May 24, 2012
Subject: 
Oral Comments on the Bureau of Land Management’s Draft Integrated Activity Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska
Hello my name is Pauline Ruddy, and I am Shell’s Alaska Venture Lead for Permitting and Regulatory Affairs.  I am please to be here tonight to give comments on the BLM Draft Integrated Activity Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska

Shell is the largest lease holder in the Chukchi Sea with 275 leases and at this point in time we have invested of over 4 billion dollars in developing Alaska’s resources.  We are currently looking forward to the first exploration drilling opportunity in the Chukchi Sea since the early 1990s.

As you know the Alaska Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) holds one of the world’s largest untapped energy resources, with an estimated 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 trillion cubic feet of natural gas in place which could produce an average of 700,000 barrels per day for 40 years. This could reduce the nation’s trade deficit by $25 billion per year with an annual average of 55,000 new jobs created and sustained for 50 years.

Although several options exist for transporting oil and gas from the Chukchi Sea OCS to market, the preferred alternative is a pipeline from the Chukchi Sea to shore and then across the North Slope to the Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS).  The management of the NPR-A, which encompasses much of the North Slope, is therefore of great importance, and could affect and/or potentially prevent the transportation of oil and gas resources to market through TAPS.

Although the “Purpose and Need” section of the draft EIS states that one of its purposes is to ensure that BLM’s land management practices in the NPR-A will provide the opportunity to construct the necessary pipelines and support structures to bring Chukchi Sea oil and gas resources to TAPS, it provides no description or analysis of such an event.  
Additionally three of the four proposed Alternatives have significant restrictions in the form of Special Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, stipulations, required operating procedures (ROPs), and best management practices (BMPs), and limits on non-subsistence infrastructure that could greatly impact Chukchi Sea leaseholder’s ability to permit and construct  a pipeline across NPR-A to TAPS.  
I want to stress that the proposals in Alternative B would essentially prohibit development of a pipeline to transfer hydrocarbons to TAPS, and Alternatives A and C could also greatly restrict options for a viable transportation route.  

Alternative D as assessed would have more allowances for a multiuse of the NPRA and better accommodate the critical infrastructure to bring much needed oil to TAPS.  Shell will expound upon these comments in a written submission, but the following bullets outline key concerns with this draft EIS.  

· The draft EIS lacks examples of potential pipeline routes:  None of the Alternatives give detailed applicability of pipeline construction considerations, impacts, or potential development routes.  Assessments for environmental impacts should account for basic construction and implementation of necessary onshore infrastructure. 
· Primary Intent of NPR-A has been devalued:  The Purpose and Need as described in Section 1.1 of the IAP/EIS stresses that the appropriate management of all BLM managed lands in the NPR-A in a manner consistent with the Naval Petroleum Reserves Production Act of 1976 (‘Act’).  Three of the four Alternatives selected for analysis refocus the land use away from its mandate toward restricting multiuse capacity. 
· Special Areas restrict multiuse:  All four Alternatives include the maintenance and management of large Special Areas, which have associated stipulations, ROPs, and BMPs, that could prevent the construction of a pipeline.  The acreage of Special Areas within the NPR-A is significantly increased in Alternatives B and C through the expansion of existing Special Areas.  The Alternatives would result in up to 67 percent of the entire NPR-A being in Special Area status, would impede pipeline construction.  This is unacceptable for an area dedicated for the development of oil and gas resources.  The BLM should not consider expansion of current or creation of new Special Areas.

· Wild and Scenic Rivers determination outside of the purpose for NPRA draft EIS scope: Alternatives B and C include the recommendation of 12 rivers as Wild Rivers and 3 three rivers as Scenic Rivers respectively.  These rivers largely flow from the south to the north.  Therefore, any restrictions on pipeline construction could again impede the ability to construct a pipeline to transport and gas to TAPS.  Such designations are not in accordance with the purpose of the NPR-A.

Shell appreciates the opportunity to comment and we appreciate the time.
Thank you
