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A L A S K A  S T A T E  L E G I S L A T U R E

H O U S E  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I T T E E

Representative Carl Gatto, C>Chalr 
State Capitol Building, Room 108 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Phone: (907) 465-3743 
Fax: (907) 465-2381 

E-mail: Rep._Carl_Gatto0legis.state.ak.us

Representative Craig Johnson, Co-Chair 
State Capitol Building, Room 126 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Phone: (907) 465-4993 
Fax: (907) 465-3872 

E-mail: Rep._CralgJohnsonOlegis.state.ak.us

J o i n t  H o u s e  a n d  S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  M e e t i n g  

Wednesday, February 2 8 , 2 0 0 7  

1 2 :0 0  p.m. - 1:3 0  p.m.
Senate F inance R oom  5 12  

A G E N D A

A l a s k a  M i n i n g  I n d u s t r y  B r i e f i n g
B y  t h e  C o u n c i l  o f  A l a s k a  P r o d u c e r s

• Review of Major Mine Projects - Steve Borell, Executive Director, Alaska 
Miners Association

• Taxation of the Mining Industry - Karl Hanneman, President, Council of 
Alaska Producers

• Donlin Creek Workforce Development - George Gardner, President (retired), 
Chiulista Camp Services, Inc. and Bill Bieber, Operations Manager, Donlin 
Creek Project/Barrick Gold Corporation
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C O M M I T T E E
MEMBERS
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Representative 
Paul Seaton

Representative 
Peggy Wilson

Representative 
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Scott Kawasaki



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

Tax. Rent and Royalty H istory

1. T h e M ining L icense T a x  w as first enacted by the Territorial Legislature in 1913.

2. 1981 - the State A G  questioned state p o licy  under Section 6(i) o f  the State Constitution.

3. 1981/82 - Legislature w orked on m odifications.

4. 1983 to 1987 - litigation o ver the 6(i) issue.

5. 1987 - A laska  Suprem e C ourt ruled rents or royalties are required.

6. 1989 - Legislature enacted both rents and royalties.

Taxes presently paid in Alaska by the m ining industry

1. Since statehood, the m ining industry has been targeted to pay a “ special”  tax called the M ining 
L icen se T a x  (M L T ). T h is is a 7 %  net profits tax that applies to all m ining operations regardless o f  
land ownership. This MLT is over and above the corporate tax applied to other industries.

2. O n State land, an additional 3 %  N et Profits Production R oyalty  is paid.

3. C la im  rentals are paid on state and federal lands.

4. A laska  Corporate Incom e T a x  at 9% .

5. Paym ents to local governm ents - for property taxes, sales taxes, direct paym ents, paym ents in lieu 
o f  tax, etc.

Observations

1. There are only five large mines (U sibelli, Greens C reek, Red Dog, Ft K nox, and Pogo) and one 
intermediate mine (N ixon  Fork) operating in A laska. Kensington and R ock Creek are in 
construction but at both o f  these projects the Corps o f  Engineers is being sued over wetlands 
perm its the agen cy  has issued.

2. In order to significantly increase tax revenue from the mining industry', Alaska needs more 
large mines.

3. T h e m ining industry w orldw ide, including A laska, is experiencing a period o f  growth and 
increased investm ent. T his has been due prim arily to improved metal prices, w hich can be

R E : M ining  In d u s try  T axation  Feb,nary 2007



volatile. Im proved prices have resulted in increased exploration activity, developm ent o f  some 
projects, and new investm ents are being made in the state.

4. Metal prices are cyclic and w ill sw ing the other w ay  at som e point in time. M etals are a 
com m odity and prices are established by world markets and tax increases go directly to the 
bottom line and reduce the viab ility  o f  projects. There is no possibility to pass on any tax to the 
customer.

5. A laska has a progressive tax structure for mining. W hen the m iner is successful the State is also 
successful and shares in that success.

6. Under current tax policy, w hen metal prices decrease, mines w ill continue to operate longer before 
being idled and thereby provide added stability to local communities by maintaining the jobs.

7. M ines are very' capital intensive. N ew  operations can take 5 to 15 years from exploration to first 
production, and possibly longer, with large amounts o f  m oney spent on exploration, 
environmental studies, mine design, etc. (Kensington - >$150 m illion over 16 yr period and still 
no production; AJ - $>$100 m illion and then closed and reclaim ed with no production.)

8. Historically, the worldwide mining industry has averaged about a 5% return on investment, 
significantly below other major industries in Alaska. Due to these low  rates o f  return, a net 
profits tax is the only type of tax that can be paid on a sustainable basis.

9. The m ining industry supports paying its fair share and is now paying higher taxes tbrough the 
m ining license tax.

10. M ining represents the greatest source of private employment and local revenue in many parts 
of rural Alaska and this directly off-sets State contributions and provides the basis for these 
areas to become self supporting.

11. M ining com panies have invested in A laska because o f  its stable tax and regulatory climate. They 
have m ade their decisions based on this situation. In order to continue attracting investment to 
A laska, the industry needs this tax stability.

12. M ineral developm ent has the greatest opportunity for future econom ic activity in m any parts o f  
rural A laska. In much of rural Alaska mineral development may be the only opportunity for 
creating new, quality, local jobs.



Issues of Concern 
to the Alaska Mining Industry for 2007

It is the position of the Alaska Miners Association that: February 2007

FISCAL ISSUES

1. State Fiscal Policy - The Governor and 
Legislature adopt a long range fiscal plan and a 
biannual budget cycle. And provide effective 
funding for the minerals and permitting functions in 
the Department of Natural Resources, the 
Department o f Community & Economic
Development, and the Department of Environmental 
Conservation.

2. Annual Airborne Geophysical Mapping 
Program - The Legislature and the Governor 
accelerate the extremely effective program of State 
investment in airborne geophysical mapping along 
with water quality mapping.

3. Baseline Water Data - The Legislature accelerate 
funding for collection o f baseline water information, 
focusing on areas where resource development is 
anticipated.

4. Mineral Education - The Legislature continue 
to support mining engineering and geological 
engineering at UAF, and geology programs 
throughout UA at levels that will ensure continued 
accreditation, as well as the Delta Mine Training 
Center (DM TC) and the M ining and Petroleum 
Training Service (MAPTS).

5. AMFREF (Alaska Mineral & Energy 
Resources Education Fund) - The Legislature 
continue funding of the State's share of this program 
in the public schools.

LAND MANAGEMENT ISSUES

6. Stnte Lands - The Governor and the Legislature 
support no net loss of multiple use lands and require 
that additions to any state parks, refuges, critical 
nabitat areas, marine restricted areas, or any other 
restricted-use areas, or tra*' ferof state land to federal 
ownership, be made only if an equal acreage of othc 
lands already having the same designation is released 
and the new area being designated is first evaluated 
for mineral potential.

7. Land Transfers - Prior to any state land 
transfers to boroughs, land disposals/sales, or leases 
not required for resource development, require a 
detailed mineral evaluation, to include aiioome 
geophysical surveys, be completed to help ensure 
that mineralized lands or key access routes are not 
transferred.

8. Outdated Federal Withdrawals - The State 
pursue removal of old federal land withdrawals 
(where purpose for withdrawal has expired) which 
are blocking land transfers to the State, such as PLO 
5150, the outer pipeline corridor. Encourage BLM 
to remove such PLOs and open the lands through its 
land planning process.

9. Evaluation of State Land Selections - The
Administration •'ontinue to pursue land transfers with 
special emphasis on high value resource lands and 
lands required for access rights-of-way.

10. New Federal Withdrawals - The Governor 
and Legislature oppose all new federal land 
withdrawals, roadless initiatives, marine restricted 
areas. Antiquities Act designations, BLM wilderness 
studies, etc. and fight vigorously against additional 
buffers or other restrictions to multiple use of federal 
lands in Alaska. The Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act iANILCA) provides that "no 
more" federal land will be withdrawn for parks, 
preserves, monuments, u  ildemess designations, wild 
& scenic river designations, etc.

11. International Heritage & Biosphere 
Designations - The Governor vigorously oppose 
establishment o f international parks, biosphere 
reserves, and world heritage sites, such as the so- 
called Beringia (over the Seward Peninsula & Bering 
Sea). NPRA, or ANWR. International designations 
would -1 ) surrender partial sovereignty to the United 
Nations, and 2) forever eliminate access across the 
affected lands and waters.

12. Federal Mining Law Issues - The Governor 
continue to oppose changes to federal law and 
regulations that would be adverse to Alaska miners.



13. Roads - The State continue investing in the 
roads to resources program and construct new roads.

14. Railroads - The State continue work to define 
rail layout from the northwest Arctic to a deep water 
port on Norton Sound and from Eielson AFB to 
Delta Junction and on to Canada.

15. Ports - The State continue development o f 
new/expanded ports at Red Dog, Nome, Cordova, 
Iniskin Bay, and elsewhere.

16. RS-2477 Rights-of-Wav - The Administration 
continue to systematically and aggressively pursue 
the rights of the State of Alaska regarding RS-2477 
rights-of-way, both administratively and in the 
courts, and that the Legislature provide funding to 
ensure this is done. Without RS-2477s much of 
Alaska public lands will never have overland access.

17. Navigability - The Administration continue to 
aggressively pursue recognition o f State ownership 
of all navigable waters granted under the Statehood 
Act, including the North Fork and Mosquito Fork of 
the Fortymile River.

OTHER ISSUES

18. Integrity of Permit Systems -  The Legislature 
and Administration ensure the integrity of the permit 
system.

19. Non-Profit Foundation Money - Legislation be 
enacted to require disclosure whenever funds from 
out-of-state 501(c)(3) foundations are given to 
Alaska non-profits, to include name of the source, 
amounts and purpose for which the moneys are 
given.

20. W ater Q uality - The State continue to revise 
water quality standards iu ensure: 1) availability of 
m ixing zones, 2) they are scientifically and 
technically supportable. 3) they are developed using 
Alaska-specific criteria, and 4) they are sufficient to 
protect water quality and support State
implementation.

21. Air Quality - The State clarify and simplify the 
air quality regulations. The State utilize third party 
contractors where possible while maintaining a core 
staff of State employees to manage the effort.

ACCESS ISSUES mineral shipments are not available, the Governor and 
Legislature should petition Congress to amend the 
Jones Act to allow use of non-Jones Act vessels for 
shipment of"non-petroleum bulk natural resources 
from Alaska".

23. National Environm ental Policy Act - The
Administration and Legislature should petition 
Congress to establish sideboards on the NEPA process 
and return it to the original intent of the law. NEPA is 
the single greatest impediment to project permitting.

24. W etlands - The Administration and Legislature 
should petition the Bush Administration to develop 
regulations that strictly follow the U.S. Supreme Court 
decision in SWANCC.

25. Endangered Species Act/Essential Fish Habitat
-The Administration and Legislature should petition 
the Bush Administration to develop new ESA and 
EFH regulations that strictly follow the original intent 
of these laws.

For further infom.-iion on the above issues or for 
information regarding exploration and mining in 
Alaska please contact:

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director
Alaska Miners Association. Inc.
3305 Arctic Blvd.. #105 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
907-563-9229 Ofc 
907-563-9225 Fax 
sborell@aIaska.net 
www.alaskaminers.org

22. Jones Act - Because Jones Act vessels for bulk

mailto:sborell@aIaska.net
http://www.alaskaminers.org
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A l a s k a  G a s  
M a r k e t  S y s t e m  

( A G M S )

&

ANGDA —  "Connecting Alaskans To Their Natural Gas"

5 f jU *  f k o #  -
CLa J q j J l  ^

Alaska Natural Gas 
Development Authority

w w w .angda.state.ak .us
www.jpo.doi.gov/ANGDA/ANGDA.htm

www.allalaskaing.com
For Further Information Contact:

Harold Heinze
411 W. 4th Ave, Anchorage 99501

(907) 2 5 7 - 1 3 4 7  
hheinze@ jpo.doi.gov

http://www.angda.state.ak.us
http://www.jpo.doi.gov/ANGDA/ANGDA.htm
http://www.allalaskaing.com
mailto:hheinze@jpo.doi.gov
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/ N
$1 B Gas 

Conditioning

350 miles

o .Y u k o n  R i v e r

24-inch
1.25 BSCFPD 

$3.3 B
Total = 690 miles

120 miles

F a i r b a n k s

70 miles

^ V ^ D e l t a  J n c t

16-inch
0.25 BSCFPD 

C o o k  I n le t  $0.4 B
O

150 miles

170 miles

20-inch 
1.00 BSCFPD 

$0.3 B

O
G le n n a l l e n

110 miles

o Valdez

$3 B LNG
Concept Proposal by Heinze of A N G D A  in J a n  ' 0 7



Elements of AGMS
Gas pipeline is high pressure and buried
Prudhoe Bay to Glennailen is 24-inch with 
2 0 -inch to Valdez & 16-inch to Cook Inlet
LNG plant produces 7 mmtpa (1 bscfpd) 
from 2 trains
Gas conditioning on North Slope removes 
C02 ( E O R  u s e )  & blends NGL’S ( e t h a n e  /  p r o p a n e )
Cook Inlet terminus in Beluga Gas Field for
Storage ( l e v e l s  s e a s o n a l  v a r i a t i o n s )
Utility gas take-off points and propane 
wholesale facilities along route

- f c - A j L  -

Throughput & Cost &(fari;
NS offtake is 1.25 BCFPD with 0.25 BCFPD 
to Cook Inlet & 1.0 BCFPD to Valdez LNG
Pipelines are $4 B, NS gas conditioning 
is $1 B, and Valdez LNGjriant is $3 B
( b e n c h m a r k  e s t i m a t e s )  I___ -

Expect tariff to Cook inlet to be less than 
$ 2  per mmbtu (Chicago is $2.50)
Tariff to Valdez less than $1.50 per mmbtu 
and total cost to LNG destination less  
than $4 per mmbtu



Reserves & Financing
• Financing basis would be 10 TCF of 

committed reserves
-  State 3 TCF plus one-producer 7 TCF
-  State 3 TCF plus all Point Thomson at 8 TCF
-  State 3 TCF plus new discoveries of 3 TCF

• LNG plant would be built and owned by 
LNG companies with existing tanker fleet 
and delivery sites

Partners We Can Expect
• Oil & gas companies (including “producers”)
• Pipeline companies
• LNG plant and ship owner /  operators
• Experienced energy project investors
• Local Alaska utilities (gas & electric)
• State of Alaska
• US Federal Government

N o  s p e c u l a t o r s  o r  s a b o t e u r s



Markets
• C ook Inlet and Interior utilities (g a s  

& electric)
• Propane for u se  in coasta l, river, 

and highw ay com m unities
• Valdez LNG for sh ipm ent to  US & 

other Pacific Rim regas facilities
• Cook Inlet industrial and  

petrochem ical plants

, C / . j  ^  p y~ cx

Y  L A y ’&

Project Timeline
• Six years to first gas delivery
• Three year construction period
• LNG facility will be constructed a s a 

separate project
• Gas delivery can be started before gas  

conditioning & LNG facilities available
• North Slope gas conditioning may be a 

Prudhoe Bay Unit or pipeline facility
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Tasks & Timeline
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Joint-Work Process
Covers the definition phase
Voluntary and Non-exclusive
Participant contribute in-kind 
expertise
At least two major work effort team s
(pipelines & LNG)
Full time team leaders
Steering com m ittee open to all 
participants (summary info is public)



ALASKA NATURAL GAS 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

411 W EST  4th AVENUE, FIRST FLOOR 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

S A R A H  PALIN , G O V E R N O R

TELEPHONE: (907)257-1347

February 26, 2007

W O R K  P L A N  &  F U N D I N G  R E Q U I R E M E N T S  T O  A D V A N C E  T H E  
A l a s k a  G a s  M a r k e t  S y s t e m  ( A G M S )  P R O J E C T

The AGMS work plan objective is to provide within one year a project description 
sufficient for producers, pipe-liners, LNG manufacturers & shippers, and customers 
to make a decision on:

1. a formal application to the State of Alaska under the AGIA RFP,
2. an “open season”, and
3. financial commitments to proceed with design and permit applications.

JOINT-WORK PROCESS

ANGDA proposes that the project definition phase of the AGMS be conducted as 
“joint-work” with any interested parties capable of contributing expertise as 
participants. ANGDA would provide the funding and working with others select 
contractors to define the technical parameters needed in the design. All participants 
would be expected to “contribute” experts to share in the contractor guidance and 
task reviews.

Theve are several major technical and business work areas in the project definition 
phase of the AGMS. While this work needs to be coordinated and integrated, there 
may be a separate group of experts and contractors for each effort. Ideally, a full­
time study leader would be available from the participants experts to be the daily 
point of contact with contractors for the more dynamic tasks.

A steering committee open to management / project representatives of the 
participants would meet at regular intervals to review progress and discuss further 
work requirements.

ANGDA has office space and computer connection resources immediately available 
for a central work location of a few participants.



P L A N  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O S T S

A one to two year funding of approximately $5 million would be required. This 
presumes a substantial in-kind commitment of technical staff by the participants; 
including the salary and expenses of their company’s project personnel.
In addition to funding contractor work, ANGDA would be providing in-kind the 
administrative costs of contractor management and result publication.

Identification of specific work tasks will be the first major effort of the joint-work 
participants. To illustrate the range and complexity of Phase I tasks, a draft task- 
matrix was constructed by Shaw Alaska in concert with a variety of former and 
current ANGDA contractors (see Shaw Alaska transmittal letter).

The attached Shaw Alaska compilation describes a matrix of 80 tasks within 10 
major Project Evaluation Areas. The budget level cost estimate for this work 
exceeds $10 million. The joint-work participants will prioritize the efforts to stay 
within the appropriated funding. Some tasks will be largely accomplished through 
information contributions and in-kind expert efforts of the participants.

CONFIDENTIALITY

While the use of some proprietary technologies may require confidentiality 
protection, the joint-work goal is to make as much of the results available publicly as 
possible. Participants will have the advantage of being part of the detail analysis, 
but summary presentations at the steering committee level wouid be public.

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

• Oil & gas companies currently producing or exploring in Alaska including the 
major Prudhoe Bay lease holders.

• Pipeline companies
• LNG manufacturing, shipping, and/or marketing companies
• Experienced energy project investors
• Alaska utilities
• State of Alaska
• US Federal Government

AGMS P ro ject —  ANGDA “ C o n n e c t i n g  A l a s k a n s  T o  T h e i r  N a t u r a l  G a s "  P age  2  o f 2



Shaw  Alaska, Inc.

S h c l W ' Y f '  3  S h a w  G r o u p

2 0 0 0  W . International Airport R oad ,
Suite C -1

Anchorage, A laska 9 9 5 0 2 - 1 11b 
Phone : 9 0 7 -2 4 3 -6 3 0 0

February 26, 2007
Harold Heinze 
C EO
Alaska Natural Gas Development Authority 
4 1 1 West 4lh Avenue, First Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re: Phase I Alaska Gas Market System Task Matrix

Dear Mr. Heinze:

Please find attached a working level draft o f  a Phase 1 A la sk a  G as M ark et System  T a sk  M a trix . 
This Matrix was prepared by Shaw Alaska, Inc. under A N G D A  Contract No. 06-0408. This work 
was performed in concert with various A N G D A  contractors and consultants as part o f  your 
proposed “j r  nt-work process” . A  listing o f  these contributors is enclosed as Attachment A.

We have collectively identified 10 major Project Evaluation Areas with 80 key technical, program 
management, econom ic, regulatory, institutional and legal tasks to be undertaken over the next I to 
2 years. A  table summarizing these Project Evaluation Areas and Tasks and associated budget cost 
estimates is enclosed as Attachment B. The Phase 1 A laska  G as M arket System  T a sk  M atrix  is 
enclosed as Attachment C.

It is expected that the successful conduct o f  these Project Evaluation Areas and Tasks will advance 
A G M S to the next level and allow  the project to proceed to an ‘open season’ . It is expected that 
follow-on work will continue to be accom plished through the “joint-work process".

W e look forward to supporting A G M S  going forward.

Sincerely,

Shaw' Alaska, Inc.

Jane Whitsett, O ffice Director

C:\DOCUME~l\HHEINZE\LOCALS-l\Temp\AGMS Matrix Transmittal Letter,doc-07Vhh: I



Attachment A 

Listing of Contributors

Contributor Affiliation
Kaye Laughlin EN SR
Bill Popp Kenai Pen insu la  Borough
S teve Pratt ANGDA
Brad Barta Shaw  S tone & W ebster, Inc.
Caro lyn Dunm ire Dunm ire Consulting
OD Odsathe r ANGDA
Alan Christopherson PND
Dem psey Thieman PND
Joe  Griffith ANGDA
Tony zzo ANGDA
Pat Athey Shaw  A laska, Inc.
Patrick Burden Northern Econom ics, Inc.
Jan e  Whitsett Shaw  A laska , Inc.
Jo e  Petrillo Shaw  A laska , inc.
Cal K err Northern Econom ics, Inc.
Keith Darby Shaw  Stone& W ebster, Inc.
Sue Garven Shaw  Stone& W ebster, Inc.



A t t a c h m e n t  B

Project Evaluation Areas
Number of 

Tasks
Cost

($M M )
Project Scope and Description - Pipelines 9 $1 ,410

Project Scope and Description - LNG 10 $1 ,135

Project Scope and Description - G as Conditioning Plant 5 $850

Project Scope and Description - NGLs 5 $385

Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 12 $1 ,300

Project Management Plan 6 $900

Prelim inary Economic Analysis (Cost and Tariffs) 5 $475

Reserves and Financing 10 $1 ,100

Regulatory, Permitting, Legal and Stakeholder Requirements 12 $1 ,585

Key Issues, Risks, Uncertainties and Opportunities 6 $1 ,300

T o t a l s 80 $10,440



Attachment C Phase 1 AGMS Task Matrix
Marine Traffic Study

Undertake a marina traffic study to evaluate the viability of aafafy handling existing and projected oil 
traffic with the projected LNG carrier traffic. Assume both 125.000 and 250,000 cubic mater capacity 
LNG carriers and 24-hour turnaround.

$125,000

LNG Loading facility requirements Evaluate operating requirements for OMAX LNG carriers on berth at tha proposed LNG site. $50,000

Project Scope and Description - Gas Conditioning Plant $850

Develop GCP Protect Definition 
Document

Develop GCP Project definition document to include high-love! design criteria, sue. site location (a), 
infrastructure availability, permitting and regulatory information (from subsequent tasks) as well as 
site-spocific project execution information (from subsequent tasks). This will also be used to support 
the regulatory and permitting process.

$150,000

North S lope Gaa Off-Take
Establish Allowable North Siopo Gaa Off-Take. Obtain definitive timeline, analysis from AOGCC 
estimating the impact of AGMS gas off-take has on hydrocarbon recovery in the PBU. Consider 
alternatives for C02 and water reinjection rather than dumping NGL s back down hole.

200,000

Define GCP Design Basis Based on initial markat assessment, deline delivered gas quality requirements Also review the work 
that has been undertaken to date and summarize study results. $50,000

Prepare Conceptual Design fo r the 
Pipeline Gas Treatment Facility at 
PBU

Develop a conceptual design for conditioning gas to removo water to very low levels (3«'s per 
MMscId). and C02. N2, Mercury and H2S If existing In the gas stream. Establish an optimum sizo for 
the conditioning train basod on modularization. Develop gas export specification that should be 
attractive to a LNG Baseload plant owner/uaor. Establish sn order of magnitude cost estimate for a 
1.25 BCFPD and 2.25 8CFPD plant.

$200,000

Gas Treatment Plant (GTP) Site 
Evaluation

Propara a preliminary GTP site evaluation including location, site plan, logistics, supply & 
transportation of gas, quality of raw material, schedule for facility construction. $250,000

Project Scope and Description - NGLs $385

Summarize previous ANGDA NGL 
Market Studies Summarize all ANGDA studies related to NGL. $10,000

Develop NGL Protect Definition 
Document

Develop NGL Project definition document to include high-level design cnteria. size, extraction takeoff 
location(s), infrastructure availability, permitting and regulatory information (from subsequent tasks) 
as wall as sile-spacific project execution information (from subsequent tasks). This will also be used 
to support the regulatory and permitting process. This document should identify potential partners, 
that havo resources, technical capabilities, financial capacity, and political strength

$100,000

Determine NGL Quantities and 
Qualities

Conceptual analysis to confirm quantities end qualities of NGL‘s. Much of the information will come 
from the hydraulic pipeline studies (pigging frequency. NGL quantities for varying gas compositions 
and pressures), and GCP conceptual detlgn

$100,000

Evaluate NGL Markets and Develop 
Optimal Extraction Locations

Review exisiting market studies and conduct further analysis to quantify short term and long term 
markets Combine Market demand analysis for NGL (locational based e.g. Yukon. Fairbanks. 
Anchorage) with above study to determine NGL extraction locations along pipeline route

$150,000

NGl  Project Conceptual Design Develop a conceptual design for NGL alternative locations. $25,000

Market Analysis and Needs Assessment $1,300

Review previous ANGDA Market and 
Needs Studies Review all ANGDA studies and Business Plan related to AGMS market assessments. j150,000

Standard Design fo r Utility Takeoff Standard design and specification for utility hook ups to the gas transmission line 150,000

3aa Reserves Estimate Develop a thrid parly estimate of known rnsoivos end range ol uncertainty. 150,000

Sank AGMS Task Within Integrated 
:nergy Plan fo r Alaska Evaluate and Rank AGMS within current long term energy plan and strategy for Alaska. >100,000

tovtow Gas Supply and Demand 
;orecasta In the C ook Inlet Region i

Evaluate Cook Inlet region utility, industrial and residential. Idontily and optimize peak requirments and 
arvica options Compils utility, industrial and residential gas consumption forecasts. Synthesize 
Eook Inlet Enorgy Market Information. Outlook for Consumers. AGMS ImpactRevtew ANGDA Bus. Plan 
nd documents to date. Demonstrate how AGMS can resolve issues raised by the Gap Chart and 
leliverability issues. Reconcile Impact of AGMS on Cook In'ot gas markot. exploration/production 
ncentives and options.

150,000
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Review Propane distribution use 
along coastline, f ighways and 
rivers

Build on Kitting ttuditt to t t u t t  LPG market In Alaeka. taptcltlly dtllvary to remote vlllegei. 
Evaluate coete, volumea. end dahverability lor LPO.t. Compile recent etudioi on potentlel LPG merke 
update and flll-ln data gaps at needed. Evaluate potential partners and distributors necessary to 
ansura the success of this operation.

• $100,000

LNG export Mar. eta Evaluata LNG axport markets In Pacific Rim. $150,000

Evaluate the potential for 
establishing a p trochemlcals 
Industry In AlaGka

Evaluate the potential to develop a potrochemicals industry in Alaska at various sito locations. Idontlfy 
optimal locations based on pipeline takeoff points, critical infrastructure requirements, snd potential 
markets in the Pacific Rim

$50,000

Determine the echnlcal and 
economic fee blllty of gaa storage 
options in the Cook Inlet Region 
including thr ieluga Gas Field

Coordinate offorts with ConocoPhlllips. ML&P, Chevron. Enstar, Chugach Electric and Marathon. $400,000

Coordinate market essement and 
needs Issue; with RCA, AOGCC et 
al

An important part of the businoss plan. Leads to issues and resolutions with potentially RCA. AOGCC 
ate.Expand the study made and narrow into the cost canters that will enhance sorvico to the 
communities and bring value added to our citizens plus money to the STATE.

$50,000

Effect of Ulue Sky project on 
demand <cr natural gas In Cook Inlet

Assuming the Blue Sky project is built as recently described, evaluts effect on ges demand in 
southcentral AlaskaAt presont. the Blue Sky projoct would provide all of the gas needed by Agrium and 
supply a portion of electricity used In southcentral Alaska

$50,000

Identify propane business plan for 
rural A'uska energy needs

Identify the business plan and economic effects on tlie rural propane usage and address short, 
medium long-term volumes and impacts at various throughput volumes. $100,000

Project Management Plan $900

Evai'inte improvements to key 
Inf' structure requirements to 
si port AGMS

Identify and estimate order of magnitude costs for infrastructure improvemoius to support and 
facilitate the development of AGMS $150,000

I jw  lop a Projei xecution Plan
Develop a PEP to expeditiously implement the AGMS and move the AGMS Phase 1 project to an Open 
Season and RCA application. The PEP will includee a protect management and controls system to 
control Phase i scope, schedule and budget

$150,000

Pi enar* a Level 1 Project Schedule 
kJor Hying Major Milestones

A Level 1 Protect Schedule will be developed. $100,000

P pare an Order-of-Magnitude Cost 
F.t Imate for the AGMS

An order of magmtudo cost estimate will be prepared for the pipelines. LNG plant. GCP and NGL 
facilities $250,000

Dovelop a Hat of long-lead time 
equipment and materials

Develop a list of long lead time items for the AGMS project $100,000

Identify critical manpower, 
construction equipment, logistics 
end technical support requirements

Develop estimates of required man power, equipment, materials, etc. for the projoct. This tool would 
be used to make adjustments as needed to fit available resources, develop estimates of required man­
power. equipment, materials, etc. for the project.

$150,000

Preliminary Economic Analysis (Cost and Tariffs) $475
. .  ----------------  ,

Evaluate Tariff Structure
Develop tariff for pricinn gas and NGL for in state use Conduct economic analysis based on j  cost ol- 
service type model to quantify the probable cost of gas for AJackans. Assumptions on demand, capital 
costs, etc will bo basod on above work efforts. Operating cost estimates for the pipeline and GCP will 
loed to be doveloped

$150,000

Prepare an Economic Analysis of 
3ost and Benefits of AGMS

Expand the economic model used in the tariff study abovo to also include the LNG plant and other 
•pects of the AGM5 project. The benefits model previously developed I or ANGDA incorporates a LNG 

>tant and can be modified to incorporate new informationConduct sensitivity analysis related to key 
Isk areas. Economic analysis to address: a regional gas demand analysis (based on updating previous 
tudies snd abovo work efforts b) tariff structure for in-Alask gas usago (coit-of-service assessment)
) market assessment end market forocast for LNG d) summarize the potential financing options e) pro 
orma economic modoi development for third party LNG plant.

1150,000

Estimate economic impact of AGMS 
>n employment, state revenues, and 
>ther measures 1

Jpdato ANGDA bonefits model to reflect AGMS parameters. Determine the economic benefits ol a 
table, secure supply of gas for 25 years at a fixed r »co. The results of this analysis will provide ! 
nformation that can be used by ANGDA to seek ado Honal support fr- the project.

150,000

:
i

’rovlde economic development j 
ipportunitles for communities „

valuate AGMS contribution to economic development In communities affected by the project. Look at 
kills necessary for jobs generatod by the project, and the skills avallablo in the community's J 
rorkforce and define needed training. Coordinate efforts with the Tri-Borough Commission.

75,000
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Update ANGDA business plan After feasibility of the AOMS components has been satisfied and partners identified, update the 
existing business plan to refloct this new arrangemont $50,000

Financing Ootions (Reserves and Financing) $1,100
Develop general business strategy 
and option fo r  ownership and 
financing o f the AGMS project

Solicit ideas and input from members of the financing and development community as well as local 
AQMS Phase 1 participants. $100,000

Development o f other A laska basins Evaluate options for bringing gas discovered in other basins to markst. $100,000

Establish a format on North S lope 
Gas contract Work with gas producers to determine their preferred gas sales contract. $250,000

Evaluation o f financing risks As a precursor to obtaining financing, tho projoct team must assess risks to the financiers Focus on 
construction schedule and cost, regulatory uncertainty, on*ahora and off-shore gas market conditions $200,000

Summarize debt and equity options 
fo r potential third parties Include results of economic analysis. Identify risk areas and mitigants. $125,000

Solicit interest o f project 
participants in providing equity 
support

Assess access to equity from operators, material suppliers. constructorsBssed on costs of specific 
elements (LNG plant, gas conditioning facilities, pipelines) of the project, consider factoring investmen 
opportunities into the contracting structure.

$50,000

Evaluate ownership structure
Explore access to municipal funds, bonds, '.spital markets. IPO, with due consideration to the loan 
guarantee program available under the 2004 Federal enabling legislation.Private and public companies 
nave access to different financing mechanisms. Key to the financing strategy is the creation of the 
right combination of entities.

$150,000

Evaluation o f tax-exempt and tax 
bond financing, large prlvnte 
placement, large public offering

Explore access to municipal funds, bonds capital markets. IPOAssess market s acceptance of 
financing an infrastructure projoct of this magnitude In Alaska, the impact that Alaska's "nationalistic 
spirit" may have on financing.

$50,000

Determine Applicability o f Federal 
Loan Guarantees

Review the requirements of the 2004 Federal enabling legislation relatives to loan guarantees for 
Alaska gAsiine projects. $25,000

Evaluate RCA financing 
inochanlsma

Sevaral non traditional financing mechanisms have been proposed for the spur line but it Is unknown if 
RCA will permit such mechanisms. Perform an analysis that compares these non-trsditional 
mechanisms with more traditional financing. Coordinate efforts with key stakeholders.

$50,000

Regulatory, Perm itting, Legal and Stakeholder Requirements $1,585

Alaska Regulatory Process: Strategy
Develop a Strategy Plan and Program as a road map to advance the Project with the Regulatory 
Commission of Alaska (RCA). Develop and deliver a chosive vision snd a transparent and even-handed 
decision framework to help utilities, local governments and key stakeholders frame options and 
evaluate risk. The goal of this effort is to provide decision makers with consistent Information about 
the AGMS and to promote open dialogue of critical program milestones and decision opportunities.

$150,000

Alaska Regulatory Process: 
Education and Outreach.

mpfement spocilic measures of the regulatory strategy for the Project including: 1 training and 
education for utility boards and local governments. Leverage groups such as Alaska Power 
Association to conduct training on Open Season process, mock bidding session. 2. Develop snd 
mpfement a decision framework suitable for evaluating risk and opportunities associated with AGMS 
and other energy alternatives 3. Incorporate other key issues related to energy policy in Alaska such 
is climate chango and energy independence into the AGMS docision process. 4. Create and administer 

oublic version of the D'Oiect schedule and organization qhart

$200,000

Federal Regulatory Strategy [>evelop a Strategy Plan and Program as a road map to advance the Project with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) process governing export of LNG. $150,000

Project Permitting Strategy
)evelop a Strotogy Plan and Program as s road map for the permitting process for the entire project. 
Numerous environmental and land use authorizations are needed lo construct and operate the Project 

strategy to gu‘de the permitting process is necessary to advance the Project in preparation of 
ubmitting permit applications to federal and state regulatory agencios. The Strategy will build upon 
trevious work by ANGDA to identify permitting requirements.

$250,000

Saa Treatment Plant Permitting
>eveiop and implsment specific actions to move forward with pre-permitting sctivites for the Gas 
restment Plant component of AGMS. Review of the authorizations completed or in progress for the 
INGTS GTP.

510,000

Critical Deta Gaps in Project i 
Permitting 0

Jentify the critical gaps In the body of data that is necessary for preparing and supporting the 
nvironmental and land use permits for tho Project including the state and federal ROW grants. (200,000

l

k
T

’ re-Permitting W ork Group
V
p

iltiata the permitting process for the AGMS Project by assembling the AGMS Permitting Work Group 
he Work Group will consist of staff from resource agencies, AGMS rspresentatives. and other 
takehofders. The Work Group will meot rogulsrfy to consider environmental, land use, subsistence 
nd socioeconomic protection issues related to pe^lttlng the Project. The Work Group will provide 
aluabie earty feedback from resource agencies snd other stakeholders that will help lo advance the 
roject.

1100.000
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Public Education and Outreach 
Program

Develop and initiate a public education and outreach program for AGMS and utility/coop member 
decision process. Coordinate information flow In both directions. Create and implement a branding 
and oducation campaign for AGMS. Have a transparent and consistent message for the project. 2. 
Conduct public forums/di »cu. tions with Alaska Native communities to Include their concerns about 
the Project, with soeclai attention on subsistence activities end resources.

$250,000

AGMS NEPA Compliance 1EIS 
Strategy

Develop a road map to achieve NEPA compliance for tho Project, including the potential for a third- 
party EIS or supplemental EIS to cover all components. Consider the opportunity for utilizing the 
TAGS/YPC NEPA authorizations for the pipeline component

$100,000

AGMS Acquisition ot TAGS/YPC 
Permits and Authorizations

Determine if the existing permits and authorizations held by YPC are usable for the AGMS project 
concept. Identify the process and conditions under which these could be acquirod by AGMS. $50,000

AGMS Use of TAPS Right-of-Way
Determine the opportunities for utilizing portions of the TAPS ROW for the AGMS pipeline, compressor 
stations, or other facilites. Review the Project technical data and conduct discussions with regulatory 
agencies (JPO) and TAPS Operators (Alyeska Pipeline Service C mpany). Identify options for sharing 
costs with TAPS

$50,000

ROW Grant and Permit Conditions 
Matrix

Compile and correlate the requirements of the conditional ROW Grants and permits issued for the 
ANGDA Spur Line and the TAGS/YPC project to date Initiate development of the plans and programs 
to satisfy the ROW conditions and other permit stipulations

$75,000

Key Issues, Risks, Uncertainties and Opportunities $1,300

Eyaluate a Fast Track Permitting 
Strategy

With the current support to bring North Slopo gas to market, consider developing an early permitting 
and licensing program in concer; with key Alaska agent.**. Conduct high-level coordination with 
federal and state agencies to cr nsider options to red ice permitting timelines building upon the 
existing Joint Piotlme Office structure.

$150,000

Implement a Comprehensive Public 
Outreach and Stakeholder Relations 
Program

Design a public outreach and stakeholder relations program to ensure that AGMS is understood by all 
stakeholders Provide a forum for comments and input to the Phase 1 project as it moves forward $250,000

Quantify Risks and Rewards Identify and quantify major risks, uncertainties, mitigating measures, opportunites. and rewards for the 
AGMS $100,000

New Technology and Innovations Evaluato technology deveiopemnts that could materially impact the cost and schedule of the AGMS 
project. $100,000

I
dentify and Option Critical 
Logistical Sites

Review utilization and suitability of selected sites for work camps, site preparation, long-lead orders for 
pioe, supplies, prepositioning of material, management plan and assignment of responsibilities Take 
options on existing critical eit<*s and pro pa re applications for new sites

$500,000

□pen Season' Preparation
I

Develop and provide educational/informational workshops for utility participation in open 
seasonProvtde workshops on Offtake Points. Cost Drivers. FEPC Open Season Rules FERC/RCA 
approval timeframes. Potential for State Royalty gas. Open Season Bid Components. Gas Supply 
Chain, Financial Commitment Requirements. Conduct Practice Open Season

$200,000

GRAND TOTAL FOR ALL WORK GROUPS $ 10,440

1 .............  1
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Elements of AGMS
• Gas pipeline is high pressure and buried
• Prudhoe Bay to Glennallen is 24-inch with 

20-inch to Valdez & 16-inch to Cook Inlet
• LNG plant produces 7 mmtpa (1 b s c f p d )  

from 2 trains
• Gas conditioning on North Slope removes 

C02 ( E O R  u s e )  & blends NGL’S ( e t h a n e  /  p r o p a n e )
• Cook Inlet terminus in Beluga Gas Field for

Storage ( l e v e l s  s e a s o n a l  v a r i a t i o n s )
• Utility gas take-off points and propane 

wholesale facilities along route

Throughput & Cost & Tariff
• NS offtake is 1.25 BCFPD with 0.25 BCFPD 

to Cook Inlet & 1.0 BCFPD to Valdez LNG
• Pipelines are $4 B, NS gas conditioning 

is $1 B, and Valdez LNG plant is $3 B
( b e n c h m a r k  e s t i m a t e s )

• Expect tariff to Cook Inlet to be less than 
$2 per mmbtu (Chicago is $2.50)

• Tariff to Valdez less than $1.50 per mmbtu 
and total cost to LNG destination less  
than $4 per mmbtu



Markets
• C ook Inlet and Interior utilities (g a s  

& electric)
• Propane for u se  in coasta l, river, 

and highw ay com m unities
• Valdez LNG for sh ipm ent to US & 

other Pacific Rim regas facilities
• Cook Inlet industrial and  

petrochem ical plants

Project Timeline
• Six years to first gas delivery
• Three year construction period
• LNG facility will be constructed as a 

separate project
• Gas delivery can be started before gas  

conditioning & LNG facilities available
• North Slope gas conditioning may be a 

Prudhoe Bay Unit or pipeline facility



Tasks & Timeline

Joint-Work Process
• Covers the definition phase
• Voluntary and N on-exclusive
• Participant contribute in-kind 

expertise
• At least two major work effort team s

(pipelines & LNG)
• Full time team leaders
• Steering com m ittee open to all 

participants (summary info is public)



N o r t h  S l o p e

A l a s k a

G a s

M a r k e t

S y s t e m

$1 B Gas 
Conditioning

350 miles

o . Y u k o n  R i v e r

24-inch
1.25 BSCFPD 

$3.3 B
Total = 690 miles

120 miles

F a i r b a n k s

70 miles

^ V ^ D e l t a  J n c t

16-inch 
0.25 BSCFPD

C o o k  I n le t  $ 0 . 4  B
O

150 miles

170 miles

2 0 -inch 
1.00 BSCFPD 

$0.3 B

O
G le n n a l l e n

110 miles

o V a ld e z

$3 B LNG
Concept Proposal by Heinze of A N G D A  in Jan '07



Reserves & Financing
• Financing basis would be 10 TCF of 

committed reserves
-  State 3 TCF plus one-producer 7 TCF
-  State 3 TCF plus all Point Thomson at 3 TCF
-  State 3 TCF plus new discoveries of 3 TCF

• LNG plant would be built and owned by 
LNG companies with existing tanker fleet 
and delivery sites

Partners We Can Expect
• Oil & gas companies (including “producers”)
• Pipeline companies
• LNG plant and ship owner /  operators
• Experienced energy project investors
• Local Alaska utilities (gas & electric)
• State of Alaska
• US Federal Government

N o  s p e c u l a t o r s  o r  s a b o t e u r s
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Questions

W hat was the oil flow rate through TAPS in 2003? (Answer-990,OOOb/d) 
Today? (Answer-740,OOOb/d) W hat do you anticipate it will be in 2017?

At what flow rate do you expect TAPS to shut down if there is no gasline? 
(Answer-300,00Ob/d) W hen do you expect TAPS to reach that flow rate?

W hat is the lead time for the flow o f first gas from a gasline following the date 
on which there is an approved agreement? (Answer-8 to 10 years)

How long after an approved agreement will it take to get to an open season? 
(Answer 2 years)

Describe what an open season is and how it works.

Describe what a Firm Transportation com mitment is and how it works.

Describe the relationship between an FT com mitment and gasline financing.
*

A  *
^How would a gasline be financed without an ’T  com m itm ent?) y '

W hat upstream fiscal incentives would be necessary for your com pany to be 
w illing to make an FT com m itm ent on the Alaska gasline project during an 
open season?

Describe the commercial challenges and risks a project the size o f the Alaska 
gasline project poses for your company.

W ithout revealing confidential information, com pare the internal rate o f return 
on the Alaska gasline project with the 1RR o f com peting projects around the 
world. (Answer-90% of international, large scale projects have better IRRs)

Describe the fiscal and commercial importance o f the state’s willingness to 
take us tax gas and royalty gas in kind.

W ould an independent, third party, company which did not hold the leases to 
the gas be able to make an FT commitment during an open season on the 
Alaska gasline project?

W ould an independent, third party, pipeline company, which did not hold the 
leases to the gas be able to conduct an open season? Please describe the steps 
through which such a com pany would have to go to do that?



Approximately how much would it cost to go to and conduct an open season 
for the Alaska gasline project? W ould these funds be lost if  the holders o f the 
gas leases failed to make FT com m itm ents to ship their gas?

For what reasons might the holders o f the gas leases not make FT 
com m itm ents to ship their gas on an independent, third party, pipeline?

W hat type o f balance sheet strength would it take to make an FT 
commi(ment on tfie A laska gasline project? I.e.; how m tuiybillions o f dollars 
are put at risk for how long?

Compare the Producers incentives to keep gasline construction cost overruns 
down with the incentives an independent, third party, pipeline com pany might 
have.

Are you fam iliar with Spencer H osie’s duty to develop theory? If so, please 
explain it.

If a third party, independent pipeline com pany spent the funds necessary to 
go to an open season and the holders o f the gas leases failed to make an FT 
com m itm ent tc  ship their gas on that pipeline would they breach their implied 
duty to develop/m arket their gas?

—  A c  • W A ’

f i n i t e ?
A i k  C v  ^

-V, fo 'f i



"Given previous testimony (XOM) about the importance of tying 
ownership to ship or pay commitments would your company have any 
reason for excluding from ownership another company that is willing 
to make FT commitments,?" v .

A  ^  ' • * -
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G e t t i n g  A l a s k a ' s  G a s  t o  M a r k e t  

D i s c u s s i o n  o f  a  P r o d u c e r  O w n e d  G a s l i n e "  

H o u s e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e

F e b r u a ry  2 0 0 7 b P



BP 
Ne

t 
Re

du
cti

on
 

(m
bo

e/
d)

B P ' s  V i s i o n  f o r  A l a s k a

•  B P  h a s  a  l o n g  h i s t o r y  i n  A l a s k a . . .

A n d  w e  s e e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a  5 0 - y e a r  f u t u r e

1000

800

600

400

200

0 -

A - I *  &
r t f

□  Light Oil □  Viscous □  Heavy Gas



■TO

bp

C o r n e r s t o n e  p r o j e c t  c o n c e p t s  O
•  S i g n i f i c a n t  p r o j e c t  r i s k

Price - vo la tile , resource ow ne rs ' risk

Costs - s ign ifican t increases; producers equ ipped to manage

Fiscal -  know ing the ru les reduces in ve s tm en t risk

•  R i s k s  a r e  a m p l i f i e d  g i v e n  m a s s i v e  i n v e s t m e n t

Unprecedented on globa l scale

•  R e s o u r c e  o w n e r s  u l t i m a t e l y  b e a r  i n v e s t m e n t  r i s k

Resource owners pay fo r line unde r any scenario

Only pa rty m o tiva ted to m ax im ize va lue by reduc ing p ro je c t cost

S ta te and lessees are un ioue ly aligned w ith comm on in te re s t

•  W e  a r e  r e a d y  t o  a d v a n c e  a  p r o j e c t  w i t h  r e a s o n a b l e  

r i s k / r e w a r d  b a l a n c e



bp
P r o j e c t  R i s k  R e s i d e s  w i t h  t h e  R e s o u r c e  O w n e r s

N A T U R A L  G A S  
M A R K E T S

Market volatility
 L-T— —

P r i c e

G O V E R N M E N T S
Change in fiscal terms

All risks are either 
borne directly by the 
resource owners or 
passed to them via 
the market or the 
toll.

S c h e d u l e  
R i s k

G O V E R N M E N T S  I  

R E G U L A T O R S
Regulatory delay & 

fiscal terms

R E S E R V E S
Volume and 

deliverability risk

P IP E L IN E
C O M P A N Y

Passes risks on via

F i n a n c e

-------------------------------------------------

Material, labor, 
equipment costs

C A P IT A L
M A R K E T S

Repayment risk
— —- — . ,r  „ ----------T— r -

................. ..  ......

Those bearing a risk are commercially motivated to manage that risk



P r o d u c e r s  W e l l  P o s i t i o n e d  t o  D e l i v e r  S u c c e s s

•  T e c h n i c a l  Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s

-  T rack record o f successfu lly de live ring m ega -p ro je c ts
-  Techno logy deve lopm en t
-  A rc tic expe rtise
-  Financia l capac ity

•  C o m m e r c i a l l y  m o t i v a t e d  t o  m a x i m i z e  v a l u e  o f  A l a s k a ' s  g a s

-  D rives desire fo r a tim e ly , low cost p ipe line
-  Successfu l gas p ro je c t w ill ex tend econom ic life o f oil produc tion

#  R e a d y  t o  m o v e  f o r w a r d  w i t h  a g r e e m e n t  t h a t  p r o m o t e s  

e a r l y  p r o j e c t  s t a r t



M o v i n g  f o r w a r d  v

•  W e  a r e  r e a d y  t o  p r o g r e s s  i n  a n  o p e n  p r o c e s s

$  A n y  p r o c e s s  s h o u l d  r e f l e c t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :

Non-exc lus ive , same ru les fo r a ll, m a rke t-based

Doesn 't lim it S ta te o r in du s try in te rm s o f c rea tive ly reso lv ing 
cha llenges

Provide fo r pub lic /  leg is la tive gu idance and leg is la tive endo rsem en t

•  A  t i m e l y  a g r e e m e n t  e n a b l e s  e a r l y  p r o j e c t  s t a r t

Deve lop shared w in -w in v is ion w ith S ta te

Roll up ou r sleeves and w o rk to g e th e r to qu ick ly advance a p ro je c t 
in 2007



G l o s s a r y  o f  T e r m s
bp

O
C Resource Owner: The State of Alaska and leaseholders.

•  Mega-P ro jec t: A project of more than $ lbn capital cost.

•  T o ll: Regulated cost of service for shipping gas on a pipeline.

•  T a riff: General terms of service, regulated by FERC, including provisions for cost of 
service, duration of service offered, rules for nomination, measurement 
requirements, etc.

•  D e live rab ility : The ability to deliver production at any given point in time.

•  Open Access: Federally regulated process by which capacity is allocated on a gas
pipeline, on a non-discriminatory basis, typically through the use of an open season.

•  Open Season: A period, established by FERC regulation for the Alaska gas pipeline 
project, during which prospective shippers commit for capacity on the pipeline.

•  Firm T ranspo rta tio n C omm itm en ts : Binding corporate obligations made by 
companies during an open season, committing them to pay the cost for shipping their 
gas on a pipeline (whether or not they actually ship their gas), at a specified daily 
rate, for an agreed duration (typically many years).
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