-
cy compliance with these sections. In
Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Committee
v. A. E. C., 146 U.S.App.D.C. 33, 449 F.
2d 1109 (1971), we said the purpose of
the requirement to discuss alternatives
in the Impact Statement was

31 L.Ed.2d 488 (1972), and the end is
not yet.

36. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C) (iii) (1970).

37. 42 U.S.C. § 4382(2)(D) (1970).

38. 36 Fed.Reg. 7724 (1971),
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_f,to ensure that each agency decision
on-maker has before him and takes into
gvproper account all possible approaches
qsto a particular project (including total
gabandonment of the project) which
ag would alter the environmental impact
gand the cost-benefit balancé. Only in
ofithat fashion is it likely that the most
\_paintelligent, optimally beneficial deci-
'-¥ sion will ultimately be made.
r 146, U.S.App.D.C. ‘at 38, 449 F.2d at

pit. .
w~More recently in NRDC v. Morton,

7148 U.S.App.D.C. 5, 458 F.2d 827 (1972)
wwe spoke specifically to the scope of the
alternatives requirement and the extent

towhich such alternatives must be dis-
cussed in the Impact Statement. There
we adopted a rule of reason with respect
to NEPA’s requirements concerning dis-
cussion of alternatives, finding that
there must be “a presentation of the en-
vironmental risks incident to reasonable

alternative courses of action.”3® We
‘ noted that the discussion of the environ-
mental effects of alternatives need not
be exhaustive, but “[w]hat is required
js information sufficient to permit a
reasoned choice of alternatives'so far as
environmental aspects are concerned.” 4°

Implicit in this rule of reason approach
is that the environmental effects of such
reasonable alternatives need be discussed
only reasonably. We stated there that
in discussing alternatives, NEPA did
not require “ ‘crystal ball’ inquiry,” and
that the “statute must be construed in
the light of reason if it is not to demand
what is, fairly speaking, not meaningful-
ly possible, given the obvious, that the
resources of energy and research—and
time—available to meet the Nation's
needs are not infinite.” 4
Thus, as I see it, the inquiry for the

court here is to determine whether the
discussion of the alternatives in the Im-
pact Statement presented sufficient in-
formation to permit the Secretary of the

- Interior to make a seasoned choice of al-
, ternatives insofar as environmental as-

£39." 458 F.2d at 834

dd. at 836
"

be
M

pects are concerned, being mindful of
the fact that the adequacy of the discus-
sion of the environmental consequences
of a particular alternative shall be
judged in light of the reasonable feasi-
bility of pursuing that alternative.
In this’ proceeding two alternatives

have borne the brunt of objections——the
alternative of building a trans-Canada
pipeline, and the alternative of- deferral,
i. e., deferring a decision on the permit
to build TAPS. In my opinion the dis-
cussion of each alternative in the Impact
Statement is in sufficient compliance
with the requirements of NEPA.

A. The Canadian Alternative

In my view an examination of the
record before us reveals that the Depart-
ment of the Interior expended sufficient
efforts to gather information concerning
the environmental effects of a Canadian
alternative to make a meaningful deci-
sion. The possibility of a Canadian al-
ternative was mentioned in the draft Im-
pact Statement issued in January, 1971,
and thereafter testimony was taken
from the public at hearings held in
Washington and Alaska. When the
study for the final Impact Statement
was begun in early 1971, Task Force C,
comprised initially of scientists from the
Geological Survey and headed by the
Director, was directed to study litera-
ture and available information concern-
ing the environment along possible Can-
adian routes. Later, this study group
was expanded to include experts in wild-
life biology and land planning. This
Task Force developed a description of
the environment that would be affected
by various trans-Canadian routes, and it
analyzed the environmental impact of
building pipelines along each route.
Their report formed the basis for the
discussion of the environmental impact
of the Canadian alternative in the final
Impact Statement.
In addition to this Task Force, the

Department of the Interior requested in-

41 fd at 837.
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forma C) trans-Canadian pipeline
from boca Alyeska and the Candian gov-
ernment. Alyeska responded by fur-
nishing the Department with seven stud-
jes it had conducted on Canadian routes
between 1968 and'1971. Further, these
applicants were requested by the Secre-
tary to confer with the Canadian gov-
ernment concerning a Canadian pipeline,
and the results of| this conference were
reported to the Secretary. The informa-’ tion received from |the Canadian govern-
ment appears to have been insubstan-
tial.4®

|

.

It is also my conclusion that the infor-
mation actually present in the Impact
Statement was sufficient to permit the
Secretary of the Interior and the other
parties specified by NEPA * to make a
reasoned choice of alternatives, with re-
spect to environmental aspects. The Im-

. \ ,
pact Statement examined five oil pipe-
line alternative routes through Canada.*4
Each discussion ofian alternative route
contained a detailed) description of many
ecological elements ‘in the area of that
particular pipeline route, including: to-
pography, drainage,| vegetation, surficial
deposits, permafrost, bedrock, seismici-
ty, climate, fishery resources, and wild-
life resources. Then each alternative
contained an evaluation of the potential
environmental impact that the area
would experience during both construc-
tion and operation of the pipeline. Fi-

42. On July 9, 1971 ah aide memoire was
transmitted to the Canadian government
through the Department of State request-
ing information relevant to TAPS and its
alternatives. The parties here disagree
on the scope of this request. The Secre-
tary of the Juterjor ib his deposition and
another official from the Department
stated that this request was open-ended,
and sought all relevant information. The
appellanta maintain that the request was
much more limited, citing the deposition
of the man in charge of drafting the final
Impact Statement and who was involved
in the discussions that led to the cide
tmemoaire, Tiowever, there is no dispute
that at no time did the Canadian govern-
ment furnish the Department with any
technical information.

43. NEPA specifies that copies of the “de-
tailed atatement,” i. ¢., che Impact State-

nally, the discussion of the Canadian al-
ternatives ends with a summary of the
environmental effects of each alternative
and the potential natural hazards which
the area would pose to a pipeline. Also,
after discussion of rail and sea routes,
all land and sea routes are compared in
a table4® The Impact Statement also
contained various discussions of alterna-
tive gas pipeline routes,
The major objection voiced by the ap-

pellants is that the Impact Statement
does not systematically examine the en-
vironmental advantages of the concept
of a common corridor where both a gas
pipeline and an oil pipeline would trav-
erse Canada. While the common corri-
dor concept could have been studied and
analyzed more than it was, it is my con-
clusion that the Impact Statement’s
treatment of it was not impermissibly
deficient. As mentioned above, the Im-
pact Statement contained considerable
discussion and comparison of both oil
and‘ gas pipelines across Canada. A
common corridor approach is only a var-
jation of the concept of a trans-Canadi-
an pipeline—which alternative was dis-
cussed in detail. Though the common
corridor approach is not neatly analyzed
in one place, the elements of that ap-
proach are discussed so as to put all of
the environmental facts, as well as they
were known at that time,4? sufficiently

ment, shall be made available to the
President, the CEQ, and to the publie.
42 U.S.C. §& 4332(2)(C) (1970).

44. V Final Impact Statement (hereinafter
cited ap FIS) at 123-200.

45. Id. at 233-42.
46. I FIS at 81-84, 176-83, 226-27, 243-
6; IV FIS at 492-503, 583-84, 603-04,
619; V FIS at 123-26.

47. There is considerable dispute among
the parties over exactly what scientific
information was available at the time the
final Impact Statement was issued. Both
appellants Wilderness Society and David
Anderson maintain that there were 4
number of relevant Canadian government
and private studies available. The ap-
pelieea argue that at best only some of the
atudies were in the investigation stage,
and that none of them was completed.
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before the decision makers.“4 In my
view a failure to organize the particular
environmental effects and impact of a
common corridor into one easily readable
‘table, when such information is already
present though not in cumulative form,
cannot alone support a finding that the
-requirements of NEPA have not been
‘met In this respect all one has to do
-is to consider.the material for the oil
‘pipeline and the gas pipeline together.

YeMy conclusion that this alternative
.was sufficiently treated is also based

upon an appraisal of the facts in the
srecord relating to the feasibility of a
“common corridor, and the practical dif-
ficulties inherent in conducting an anal-
ysis of such a hypothetical corridor.”
_The factors which bear on the “reasona-
bleness” of the Canadian alternative ap-
ply equally to a common corridor, which
is but a variation of that alternative and
are discussed below. While intuitively
it would seem that it should not be too
difficult to quantify the environmental
advantages of a common corridor over
the TAPS proposal, the contrary ap-
pears to be the case. An inherent limi-
tation on the detail of such a quantifica-~
tion is the fact that neither the trans-
Canadian oil pipeline, nor the trans-Can-
adian gas pipeline is even in the plan-
ning stage5! When the Department
was comparing various trans-Canadian
oil pipeline alternatives in preparing the
Impact Statement it refrained from
quantifying these various routes because

48. Subsequent to the issuance of the final
Impact Statement, Secretary Morton re-
quested the Deputy Undersecretary to
Prepare a memorandum (known as the
“Horton Memorandum") presenting the
commen corridor in its most) favorable
light. This memorandum Jisted seven en-
vironmental advantages of the common
corridor, and ulso assessed political, inter-
national, economic, and energy considera-
tions, At oral argument it was not
denied that “the facts [discussed in the
Horton Memorandum, were} all from the

a Impact Statement.’ The memorandum is

; reproduced in the Supplemental Joint
} Appendix at 3-7

corridor is briefly alluded to on a number
> of occasions throughout the Impact State-Es

Tho environmental impact of a common

of a dearth of concrete information, due
to the fact that such pipelines were
unplanned.®? It would seem to me to be
unreasonable to require more exactness
of the Department when additional un-
certainties are introduced for compari-
son, 7. e., the environmental effects and
savings of an unplanned oil pipeline and
an unplanned gas pipeline in a common
corridor. I thus find the Impact State-
ment to be sufficient on the only serious
attack made by appellants—the, claim
that the Canadian alternatives were in-
sufficiently covered. In addition there
are other factors which indicate that the
alternative of an oil (or oil and gas)
pipeline through Canada is not a reason-
able present alternative and these facts
also bear on the sufficiency of the treat-
ment actually given this alternative in
the Impact Statement.

No person has applied to build an oil
pipeline through Canada and there is no
proof that Canada could adequately fi-
nance a 51% share of the tremendous
construction cost that would be required
(see discussion below). The route
through Canada is uncharted and un-
known but of necessity would be much
longer. It would possibly cause greater
damage to the environment and greatly
increase the cost of the pipeline and the
share of the cost that Canada would
have to bear.

Moreover, requiring the pipeline to be
routed through Canada would involve
factors that might indicate the route

ment. See, ¢. 9., 1 FIS at 226, 243, 273;
1V FIS at 492, 583, 603-04; V FIS at
125-26.

50. The Impact Statement considered five
posable trans-Canathan oil pipeline
routes, ace Vo FIS at 123-200, thongh of
vourse 10 date there has been no applica-
tion tov burkd such an oil pipeline.
Neither has there been application for a

gay pipelme across Canada, nor doea the
record disclose what roure such a pipeline
wouhl tuhe sf at were built.

51 IV FIS at 492.

52. Deposition of Deputy Undersecretary
Horton at 196-97. See also Deposition
of Dr. Brew (the individual in charge of
preparing the Final Impact Statement) at
26-7.
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would
*

\ry Ito the national inter-
eat of . Sauted States, particularly to
our national security. What is needed
now is a 48-inch pipeline for oil from
the North Slope of Alaska and not a
pipeline that can be compelled to share
its throughput capacity with whatever
oil may be discvered in the adjoin-
ing MacKenzie Basin in Canada. That
might require another pipeline. Some
of the same considerations which rule
‘out a Canadian pipeline for oil, which
is vital to the national interest and
security of the United States, are of
the same character as the considerations
that induced Canada to build the Cana-
dian Pacific as an all-Canadian rail-
road through the barren and unprofit-
able Laurentian shield north of Lake Su-
perior,3
In addition United States law may

prohibit the granting of right of way
aver our public lands for a pipeline that,
because it alao would run through Cana-
da, would have to be owned and effec-

53. Van Horne, one of the builders of the
Canadian Pacific, described the route
north of Lake Superior as “200 miles of
engineering impossibilities.” Berton, The
Impossible Railway (1972).
George Stephen’s (one of the Directors

of the Canadian Pacific during the con-
struction ern) 1882 letter to the Grand
Trunk share-holderd defended the
Canadian Pacifie route through British
territory and described the route north
of Lake Superior as:

(A) National enterprise which is re-
garded by the Canadian people as a
means whereby they lare to be rendered
independent of United States railway
Mines |

1

Gibbon, Iistory of thel Canadian Pacific
248 (1937).
An historical fact of jresent interest is

that it was the purchase of Alaska by
the United States in 1867 that led to the
decision of the Canadian Confederation
to build the Canadinn Pacifie Railway
“to connect the seaboard of British
Columbia with the railway system of
Canada” as a device to stop British
Columbia from being “snapped up” by the
Vuited States. The Report to the United
States Senate on the Pacific Railways
had stated that the opening of the
Northern Pacific Railways “seals the
destiny of the British Posseusiona west of
the ninety-first meridian, They will be-

1

tively controlled by Canada. The exact
Canadian requirement in this respect. is
not known, but if Canada did require
that it control a 51% interest in the
Canadian portion of the pipeline, as
Canada has indicated it would require,“
a legal impediment might exist under
our existing statutes. Actually, control
of 51% of the Canadian portion would
be effective control of 100% of the en-
tire pipeline. No law in the United
States imposes a similar restriction on
Canadians constructing a pipeline in the
United States. This 51% control re-
quirement might bring into play the fol-
lowing statutes: The Mineral Leasing
Act, 30 U.S.C. § 181,5 provides that de-
postis of oil and gas shall be subject to
disposition to citizens of the United
States or to any corporation organized
under the laws of the United States or

of any state. This would permit Can-
adian citizens to control 100% of a
United States corporation and to act
through such corporation. This same

come so Americanized in interests and
feelings that they will be in effect severed
from the new Dominion, and the question
of their annexation will be but a question
of time:” Tlistory of the Canadian
Pacific, supra at 177. The decision to
build the Canadian Pacific Railroad was
formutated) in an agreement between the
Government of the Dominion and the
Province of British Columbia on July
7, 1870. After the Dominion Parliament
accepted this agreement British Columbia
entered the Canadian Confederation on
July 20, 1871. Tistory of the Canadian
Pavific, supre at 157.

54. Secretary Morton testified before
Congress: “Canadian authorities have in-
ilicated that they mat eontrol 51% of
any system through their country" (J.A.
82). See alse, Sec. of Interior’s State-
ment of Reasons for Approval, (J.A. 34,

66). When a Canadian Cabinet
Minister speaks on such a matter he is
expressing government policy, since they
operate on the parlinmentary system.

55. 30 U.S.C. § 181 pravides:
Deposits of . . . off

shal) be subject to disposition in the
form and manner provided by this
chapter to citizens of the United States,
or to associations of such citizens, or to
any corporation organized under the
laws of the United States, or of any
State or Territory thereof .

ie
Cite as 470 F.2d 812 (1672)

‘statute, however, provides that citizens
:-pof-another

country, whose laws or regu-

; Wations
deny similar or like privileges to

"ieitizens or corporations of this country,
Pat'satl not by stock ownership, stock
‘holding, or stock control, own any inter-

fdest in‘
any lease acquired under the pro-

‘Rvisions of this chapter.”

‘Another section of the Mineral Leas-
tngAct, 30 U.S.C. § 185, provides that

the,’provisions
of section 181 apply mu-

atis.‘mutandis
to oil and gas pipelines.

Thus, “since United States laws provide

Wihat
:“rights of way for oil pipelines

"through public lands may only be grant-
ed by, the Secretary of the Interior to

applicants
who possess the citizenship

and.nationality qualifications required
er by section 181, a Canadian insistence on

851%
contro} of a pipeline through Cana-

da might mean that a United States
‘ppipeline controlled as to its throughput
feapacity by Canadian citizens could not

"dacquire a grant of any right of way in
then United States because Canadian
+laws,- customs and regulations do not
permit a pipeline in Canada to be con-
trolled by United States Citizens

sethrough a Canadian corporation. In the
language of section 181, citizens and

t.corporations of the United States would
: be denied the “similar or like privilege
of” controlling pipelines in Canada.

—

Canadian control of the throughput
capacity of the pipeline might also pre-
,vent the Secretary of the Interior from
regulatingthe “use” of the pipeline and
from controlling the “proportionate

we 56. 30 U.S.C. § 185 provides:
"pes Rights-of-way through the public

lands, including the forest reserves of
the United States, may be granted by
the Secretary of the Interior for pipe-
line purposes for the transportation of
oif or natural gas to any applicant
Possessing the qualifications provided in

% section 181 of this title, to the extent
the ground occupied by the said pipe

iz, line and twenty-five feet on each side
gj of the same under such regulationa and

re conditions as to survey, location, ap-
+?” plication, and use as may be prescribed
3Vby the Secretary of the Interior and

+ Upon the expresa condition that such
pipe lines shall be constructed, operated,

i - . a WILDERNESS SOCIETY vy. MORTON - 7 oll
amounts” of oil from U.S. Government
lands that the pipeline must carry. The
statute imposes such powers and duties
upon the Secretary.5”

B. The Alternative of Deferral
The main objection raised concerning

the Impact Statement’s treatment of the
alternative of temporarily deferring ap-
proval of the TAPS permit is that this
treatment does not systematically quan-
tify and describe environmental studies
that are presently planned or in prog-
ress, or that should be undertaken, that
would be helpful to fill in the gaps of
the present knowledge. Despite this
objection, however, it is clear that the
Impact Statement does refer to a num-
ber of studies which are presently tak-
ing place which would provide relevant
information for the construction and op-
eration of the pipeline.® Further, the
Impact Statement on numerous occasions
points out where knowledge on a certain
issue is incomplete and refers to re-
search, if any, which is under way.5® In
my opinion this treatment was sufficient
te permit an informed decision on the
environmental benefits of the alternative
of deferral.
All these factors make it unnecessary,

in my opinion, for the current Environ-
mental Impact Statement to discuss fur-
ther an oil pipeline through Canada;
and with respect to the discussion of the
Canadian alternatives and all other is-
sues, I find the Environmental Impact
Statement to be sufficient under the
statute.

and maintained as common carriers and
shall accept, convey, transport, or pur-
chase without discrimination, oil or
natural gas produced from Government
lands in the vicinity of the pipe line in
such proportionate amounts as the
Secretary of the Interir may, after a

full hearing with due notice thereof to
the ansterested parties and a proper find-
aug of facts, determine to be reasonable
: {Emphasis added.}

57. Id
58. V FIS at 8-10.
59. Supporting Documents of <Alyeska

NEPA Brief, Vol. 3 at Tab, 21.
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I (>ily dissent to the extent in-
dicate. above. ,

\

ROBB, Circuit Judge (eoneurring in
part and dissenting in part):
I concur in Parts I, IJ, and IV of

the court’s opinion. I agree with Judge
MacKinnon that, the environmental im-
pact statement was sufficient and that
we should pass upon this issue now.

WILKEY, Cireuit Judge (concurring
in part and dissenting in part) :

I concur in Parts I, II, IIE and IV of
the court’s opinion. Regrettably, the
would-be builders of the Alaska Pipeline
sought from the courts rather than Con-
gress clearly necessary changes in the
statutory restrictions on the use of pub-
lic lands.
I dissent from Part V of the court’s

opinion insofar as it relates to the Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement. I agree
with Judge MacKinnon that it was suf-
ficient, as the District Court found, that
to the extent that any alternatives were
presented adequate consideration was
given to them, and that this whole vital
project would be expedited (in whatever
form it eventually takes) by our so rul-
ing now.


