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Figure 1 Overview of the Corrosion Management Process

Appendix 3.1.2 Process

Within the overall Corrosion Management System, each specific program t 'ement, i.e. 
Corrosion Monitoring, Mitigation, Inspection and Fitness-For-Service, follow the class: 
TQM (Total Quality Management) process of 'plan-do-check-act' and consist of,
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Step Activ ity Description

Plan
Objective The program objective and purpose

Target The metric against which performance is assessed

Do Im plem entation Implementation plan to achieve objective

Check Evaluatior Method to evaluate performance of plan against target

Act C ^ -e c t iv e  Action The action required to correct deviation from target

Table 1 Corrosion Management Process

Appendix 3.1.3 Objectives and Targets

The objectives10 for the CMS are set in order to support the delivery of the corporate 
objective and BPXA objectives described In the Foreword. For the purposes of the CMS 
these can be translated Into the corrosion management objectives of;

• Eliminate corrosion and erosion related failures,

• Provide Fit-For-Service infrastructure to the end of field life.

Based on these objectives, individual targets are set for the corrosion, erosion, 
mitigation and inspection programs, which in combination are designed to deliver the 
objectives. The overall business objectives and individual program objectives and targets 
are described in detail in Table 9, Table 10 and Table 11.

For example, the weight loss coupons (WLC) In the 3-phase production system have a 
corrosion rate target of 2 mils per year (mpy). The monitoring program objective Is to 
meet or beat this target, which means an actual WLC corrosion rate of 2 mpy or less 
(WLC <2 mpy).

Appendix 3.1.4 Im plem entation

There are a number of different corrosion monitoring and inspection techniques, each of 
which has both advantages and disadvantages. The advantages and disadvantages, or 
strengths and weaknesses, make the results from an individual technique more or less 
applicable depending on the application circumstances.

Table 12, Table 13, and Table 14 summarize the main categories of corrosion 
monitoring, process monitoring, inspection techniques and briefly summarize relative 
strengths and weaknesses for different applications.

Appendix 3.1.5 Evaluation

The elements of the CMS have to be applied to eaci, system at GPB to reflect their 
applicability and efficacy. The corrosion and erosion monitoring, inspection and

10 In addition to Charter Work Plan, some information is supplied to provide additional context 
and help in understanding BPXA corrosion management activities
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mitigation practices for the major services and equipment type are summarized In Table 
15.

The results from each of the corrosion management programs are reviewed on a regular 
basis to provide feedback and to take any necessary corrective action based on 
deviation from target performance. In general, the major review cycles within the CMS 
are presented in Table 2.

Appendix 3 -  Corrosion Management System

Review Description

Weekly A weekly internal review meeting at which the latest corrosion 
monitoring, mitigation, inspection and process data are 
analyzed and reviewed, and any tactical changes implemented

Monthly Monthly summary of the majt •’lements of the program are 
reviewed for the need for longe term corrective action

Quarterly Quarterly strategic performance review held in order to ensure 
that the implementation plan is delivering the strategic 
objectives

Annual Annual program and strategy review designed to review the 
strategic direction of the program and review effectiveness of 
the current programs In delivering the strategic direction, e.g. 
Annual Report to ADEC

Table 2 Corrosion Management Feedback Cycles

Based on the results of the evaluation process, corrective action plans are developed 
and the overall management program and strategic direction are reviewed.

Appendix 3.1.6 Corrective Action

Corrective actions provide feedback to the adjustment and setting of Objectives and 
Targets. Corrective actions can be broken down Into five basic categories;

• Chemical Mitigation,

• Operational Intervention,

• Reduce Maximum Operating Pressure (Derate),

• Repair/Replacement,

• Abandon or Remove from Service.

Chemical mitigation is discussed in detail In Section D. Operational intervention centers 
on the GPB Velocity Management Program that is designed to control internal mixture 
velocity below target values dependent on equipment type, water cut and line size. 
Repair/replacement programs are driven by the inspection findings and include 
mechanical sleeves, pipe work refurbishment, and pipeline replacement.
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In order to deliver a comprehensive corrosion management program and manage the 
extensive corrosion monitoring and inspection activity, it is necessary to have an active 
and structured electronic database.

With the introduction of single-operatorship at Greater Prudhoe Bay one of the major 
problems faced by the C1C Group was the integration of two historical data sets for 
inspection, corrosion monitoring and corrosion mitigation information.

There has been a significant investment in resources in order to bnng together these 
two different histories from incompatible databases based on early 1990’s technology.

Appendix 3.2.1 M IM IR Database
The database development effort has involved a dedicated team of software developers 
and also significant resources from within the CIC Group. The program is currently a 
"work in progress" and In 2005 BP/CIC will continue work on the development of 
chemical management, electronic data recording, tank and vessel, and standard 
repor+'ng modules.

Users of the sy-fem are provided two primary methods for accessing data stored in the 
database. The first is a custom user interface written in Microsoft Visual Basic®, and the 
second is through ad-hoc data query tools such as BrioQuery® and BusinessObjects® 
which allow free-form SQL® access to the data.

Checks fop data integrity are provided at a number of different levels including error 
checking a<- ftie point of data capture and data entry, regular reviews of data quality, 
and data entry rules within the database.

The data is continuously monitored for integrity, quality and consistency; as a 
consequence any errors detected are corrected as they are found. In addition, as better 
analysis tools become available through further integration then records are amended co 
reflect the Improved level of analysis.

As a result of the ongoing quality e ort and the tracking of production/service changes, 
this is a 'live' database and therefore as the system changes thP'- the records returned 
will change. The following are some of reasons why returned values change through 
time,

Quality Control and Audit A fundamental design philosophy for the database was 
that errors should be corrected through time as they are discovered. Therefore as the 
database is used and the quality control rules and procedures applied, da^-entry, 
translation and record-keeping errors are eliminated.

Equipment Service Changes The database tracks active, in or out-of-use equipment, 
and equipment service changes. As a piece of equipment moves through different 
services and different status, then the data in the database tracks the equipment status.

Transition Issues As noted above, the two historical databases, heritage East and 
heritage West, were incompatible with very different structures and data fields. 
Therefore these have had to be translated to the new system. As the quality control and 
audit tools are applied to the translated data, error and mistranslations are removed.

Appendix 3.2 Corrosion and Inspection Data Management
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Time The database is in active use with data being added everyday, given that there is 
sometimes a time delay between the reporting date and entry date then the data totals 
can and do change.

Table 3 gives an Illustration of the number of records and the rate at which those 
records are accumulated on an annual basis in the database. The table dearly shows the 
level < f complexity and volume of data involved in managing the corrosion programs at 
GPB.

Ip f ddltion, the table also shows that the range and types of information being gathered 
:s ! aing improved through time to enable better overall corrosion management at the 
G"ii. The most notable examples of this Increasing range of coverage of the corrosion 
•nd inspection database is the inclusion of the production and Injection data, the 
ntroduction of chemical usage data and the long term storage of ER probe data.

Data Record Unit Records #/year History

Weight loss coupons 10* 0.2 0.01 20-* years

ER probes readings 10* 1.7 0.4 2Vi years

Equipment 103 28 - -

Inspection locations 10* 0.6 .07 -

Inspection records 10* 1.2 0 .1 ~13 years

Chemical injection 103 52 22 2Vi years

Production rates 10s 8.3 0.5 ~15 years

Injection rates 10* 2.0 0.2 ~ 12 years

Table 3 Database Record Accumulation Rate

Appendix 3.2.2 Historical Data

The small differences in data between Annual Reports reflect the movement of lines into 
and out of service, the addition or abandonment of equipment, and the addition or 
remc /al of corrosion access fittings to the program. The historical data for prior years 
has been updated to reflect the current equipment inventory.

Appendix 3.3 Corrosion Management Context

The following sections are provided to lend context to the current year results.

Appendix 3.3.1 ER Probe and Corrosion In h ib ito r Response

This section describes, by example, the methodology by which corrosion inhibitor 
concentration is Increased as a result of corrosion monitoring through the use of ER 
probes. ER probes are in use across GPB on the large diameter 3-phase production flow
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Figure 2 and Table 4 Illustrate the use of ER probes in managing changing corrosion 
conditions In a large diameter flow lines. Figure 2 shows the ER probe readings and 
derived corrosion rates, over a period of approximately 10 months in 2003. For the first 
10 weeks the measured corrosion rate is bordering on 2 mpy and a 5% increase in Q is 
implemented. In early February the existing ER probe was replaced due to data quality 
issues. In mid March another increase of Cl was implement lased on ER probe 
corrosion rate. During April and part of May, the CR still exceeat-j the target and two 
additional Cl increases were implemented. Finally in mid-May, the CR falls below the 2 
mpy target and the Cl remains at the Increased concentration.

Time Period Comments
14-Jan Probe placed on watch list

14-Jan to Feb 11 Probe at or near 2 mpy, 5% increase in pad Cl target

14-Feb Poor data quality, ER probe replaced.

18-Feb to 21-Mar Probe continues to show rate >2mpy, 10% increase in pad Cl 
target

21-Mar to 30 Apr Probe continues to show rate >2mpy, 10% increase in pad Cl 
target

01-May to 01-Oct Probe shows rate <2mpy, No adjustments to Cl target

Table 4 Co rros ion  In h ib ito r  C oncen tra tion  vs. C o rro s ion  Rate
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»«• Zmt -*m faa

F igure 2 CorroMon In h ib ito r  Concen tra tion  vs. C o rros ion  Rate

Appendix 3.3.2 Corrosion In h ib ito r Development

The development of new corrosion inhibitors starts in the research and development 
laboratories of the chemical suppliers where potential products are tested for 
effectiveness under a range of conditions designed to simulate production fluids. Once 
these preliminary test chemistries have passed the laboratory screening process, the 
promising products are tested under field conditions using dedicated test facilities at 
GPB. The test process is summarized in Table 5.

In 2003, a new standardized protocol for well line testing was developed. Approximately 
ten new products are tested each quarter on a small scale testjusing an individual well 
line with each test lasting ~2 days and using approximately 5 gallons of the corrosion 
inhibitor under evaluation. Products that successfully pass the well line test program are 
then considered for a large-scale field trial.

The large-scale field trial involves converting between one and three well pads to the 
test product for 90 days and using 20-40,000 gallons of test chemical. This enables 
corrosion probe, coupon, and inspection data to be generated to verify the test 
product's effectiveness as a corrosion inhibitor. The large-scale field trial also allows 
assessment of the impact of the product on oil separation and stabilization process. 
Progress is being made in developing a new, standardized protocol for more rapid 
verification of a product's effectiveness as a corrosion inhibitor.

Location Test Description
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Location Test Description

Laboratory Wheel-box Test

Performance of new potential corrosion Inhibitor actives is 
compared to high performing actives. The test conditions 
simulate GPB and the test is run for 24 hours. 
Performance is determined by coupon weight loss.

Kettle Test

This Investigates the ability of an inhibitor formulation to 
partition from an oil phase into a brine phase under 
stagnant conditions. Test duration is 16 hours and 
corrosion rate Is determined by linear polarization 
resistance (LPR) probes.

HP Autoclave

This method determines the performance of Inhibitors 
under high pressure and high temperature conditions. 
Monitoring method is by either coupon weight loss 
measurements or LPR. Test duration varies from 1 to 7 
days.

Jet Impingement

A once-through Jet impingement configuration evaluates 
the performance of an inhibitor formulation under 
extremely high shear conditions. The persistency of the 
inhibitor film can also be determined. Test duration is one 
hour and corrosion rate is determined by LPR 
measurements.

Flow Loop Test

The ultimate laboratory scale test that simulates 
temperature, pressure and flow conditions including 
velocity and water cut. Typical test duration is 24 hours 
and corrosion rate is determined by LPR measurements.

Field Well Line Test
Dedicated test well lines are used at GPB as the first step 
in the field-testing process. Typically 5 gals of chemical 
used with a test duration of 2 days.

Large Scale Test

1 to 3 well pads using 20-40,000 gallons of corrosion 
inhibitor with a test duration of 90+ days. Allows the 
evaluation of corrosion inhibitor performance by ER, WLC, 
and inspection, as well as impact of product on separation 
plant performance.

Evaluation
Products are evaluated against both technical 
performance and cost effectiveness criteria in order to 
assess if there is an overall improvement in performance.

GPB Implementation

Once a decision has been made to convert the field to a 
new product, additional precautions are taken with 
additional corrosion monitoring and plant performance 
evaluations in order to assure product efficacy.

Table 5 Summary Description of the Typical Test Program Components
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As an example, the ER probe results from a typical cross-country flow line test are 
shown in Table 6 and are summarized in Figure 3. Based on these data, the test 
chemical In this example was not cost effective and therefore was not utilized across the 
field.
Status Chemical Cone, ppm CR, m py Notes/Com m ents

Baseline Incumbent 130 0.2

Stage 1 Test 150 8.1
Even at a higher dose rate the test chemical 
was unable to inhibit corrosion to the same 
level as the incumbent.

Stage 2 Test 170 2.0 Reduces corrosion rate.

Stage 3 Test 190 0.8

Dose rate was increased In order to achieve 
the same level of corrosion control as the 
Incumbent. At this increased level of 
corrosion Inhibition the test product was 
uneconomic and the test was terminated.

Return Incumbent 130 0.1
Re-inject the incumbent product and 
corrosion rates return to the same level as 
those prior to the test.

Table 6 Flow line Test Program Result Summary

-Metal Loss —  Inhibitor Concentration

Ecia.

£
c

ou
c

£
C

Figure 3 ER Probe Chemical Optimization Test
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A second example, utilizes the output from the weight loss coupon program. This 
example from a test performed In 2001, demonstrates the need/value of multiple 
monitoring techniques when evaluating corrosion Inhibitor performance. The trial 
product was tested for a 90-day period with no negative response observed by the ER 
probes. However, after the 90-day test period the corrosion coupons were pulled and 
showed relatively high general corrosion and pitting rates - see Figure 4. The product 
evaluated was a failure and the incumbent product was re-instated based on the coupon 
results. Corrosion inhibitor tests use all the monitoring tools available such as corrosion 
probes, coupons, and inspection data to determine corrosion control performance. In 
addition, the corrosion Inhibitor is evaluated for plant production performance to show 
compatibility with the separation process.

Appendix 3 -  Corrosion Management System
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Figure 4 Corrosion coupons pulled after an ’unsuccessful' chemical trial

Appendix 3.3.3 Internal Inspection Program -  Scope

This section summarizes the scope and criteria used to determine the frequency of 
inspection for the internal corrosion inspection program. The over-riding factor in 
determining inspection intervals is the purpose of inspection based on a combination of 
equipment condition, corrosion rate, and operating environment. The internal inspection 
program is sub-divided into four elements, each with a separate purpose and therefore 
frequency of inspection:
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CRM -  Corrosion Rate Monitoring: The goal of this program Is to detect active 
corrosion In support of corrosion control activities, primarily the chemical inhibition 
program. The data are complimentary to other monitoring data, such as corrosion 
probes and corrosion coupons. As the primary aim is to determine when corrosion 
occurs, this program is of fixed scope at fixed Inspection Intervals. For a typical cross­
country pipeline, the CRM program includes up to 40 inspection locations which Include 
examples of all locations susceptible to corrosion, such as elbows, girth welds, long 
seam welds, bottom of lines sections, etc. These locations are each Inspected twice per 
year. The Inspections are staggered, with half the set being completed in the Is*' 
calendar quarter and half in the 2nd. These are repeated in the 3rd and 4th quarters, 
respectively. Therefore, information regarding the level of active conosion (or lack of) In 
a pipeline is generated every 3 months. The CRM program covers all cross-country 
pipelines in corrosive service.

ERM -  Erosion Rate Monitoring: The purpose of this program is similar to the CRM 
but is aimed at monitoring erosion activity. As this damage mechanism Is driven by 
production variables, i.e. production rates and solids loading, It is driven by 'triggers’, 
such as velocity limits, well work, etc. If surh triggers are exceeded, Inspections are 
performed on a monthly to quarterly basis until confidence is gained that erosion is not 
occurring.

FIP -  Frequent Inspection Program: The aim of this program Is to manage 
mechanical integrity at locations where significant corrosion damage is detected. 
Locations are added to the FTP if they are approaching repair or derate criteria or if 
unusually high corrosion or erosion rates are detected. As the name implies, inspections 
are performed frequently until the item is repaired, replaced, derated, taken out of 
service, or corrosion/erosion rates reduced. The inspection Interval varies, depending on 
how close the location is to repair/derate and the rate of corrosion but does not exceed 
1 year. All equipment is covered by the FIP.

CIP -  Comprehensive Integrity Program: This is an annual program and is aimed 
at detecting new corrosion mechanisms and new locations of corrosion as well as 
monitoring damage at known locations. The CIP therefore provides an assessment of 
the extent of degradation and the fitness-for-service. All equipment is covered by the 
CIP, although not all equipment is inspected annually.

The scope of the internal inspection program is relatively constant at approximately 
60,000 inspection items per year. This includes both field and facility inspections.

Appendix 3.3.4 Corrosion Under Insu la tion

Corrosion under insulation is primarily associated with water Ingress into the pipeline 
thermal insulation, in particular, at the field-applied insulation joints (weld packs).

The pipelines are generally uncoated carbon steel and are therefore vulnerable to 
external corrosion under the insulation (CUI) If water comes Into contact with the pipe 
surface. The pipelines are constructed from either single or double joints (40 - 80 ft. 
long) with a shop-applied polyurethane insulation protected with a galvanized wrapping. 
The area around the girth welds are Insulated with 'weld packs.' The detailed design of 
weld packs varies but all are prone to water ingress.

*
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Table 7 shows the distribution of Insulation joint types based on a sample of ~50,000 
locations. For each specified joint type, there Is an associated CUI incident rate. These 
data show there is as much variability in the CUI incident rate between the insulation 
joint configurations as there is associated with the service type. This suggests that the 
joint configuration and insulation joint location, along with age, have as much influence 
on the occurrence of external corrosion at weld-packs compared to the service type and 
operating temperature.

GPB Joint Design Joint Type Freq CUI Incident Rate

Anchor Joint 4.4% 2.8%

Damaged Insul 8.4% 2 .0%

Damaged Weld Pack Insul 0.1% 2.4%

Ell Anchor Joint 0.1% 6.8%

Ell Bottom Elev 3.6% 6.3%

Ell Bottom Elev Saddle 0.5% 9.9%

Ell Horiz Saddle 1 .0% 8.4%

Ell Horizontal 10 .1% 3.8%

Ell Top Elev 2.6% 1.3%

Ell Top Elev Saddle 0.3% 4.5%

Mid-Span Weld Pack 56.4% 1 .8%

Saddle Joint 1 1 .1% 3.6%

Vertical Joint 0.1% 5.3%

Wall Penetration 1 .2% 1.4%

Average CUI Incident Rate 2.5%

Table 7 CUI Incident Rate by Joint Type

The main challenge in managing CUI is the detection of the external corrosion damage. 
Water ingmss into the weld packs is a random process and therefore It is difficult to 
apply highly specific rules to target the inspection program.

Appendix 3.3.5 Fitness for Service Assessment
The basic fitness-for-service criterion used by BPXA is ANSI/ASME B31G. The base 
document is the modified B31G, PRC 3-805, which is augmented with additional
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requirements defined In BP specification jPC-PP-00090, "Evaluation and Repair of 
Corroded Piping Systems".

Application of fltness-for-service is best illustrated by the following example and 
discussion using a typical 24" diameter, 375-mil wall thickness cross-country low- 
pressure (LP) flow line. The average depth of damage for this example Is approximately 
24% or 90 mils and average corrosion network length of 8.9". In calculating the 
corrosion rate to achieve this depth of damage, it was assumed that the corrosion rate is 
linear since the beginning of field life In 1977.

Figure 5 summarizes the dependence of Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) 
with the remaining wall thickness of a section of flow line based on ANSI/ASME B31G 
and is intended to show the multiple-layers of protection to the environment provided by 
the current fitness-for-servlce criteria. At the original wall thickness of 375 mils, the 
example flow line has a B31G calculated MAOP of ~1400 psi. As the wall thickness is 
reduced by corrosion, this pressure containment capacity is also reduced.

Table 8 shows the MAOP for ''arious wall thicknesses starting from the original wall 
thickness of 375 mils. It can be seen that the repair criterion used provide a significant 
level of conservatism over the minimum wall thickness required to retain the maximum 
operating pressure. In addition, high-level over-pressure protection provides additional 
protection over the normal operating pressure.

In addition to the depth of damage discussed, there are a number of other 
considerations that have to be accounted for when assessing fitness-for-service. Some 
of the concerns are,

Localized/Pitting Corrosion Localized/pitting corrosion consisting of clearly defined 
relatively isolated regions of metal loss. The axial and circumferential extent of such 
regions needs to be determined and any potential areas of interaction where there is 
axial overlap between pitting regions.

General/Uniform Corrosion General corrosion consisting of widespread corrosion 
between islands of original material, again, as with pitting corrosion, the axial and 
circumferential extent of such regions need to be determined. The extent of damage is 
determined by the boundaries of good or non-corroded material surrounding the 
damaged area.

Interaction I f more than one areas of metal loss exist in close proximity, the possible 
interaction between these corroded areas needs to be considered. The worst case for 
interaction of several corroded areas is that a composite of all the profiles within a given 
metal-loss area needs to be consioered.

Critical Dimensions The critical dimensions of metal loss, whether Internal or external 
corrosion damage, need to be determined depending on the corrosion damage 
morphology described above. The most important dimensions being, the axial or 
longitudinal length, and the maximum depth of damage.

Evaluation of Corroded Pipe The evaluation of corroded pipe involves determining 
the remaining strength and safe operating pressure on the basis of the overall axial 
length, circumferential extent, and maximum depth of the corroded area.
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Step t, mils MAOP Curve Description
1 375 1395 (C) As constructed pipe condition with no

corrosion or degradation of wall thickness
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4 95 675 (FJ T he oriqinal sy s tem  design pressure
5 75 614 (G) The minimum wall thickness allowed under 

B31G for this application which is 80% wall 
loss reqardless of pressure

6 71 600 (H) High level o v e r-p ie ssu re  p ro tec tion  for tre 
low p re ssu re  production  system  at G reater 
P rudhoe Bay

7 250 (B) The normal operating pressure for the system
Table 8 Thickness, MAOP Correlation

Figure 6 illustrates the FFS envelop for a combination of depth and length of defect as 
defined in BP Specification SPC-PP-00090. As can be seen from the curve, the criteria for 
allowable operating service condition is more conservative than the industry standard at 
the low end of the remaining wall thickness. This conservatism reflects two issues, (a) 
the need to provide a margin for error in the determination of wall thickness and 
corrosion rate, and hence remaining life, and (b) the decreased accuracy of the NDE 
techniques in use at a wall thickness of less 100 mils.
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Figure 6 Fltness-for-Servlce Envelope Based on BP SPC-PP-00090

In addition, repairs are typically scheduled when the corrosion damage has reached 
105% of the repair criteria. This additional conservatism is in order to allow repairs to be 
planned rather than requiring an immediate plant shutdown.

In summary, the current equipment FFS assessment for piping accounts for two major 
elements,

• Remaining strength of material is sufficient to contain internal pressure as 
calculated by ANSI/ASME B31G/modlfied B31G methodology,

• Minimum thickness, regardless of pressure retaining calculation, is equal to the 
greater of 0 .100 inch or 20% remaining wall thickness.

whichever is the greater remaining wall thickness of the assessment criteria. These 
same criteria are applied to remaining flow and well lines with the appropriate 
characteristics and parameters.

Appendix 3.3.6 In -lin e  Inspection

In-line inspection (ILI) tools, or smart pigs, are used at GPB where pigging facilities ai.d 
process environment allow for technical and cost effective performance within the 
capabilities of the instruments. Magnetic flux leakage (MFL) type tools are the most 
commonly used by BPXA.

It Is important to note that because the vast majority of the cross-country flow lines are 
above ground, the value of ILI data are considerably lessened compared to buried or 
underground systems. The primary value for GPB is in the initial identification and
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location of damaged locations within a pipeline system. Having initially identified the 
location of damaged areas, the long-term integrity, pipeline condition and current 
corrosion rate, of the flow line can be more effectively managed through the use of 
targeted manual NDE techniques.

Having established the condition and locabon of damaged sections of line the locations 
are then added to the routine NDE Drogram where the condition and fitness-for-service 
is determined and where the on-going corrosion rate and level of corrosion mitigation 
can be monitored.

There are limitations with the ILI technology currently used at GPB. A typical high 
resolution" MFL smart pig gives wall thickness measurements that are ±10% of the 
nominal wall thickness and sizing resolution of 3 times wall thickness for length and 
width assessment. In addition, there are temperature and pressure limitations that 
prevent or make difficult the use of MFL tools in many lines at GPB. The typical upper 
operating temperature for the MFL tools is 122°F/50°C compared with a typical 
separator fluids temperature of 150-160°F/65-71°C.

While the ILI program is an important element in the overall corrosion and integrity 
management program, it should be considered like any other inspection or monitoring 
technique as simply another tool to be applied where it delivers the most value.

When used, smart pig inspections are performed to gain a relative understanding of 
pipeline condition and rate of deterioration and/or to provide confidence that the 
internal and external conventional inspection programs have identified locations where 
mechanical integrity is at risk. Because MFL tools do not directly measure pipeline 
condition, results from in-line inspections are not reported in as received from the smart 
pig service company but are reported as part of the overall NDE summary.

Areas identified by ILI and interpreted as being a risk to future operation of equipment, 
are verified through visual, radiographic and/or ultrasonic inspection techniques and the 
results are reported as part of routine inspection programs.

11 MFL manufacturer technical data sheet

- 150-



Appendix 3 -  Corrosion Management System

Program Plan/Objectives Target Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1 .0  Overall 

program  goals

E lm inate

corrosion/erosion related 

failures

No harm  to people 

No accidents 

No dam age to 

environm ent 

Regulatory compliance 

Com pliance with 

industry standards

Integrated program  with 

m onitoring, inspection, operational 

controls, and corrosion inhib itor

Key performance 

indicators

Leading and lagging 

indicators

Adjust m itigation , m on itoring, and 

operational targets to meet objective 

Defect elim ination - 

repair/replace/abandon

Provide equipm ent 

ava ilab ility to end o f fie ld  

life

2050 Integrated Program  with 

M onitoring, Inspection, Operational 

Controls, and Corrosion Inh ib ition

Key Performance 

Indicators

Leading and Lagging 

Indicators

Adjust M itigation, M onitoring , and 

Operational Targets to Meet 

Objective

Cost effective Corrosion 

Management

Budget A lliance Partnerships 
Technical Incentive Contracts 

Continuous Im provem ent

Key Performance 

Indicators

Leading and Lagging 

Indicators

Develop more Cost Effective 

Methods For D elivering the Program 

Best In C  iss Technology 

Investment for the Future

Table 9 Corrosion Management System
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Proqram Plan/Objectives Target Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1.1 Corrosion 

Monitoring

Monitor for changes in 

corrosion rates

System dependant 

targets

Corrosion rate to m eet 

overall objectives 

Regulatory com pliance 

Compliance w ith 

Industry standards

Short term  corrosion rate

determ ination

Medium  term  corrosion rate

determ ination

ER probes 

W e ight loss coupon 

rate

P itting Rates

Adjust M itigating action to achieve 

corrosion -ate target

Monitor effectiveness of 

the chem ical m itigation 

program s

Optim ize Corrosion 

Inh ib ito r Rates and 

D istribution 

Optim ize chem ical 

m itigation program s 

e g .

Oxygen scavenger 

Biotide

Orag reducing agent 

Scale

See above See above Provide feedback to 

Chem ical treatm ent 

Operations 

Inspection activities 

Adjust M itigation Effort 

Production Chemistry

Monitor changes in  the 

process conditions

fie ld-w ide Velocity 

Management targets

W eekly Review of Operational 

Controls by CIC Group 

Operations review  o f flu id  velocities 

v'eiodty alarm s in D istributive 

Control System (DCS)

M ixture Velocities, 

W ater Cuts, and 

W ater Rates

Adjust production rates to meet 

velocity m anagem ent targets

Corrosion mechanism  

changes w ith time

M itigation action in  

place prior to threat to 

mechanical integrity

Data ava ilab ility and access 

Ease o f 'data m in ing' and evaluation 

S ingle data storage 
Comprehensive data managem ent 

and reporting process

Long-Term Process 

Change

Develop m itigation program  

Mechanism m anagem ent as part of 

routine business

1.2 Erosion 

Monitoring

Monitor the effectiveness 

o f the erosion m itigation 

program s

V/Ve <2 .5
Max m ixture Velocity 

and water cut m atrix 

W ell Put-On- 

Production (POP) 

process

Regulatory com pliance 

Compliance with 

industry standards

Unified velocity management 

standard across the North Slope 

M onthly com pilation O f H igh Risk 

W eils

Inspection o f H igh Risk W ells 

M ixture ve loc 'Y  calculation in DCS

M ixture Velocities 

Inspection results

Additional inspection and m onitoring

at h igh risk sites

Adjust Process Condibons

W ell shut-in
Production reduction

Design/debottleneck facilities

Table 10 Corrosion Management System Element -  Monitoring
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Program Plan/Objectives Target Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1.3 Corrosion 

M itigation

M itigate Corrosion 

Through Application of 

Corrosion Inhibitors

Control Corrosion 

Rates to Acceptable 

Levels (See Overall 
Program Goals) 

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 

Industry standards

Continuous Injection into individua l 

wells as far upstream  as possible - 

currently a t W ellhead 

Protect a ll equipm ent between 

Injection po int and separation plant

ER Prtbes

•VLCs

Inspection

Corrosion Inh ib ito r Development 

Adjust M itigation Effort

Control Corrosion 

Rates to Acceptable 

Levels (See Overall 

Program Goals)

Batch Treatments on a routine 

schedule w ith in jection at the 

W ellhead

WLCs

Inspection

Corrosion Inh ib ito r Development 

Adjust M itigation Effort Through 

Reviews

M itigate Corrosion 
through Operational 

Controls

Operational Guidelines W eekly Reviews by CIC Group M ixture Velocities Adjust Process Conditions

M itigate Corrosion 

through Maintenance 

Piqqinq

Achieve Scheduled 

Frequency

Maintenance P igging Inspection 

P igging Returns

Adjust M aintenance P igging 

Schedule

1.4 Erosion 

M itigation

M itigate Erosion Through 

Operational Controls and 

Design

Control Erosion Rates 

to Acceptable Levels 

(See O verall Program 

Goals)

V/Ve < 2 .5
Regulatory compliance 

Compliance with 

industry standards

W e ll POP process 

V/Ve G uidelines

V/Ve

Inspection (ERM )

Adjust Process Conditions

Table 10 (continued) Corrosion Management System Element -  Mitigation
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Program Plan/Objectives Target Implementati i.T Evaluation Corrective Action
1.5 Inspection Integrated inspection 

program  to provide a 

overall assessment of 

plant condition and 

corrosion rates

Inspection activity 

level

leak/save target 

Inspection increases 
Plant condition 

Regulatory compliance

Corrosion rate m onitnrh'g program  

(CRM)
Erosion rate m onitoring p ro g rim  

(ERM)

Comprehensive inspection p rogr,. n 

(O P )

Frequent inspection program  (H P ) 

Corrosion under insulation program  

(CUI)

NDE technique sheets 

and procedures 

Standardized 

assessment of p ip ing 

condition, degradation 

rate and mechanism

Provide feedback to chem ical 

m itigation program  

Erosion m anagem ent program  

Fitness for service assessment 

Equipm ent life  assessment 

Proactive repair scheduling

Assessment o f Current 

Damage Mechanisms

Zero Increases Interna l and external programs See above Repair/replace/monitoi

Search for New Damage 

Mechanisms

M itigation action in 

place prior to threat to 

FFS

Baseline new  equipment 

Apply lessons learnt from industry 

practice else where In the w orld 

Apply lessons learned for other BP 

operations

Apply learn ings across the fie ld  for 

s im ilar equipment/process 

conditions

Communications w ith Operations 

and Reservoir Enqineers

See above Develop m itigation program  

Mechanism m anagem ent as part o f 

routine business

1.6 Fitness for 

Service

Fitness for service 

assurance

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 

industry standard

See above inspection programs Battelle M odified B3IG  

fitness-for-service 

criteria (note piping 

on ly)

BP Internal 
specification for the 

assessment of 

dam aged pipe

Repair equipm ent 

Replace equipm ent 

Derate equipm ent 

Abandon equipm ent

Structural integrity Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 
industry standard

W alk ing speed survey every 5 

years

P iping design code BP 

Spec, B31.4 and B31.8 

P iping stress analysis 

Nondestructive testing 

as required

Repair/replace 

Correct support defect 

M onitor for further degradation

Table 10 (continued) Corrosion Management System Element -  Inspection
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Program Plan/Objectives Target Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1 .7 Continuous 

Im provem ent

Provide Feedback to 

M onitoring, M itigation, and 

Inspection Programs

Continuous

Im provem ent

Integrated Program  w ith 

M onitoring, Inspection, Operational 

Controls, and Corrosion Inhibitor 

Provides Feedback Control Loop for 

Program  Improvements 

Consolk*v  jd  data store, M IM IR

W eekly program  

review

Quarterly program  

review

Annual program  

reviews and strategy 

assessment 

Annual equipm ent 

life/availability review 

Key Performance 

Indicators

Strategic adjustment 

Budget/funding level changes 

M itigation process change and 

review

Tecbnlcal/R&D requirem ents and 

program s

Table 10 (continued) Corrosion Management System Element -  Inspection
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Program Plan/Objectives Target Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1 .1 .1  M onitoring -  

Bectncal Resistance 

Probes (ER)

Monitor the Effectiveness o f 

the M itigation Programs

< 2mpv
Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 

industry standard

ER Probes - Upstream and/or 

Downstream  Ends o f Row lines

Investigate Cause for 

Corrosion Rate Increase

M itigation Adjustments 

ER Probe Maintenance

1 .1 .2  M onitoring - 

W eight lo ss  Coupons 

(WLC)

Monitor the Effectiveness o f 

the M itigation Programs

Gen CR: <  2mpy 

Pit CR: <  20mpy 
Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 

industry standard

WLC - Installed Flow lines. W e ll 

lines , Headers, and Piping

investigate Cause for 

Corrosion Rate Increase

M itigation Adjustments 

Inspection Program 

Adjustments

1.1 .3  M onitoring - 

Process Conditions

Monitor changes in  the 

Process Conditions

(See M ixture Velocity 

and Erosion Sections 

Below)
Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 

industry standard

Investigate Cause for 

Process Upset 

Long-Term Process 

Change

Monitor Im pact

M itigation Adjustments

1 .1 .4  M onitoring - 

M ixture Velocity 

M anagement Program

Monitor the Effectiveness of 

the M itigation Programs

Operational Guidelines 

Mix Vet lim its  

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith 

industry standard

Operations Acceptance of M ixture

Velocity Guidelines

SETQM

Review Alarm  List to 

Determ ine True 

Offenders

Adjust Process Conditions

1.1 .5 M onitoring - 

Erosion M anagem ent 

Program

Monitor the Effectiveness of 

the Erosion M itigation 

Programs

Operational Guidelines 

W ell Put on Production 

(POP)

V/V, <  2 .5
Regulatory compliance 

Compliance with 

Industry standard

Operations Acceptance of Erosion 

Guidelines

H igh Risk W ell Inspection Program 

(ERM)

Monthly Reviews to 

Determ ine H igh Risk 

Equipm ent and Repeat 

Offenders

Adjust Process Conditions

Table 11 Monitoring Program Techniques
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Proqram Plan/Objectives Tarqet Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1.2 .1 M itigation -  

Corrosion Inh ib ito r

M itigate Corrosion Through 

Application o f Corrosion 

Inhibitors

Control Corrosion Rates 

to Acceptable Levels 

(See O verall Program 

Goals) Regulatory 

compliance 

Compliance with 

industry standard 

Control Corrosion Rates 

to Acceptable Levels 

(See O verall Program 

Goals)

Continuous Injection In to  Ind iv idua l 

W ells as Far Upstream As Possible 

-  CuiTently at W ellhead 

Protect Ail Equipment Between 

Injection Point and Separation 

Plant

Batch Treatments on a Routine 

Schedule w ith Injection at the 

W ellhead

ER Probes

WLC'S

Inspection

WLCS
Inspection

Corrosion Inh ib ito r

Development

Adjust M itigation Effort

Corrosion Inh ib itor 

Development 

Adjust M itigation Effort 

throuqh Reviews

1.2 .2 M itigation -  

Operational Control, 

Maintenance, and 

M aterial Selection

M itigate Corrosion Through 

Operational Controls

M itigate Erosion through 

Operational Controls

M itigate Corrosion through 

M aintenance P igging 

Corrosion Resistant A lloys

Operational Guidelines 

M ixture Velocity Lim its 

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance with 

industry standard 

Operational Guidelines 

W eil POP 

V/Ve < 2 .5

Achieve Scheduled

Frequency

Zero Increases (I's )

Operations Acceptance o f M ixture 

Velocity Guidelines

Operations Acceptance o f Erosion 

Guidelines

H igh Risk W e ll Inspection Program 

(ERM)

Maintenance P igging 

Selected Facilities &  Equipm ent

M ixture Velocities 

Review A larm  Ust to 

determ ine true 

offenders

M onthly Reviews to

Determ ine H igh Risk

Equipm ent and Repeat

O ffenders

Inspection

P igg ing Returns

Inspection

A pplicab ility For Service 

Requirem ents

Adjust Process Conditions

Adjust Process Conditions

Adjust Maintenance 

P igging Schedule 
Replace as Necessary

1.2 .3 M ibgation - 

Structural Integrity

M itigate structural dam age 

caused by subsidence, 

jacking, v ibration . Im pact, 

snow load ing , etc. through 

inspections

No failures due to 

structural dam age 

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance with 

Industry standard

Operational procedures for visual 

surveillance of pipelines 

P iping stress analysis as required 

NDE Inspections as required

Review P ipeline Design 

Code/BP Specification

Repair, replace and 

correct deficiencies as 

required

Add Pipeline V ibration 

Dampeners (PVDs) as 

required

Tab le  1 1  (c on tin u ed ) M itigation P rog ram  Techn iques
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Program Plan/Objectives Target Implementation Evaluation Corrective Action
1 .3 .1 Corrosion Rate 

Monitoring (CRM)

Assessment o f current 

a x ro s ic ii mechanisms 

Monitor for new corrosion 

mechanisms

No measurable active 

corrosion -Zero Increases 

(I's )
Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith in& istry 

standard

CRM Program - fixed locations 

on approxim ately bi-annual 

frequency

Inspections 

Condition of 

Equipm ent 

Rate o f degradation

M itigation Adjustments 

Repair/Replace 

Preventative Maintenance

1 .3 .2  Erosion Rate 
M onitoring (ERM)

Monitor h igh  risk wells 

Assessment o f current 

erosion locations

M anageable rate o f 

degradation 

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith Industry 

standard

ERM Program - monthly to 
quarterly

Inspections 
Condition of 

Equipm ent 

Rate o f degradation

M itigation Adjustments 

Repair/Replace 

Preventative Maintenance

1.3 J  Frequent 

Inspection Program 

(F IP )

Assessment o f H igh

Corrosion Rates

Monitor locations near repair

fitness-for-Service 

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith Industry 

standard

FIP Program - monthly to b i­

annual

Inspections 

Condition o f 

Equipm ent 

Rate o f degradation

M itigation Adjustments 

Repair/Replace 

Preventative Maintenance

1 ,3 .4  Comprehensive 

Integrity Program 

(O P )

Comprehensive Coverage of 

equipment

Rtness-for-Servioe review

fitness-for-Service 

Regulatory compliance 

Compliance w ith industry 

standard

O P  - Condition and rate based 

half-life recurring frequency 

Extend coverage through new 

locations

Inspections 

Cor lldon of 

Equipm ent 
Rate o f degradation

M itigation Adjustments 

Repair/Replace 

Preventative Maintenance

1 .3 .5  Corrosion Under 

Insulation (C U I)

Comprehensive Coverage o f 

equipm ent

Inspection of Locations 

susceptible to CUI 

Fitness For Service 

R egiiato ry compliance 

Compliance w ith industry 

standard

CUI - Risk based annual program  

Management o f location inventory 

through recurring exam inations

Detect Damage Areas 

Analysis of occurrence

Repair/Replace 

Preventative Maintenance

Table 11 (continued) Mitigation Program Techniques
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Method Technique Description Sensitivity Accuracy Freq Notes/Comments
Corrosion

Monitoring

Electrical Resistance 

(ER ) Probes

Measurement o f corrosion rate by m onitoring 

changes In electrical resistance of a m etal probe 

due to volume loss

H igh Low H/D Correlate poorly to actual p ipew all 

corrosion rates

W eight Loss Coupons 

Corrosion Rate

Exposure o f m etal samples to corrosive flu id and 

calculation o f volum e loss rates based on weight

Medium Medium M Lim ited benefit In determ in ing short­

term effects, such as flow  regim e 

chanqes on corrosion rates

W eight Loss Coupons 

P itting Rate

Exposure o f metal samples and assessment of 

pitting rate via measurement o f p it depths

Medium Medium M Not a very sensitive measure for GPB 

3pbase but more effective In the PW 

system

Galvanic Probe Detects changes in  corroslvfty as a function of 

current flow  between two d issim ilar m etals.

High Low C Not a re liab le m easurem ent o f m ild 

steel corrosion rate . Very suitable to 

monitor oxygen and chlorine changes 
In seawater

Linear Polarization 

Resistance (LPR)

Electrochemical technique for assessing corrosion 

rate by appfcation o f controlled voltage and 

m easuring current response

High Low H/D Not used at GPB due to the 

Interference o f hydrocarbon film s on 

measurement

Table 12 Corrosion Monitoring Techniques -  Benefits and Limitations

Method Technique Description Sensitivity Accuracy Treq Notes/Comments
Process

Monitoring

M ixture vetoa'ty M ixture velocity o f fluids in pipe-work Medium Medium D Accuracy dependent upon production 
Inform ation (T , P, O il, W ater, Gas)

W ater cut Percent water In liq u id  fluids Medium Medium D Accuracy dependent upon production 
Inform ation (OH, W ater)

Temperature and 

pressure

Measured temperature and pressure in process 

equipment

Medium Medium 0

Dissolved Oxygen Amount o f oxygen dissolved In Sea W ater H igh Medium D In-line accuracy prob lem atic  C iiemet 

method m ore accurate

Iron (Fe) counts Amount o f Iron (Fe) dissolved In process water H igh Low M

M icrobiological activity Amount o f m icrobiokxjlcal life  form s in process fluids Medium Low M

Table 13 Process Monitoring techniques -  Benefits and Limitations
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Method Technique Description Sensitivity Accuracy Freq Notes/Comments
Inspection/NDE Radiographic Testing 

(RT)

Assessment o f pipe wall degradation by 

passing gam m a or x-ray radiation through a 
specimen and projecting an im age on 

conventional lead screen/film , irregu la r density 

variations of the im age can indicate metal loss.

Medium Medium M/Q/tV
y

Utilized for detection, m onitoring, and 

fit for service assessm er‘ o f p ipe 

metal loss in the form  of mechanical, 
corrosion and erosion degradation 

Currently be ing phased out in lieu of 

' preened process o f DRT - see below

D igital Radiographic 

Testing (DRT)

Assessment o f pipe w all degradation by 
passing gam m a or x-ray rad iation though  a 

specimen and projecting an Im age on 

phosphor screen/imaging p late . Irregu lar 

density variations of the im age can indicate 

m etal loss.

Medium Medium M/Q/H/

Y

UtHized for detection, m onitoring, and 

fit for service assessment o f pipe 

metal loss hi the form  of mechanical, 

corrosion, and erosion degradation, 

DRT provides add itional benefits in 

waste reduction associated w ith 

conventional film  and processing 

chem icals

1

Tangential 

R adiography Testing 

(TRT)

Assessment of pipe w all degradation by 

passing gam m a or x-ray rad iation through 

Insolation at the tangent o f the specimen and 

projecting an im age on screen/film , phosphor 

screen/imaging plate, o r detector array

Hkjh Low Y Utilized for detection of corrosion 

under insu lation (C U I). Deployed 

where potential moisture ingress is 

suspected on therm ally insulated 

piping

Ultrasonic testing 

(UT )

Assessment o f p ipe w all thickness by 

sending/receiving ultrasound through a 

sped m en. Echoes returning indicate rem aining 

thickness of the spedm en.

Medium H igh M/Q/H/

Y

Utilized for detection, m onitoring, and 

fit for service assessment o f pipe 

metal loss In the form  of mechanical, 

corrosion, and erosion degradation

Guided W ave 
Ultrasonic Testing 

(GUT)

Volumetric assessment o f p ipe w a ll by 

sending/receiving ultrasound through a 

specimen in the form of cylinder Lamb W aves. 

M onitoring changes in these waves indicate 

potential changes in p ipe thickness. 
A lternatively, echoes return ing to the source 

transducer may also Indicate Interruptions or 

pittinq In the pipe seqment.

Low Low Y Utilized for cased p ip ing assessment 

where access does not support use o f 

traditional inspection methods. The 

method is capable o f semi quantifying 

metal loss but cannot discrim inate 

between internal and external 

corrosion

Electromagnetic Pulse 

Testing (EMT)

Assessment o f p ipe w all by propagabng 

broadband electromagnetic waves on the 

exterior surface o f the spedm en. W hen waves 

traveling down steel p ipe encounter corrosion 

on the pipe surface, the waves are  distorted. 

D istortions in waveform  may Indicate rust by­

product on the surface o f the steel and 

subsequent m etal loss.

H igh Low Y Utilized for cased p ip ing assessment 

where access does not support use of 

traditional inspection methods. The 

method cannot quantify metal loss 

and has a tendency to report false 

positive results but seldom  overlooks 

surface atm osphenc corrosion

Table 14 Inspectfon/Non-Destructlve Examination Techniques -  Benefits and Limitations
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IMethod Technique Description Sensitivity Accuracy FreqL Notes/Comments
Inspection/NOE

(Coot)

In-line Inspection -  

Smart P ig Magnetic 

Flux (MFL) Technique

Assessment o f pipelines for the detection and 

m easurement o f m etal loss. These pigs carry 

h igh  strength m agnets, which app ly a strong 

m agnetic fie ld  into the pipe w a ll. The m agnetic 

fie ld  saturates the pipe steel w ith maqnetic 

flu x . As a result, areas o f metal loss cause the 

flux to leak out o f the p ipe  w a ll. The flux 

leakage data are recorded and used to in fer 

the size and depth o f any metal loss defects in 

the pipe.

High Medium N/A U tlized where design and process 

operation perm it in-line p ig g in g . Metal 

loss MFL In-line Inspection provides 

complete evaluation o f p ipe line 

Integrity w ithin the lim itations o f the 

MFL technique.

Table 14 (continued) Inspection/Non-Destructive Examination Techniques -  Benefits and Limitations
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Service Equipment Type Monitoring Technique Inspection Program Mitigation Program*
. ,i Flow line ER Probes CRM a  Injection

WLC FIP Mixture Velocities

Process M onitoring CIP Periodic Maintenance P igging

CUI Operational Controls

W e i line WLC CRM C l In jection

Process M onitoring ERM M ixture Velocities

FIP M ixture Velocities

OP Operational Controls

CUI

Produced Water How line WLC CRM a  Injection**

FIP a  Carry Over

ap Periodic Maintenance P igging

CUI M ixture Velocities

Operational Controls

W ell line WLC CRM a  Injection**

FIP a  Carry Over

ap M ixture Velocities

CUI Operational Controls

Seawater Flow line WLC CRM Biodde Treatment

Galvanic Probes HP 0 ; Scavenger

Dissolved 0 ; ap Periodic Maintenance P igging

M icrobiological Activity CUI Operational Controls

W ell line WLC CRM Biodde Treatment

M icrobiological Activity HP Periodic Maintenance P igging

CIP Operational Controls

CUI

Export oil Flow line WLC CRM Q  Carry Over

ER Probes FIP M ixture Velodties

ap Operational Controls

.
CUI Periodic Maintenance P igging

•A pp lic aue  to a ll inspection program s noted 

“ No a  injection for FS-2 PW

Table 15 Corrosion Management System Implementation by Equip Type and Service
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Well lines from well head
to WPM headers _ . . . „Coupon/probe location

 Continuous Cl injection

Headers

WPM piping

GC/FS Headers

Well line
Pig launcher

Wellhead ...... v- . -r
pjgg,. Large diameter flow

 ►  line (LDF) and
common lines (CL)

Pig receiver
Slug catcher 
PW system

Figure 7 Facility Schematic
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Figure 8- Map of North Slope
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Appendix 3 -  Corrosion Management System

BP North Slope Operations Field D.-ta (current 1/01)
Greater Prudhoe Bay Field Area 150,000 acres

Original Oil in Place (Gross) 25 billion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) 47 trillion Std. Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 1,080
Gas Injection Wells 36
Water Injection Wells 174
Major Separation Plants 6
Major Gas Handling Plants 2
Major Water Handling Plants 3
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 1,300

Midnight Sun Field Area 3,000 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) 0.06 billion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) trillion Std Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 2
Water Injection Wells 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 4

Aurora Field Area 10,000 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) billion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) trillion Std Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 5
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 1

Pt. McIntyre Field Area 8,000 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) 0.8 billion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) 0.9 trillion Std Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 59
Gas Injection Wells 1
Water Injection Wells 15
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 6

Lisburne Field Area 30,000 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) 1.8 billion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) trillion Std Cu ft
Oil Production Wells 74
Gas Injection Wells 4
Major Separation Plants 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 27

Niakuk & Western Niakuk Field Area 1,900 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) billion barrels
Original Gas In Place (Gross) trillion Std Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 18
Water Injection Wells 7
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 6
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BP North Slope Operations
Milne Point Field Area 36,454 acres

Original Oil in Place (Gross) 0.92 billion barrels
Oil Production Wells 107
Gas/Water Injection Wells 59
Source Water Wells 8
Major Separation Plan"' 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 55

Schrader Bluff Field Area 28,000 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) 1.97 billion barrels
Oil Production Wells 49
Gas\Water Injection Wells 14
Source Water Wells 3
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 15

Elder Field Area 300 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) 0.013 pillion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) 0.052 trillion Std Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 1
Gas Injection Wells 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) .5

Endicott Field Area 8,800 acres
Original Oil in Place (Gross) billion barrels
Original Gas in Place (Gross) 1.4 trillion Std Cu Ft
Oil Production Wells 47
Gas Injection Wells 5
Water Injection Wells 21
Major Separation Plants 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 52

Sag Delta North Field Area
Original Oil in Place (Gross)
Oil Production Wells
Gas Injection Wells
Miles of Pipelines (approximate)

380 acres
0.014 billion barrels 
2 
2 
.5

Badami Original Oil in Place (Gross) 0.160 billion barrels
Oil Production Wells 6
Gas Injection Wells 2
Major Separation Plants 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 50

Northstar Field Area 38,000 acres
(current 3/02) Original Oil in Place (Gross) .176 billion barrels

Oil Production Wells 4
Disposal Injection Wells 1
Gas Injection Wells 2
Major Separation Plants 1
Miles of Pipelines (approximate) 30

GPB Table 3.1 - BPXA North Slope Operations
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Appendix 2 (a) Work Plan

Commitment to Corrosion Monitoring

Phillips Alaska, Inc.
BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc.

2 0 0 0  W o r k  P l a n

"BP and Phillips will, In consultation with ADEC, develop a performance 
management program for the regular review of BP's and Phillips' corrosion 
monitoring and related practices for non-a mon carrier North Slope pipelines 
operated by BP or Phillips. This program will include meet and confer working 
sessions between BP, Phillips and ADEC, scheduled on average twice per year, 
reports by BP and Phillips of their current and projected monitoring, maintenance 
and inspection practices to assess and to remedy potential or actual corrosion 
and other structural concerns related to these lines, and ongoing consultation 
with ADEC regarding environmental control technologies and management 
practices."

Work Plan Purpose:

The purpose of this work plan is to clearly define the purpose, scope, 
content, reporting requirement, roles and responsibilities, and 
milestones/timing for the development and implementation of the 
Corrosion Monitoring Performance Management Program required by 
Paragraph II.A.6 of the Noru ilope Charter Agreement.

Corrosion Monitoring Performance Management Program

Purpose: To provide for 'the regular review of BP and PAI's corrosion
monitoring and related practices for non-common carrier North 
Slope pipelines' operated by BP or PAI.
'Corrosion Monitoring' specifically refers to the activity of 
monitoring pipeline corrosion rates via corrosion probes, corrosion 
coupons, internal pipeline inspections, and external pipeline 
inspections.
'Related practices’ refers to the assessment of corrosion monitoring 
data and the associated response to the assessment, specifically 
chemicals, inspection, and repairs.

Scope: Non-common carrier North Slope pipelines operated by BP or
Phillips Alaska, Inc.

- 1 2 1  -



Appendix 2 (b) Guide for Performance Metric Reporting

"Non-common carrier pipelines" refer to Non-DOT-regulated 
pipelines. Included in this designation are cross-country and on-pad 
pipelines in crude, gas, and other hydrocarbon services, as well as, 
produced water and seawater service pipelines. In module and 
inter-module on pad piping are not considered part of the scope of 
this review program.

Content: This Corrosion Monitoring Performance Management Program
consists of the following:

1. BP and PAI will "meet and confer" with ADEC twice per year, on average.
These sessions will be "working sessions" where BP and PAI will inform ADEC
of the following:

A. Summary description of the inspection and maintenance practices used to 
assess and to remedy potential or actual corrosion, or other significant 
structural concerns relating to these lines, which have arisen from actual 
operating experience. This description will address overall areas of focus, 
the rationale for this focus, and the nature of monitoring and related 
practices used during the time since the last meeting. This description 
may be brief if strategies/focus areas have not changed since the last 
meeting.

B. Summary overview of ongoing coupon and probe monitoring results.

C. Summary overview of chemical optimization activities.

D. Summary ovei /iew of ongoing internal inspection activities.

E. Summary overview of ongoing external inspection activities.

F. Summary overview of ongoing structural concerns.

G. Summary of conclusions drawn and responses taken to remedy potential 
or actual corrosion concerns relating to these lines.

H. Review/discussion of corrosion or structural related spills and incidents

I. Review the actions developed by the operator to address any corrosion 
performance trends that significantly exceed expected parameters.

J. Summary of program improvements and enhancements, if applicable.

K. Review of annual monitoring report (see below) at the next scheduled 
semi-annual meeting.

The agenda for these meetings will also include an opportunity for open
discussion and an opportunity for ADEC to ask questions, provide feedback, etc.



Appendix 2 (a) Work Plan

These meetings will be targeted for April and October of each year, although this 
timing can be adjusted upon the mutual agreement of BP, PAI, and ADEC. The 
location of the meetings will alternate between the parties.

2. BP and PAI will submit annual reports to ADEC, which will provide the status 
of current and projected monitoring activities. These reports will be issued on 
or before March 31st of each year, and reflect the prior calendar year. The 
following information will be provided:

A. Annual bullet Item reporting the progress of the Charter Agreement 
corrosion related commitment.

B. A general overview of the previous year's monitoring activities.

C. Metrics that depict coupon and probe corrosion rates.

D. Metrics that characterize chemical optimization activities.

E. Metrics that depict the number and type of internal/external inspections 
done, and, as applicable, the corrosion increases/rates and corresponding 
inspection intervals.

F. Metrics that characterize the quantity and type of repairs made in 
response to the internal/external inspections done per the above 
paragraph.

G. Metrics that depict the numbers and types of corrosion and structural 
related spills and incidents.

H. A forecast of the next year's monitoring activities in terms of focus areas 
and inspection goals. These forecasts cannot be viewed as binding, as 
corrosion strategies are dynamic and priorities will change over the course 
of the year. However, changes in focus will be communicated to ADEC 
during the semi-annual meetings described above.

Note: These reports will be presented in, and be part of, a comprehensive 
North Slope Charter Agreement status report.

3. In addition to the semi-annual "meet and confer" working sessions 
referenced above, BP and PAI will remain accessible to provide "ongoing 
consultation" to ADEC regarding environmental control technologies and 
management practices.

’Environmental Control Technologies’ refer to those technologies specifically 
related to corrosion monitoring and mitigation of the subject pipelines.

’Management practices' refer to corrosion monitoring and related practices as 
defined above.

4. During the semi-annual ’Meet and Confer' working meetings with BP and/or 
PAI, ADEC may use the services of a corrosion expert(s) (contracted from
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funds under Charter Commitment paragraph I1.A.7) to assi't in the review of 
performance trends and corrosion program features.

5. BP has assigned CIC Manager, R. Woollam/564-4437, and Phillips has 
assigned Kuparuk Engineering and Corrosion Supervisor M. Cherry and J. 
Huber/659-7384, to be the contacts responsible for ensuring these 
commitments are met, including ADEC notification of scheduled times for the 
semiannual presentations. The ADEC contact for this effort is (Pipeline 
Integrity Section Manager/S. Colberg/269-3078) who will notify interested 
personnel of the presentation times, maintain the reports for distribution to 
the public when requested and coordinate other issues relating to this 
commitment.

Annual Timetable
March 31st Annual Report

April 30th 1H Semi-Annual Review (Meet and Confer) 

October 31st 2H Semi-Annual Review (Meet and Confer)
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e

Senator Tom Wagoner, Chair
State Capitol, Room 427 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone: (907) 465-4907 Fax: (907) 465-4779Official Business

Senator Ralph Seekins, Vice-Chair 
Senator Ben Stevens 
Senator Kim Elton

Senator Fred Dyson 
Senator Bert Sted man 
Senator Gretchen Guess

REPORT ON 

C O N F IR M A T IO N  OF APPO INTM ENTS

February 28, 2005

The Honorable Ben S .evens 
President of the Sena e 
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Dear President Stevens:

In accordance with AS 39.05.080, the Senate Resources Committee reviewed the following and 
recommends the appointment be forwarded to a joint session for consideration

Daniel Seamount, Commissioner: Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission

There were no stated objections to the confirmation of the named individual(s) by committee 
members. This does not reflect an intent by any of the members to vote for or against the 
individual during any farther sessions.



STATE CAPITOL. ROOM 213 
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801 1182 

(907)485-3701 
FAX 465-2832 

EMAIL sanaie.secrrtjvyOM ps stale ah usOFFICIAL BUSINESS O i f l i c e  o ]  t l i e  S e c r e t a r y

February 16, 2005

M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Senator Wagoner, Chair
Resources Committee

FROM: Kirsten Waid
Secretary of the Senate

SUBJECT: Governor's Confirmations

Pursuant to AS 39.05.080. President pro tempore Green has referred the following name for 
legislative confirm..tion to your committee fora hearing, recommendation and report:

Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
Daniel Seamount -  Anchorage
Appointed: 1/13/2000 Reappointed: 1/11/2005
Term Expires: 3/1/2001

KCW:lc
Resume attached
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D A N I E L  T A I L O R  S E A M O U N T  Jr.

H o m e  A d d r e s s

2 3 7 4 7  H i l l t o p  Dr.
C h u g i a k ,  A K  9 9 5 6 7
\OIC X I  I -  t ' i S S

OCCUPATIONAL GOAL: Ge.locjist

WORK EXPERIENCE:

U n i o n  O i l  Co. of Ca.. 2/8/93 to p r e s e n t
P.O. B o x  1 9 6 2 4 7 ,  Anchorage, A K  9 9 5 1 9 - 6 2 4 7

T i t l e :  S e n i o r  A d v i s i n g  G e o l o g i s t
D u t i e s :  For l a s t  y e a r  have w orked r e g io n a l e x p lo r a t io n  and s p e c i f i c  p r o s p e c t s  i n  Cook

I n l e t .  P ro sp e c t a rea s  h a ve  in c lu d e d  N orth  M iddle Ground S h o a l , S u n f i s h , R ed o u b t 
S h o a l, c o a l b ed  m ethane. S o u t h  Cook I n l e t ,  S u s itn a  B a s in  and w e s t s i d e .  U t i l i z e d  
A t l a s ' s  WDS w e ll lo g  s y s t e m  and  Landm ark's S tr a tw o r k s ,  P e tr o w o r k s , and S e is w o r k s  
p a c k a g e s . For 3 Y> y e a r s  p r i o r ,  was p r o j e c t  manager a n d  Team l e a d e r  o f  a g ro u p  
w hich  e x p l o i t e d  deve lo p m en t, e x p lo r a t io n ,  and b u s in e s s  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  in  Cook 
I n l e t  a nd  A la sk a  N o rth  S lo p e . H e a v ily  in v o lv e d  in  p la n n in g  and  b u d g e t in g  w e l l s ,  
fo rm in g  p a r tn e r s h ip s ,  f a c i l i t i e s  c o n s tr u c t io n  & r e - m e d ia t io n , and  s a f e t y  and  
e n v iro n m e n ta l p r o j e c t s . Made num erous w r i t te n  and o r a l  p r e s e n t a t i o n s  to  
management and p a r tn e r s  to  u p d a te  them on p r o je c t  p r o g r e s s  and p r e s e n te d  to s t a t e  
a g e n c ie s  (DNR & AOGCC) to  fo rm  u n i t s ,  d r i l l i n g  P A 's , and P la n  o f  O p e r a t io n s . 
P ro v id e d  g e o lo g ic a l in p u t  on w e ll  b o re  d is p o s a l o f  p l a t f o r m  e f f l u e n t . P r e s e n t l y  
w orking  on p la n  o f  o p e r a tio n s  f o r  M atanuska V a l le y  Coal B ed  M ethane p r o j e c t .  A ls o  
w orked on Kuparuk and  E n d ic o t t  F ie ld s  on N orth  S lo p e .

U n i o n  O i l  Co. of C a . . 5/16/88 to 2/ 8 / 9 3  
3 3 0 0  N. B u t l e r ,  Farmington, N M  87401 
P . O  B o x  2 620, C a s p e r ,  WY 8 2 6 0 2 - 2 6 2 0

T i t l e s :  D i s t r i c t  D e v e l o p m e n t  G e o l o g i s t :  8/89 t o  p r e s e n t  
G e o l o g i s t :  5/8 8 to 8/89

D u t i e s :  S u p e r v is e d  and wor’.ed  deve lo p m en t and e x p lo r a t io n  g e o lo g y  o f  UNOCAL o p e r a te d  
p r o p e r t i e s  i n  the  San Juan , Paradox, and P iceance  B a s in s .  E x p l o i t e d  t i g h t  
s a n d s to n e  r e s e r v o ir s  (27 w e l l s ) ,  co a l seam gas (57 w e l l s ) ,  and  c o n v e n t io n a l  
s a n d s to n e  and carbona te  o i l  and  gas r e s e r v o i r s . H o r i z o n t a l , d e v ia te d ,  and  
v e r t i c a l  w e l l  bo res  were u t i l i z e d .  A d d i t io n a l work in c lu d e d  m a nag ing  g e o lo g ic a l  
c o n tr a c to r s ,  p r o g re ss  r e p o r t in g  o f  d r i l l i n g  program s and f i e l d  m ap p in g . A .lso  
a s s i s t e d  i n  e x p lo r a t io n  p r o j e c t s  in  th e  Green R iv e r  & DJ B a s in s .  P r e s e n te d  San  
Juan D akota r e s e r v o ir  c h a r a c te r i z a t io n  r e s u l t s  to  NM S t a t e  O&G Comm, in  a p p ro v a l  
p r o c e s s  o f  t i g h t  gas sa n d s  d e s ig n a t io n .  Worked w ith  Utah O&G Comm. I n  fo r m in g  
L isb o n  F i e ld  U nit.

P re s e n te d  to  numerous p o t e n t i a l  p a r tn e r s  and was on a team w h ich  s o ld  U nocal 's  
a l t e r n a t i v e  f u e l  ta x  c r e d i t  to  o u ts id e  i n v e s t o r s .

M a r a t h o n  Oil Co.. 7 / 1 3 / 8 1  to 5/16/88_
P.O B o x  120, Casp e r,  WY 8 2 6 0 2

T i t l e s:  S t a f f  G e o l o g i s t :  1 986 t o  198 8
P r o j e c t  S u p e r visor: 1 9 B4 t o  1 9 8 6  
G e o l o g i s t :  1 981 to 1 984 

D u t i e s :  O il and g a s  p r o s p e c t in g  i n  th e  D -J B a sin  (one P a le o z o ic  d i s c o v e r y ) , th e  G reen  
R iv e r  B a s in  ( a s s i s t e d  i n  two Moxe A rch F r o n t ie r  and D akota  g a s  d i s c o v e r i e s  and  
one sub -eco n o m ic  o i l  w e l l ) , th e  Las Animas A rch  (a num ber o f  M orrow P r o s p e c ts  on 
h o ld ) ,  and th e  c e n tr a l  K ansas u p l i f t  (P en n sy lva n ia n  b a s a l  s s  and  L a n s in g - . K ansas  
C ity  Fm.) .  Work in c lu d e d  r e g io n a l & lo c a l  m apping o f  s t r u c t u r e s ,  t h i c k n e s s ' ,  a n d .  
f a c i e s  o f  R ocky M ountain p e tro le u m  r e s e r v o ir s  and p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  p r o s p e c t s  to  
m anagem ent. Was e x p e r t  w i tn e s s  in  N ebraska la w s u i t  b e tw een  M arathon and KN 
E nergy.
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Chevron-U.S.A, In c ,.  8 /1 8 /73..to  1 /3 /7 ?

2 5 2 5  N. C he ster, Oildale, C A  9 3 3 0 8  (10/75 to 1/79)
575 M a r k e t  St., San Fr an c i s c o ,  C A  94105 (8/73 to 10/75)

T i tl es : G e o l o g i c  A s s i s t a n t :  1 9 7 5 - 1 9 7 9     • •
C o m p u t e r  A n al ys t : 1 9 7 3 - 1 9 7 5  ,

Du t i e s :  U t i l i z e d  g e o lo g ic  and g e o p h y s ic a l com puter p ro g ra m s. P erform ed  w e l l  s i t e  work 
and p r o sp e c t g e n e r a tio n  in  C a li fo r n ia  o n sh o re  and o f f s h o r e .  ..... .......

I n s t i t u t e  o f  G e o ph ys i c s  and r l a n e t a r v  Physics, 1/3 /7 9 t o  7 / 13/ 81  
U n i v e r s i t y  of Ca, Earth S c i e n c e  Dept. Rive rsi de , C A  92521

T i d e :  R e s e a r c h  A s s o c i a t e  (half time w h i l e  f i n i s h i n g  MS)

D u t i e s :  A s s i s t e d  resea rch  s c i e n t i s t s  i n  g e o th erm a l, s e is m ic ,  and e a r th q u a k e  s t u d i e s .  
A ls o , s u p e r v i s e d  th e  d r i l l i n g  o f  h e a t f lo w  t e s t  h o le s .

EDUCA TIO N:

M.S. - Geology. 6/81. U n i v e r s i t y  of CA, River si de . CA.
Emphasis on g eo th erm a l developm ent and e x p lo r a t io n . T h e s is  t i t l e d , " W ell Log  
S tu d y  o f  th e  H y d ro th e rm a lly  A l te r e d  S e d im e n ts  o f  C erro  P r ie to  G e o th e rm a l F ie ld ,  
Baja C a li f o m i a ,  M e x ic o " .

B.S. - Geolocrv. 5/73. U n i v e r s i t y  of CA. R i v e r s i d e

I N T E R E S T S

B ackpacking
F ish in g
H ik in g
H un ting
S k i in g
W ild L i f e  V iew ing



Alaska State Legislature

Official Busir3ss

Senate

Office of the Secretary
April 1, 2005

M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Senator Wagoner, Chair

Resources Committee

FROM: Kirsten W a id

Secretary o f the Senate

State Capitol, Room 213 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Phone: (907)465-3701 
Fax: (907) 465-2832 

Email:senate_secretary@legis.state.ak.us

SUBJECT: Governor’s Confirmations

Pursuant to AS 30.05.080, President Stevens has referred the fo llow ing name for legislative 

confirmation to your committee for a hearing, recommendation and report:

Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Cmimiissiun
Cathy P. Foerster - Anchorage

Appointed: 3/23/2005 Term  Expires: 3/1/2007

KCW:lc
Resume attached

mailto:senate_secretary@legis.state.ak.us
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Cathy P  Foefster

2731 SEAFARER LOOP PHONE (9071 346-30$*
ANCHORAGE AX 99516 E-MAIL Ice/inatetjjalaslia.ne!

Summ ary o f 
qua lif ic a tio n s

E duca tion

Strong problem-solving and people skills, intelligence, and 
integrity. 25+ years of broad petroleum industry experience 
from technical to management, from research to operations, 
and from the Gulf of Mexico to the North Slope of Alaska.

1973 -  1977 University of Texas Austin, Texas
Bachelor of Science in Mechanical Engineering with Highest 
Honors

Professional
experience

2002 -  Present PRA
Reservoir Engineer: Provide technical consulting on a 
variety of projects, including Kuparuk exploration evaluation 
for Pioneer Resources, Facilities Access study for DNR and 
Lisburne redevelopment study for BP

2000-2001 BP
Director, BP Energy Center Managed construction and final 
design details, stressing safety, cost containment, and 
quality control Coordinated development of energy 
education displays and presentations Collaborated with 
community leaders, non-profits, and educators

1999 -  2000 ARCO Alaska, Inc.
Government Relations Director- Represented ARCO's interests 
as lobbyist before Alaska state legislators and other public 
officials.

1994 -  1998 ARCO Alaska, Inc.
Planning and New held Development Supervisor: Supervised 
engineers an„ geosdentists in developing new satellite fields 
on the North Slope of Alaska. Managed long range plan, 
budget, reserves reports, and performance analyses.

1992 -  1994 ARCO Alaska, Inc.
Production Superintendent Managed non-rig wellwork and 
dritlsite support operations with over $100 million annual budget 
for the Eastern Operating Area of Prudhoe Bay Field.
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Ob jec tive

References
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1989 -  1992 ARCO Exploration & Production Technology. Inc
Research Director. Managed production engineering research 
and technical support efforts of engineers and scientists in well 
stimulation, rock mechanics, reservoir geochemistry, artificial 
lift, and profile modification. Served as liaison between R&D 
staff and operations clients. Represented ARCO's interests in 
various research consortia.

1987 -1989 ARCO Oil & Gas Co.
Reservoir Coordinator Served as technical liaison between 
executives in company headquarters and technical personnel 
in operating districts on financial evaluations, engineenng and 
exploration project proposals, competitor analyses, and 
acquisition evaluations

1982 -1987 ARCO Oil & Gas Co
Area Engineer: Led various production and reservoir
engineering groups that developed and managed onshore 
South Texas and offshore Gulf of Mexico fields. Interacted 
extensively with Texas oil and gas regulatory agency officials

1979 -1982 ARCO Oil & Gas Co
Operations Engineer: Developed and managed various oil and 
gas fields onshore in South Texas.

1978 -  1979 Fxxon Gas System, Inc.
Facilities Engineer: Provided fat ,es engineering support to* 
an intra-state gas pipeline system

1977 -1 9  78 Exxon Company USA
Reservoir Engineer Performed reservoir and surveillance 
engineenng for oil and gas fields onshore in South Texas

Employment using my oil & gas, problem-solving, and business 
management skills and expenence

Provided upon request
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e

Senator Tom Wagoner, Chair
S ta te  C a p ito l, R o o m  427  
J u n e a u , A K  99801-1182 
P h o n e : (907) 465-4907 Fax: (907) 465-4779O ffic ia l B u sin ess

S e n a to r  R a lp h  S e e k in s , V ic e -C h a ir  
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REPORT ON 
CONFIRMATION OF APPOINTMENTS

April 18.2005

The Honorable Ben Stevens 
President of the Senate 
State Capitol
Juneau. Alaska 99801-1182 

Dear President Stevens:

In accordance with AS 39.05.080. the Senate Resources Committee reviewed the following and 
recommends the appointment be forwarded to a joint session for consideration

Cathy P. Foerster, Commissioner: Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission

There were no stated objections to the confirmation of the named individual(s) by committee 
members. This does not reflect an intent by any of the members to vote for or against the 
individual during any further sessions.

Respectfully.

Senator Tom Wagoner, Chair Senator Ralph Seekins. Vice-Chair

Senator Fred Dyson Senator Kim Elton

Senator Gretchen Guess Senator Bert Stedman

Senator Ben Stevens



2731 SEAFARER LOOP PHONE (907) 345-3969
ANCHORAGE. AK 99516 E-MAIL K«nnate@al»»U net

C a t h y  P  F o e r s t e r

Summary of 

qualifications

Education

Strong problem-solving and people skills, intelligence, and 
integrity. 25+ years of broad petroleum industry experience 
from technical to management, from research to operations, 
and from the Gulf of Mexico to the North Slope of Alaska.

1973 - 1977 University of Texas Austin, Texas
Bachelor of Scienoe in Mechanical Engineering with Highest 
Honors

Professional

experience

2002 - Present PRA
Reservoir Engineer: Provide technical consulting on a 
variety of projects, including Kuparuk exploration evaluation 
for Pioneer Resources, Facilities Access study for DNR, and 
Lisburne redevelopment study for BP.

2000 - 2001 BP
Director, BP Energy Center: Managed construction and final 
design details, stressing safety, cost containment, and 
quality control. Coordinated development of energy 
education displays and presentations. Collaborated with 
community leaders, non-profits, and educators.

1999 - 2000 ARCO Alaska, Inc.
Government Relations Director: Represented ARCO’s interests 
as lobbyist before Alaska state legislators and other public 
officials.

1994 - 1998 ARCO Alaska, Inc.

Planning and New Field Development Supervisor: Supervised 
engineers and geoscientists in developing new satellite fields 
on the North Slope of Alaska. Managed long range plan, 
budget, reserves reports, and performance analyses.

1992 - 1994 ARCO Alaska, Inc.

Production Superintendent: Managed non-rig wellwork and 
drillsite support operations with over $100 million annual budget 
for the Eastern Operating Area of Prudhoe Bay Field.



Objective

1989-1992 ARCO Exploration & Production Technology, Inc,

Research Director: Managed production engineering research 
and technical support efforts of engineers and scientists in well 
stimulation, rock mechanics, reservoir geochemistry, artificial 
lift, and profile modification Served as liaison between R&D 
staff and operations clients. Represented ARCO's interests in 
various research consortia.

1987-1989 ARCO Oil & Gas Co,

Reservoir Coordinator. Served as technical liaison between 
executives in company headquarters and technical personnel 
in operating districts on financial evaluations, engineering and 
exploration project proposals, competitor analyses, and 
acquisition evaluations.

1982 - 1987 ARCO Oil & Gas Co.

Area Engineer: Led various production and reservoir
engineering groups that developed and managed onshore 
South Texas and offshore Gulf of Mexico fields. Interacted 
extensively with Texas oil and gas regulatory agency officials.

1979 - 1982 ARCO Oil & Gas Co.

Operations Engineer: Developed and managed various oil and 
gas fields onshore in South Texas.

1978 - 1979 Exxon Gas System, Inc.

Facilities Engineer: Provided facilities engineering support for 
an intra-state gas pipeline system

1977 -1978 Exxon Company USA

Reservoir Engineer: Perfomned reservoir and surveillance
engineering for oil and gas fields onshore in South Texas

Employment using my oil & gas, problem-solving, and business 
management skills and experience

R e fe re n c e s  Provided upon request



ALASKA

211 Fourth Street. Suite 110 
Juneau. Alaska 99801-1172 

(907) 586-2820 
(907) 463-2545 Fa* 
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www ufa-ftsh.org

April 25, 2005

Senator Tom Wagoner. Chair 

Senate Resources Committee 

State Capitol (Mail Stop 3100)

Juneau AK  99801-1182

Dear Senator Wagoner.

At its recent meeting the UFA board considered potential nominees for the three Board o f 

Fisheries seats that arc open for appointment this year.

UFA supports the reappointment o f Mel Morris. Rupert Andrews, and John Jensen to 

additional terms on the board. These board members have shown a balanced 

consideration o f all users and the importance o f Alaska's fishery resources to Alaska’s 

economy and quality o f life.

We appreciate your consideration o f this important matter.

Sincerely,

Mark Vinsel 

Executive Director

M EM B ER  O RGAN IZATIO N S
Alaska Crab Coa tion • Alaska Draggers A ssocia tion • Alaska Longlme F isherm en 's A ssocia tion  • Armstrong Keta • At-sea P ro c e sso rs  A ssociation 

Brlstc Bay R e se rv e  • Concerned Area "M' Fisherm en • Cordova District Fisherm en United • Douglas Island Pink and Chum 
F ish ing  V e s se l >wners A ssociation • Groundfish Forum ♦ Kenai Peninsula F ish erm en 's A ssociation • Kodiak Regional Aquaculture A ssociation 

North P. c ific  F ish e r ie s A ssociation • North Pacific Sca llop  Cooperative • Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture A ssociation 
Old Hari or F ish e rm en 's A ssociation • Petersburg V e sse l O wners A ssocia tion  • Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation 

P urse  Se in  V e s se l Owner A ssociation • Seafood P roducers Cooperative • Southeast A laska Herring S e in e rs Marketing A ssociation 
Southeast Alaska Rt gional Dive F ish e rie s A ssocia tion  • Southeast Alaska S e in e rs A ssociation Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture A ssociation 

United Catcher Boats • United Salm on A ssociation United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters • Valdez F ish e rie s Development A ssociation
W estern Gulf of Alaska Fisherm en

UNITED FISHERMEN (
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F I S H E R M E N  O F  A L A S K A

211 Fount) Sir**., Suite 110 
Juneau. Ataafca 99001-1172 

(907) 506-2620 
(907) 463-2646 Fax 

E-Mat: uf»4uf»-A|lvorg 
www.uta-tlsh.org

April 12.2005

Senator Thomas Wagoner, C’hair 
Senate Resources Committee 
Alaska State Legislature 

State Capitol (Mail Stop 3100) 
Juneau AK 90801-1182

Dear Senator Wagoner,

United Fishermen o f Alaska (UFA) supports the reappointment o f Mclvan Morris, John 
Jensen, and Rupert Andrews to the Alaska Board o f Fisheries. These individuals bring 
essential experience from the Department o f Fish and Game, and a balance of 
commercial and sport fishing backgrounds to the Board. A ll three have served the Board 
well in their initial terms, with the necessary hard work required Tor fair consideration of 

the complex issues that are the responsibility of the Board of Fisheries.

UFA represents 31 Alaska commercial fishing organizations and hundreds of individual 

fishermen and fishing related businesses We appreciate your consideration and support.

Sincerely,

Mark Vinsel 

Executive Director

Cc: Senate President Ben Stevens

http://www.uta-tlsh.org


A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

State Capitol, Room 2 13  
Juneau, Alaska 9 9 8 0 1- 118 2  

Phone: (90 7)465-370 1 
Fax: (907)465-2832 

Em ail:senate„secretary@ leg is.state .ak .u s

April 5, 2005

M E M () R A N I) I! M

TO: Senator Wagoner, Chair

Resources Committee

FROM: Kirsten Waid

Secretary of the Senate

SUBJECT: Governor's Confirmations

Pursuant to Article III, Section 25 of the Alaska Constitution, President Stevens has referred the 

follow ing names for legislative confirmation to your committee for a hearing, recommendation and 

report:

Commissioner - Department of Environmental Conservation 

Kurt Fredriksson - Juneau Appointed: 3/31/05

Commissioner - Department of Fish and Game 

McKic Campbell - Juneau Appointed: 3/31/05

S e n a t e
Official B usiness

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S e c r e ta r y

KCW:jes 

Resume attached

mailto:secretary@legis.state.ak.us
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K urt A. Fredriksson
17000 Glacier H ig h w ay  

Juneau , Alaska 99801 

Ho m e : 907-789-7616, W ork : 907-789-5199

Education

M .S . 1976 Environmental Studies, California State University Fullerton 

B.A . 1974 Geography, California State University Fullerton

Professional Experience

2/1999 lo Present: Deputy Commissioner
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

I currently serve as the second in command of Alaska’s environmental agency which is 

responsible for managing air and water quality, solid waste disposal, food safety and sanitation, 

spill prevention and response, and community sewer and water construction projects. The 

department operates with an annual budget of approximately $50 m illion and 450 employees. I 

serve as the commissioner's representative on a number of Boards and Commissions including 

the Pacific Northwest Environmental Directors group, British Columbia and Western Stales O il 

Spill Task Force, the Board of Storage Tank Assistance, Alaska Regional Response Team, State 

Emergency Response Commission and Alaska Coastal Policy Council.

As deputy commissioner 1 worked to change the department's traditional "command and control" 

regulatory approach to a more collaborative problem solving approach. Economic reuse of the 

contaminated pulp m ill site in Sitka, permitting air discharges from Comineo’s Red Dog mine, 

developing site specific criteria for wastewater discharges to Cook Inlet from the Anchorage 

sewage treatment plant and improving the spill response capability for offshore development in 

the Beaufort Sea and tanker traffice in Prince W illiam  Sound are a few o f the accomplishments 

made under the new problem solving approach. I was also responsible for approving the public 

review of all department regulations and their adoption for filing with the Licuicnant Governor.

4/1990 lo 2/1999: Director, Division of Spill Prevention and Response
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Follow ing the Exxon Valdez oil spill the department created a new Division of Spill Prevention 

and Response with significant new authority and resources to approve industry o il spill 

prevention and response contingency plans, assess and cleanup contaminated sites, and close or 

upgrade commercial underground fuel storage tanks. As the first deputy director and then 

beginning in 1995 as the division’s director, I  led the division’s work with industry, regional 

citizen advisory groups, federal agencies and other stakeholders to put in place the nations most 

advanced spill prevention, preparedness and response network.
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4/J983 to 4/1990: Senior Project Analyst, Division of Governmental Coordination
Alaska Governor’s Office

Working in the Governor’s office throughout the administrations of Governor’s Hammond. 

Sheffield, and Cowper I prepared the state’s position on major development projects in 

consultation with other slate agencies and interest groups. I directly supervised staff in Juneau. 

Anchorage and Fairbanks who were responsible for conducting pre-application meetings, 

mediating disputes between the project applicant and reviewers, and issuing a final state 

decision. Major projects reviewed during my tenure included nearshore oil and gas development 

causeways in the Beaufort Sea, all offshore oil and gas lease sales, exploration and development 

plans, onshore leasing proposals for NPRA and ANWR, the Trans Alaska Gas System right-of- 

way lease, Alycska ballast water treatment plant discharges in V.ildcz, and offshore m ining in 

western Alaska.

During the first month of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, I established a Govern- s office in the 

fishing community of Cordova and served as the Governor’s representative to assist the local 

community in dealing with reimbursement of local spill response costs and general assistance 

from state agencies in community recovery. . .

9/1979 to 8/1983: Deputy Director, Alaska Office of Coastal Management
Alaska Governor’s Office

- I,

As the second in charge I served as staff lo the Alaska Coastal Policy Council. The Council 

members included state agency commissioners and local elected officials that oversaw the 

development and approval of community specific coastal development plans. 1 managed the 

office budget and administrative operations including hiring and interagency agreements. 1 also 

supervised special project staff that produced a number of .studies including an analysis of 

wetlands permitting options, an analysis of government service delivery systems in Alaska’s 

unorganized borough, and publication of an index of major state regulations governing land und 

water uses in Alaska.

Pr o f e s s io n a l  R e f e r e n c e s

Ms. Marty Rutherford, Deputy Commissioner 

Alaska Department of Natural Resources 

(907) 269-8431

M r. Joe Hegna, Regulatory Affairs 

Phillips Alaska Inc.

(907) 263-4576

Pe r s o n a l  R e f e r e n c e s

Mr. Tom Lawson, Director of Administrative Services 

Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development 

(907) 465-2506
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tie: McKie Campbell

Experience:
Mr. Campbell is currently the principal o f the Campbell Group, a project management 

linn  that specializes in permitting and natural resource consulting, and the management 

o f  multi-discipline teams o f scientists performing! CIS's and EA 's. Mr. Campbell has 

25 years o f governmental and private sector natural resources experience in Alaska, lie  

has extensive experience working with local, state, and federal agencies as well as natural 

resource advocacy groups on all sides o f issues, and specializes in working in the 

interface between science and government to bring diverse interests together.

Mr. Campbell is currently managing the prelim inary engineering and environmental 

documentation for the Nelson Island Road System. He has recently completed project 

management o f  the Greens Creek Mine Tailings Expansion EIS, the K ing Cove Access 

Project EIS, and a rewrite o f the state's Coastal Zone Management Standards.

Mr. Campbell managed the Flightseeing Noise Analysis and Alternative Heliport Siting 

Study for the City and Borough o f Juneau, served as the assistant project manager for the 

Pogo M ine EIS, and managed all local contractors and was liaison lo state agencies for 

the AJ Mine SEIS. Mr. Campbell was project manager for E A ’s for Adesta liber optic 

lines across Colorado (CDOT) and Utah (IJDOT) and management o f a $700,000+ 

Alaska Science and Technology Foundation research project for the Alaska Department 

o f  Fish and Game, the Department o f Environmental Conservation, and the Alaska 

Council o f Producers.

Permitting work has included work for the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System for 

the Alaska Northwest Natural Gas Transportation Company (Foothills), the 

kenai/kaehemak Pipeline for Unocal and Marathon, and Homer Electric Association's 

Moose Pass to Soldotna Fiber Optic Cable Feasibility Study. Prior to the Fort Knox 

Mine project receiving construction financing o f $374 m illion , it was the subject o f an 

independent third-part)1 due diligence review. Mr. Campbell was the team member 

responsible for reviewing all environmental issues and permits on behalf o f the lending 

institutions. Mr. Campbell has also worked on the Pebble Deposit, Beluga Coal, and 

transportation issues for the Ambler M in ing District.

Mr. Campbell has worked with the U.S. Congress to evaluate innovative approaches to 

mine reclamation issues and with the Alaska Legislature on behalf o f  the Alaska Council 

o f Producers on water quality issues (MB 258. a b ill supported by both development and 

environmental interests).

In government, Mr. Campbell last served as Deputy Commissioner o f the Alas!.a 

Department o f Fish and Game. In that capacity he worked with virtually every issue the 

department deals with as well as representing the Commissioner on selected issues with 

the Legislature and with the U.S. Congress. Mr. Campbell has also served as Special

afuitt I iK i.w iti Or. U \ |  \ i  ,i v- , \ ‘V.XiU 
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Assistant to the Commissioner o f A D F& G . as Legislative staff for nine years, as Deputy 

Chief o f Staff in Governor Nickel's office, and as a volunteer team leader on Governor 

Murkowski's transition team.

From small legislative hearings, to the public comment process for the K ing Cove FIS 

that received over 19.000 written comments. Mr. Campbell has extensive experience with 

dealing w ith controversial issues through public outreach and the public meeting process. 

He has organized and moderated statewide meetings on subsistence and w o lf control and 

hearings in Juneau on flight-seeing. In both public and private service. Mr. Campbell has 

a successful history o f working with Tribes, villages, and other Native organizations. O f 

particular importance is Mr. Campbell's reputation and ability to manage complicated or 

controversial projects while maintaining the respect o f all parties for the integrity o f the 

process.

Employment IUstory:
■ 2003-Present - Principal o f the Campbell Group, a project management firm 

specializing in NF.PA. permitting, and natural resource consulting.

■ 1998-2003 - Prior to reestablishing his consulting firm. Campbell was the Senior 

Environmental Manager in Alaska for Michael Baker, Jr. Inc.

■ 1995-2003 - Principal o f North Coast, a project management firm specializing in 

NFPA. permitting, and natural resource consulting.

■ 1993-1994 - Deputy Commissioner - Alaska Department o f Fish and Game. Juneau, 

AK . Responsible for much of the day-to-day management and administration o f 

A D F&G  Particularly responsible for work with legislature and involved in resolution 

o f difficult resource development / habitat issues. Represented the Commissioner on 

selected issues in Washington D.C.

■ 1991-1993 - Alaska Governor's Office - Deputy Chief o f Staff for Operations. 

Temporarily assigned to Governor H ickefs Office to resolve difficult natural 

resource issues. Appointed Deputy Chief o f Staff to deal with operational issues 

throughout state government

■ 1991 - Special Assistant to the Commissioner, Alaska Department o f  Fish and Game. 

Legislative liaison for ADF&G  and represented the commissioner on special issues 

and with constituent groups

■ 1990 - Campaign Manager. Arliss Sturgulewski's statewide Republican gubernatorial 

campaign

■ 1981 -1990 - Alaska State Senate. Professional Assistant. N ine years as legislative 

committee staff. During this time. Mr. Campbell focused on resource issues

1989-1990 - Senate Rules Committee. Senator Sturgulewski, Chairman 

1987 1988 - Senate Community &  Regional Affairs Committee. Senator 

Sturgulewski. Chairman

1985-1987 - Senate Resources Committee. Senator Sturgulewski, Chairman 

1984 - Regulation Review Committee. Senator Ferguson. Chairman 

1983 - Senate Community &  Regional Affairs Committee. Senator Ferguson. 

Chairman (from Senator G ilman's office^

1981-1983 - Senate Community &  Regional Affairs Committee. Sen. G ilman, 

Chairman



■ 1979-1981 - AlaskaTJepartment o f Community &  Regional Affairs. Graduate Intern,

Local Government Specialist III. Local Government Specialist IV . Worked with 

small rural communities tluoughout Alaska on contract management and grant 

administration.

■ 1975- 1979 - Investigator, Washington County Sheriffs Department. Marietta. Ohio

■ 1972-1975 - Police Officer, Marietta Police Department. Marietta, Ohio

Public and Community Service:
■ Volunteer Coordinator - Capitol Planning Committee. 2003-2004

•  Co-Chair of Golden North Salmon Derby 2002 and 2003

■ Candidate for Juneau's State Senate seat - lost primary 1998

•  City and Borough o f Juneau. Eaglecrest Board o f Directors. 1992 to 2000 (Juneau's 

Municipal Ski Area, served two terms as President)

•  Assembly member. 1987-1990. Served one term, did not run again because o f 

managing Sturgulewski gubernatorial campaign tit the time. Testified before Congress 

on wetlands issues.

•  Juneau Planning Commission. 1983-1987. Chairman

■ Juneau Parks and Recreation Commission. 1981-1983

•  KTPO (Public radio and television station for Juneau and Southeast Alaska). Board 

o f Directors.. Board member and Secretary/Treasurer, 1991-1994

•  Southeast Conference (a nonprofit group o f local governments and businesses 

addressing regional issues in Southeast Alaska). Member. Second Vice President.

First Vice President. Lobbied Congress and federal departments on transportation, 

Tongass timber, and other issues. 1987-1990

Euucation:
•  B.A. Marietta College. Marietta. Ohio 1974

■ Law Enforcement - Extensive additional courses in 1972-1979 - list available, plus

Alaska Trooper's Academy - Fish and Game Enforcement Course

■ University o f Alaska, Southeast 1979-1980 Graduate work in Public Administration

■ Real Estate Appraisal Courses - American Institute o f Real Estate Appraisers 

University o f Colorado. Boulder 1983. and University o f  San D iego. 1984 - List o f 

courses available

Personal:
•  D.O.B. August 5. 1950

■ Married to Barbara Campbell. Barbara is a teacher at Gastineau School and is in her 

25th year with the Juneau School District.

■ Two daughters. Mary. 21. and Lindsay. 31

Hobbies:
■ Reading, fishing, hunting, skiing, scuba d iv ing (former instructor), and sailing 

(Around Adm iralty- Spirit o f Adventure Race - PHRF 1M place four times. First over 

all three times).



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth  S tre e t, S u ite  110 
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E -M ail: u fa@ u fa - fish  org  
www u fa -fish  org

April 25, 2005

Senator Tom Wagoner, Chair 

Senate Resources Committee 

State Capitol (M a il Stop 3100)

Juneau A K  99801-1182

Dear Senator Wagoner,

The United Fishermen o f Alaska (UFA) Board o f Directors recently met to discuss the position 

o f Commissioner o f the Alaska Department o f Fish and Game (ADF&G ). We interviewed Mr. 

McKie Campbell and were impressed with his awareness o f the vital importance o f Alaska’s 

fish and game resources to Alaska's economy, the role o f the commissioner, and the 

importance o f Alaska’s reputation for leadership in responsible and sustainable fish and game 

management.

UFA supports the confirmation o f the Governor's appointment o f McKie Campbell for 

ADF&G  Commissioner, and we encourage the support o f the Alaska legislature in (he 

confirmation process.

United Fishermen o f Alaska represents thirty-one Alaska commercial fishing organizations, 

and hundreds o f individual fishermen and fishing related businesses. I f  you would like to 

discuss the appointment o f Mr. Campbell, or other aspects o f commercial fishing, please do not 

hesitate to call.

Thank you for your consideration,

'~ / l U A
Mark Vinsel 

Executive Director

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska Crab Coalition • Alaska Draygars Association • Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association • Armstrong Keta • At-sea Processors Association 

Bristol Bay Reserve * Concerned Area ‘M’ Fishermen • Cordova District Fishermen United • Douglas Island Pink and Chum 
Fishing Vessel Owners Association • Groundfish Forum • Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association • Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association 

North Pacific Fisheries Association • Nonh Pacific Scallop Cooperative • Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association 
Old Harbor Fishermen s Association • Petersburg Vessel Owners Association • Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation 

Purse Seine Vessel Owner Association • Seafood Producers Cooperative • Southeast Alaska Herring Seiners Marketing Association 
Southeast Alaska Fisherman's Alliance -Southeast Alaska Regional Dive Fisheries Association • Southeast Alaska Seiners Association 

Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association • United Catcher Boats • United Salmon Association • United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters
Valdez Fisheries Development Association • Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen



A LA SK A  STATE LEGISLATURE
S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e

Senator Tom Wagoner, Chair
State Capitol, Room 427 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone: (907) 465-4907 Fax: (907) 465-4779

Senator Ralph Seekins, Vice-Chair 
Senator Ben Stevens 
Senator K im Elton

REPORT ON 
CONFIRMATION OF APPOINTMENTS

April 25, 2005

The Honorable Ben Stevens 

President o f the Senate 

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Dear President Stevens:

In accordance with AS 39.05.080, the Senate Resources Committee reviewed the fo llow ing and 

recommends the appointment be forwarded to a joint session for consideration

Kurt Fredricksson, Commissioner: Alaska Department o f Environmental Conservation

There were no stated objections to the confirmation o f die named individual(s) by committee 

members. This does not reflect an intent by any o f the members to vote for or against the 

individual during any further sessions.

Respectfully,

Senator Fred Dyson 
Senator Bert Stedman 
Senator Gretchen Guess

Offic ia l Business

Senator Ben Stevens



A L A SK A  STATE LEGISLATURE
S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e

Senator Tom Wagoner, Chair
State Capitol, Room 427 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone: (907) 465-4907 Fax: (907) 465-4779O ffic ia l Business

Senator Ralph Seekins, Vice-Chair 
Senator Ben Stevens 
Senator K im  Elton

Senator Fred Dyson 
Senator Bert Stedman 
Senator Gretchen Guess

REPORT ON 

C O N F IR M A T IO N  OF APPO INTMENTS

April 25, 2005

The Honorable Ben Stevens 

President o f the Senate 

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Dear President Stevens:

In accc.dance with AS 39.05.080, the Senate Resou. ces Committee reviewed the fo llow ing and 

recommends the appointment be forwarded to a joint session for consideration

McKie Campbell, Commissioner: Alaska Department o f Environmental Conservation

There were no stated objections to the confirmation o f the named individual(s) by committee 

members. This does not reflect an intent by any of the members to vote for or against the 

individual during any further sessions.

Senator Ben Stevens



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
Administrative Regulation Review Committee

House Senate Joint Committee

R e p re se n ta t iv e  T o m  A n d e r so n , C h a ir  

Sen a to r G e n e  T h e rr ia u lt , V ice  C ha ir 

Sen a to r Ben S te v e n s 

Sen a to r Lyman H offm an 

R e p re se n ta tiv e  V ic  Kohrtng 

R e p re se n ta tiv e  Sharon C issn a

Committee Members: In t e r im :

7 1 6  W e st  4 8’ A venue , S u ite  6 10  
A n ch ora g e , A laska 9950 1 

P h o n e :(90 7)269-0 265 

F a x: (907) 269-0264

Session:
Alaska Sta te  C a p ito l, Rm 408 

Ju n e a u , Alaska 99801 

P h o n e :(9 0 7)4 6 5  4939 
F a x : (907) 4 6 5 -2 4 18

MEMO

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

A ll Legislative Members 

Rep. Tom Anderson

C i f  n o / 0  s

/ ) f C ~  f rn * s ///s 5 0 '/\

April 25, 2005

Concerns Regarding Proposed Food Code Changes

The Joint Administrative Regulation Review Committee received much testimony at its recent 

hearing regarding the proposed Food Codes changes by DEC. A ll of the public comment was 

firm ly opposed to the implementation of these proposed Food Codes.

Comments included many concerns. For instance: there is no real problem being addressed by 
this regulation overhaul: these are sweeping changes: this is over-regulation; this is overkill: this 

w ill increase the paperwork sent to the department, taking away the department's focus on 

inspections; this is asking the bad operators to inspect themseb es; the program being 

implemented, called "Active Managerial Control." is the first o f its kind being implemented in 

the nation: the schedule of fines is arbitrary: much o f the language is unclear: it requires food 

workers to wear gloves at all times but that does not ensure safety, only the appearance o f it; the 
timeline for public comment was too short; the advisory suggestions were not followed; the 

whole thing needs to be scratched; it is affecting seafood processing operators who have no 

incidents o f food borne illness to speak of and have their own mechanisms for safety already in 

place; these are unprecedented and novel regulations: etcetera; etcetera.

These proposed changes represent a major rewrite to the Alaska Food Code, including 

several novel regulations. Nineteen o f the new codes have no equivalent requirement in either 

the existing Alaska Food Code or the federal FDA Food Code. These proposed Food Code 
changes, while attempting to improve inspection procedures and public health and safety, must 

not disregard the businesses responsible for their implementation.



M tM O  to Legislative Members, April 25. 2005 
Concern:. Regarding Proposed Food Code Changes

These regulations fail the tests of necessity, effectiveness, cost-savings, public 
responsiveness, and legislative intent. We can all agree to the need for public health and 

safety, which is a constitutional mandate in Alaska. The food service industry shares those same 
concerns. In fact, for them fulfilling those concerns means good business. These proposed 

changes fail to reflect the concerns voiced by the industry in the months prior to their 
development. These proposed regulations have greatly disturbed the food service industry, 

because their implementation w ill cost *hem more in compliance, rather than actually improving 

safety and health concerns. Additionally, these regulations do not promote the intent of its 

enabling legislation, HB 378. which was to reduce inspection costs. No cost-savings were 
attributed to this Food Code rewrite.

The worthwhile attribute of these proposed regulations is the requirement to have food- 
workers better trained and for the industry to develop standard operating procedures
(SOP). The intent of these regulations is to allow self-inspection to help reduce the costly and 

mandated function of the department to inspect and ensure that food establishments are operating 
in a safe and healthy manner.



Report from the 
Joint Administrative Regulation Review Committee 

Hearing on Proposed Food Codes bv DEC 
April 20, 2005

The Joint Administrative Regulation Review Committee heard testimony regarding the 108 

pages o f proposed Food Code changes by the Department o f Environmental Conservation now in 

its final stages o f drafting. The public comment period to the DEC has been closed since March 
15,2005.

Testimony was received from:

Kurt Fredrikkson. Acting Commissioner to the DEC 

Kristin Ryan, Director o f the Division of Environmental Health

Testimony opposed to the Food Code changes was received from:

Karen Rogina. Alaska Hospitality Alliance

Meghan Popley, Cape Fox Lodge. Ketchikan

Karen Lynch. Cape Fox Lodge, Ketchikan

Tim Frank. Cape Fox Lodge. Ketchikan

Fernando Salvador. Talkeetna Alaskan Lodge

Patrick Wilson. Petersburg Fisheries

Brian Lynch, Small Take-out Food Operator

Larry Hackenmiller, Fairbanks CHARR

Tim Montgomery . Steamers Restaurant. Ketchican

Doug Donegal), Self

Dale Fox. Alaska CHARR

Earl I lubbard. Trident Seafoods, Seattle

Kenny Lum. Food Products Association. Seattle

Joe Frazer, Food Products Association

Jim Yonker, Ocean Beauty

Liz Best. Alaska General Seafoods



Report from the Joint Administrative Regulation Review Committee 
Hearing on Proposed Food Codes by DEC April 20, 2005

The 1 iiowine issues regarding proposed Food Code ch .es were addressed at the hearing:

•  Adds Paperwork to Food Service Industry and to the Department

•  Does Not Streamline Process o f Inspections

•  Does Not Decrease Costs of Inspections (Intent o f the Enabling Legislation HB378)

•  May Reduce Inspection Levels

• Allows A ll Operators. Good and Bad. to Self-Monitor

•  Does Not Solve Budgetary Issues Regarding Health Inspections

•  Adds Costs to Doing Business

•  Requirement for No Bare Hand Contact Is Not Practical Nor Warranted

•  Posting o f Signs Unanimously Opposed

•  Requires Wrapping of Silverware

•  Initiates Active Managerial Control (AMC), a New Methodology

•  Introduces Several Novel Regulations with No Federal or State Equivalent

•  Increases Training for Food Service Workers

•  Requires Food Workers to Be Tested and Given Certification Card

•  Requires Certified Food Service Managers to Always Be On-Hand

•  Fails to Document the Problems in Food Industry Being Solved

•  Increases Governmental Control or "Over-Regulation"

•  Applies Ambiguous Fine Schedule

•  Affects Seafood Processors Detrimentally

•  An Exception Is Being Requested by the Seafood Processors



Krport from th r Joint AUmiimualivr Regulation Review Committee 
Hearing on Propovrd Food Codrv by DEC April 20. 21X15

Brief Overview o f HB378:

Enabling Legislation for Proposed Food Codes

HB378 passed in 2004

In the Minutes of Legislative Committee meetings held in 2004 on HB378 this bill:

Intent: "The need [for this bill].*' said Rep. Bill W illiams, who sponsored it, "stems from 

concern that bar and restaurant owners are concerned about paying high fees but seldom 

receiving and inspection. Since 1995, the fees have risen from $50 to $450." Regarding .his 

b ill, he said he hoped that the food inspection program fees decrease as a result of FIB '>78.

Authorized DEC:

•  To add to the powers and duties o f the commissioner: “the training, testing, and 

certification requirements for individuals who handle or prepare food, their supervisors, 

and their employers to ensure their knowledge o f food safety and sanitation principles 

and requirements."

•  To set up a program that allows facility owners to do their own inspections, of which 
DEC w ill monitor. This new program, which the department calls Active Managerial 

Control (AMC). that relies upon three elements:

1. The training and certification of a know ledgeable workforce:

2. Managing risks and food handling through standard operating procedures (SOP);

3. Enforcement.



Rr port from thr Joint Admimstritive Regulation Review Committee
Hearing on Proposed Food Codes by DEC April 20. 2005

PROPOSED FOOD CODES FAIL FIVE TESTS

NECESSITY:

No studies, no statistics, no problems were documented showing the need for the 

stringent new requirements these proposed regulations would place upon the food service 

industry' in Alaska. The State o f Alaska Epidemiology Bulletin reported six restaurant outbreaks 

o f food borne illness for the four years o f 2000 to 2003. Several novel regulatory approaches, 
which have never before introduced either in Alaska Codes or Federal FDA Codes, are included 

in these new regulations.

EFFECTIVENESS:

These proposed regulations require more reporting from businesses, adding paperwork 

both to themselves and to the department. These are self-assessment reports, which means that 

those businesses with poor sanitation w ill not necessarily be directly monitored. The posting o f 

complaint signs, t.ie usage of gloves at all times by food workers, may improve the appearance 
o f food safety thou th not actual food safety.

The training program for certifying food workers is considered an improvement. The 

practical implementat ion o f it still has questions and concerns. Requiring a certified manager on 

hand at all times may increase business costs without necessarily improving public health; it 

could cause hardship I > a business, during its transitions o f personnel when a replacement is not 

readily available.

LEGISLATIVE INTEN T:

The original intent of the enabling legislation HB378. according to Rep. Bill W illiams its 

sponsor, was to reduce fees for inspections. In the minutes to committee hearings on this 

legislation, he said, "The need | for IIB378] stems from concern that bar and restaurant owners 

are concerned about paying high fees but seldom receiving an inspection. Since 1995, the fees 

have risen from ^50 to $450." He went on to say that he hopes the food inspection program fees 

decrease as a result o f HB378.

COST-SAVINGS:

From testimony from the businesses that w ill be affected by these proposed regulations, 

there w ill be added costs imposed upon them. They w ill be purchasing gloves; they w ill be 
wrapping all their silverware: they w ill be spending staff time to till out compliance paperwork. 

These extra expenses do not affect directly public health and safety but do improve the 

appearance o f public health and safety. If  the proposed regulations increase the number of 

reports the DEC w ill be receiving from businesses, it may move their time away from actual 

inspections toward the review' of paperwork. No documentation or discussion was presented at 

the Food Code Hearing indicating that costs would be reduced because o f these proposed 

regulations.



Report from the Join) Administrative Regulation Review Committee
Hearing on Proponed Food (odes by DEC April 20, 2005

RESPONSIVENESS TO PUBLIC COMMENT:

Admirably, the DEC engaged the food service industry prior to writing these proposed 

regulations in advisory discussions over several months. Advisory group members felt these 

discussions were helpful during the writing process.

The draft proposal o f regulations, however, did not reflect their concerns. Food 

establishments run their businesses to serve the public and to stay in business: they are. in 

general, the most concerned regarding public health and safety for. simply, it is good for 
business.

The seafood processing industry specifically sought, at the ARRC’ Food Code Hearing, an 

exception to the proposed regulatory' oversight. They expressed major concerns that these 

proposed regulations w ill place an expensive and unnecessary burden on them, as they have been 

operating with a perfect record and have self-regulating mechanisms built into their operations.

These regulations initiate a new paradigm called Active Managerial Control (AMC). with 
the intent to address the problem of doing inspections to all food industry' establishments. Such 

sweeping changes demand more time for public scrutiny.



A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Official Business
S e n a t e

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y

State Capitol, Room 213 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Phone: (907) <165-3701 
Fax: (907) 465-2832 

Email:senate_secretary(Slegis.state.ak.u

April IS. 2005

M K M O R A N I) V M

TO:

FROM:

Senator Wagoner, Chair 
Resource • Committee

/aidKirsten Wi 
Secretary of the Senate

SUBJEC 'I': Governor’s Conllnnations

Pursuant to AS 39.05.080, President Stevens has referred the following names for legislative confirmation 
lo your committee fora hearing, recommendation and report:

Board of Fisheries
Rupert E. Andrews - Juneau 

Appointed: 1/20/2003

John E. Jensen - Petersburg 
Appointed: 1/20/2003

Melvan E. Morris. Jr. - Kodiak 

Appointed: 1/20/2003

Board of Game
( ’art M. Morgan, Jr. - Aniak 
Appointed: 4/11/2005

Ron Somerville - Juneau 
Appointed: 1/21/2003

Ted H. Spraker - Soldotna 
Appointed: 1/21/2003

Reappointed: 4/11/2005

Reappointed: 4/11/2005

Reappointed: 4/11/2005

Term Expires: 3/1/2008 

Reappointed: 4/11/2005

Reappointed: 4/11/2005

Term Expires: 6/30/2008 

Term Expires: 6/30/2008 

Term Expires: 6/30/2008

Term Expires: 3/1/2008 

Term Expires: 3/1/2008

Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission 
Peter Froehlich - Juneau
Appointment: 7/1/2005 Term Expires: 3/1/2009

KCW:jcs 
Resumes attached



STATE OF ALASKA - OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Boards and Commissions Office 

Membership Roster 

GAM E (040)

i l l '

Member
Seat Designation 
Address

M cKie Campbell

Commissioner/Fish and Game 
Commissioner-Dept of Fish & Game 
P. O Box 25526 
Juneau, AK 99802-5506
Michael R. Fleagle

Public
Chair-Board of Game 
P O Box 33 
McGrath, AK 99627
Ben G russendorf

Public
1221 Halibut Point Road 
Sitka, AK 99835
C liff Judk ins
Public 
President
Alaska Boating Association 
PO  Box 874124 
Wasilla. AK 99687
Sharon McLeod-Everette

Public 
Box 81213
Fairbanks, AK 99708 
Carl M. Morgan, Jr.

Public
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capitol, Room 434 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Ron Somerville

Public
Vice Chair-Board of Game

'V

U

'/St <r>
C L
• / P

4506 Robbie Road 
Juneau, AK 99802
Ted H. Spraker

Public
33350 Skyline Dnve 
Soldotna, AK 99669

J l i

q ‘

Date Appointed 
4/7/2005

Reappointed

1/21/2003 4/30/2004

1/31/2001 5/4/2004

1/21/2003 3/1/2003

3/1/2003

4/11/2005

1/21/2003 4/11/2005

1/21/2003 4/11/2005

Term Expires

3/1/2007

3/1/2007

3/1/2006

3/1/2006

3/1/2008

3/1/2008

3/1/2008

P r in ted  4 / 1 3 / 2 0 0 5  11 2 6  14  AM P a g e  1 o f  1



STATE OF ALASKA 
B o a rd s and C o m m iss io n s

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES ENTRY ,

BOARD Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) /

BOARD IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 020 

DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

AUTHORITY: AS 16  43 020 

S TA T U S  Active 

S U N S E T  DATE:

REQ UIREM ENTS Legislative Confirmation and Financial Disclosure 

PROHIBITIONS None 

TERM  4 years

DESCRIPTION 3 members appointed by Governor with a broad range of professional exoerience, none of whom has a 
vested economic interest in an inlerim-use permit, entry permit, commercial fishing v e sse l  or gear, or in any fishery 
resource processing or marketing b u s ine ss  (AS 16 43 050).

FUNCTION Promotes conservation and sustained yield management of fishery resource, regulates/controls entry into 
commercial fisheries.

CHAIR Governor appoints

SPECIAL FACTS Quorum-2 members: regulatory/quasi-judicial agency; may be removed for cause : Governor 
designates chair for two years (may be designated for su cce s s iv e  two-year terms).

COMPENSATION By statute, salary is Range 26C Juneau exempt salary sca le  

M EETINGS Commission members are salaried and meet throughout the year.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Mr Bruce Twomley 

Chair

Commercial F isheries Entry Commission

8800 Glacier Highway, Suite 109

Juneau, AK 99801-8079

Phone (907) 789-6160, FAX: (907) 789-6170

E-MAIL A D D R E S S  bruce_twomley@cfec.slate.ak.us

W E B SITE  www.cfec.state ak.us

mailto:bruce_twomley@cfec.slate.ak.us
http://www.cfec.state


STATE OF ALASKA - OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Boards and Commissions Office 

Membership Roster 
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES ENTRY (020)

Member

Seal Designation

Address Date Appointed Reappointed

Peter F roeh lich , Esq. 7/1/2005

Salaried
8800 Glacier Highway. Suite 109
Juneau, AK 99801
Work Phone - (907) 789-6160

Frank M. Homan 9/2/2003

Salaried
Commissioner
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
8800 Glacier Hwy. Suite 109
Juneau, AK 99801
Home Phone - (907) 586-2179
Work Phone - (907) 789-6160
FAX -(907) 789-6170

Mary McDowell 10/6/1997 8/20/2001

Salaried
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission 
8800 Glacier Highway, Suite 109 
Juneau, AK 99801-8079 
Home Phone - (907) 463-5160 
Work Phone - (907) 789-6160 
FAX -(907) 789-6170

Term Expires 

3/1/2009

3/1/2007

3/1/2006

Printed 4/15/2005 3 07:29 PM Page 1 of 1



Peter B. Froehlich 
1785 Evergreen Avenue 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Phone: (907) 586-2806

The Honorable Frank II. Murkowski 

Governor o f the State o f Alaska 

P. O. Box 110001 

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001

Dear Governor Murkowski:

1 am writing to express my strong desire to serve the state as a commissioner on the Commercial 

Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC). I have already discussed this ambition with your Chief o f Staff,

Jim Clark, and your Director o f Boards and Commissions, Laraine Derr.

1 w ill soon he ending my jud ic ia l career and have long had a deep interest in commercial fishing 

and its regulation. This interest goes back to my years as a crew member in the Kodiak king crab and 

tanner crab fisheries in the early 70’s, and to my season as a crewman on a salmon tender m the Kodiak 

seine fishery during the same period. It was sharpened while I spent three seasons as an active permit
holder in the salmon hand troll fishery, from 1979 to 1981.

Between these two periods o f commercial fishing, I worked in the Attorney General's Office 

(AGO) us the primary attorney for the CFEC for over three years (1976 1979). I advised the

commissioners and their staff, drafted their regulations and legislation proposals and represented them in 

court, as the number o f entry permit denial appeals surged. When I returned to the AGO in 1981, my 

duties included acting as the final editor o f all CFEC regulations and the drafter o f all proposed CFEC 
legislation until taking the bench in 1989.

This rich variety o f experience, along with my 15 years as a judge, makes me uniquely qualified 

to serve as a CFEC commissioner. I w ill bring my working knowledge o f commercial fishing and my 

legal knowledge o f CFEC statutes, regulations, and caselaw, as well as my jud ic ia l knowledge o f  dispute 

resolution techniques and decision-making. This is the ideal combination for what I know is the perfect 

job for me one that I w ill truly enjoy, while serving both the commercial fishing industry and all 
Alaskans, to whom our resources belong.

I would welcome the opportunity to further discuss my interest in and qualifications for one o f 
the upcoming vacancies on the CFEC with you or your staff.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Peter B. Froehlich
cc: Jim Clark, Chief o f Staff

Laraine Derr, Boards and Commissions



Resume O f

Peter 11. Froehlich
1785 Evergreen Avenue 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Phone: (907)586-2806

R esidence: Alaska resident since February 1970

E xperience: August 1989 -  Present: District Court Judge for Juneau, Alaska

December 1981 -  July 1989: Assistant Attorney General, Juneau. Alaska. Split 

position in both Legislation and Regulations Section and Commercial Section

July 1979 -  November 1981: Salmon hand trolling on my own boat (seasonal); 

part-time, private law practice including work for Alaska Legislature

January 1976 -June 1979: Assistant Attorney General in Juneau, Natural 

Resources Section

September 1975 - December 1975: Legal intern, U. S. Attorney’s Office, 

Portland Oregon

May 1975 September 1975: Legal Assistant. District Attorney's Office, 

Ketchikan, Alaska

December 1973 -  January 1974: Legal Assistant, Attorney General's Office, 
Juneau, Alaska

August 1970- November 1972: K ing crabbing, Tanner Crabbing and Salmon 

Tendering

Education: November 2002: National Judicial College, ABA/UNR (C ivil Medication

Certificate). (Also five other courses 1990 1998.)

Jun e-Ju ly  1995: Oxford University, Legal Heritage Program

August 1973 - December 1975: Willamette University, College o f Law, Salem, 
Oregon (Juris Doctorate)

June 1974 -  September 1974: University o f Washington, School o f Law, Seattle, 

Washington (summer session)

January 1972 -  May 1972: University o f Alaska, Anchorage, Alaska (graduate 
courses)


