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After great deliberation and reflection, Iha:v~:$ieterminedthat it is in

the ,nationaL interest of the United States to granfa~lJht-of-waypermit for
the Tratl,s -Alaska Pipeline whichwilltransportcl't1,~petroleumfrom State
lands in northern Alaska to the south coastport,of~_"dez.f

........ This is.a.,decision that required andhas+:ec;.@i~eda very careful
conslderationo£ this Nation's interest inprotecting'thoe human environment
and our intere stin maintaining a secure and adequat'e.5upplyofa. vitally needed
mergyresource. Development of the Prudhoe Bay;¢il discovery andthe~

transportation of that oilior use in the "lower 48"\$tates will involve some
environmental costs and soine environmentaLrisk.~i1'iegardlessot how the oil
is tran.sported andover>what 1"Oute. On the other;f;1,~a, the United States
vitally needs the Prudhoe Bay oil and we needthi,s.~Hdelive:redto our West
Goastas promptly and as safely as possible. In:l'ie;aChing my decision, I have
had the bene£itof the most comprehensive envirop1't'lentalimpact staterrient
eV'erprepared,~swena.snumerous studies andanal¥se,s andcommetlts of
many thoughtfuL people bothW'ithin and without gover:nment concerning the
envi:roD.mental,~conomic,nationalsecurityandoth.:erissuesinvolved. I am'
convinced that the decision is consistentwiththep.Qliiciessetby the Gongress
in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, which this Department and
I, personally, are deeply committed to carry out.

Because this issue involves the balancing.Q£:complex:considerations
that this Nation., will face again and again, I inqui'r,ea deeply into many questions
including theiollowing:

(1) Is it ill the national interest, inc1udingdth.eregiO:nal interestso£
the peopleo£ Alaska, that the oil on the No't'.th Slope of Alaska be
developed·and ttansportedtothe "lower481'states?
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(3)What>aretherelative environmental costs ofthe proposed combined.
Trans -Alas¥-a-pipeline-tanker system andapos~ibleTrans-Alaska,..
Catiadapipeline?

(5) Can the suggested Trans -AlCi.ska-Canada pi?eline be translated
into an action plan within a time frame, fun4ing structure, and a
delivery capacity for U.S. oil that would bl compatible with United
BtatesNCi.tionaIIIlt(:}re st?

EachO£these questions requires a thoughtful analysis. My careful
reviewo£ these issues;has led me,iwithHrmconviction, to the following
C onclusians=

(I)· Nationallnte,rest in Alaska N'orth Slope

• c

()Ul" best estimate istha.t.U.S.demand for oilbythe year 1980 will
rangehetween20 and25 million barrels per day and that without North Slope
oil domestic production would be as low as9 to 12 million barrels per day,
leaving a potential deficit of many millions of barrels per day. These figures
takeinto account,'H;he reasonable prospects of dev.elopingother sources of energy.

In addition to the national interest servecl,by developing domestic energy
resour.cfe a, delivery of the North $lopere se't've $h.tO the" lower.48" through
Alaska will be beneficial to the economic development ofthe State and is
favored by a largernaJorityofAlaskans.

should now proceed with development

Of,theseveral alternative routes described in the final environmental
impact statement, I hav.e given mostseriouscolfsiderationto two-- the Prudhoe
Bay..Va14ezroutepassing nearFairbank.s,andthemuch longer Trans -Alaska­
Canadaroutea.long the MacKenzie River to EdmoI)ton~Routesrequiring .
tankers ,via the Northwest Passage, the Beaufort Sea or the Bering Sea are not
technologic'allyfeasibleatthis time. Both land routes would require a right­
of-way perl11.it over Alaska terrain.



The State of Alaska has already permittedan<area of some
hunClreds of square mllesof State lands in the Prudhoe Bay petroleum
field to be developed In the form of roads ,drillingpads, air fields,
gravel supply pits, pottfacilities and communities. The Trans -Alaska
right-of-way to Valdez would commitanadditionalareaof30to 50
square miles to development. The Trans-Canada right-of-way would
commit less acre~geinAlaska to development but much more in the
Canadian wilderness' area. Under either alternative hundreds of
thousands of square miles ofpri5t~ewildernessre:mainuntouched.

The environmental impact statement shows the Trans -Canada
route, because it would be longer and wouldtrajerse a greater areaof
permafrost, would cause greater actual damage to terrain and biotic
habitat. The Impact statement also reveals that the Trans-Alaska
route involves a greater pollution risk from potential earthquakes and
from the tanker route £romValdez tothe"lower48 lt' states. However,
significant steps have been and will yet be taken to p:':'otectagainst
those risks.

Stipulations gove rning this pe rmit will providemaxinium
,,;ssurance of protection ·against potential environmental damage from~

earthquakes along the Alaska pipeline route. No other pipeline or
petroleum ti"ansportatiorisystemis subject to the degree of protection
thato\1,r-;tipulatio.ns will provide.

1 have carefully reviewed the potential damage to the marine
environzn.entthat might be caused by tankeractirityin PrinceWilliarn
Sound and. along Pacific sea lanes. Two kindsO£,pQtentialmarine
pollutio!), exist: (I) small chronic discharges and(Z) accidenfal
discharges of large volumes. Strict regulations are being developed
to minimize the pollution. threat£romboth these ,sources • Additionally,
U.S. l.:!ladership fOrsa£eroil transport systems can open the way to
stronger internation.al controls to reduce oilpoIlntion in the oceans
and harbors of the world.
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(4) Effect on National Ene.rgy Requirements:

Completion ofthe Trans-Alaska linew'ou.ldrequire atleast
three years from date of approval., thereby permitfting the delivery
of oil by about 1976. According to best estimates., the ,Trans "Canada
lin.e wouldinvolve:~at least 3 to 5 years additional time for completion.
The potential deficit in domestiesupply tomeet'tlb.e United States oil
requirementswillbecomemorec ritical as this dcecadeprog resses.
Under present circumstances, it is clear that imports from the eastern
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hemisphere would be the p.,rincipal offset £01' thatdeticit. Inaddition
to my own conclusions ,appropriateqfficial'softheUnitedStates
Government have advised me that it is in the interest ofnational security,
balance of paYrrl;ents , and reliability of energy supply to achieve early delivery
of North Slope oitto reduce our dependence on such imports.

(

The Pacific Coast Region in 1975 will hav'e a projected crude
oil deficit, exclusive of Canadian and Alaskan sources ~of more
than onemilUon barrels per day. This deficit by 1980 is projected to
increase t02 million barrels per day andstilLgreater:_fn subsequent years .

. j
Alaska North Slope Crude via Valdez will offset the need for

foreign oil and will increase the U.S. tankerUeet;operatingon the high
seas. Inthe first few years of operation of the proposed trans-Alaska
pipelinethe:flow is expected. to reach abou.tone million barrels daily.
Its capacity of L 6to 2 million bar relsdailyis.not expected untill980 0 l'

later. Alaska North Slope oil, therefore, will be a tirn;ely contribution
to the needs of the WestCoast-- a region that does ,not have the diversity
and £lexibilityof supply available to the midwest.

(5) The Trans-Alaska-C.anada AltC?rnative:

Several factors make a bilateral arrangement for such an oil pipeline
impractical at this time. These are:

(1) U. S. requirement for the entire capacity of any oil pipeline;

(2) uncertaintyanci delay in arranging for financing of a Trans-Canada
oilpipeiine;

(3) delay of project pending the completion of environmental, engineering,
and construction studies for a Canadian route.

lam convinced that i~ is our bestnational:i,nterest tb avoid all further
delaysanduncertainties in planning the development of Alaska North Slope oil
reserves by having aysecure pipeline located under the total jurisdiction and
for the exclusive use ofthe United States.



I am proud of the wayin'\VhichtheDepartmentofthe Interior has re­
spondedto the Jetter and spirit of the National Environrn,ental Policy Act of
1969. Recogn"izingthaneed to protect the Ala,.skan .environment,we have
deve~opedthestrictest'environm~ntalregulations to control design and con-
st:rJlgti8n.ofthe.l>i~g~'fltnOI1;~Gqyernmentproject inhistp:J:Y. . These ." regulations
willbestristlyellforced..... SurveHlance·andcontinual inspection will rigorously
monitor design, construction, quality control testing, operation, and maintenance
throughout the life of the pipeline. This willrequi:ie thehelpo£ other Federal
agencies such as the Department of Transportation, the Corps of Engineers,
the Departrri.ent ofComxnerceandthe Environmentil Protection Agency - - all
of whom. have agreed to asslist!n exercising ourF;ederal responsibility.

To those people in the. United States who fO'rhonorablereasonsdiffer
withthi~.decision.letmesay that my final decision-was reached after months
of deliberation and with consideration of the vievvs·:th.athavebeenexpressed
from all sides. On balance, lam confident that my de.cisionnow in favor of
a Ttans"Alaskapipeline is in the best interests of\$ne Nation and the American
people.

# # #

INT, 6702-72


