


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

A  ^  ' • * -

/ / /
y

L° (

—



G e t t i n g  A l a s k a ' s  G a s  t o  M a r k e t  

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

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

F e b r u a ry  2 0 0 7 b P
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B P ' s  V i s i o n  f o r  A l a s k a

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

A n d  w e  s e e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a  5 0 - y e a r  f u t u r e
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□  Light Oil □  Viscous □  Heavy Gas
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C o r n e r s t o n e  p r o j e c t  c o n c e p t s  O
•  S i g n i f i c a n t  p r o j e c t  r i s k

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

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

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

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

Unprecedented on globa l scale

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

Resource owners pay fo r line unde r any scenario

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

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

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

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



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

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

Market volatility
 L-T— —

P r i c e

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

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

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

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

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

fiscal terms

R E S E R V E S
Volume and 

deliverability risk

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

Passes risks on via

F i n a n c e

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

Material, labor, 
equipment costs

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

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

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

Those bearing a risk are commercially motivated to manage that risk



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7
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February 19, 2007 S U B JE C T  TO CH A N G E

MESSAGES FROM THE GOVERNOR

C o m m is s io n e r  - D e p a r tm e n t N a tu ra l  R eso u rces
M r. T o m  Irw in 
A p p o in te d  2 /9 /2 0 0 7

A la s k a  S ta te  B oard  o f  P u b lic  A cco u n tan cy  [_____ ( L ^

M r. B ruce G abrys o f E agle R iver 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

M s. Rebecca Jensen  o f P ed ro  Bay 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

A lc o h o lic  B everage C o n tro l B o ard  I  
M s. Sh irley  A. G iffo rd  o f S o ld o tn a
A p p o in te d : 1 0 /1 1 /2 0 0 5  R eap p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  •

S ta te  A sse ssm e n t R ev iew  B oard  p  / f\J
M r. D o n  (M arty) M. M cG ee of A n ch o rag e  
A p p o in te d : 1 0 /2 6 /2 0 0 6

B o a rd  o f  G o v e rn o rs  o f  th e  A la sk a  B ar
D r. D o n a ld  M cLean o f  W asilla 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

B ig G a m e  C o m m e rc ia l Services B o a rd  

M r. R ic h a rd  A. R ohrer of K odiak

J u p

T e rm  Expire:

T e rm  Expire:

T e rm  Expires:

T e rm  Expires:

A p p o in te d : 7 /2 4 /2 0 0 5  R e a p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  T e rm  E x p ire s:

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /20 11

M r. Leif W ilso n  of Tok
A p p o in te d : 3 /2 3 /2 0 0 6  R e a p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  T e rm  E x p ire s : 3 /1 /2 0 1 1



Dr. D a v id  L. E ich ler, D.M.D. of F a irb a n k s  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 3  R e a p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

B o ard  o f  D e n ta l  E xam iners

T e rm  E xp ires:

Ms. C h e ry l F e llen b erg , R.H.D. o r W asilla  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T e rm  E xp ires:

Dr. A rn e  R. P ih l, D.M .D. of K etch ikan
A p p o in te d : 5 /2 8 /zU 0 3  R e a p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  T e rm  E xp ires:

D r. N e w e ll W a lth e r , D.D.S. of W asilla  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

Board of E ducation  and Early D ev e lo p m en t

M r. P a tr ic k  J. S h ie r o f A uke Bay 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

Board of G a

T erm  E x p ires:

h f E S

T erm  E x p ires:

M r. Ben G ru ssen c
A p p o in te d : 1 /3 1 /2 0 0 1  R eap p o in ted : 5 /  4 /  20 0 4 ,3 /1 /2 0 0 7  T erm  E x p ires:

M r. R o b e rt Bell o f A nchorage
A p p o in te d : 1 1 /2 8 /2 0 0 6  R e a p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

S ta te  C o m m is s io n  fo r H um an  R ig h ts  ^ 3 T /A  

M s. K aren  R h o a d e s  of W asilla 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

Com m ission on Tudicial Conduct U ( J
M r. H e n ry  K. N o v ak  o f K enai 
A p p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

T erm  E x p ires:

A la sk a  Tudicial C o u n c il

M r. C harles  M. K opp  o f Kenai 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

T erm  E x p iie s :

T e rm  Expires:

T e rm  Expires:

3 /1 /2 0 1 1  

3 /1 /2 0 1 1  

3 /1 /2 0 1 1 

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 2

3 /1 /2 0 1 3

3 /1 /2 0 1 3

REFERRAL LIST Page 2



A la s k a  L ab o r R e la tio n s  A g e n c y

M r. K en  Peltier o f P a lm er 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

B oard  o f  M a rine  P ilo ts  d  &

M r. Jo se p h  W. M iller o f F airbanks 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

C a p ta in  M ichael J. O 'H ara  o f A n ch o rag e  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

B oard  o f  M a rita l and Fam ily  T he rap y
D r. L a rry  J. S everson  o f  A n chorage  
A p p o in te d : 2 /1 4 /2 0 0 7

Sta te M ed ica l Board
Dr. Je a n  T sigonis of Fairbanks 
A p p o in te d : 1 1 /1 5 /2 0 0 6

Board  o f  N u rs in g
M s. B eth  F arn stro m , B.S.N., R.N. o f A n ch o rag e  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

M s. Jo an n e  S m ith  of W asilla 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

T erm  Expires: 

T e rm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

T erm  E. pires:

T erm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

A la s k a  O il and  Gas Conserva tion  C om m iss io n

M s. C a th y  P. F o ers te r of A n chorage
A p p o in te d : 3 /2 3 /2 0 0 5  R eap p o in ted : 1 /2 3 /2 0 0 7  T erm  Expires:

Board o f Exam iners in  O p tom e try  d  ^  d '

Dr. Jeffrey A . G o n n aso n  o f A nchorage 
A p p o in ted : 4 /3 0 /2 0 0 4  R eappoin ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

Board o f Pharmacy d  & C d
Mr. D irk  T. W hite, R .Ph. o f Sitka 
A p p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

Term  Expires:

Term  Expires:

REFERRAL LIST

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 0 8

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 3

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 0
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P ro fe ss io n a l T e a c h in g  P rac tices  C o m m iss io n  f-V (3S> 

Ms. C in d y  Lou A illau d  o f D elta  Junction 
A ppo in ted : 1 0 /2 6 /2 0 0 6 T erm  Expires:

Mr. Jeffrey A. H e b a rd  o f  F a irb an k s
A ppo in ted : 5 /1 /2 0 0 6  R eappoin ted: 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T erm  Expires:

Mr. M ichael D. H u sa  o f B ethel 
A ppo in ted : 2 /1 3 /2 0 0 7

Mr. E d d y  Jeans of Ju n e a u  
A pp o in ted : 1 /2 9 /2 0 0 7

A lask a  P u b lic  O ffic e s  C o m m iss io n  (APOC) ^ 3 T A  

Ms. Shirley  R. D ean o f  D o u g la s  
A p p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

T erm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

Ms. E lizabeth  Jo h n sto n  H ick e rso n  of A nchorage 
A p p o in ted : 9 /8 /2 0 0 6

B oard  o f  C e rtif ie d  R e a l E s ta te  A ppra isers  

Ms. A p ril M oore of T ra p p e r  C reek 
A p p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

L & C '

R eal E sta te  C o m m iss io n

M r. B rad C ole of G ird w o o d  
A p p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

L & C '

T erm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

T erm  Expires:

M r. F. Lee S herm an  of W asilla 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T e rm  Expires:

M r. D a v id  B. Som ers of F airb an k s
A p p o in te d : 4 /2 5 /2 0 0 3  R e ap p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

R e g u la to ry  C om m ission  o f  A la s k a  d  ^  d '

Vis. K ate  G iard  of A nchorage
A p p o in te d : 6 /1 /2 0 0 3  R eap p o in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7

T e rm  Expires:

T e rm  Expires:

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 2

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3 /1 /2 0 1 1

3/1/2013

3 /1 /2 0 0 8
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B o a rd  o f  S ocia l W o rk  E x am in ers  d  ^  d

M s. P a u le tte  Schuerch  of A n ch o rag e  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T erm  E xpires: 3 /1 /2 0 1 1

B o a rd  o f  V e te r in a ry  E xam iners 

M r. M a rtin  Buser o f Big Lake 
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T e rm  E xpires: 3 /1 /2 0 0 8

D r. D a v id  J. H u n t o f Sitka
A p p o in te d : 5 /2 8 /2 0 0 3  R e a p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  T erm  E xpires: 3 /1 /2 0 1 1

V io le n t  C rim e s  C o m p e n sa tio n  B o a rd  t J  U d

M r. G e ra d  G. G odfrey  of V ald ez
A p p o in te d : 2 /1 9 /2 0 0 3  R e a p p o in te d : 4 /6 /2 0 0 4 ,3 /1 /2 0 0 7  T e rm  Expires:

A la s k a  W o rk e rs 1 C o m p e n sa tio n  B o a rd  

M r. M a rk  A. C ru tchfield  o f A n c h o ra g e  
A p p o in te d : 1 0 /1 1 /2 0 0 6

L .  &  C

3 /1 /2 0 1 0

T erm  E xpires: 3 /1 /2 0 0 9

M s. G lo r ia  O 'N eill of A n chorage  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T erm  E xpires: 3 /1 /2 0 1 0

Ms. Ja n e t L. W a ld ro n  of C hugiak
A p p o in te d : 9 /8 /2 0 0 6  R eappo in ted : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  Term  E xp ires: 3 /1 /2 0 1 0

M r. W illiam  (Bill) K. W illiam s o f K etch ikan  
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7 T erm  E xp ires: 3 /1 /2 0 1 0

W o rk e rs ' C o m p e n s a tio n  A ppeals C o m m is s io n  [  .

M r. S te p h e n  T. H a g e d o rn  of A nchorage
A p p o in te d : 3 /1 /2 0 0 7  Term  E xpires: 3 /1 /2 0 1 2

T he re s u m e s  fo r these a p p o in tm e n ts  h a v e  been subm itted  to th e  o ffices o f  th e  
S enate  S e c re ta ry  a n d  the Chief Clerk.

REFERRAL LIST Page 5



CONFIRMATION COMMITTEE REPORT

A c tio n  date: X ,  ^ 0 6  7

T h e  R e s o u rc e s  C o m m itte e  has re v ie w e d  the q u alificatio n s o f  the fo llo w in g  G overnor's 
appointee(s) as sh ow n  on the attached R eferral fo r C on firm ation  form (s) and recom m ends 
that the nam e(s) be fo rw ard ed  to a jo in t session fo r consideration:

T h is  d o es not reflect intent b y  any o f  the m em bers to vote  for o r against this individual 
du rin g an y  further session s fo r the purposes o f  confirm ation .

S ig n a t u r e : P r in te d  
L a s t  N a m e

C o-C h air

A >er:r , S

Please attach appointee Referral for Confirmation form(s) and return to the 
Chief Clerk’s office.



A laska  State L eg is la tu re
H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  State Capitol, Room 216

Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Official Business Phone: (907) 465-3725

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  C h i e f  C l e r k  Fax: (907) 4 6 ' 5334

REFERRAL FOR CONFIRMATION

D ate R eferred: February 19, 2007

C om m ittee: R esources

H oard  o f  G a m e
M r. R obert Bel l  - A nch orage 

A ppoin ted: 11/28/2006 R eappointed: 3/1/2007 T erm  E xp ires: 3/1/2010

Action Date: \̂  ̂  oo~f
(Same dale as on the accom panying signature page)

Note: A ttach  to a s ig n a tu re  page a n d  re tu rn  to the C h ief  C le rk ’s office.



A la ska  State L eg is la tu re
H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  State Capitol, Room 216

Juneau, A K  99S01-1182 
Phone: (907)465-3725

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  C h i e f  C l e r k  Fax: (907) 465-5334

REFERRAL FOR CONFIRMATION

D ate R eferred: February 19, 2007

C o m m ittee: R esources

B o a r d  o f  G a m e
M r. Ben G ru sscn d o rf - Si tka 

A p p o in ted : 1/31/2001 Reappointed: 5/4/2004,3/1/2007 
T erm  E xpires: 3/1/2010

Action Date: ^ j  ‘Z.OC-I
(Same date as on the accompanying signature page)

Official Business

Note: A ttach  to a s ig n a tu re  page  an d  re tu rn  to the C h ie f  C le r k ’s office.



Official Basilic**

A la sk a  State L eg is la tu re
H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  State Capitol, Room 216

Juneau, A K  99801-1182 
Phone: (907)465-3725

O f f i c e  o f  t h e  C h i e f  C l e r k  Fax; (907)465-5334

REFERRAL FOR CONFIRMATION

D ate R eferred: F ebruary 19, 2007

C om m ittee: R esou rces

Big G am e C om m ercial Services B oard
M r. L e if  W ilso n  - T o k  

A ppoin ted: 3/23/2006 R eappointed: 3/1/2007 T erm  E xp ires: 3/1/2011

Action Date:
(Same date as on the accompanying signature page)

Note: A ttach  to a  s ig n a tu re  page an d  r e tu r n  to th e  C h ie f  C le rk ’s office.



Official Business

A la ska  State L eg is la tu re
H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s

Office of  the Chief Clerk

State Capitol, Room 216 
Juneau, A K  99801-1182 
Phone: (907)465-3725 
Fax: (907) 465-5334

REFERRAL FOR CONFIRMATION

D ate R eferred: February 19, 2007

C om m ittee: R esources

Big G am e C om m ercial Services B oard
M r. R ichard A . Rohrer - K o d ia k  

A p poin ted: 7/24/2005 R eappointed: 3/1/2007 T erm  E xp ires: 3/1/2011

Action Dale:
(Same date as on the accompanying signature page)

Note: A ttach  to a  s ig n a tu re  page a n d  re tu rn  to the  C h ie f  C le rk ’s office.
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BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS APPLICATION FORM

IN ST R U C T IO N S

A separate application io required ror each position for which you apply. Complete and specific answers will aid in rapid and 
accurate r r<-.-casing of your resume. Plcaoe type ot print legibly in ink. Forward to the above address. Be sure your answers 
arc irue. A willfully fid so onowcr may result in your disqualification or removal from office if you arc appointed.
Board or Commission and scar, for which I amapplying: jP .c r  jV, / A e ./£ d /< ^? £

(I-'fit txample, Board of Agriculture, public seat)
Please list any other State Boards or Commissions or. which you currently or previously have served:

Name:, L i)/''/vlC o v \S
Mailing Address:,
Residence Address:
City, State and Z ip  Code:. " T d /Z  9 9 - > x r )

Home or Message Telephone:.

Fax Number: _  .. _____ .. •- ■.— --
Email n.ddr«es! - — , « —i — ..

usiness Telephone:, 
_Ccll T hone
____________ ^ 7

AS 39-OS-100 requires that a person appointed to a state board or commianion bo a registered voter prior to the last 
general election:----- • - —-------------
Are you a registered voter: YES, A _NQ. Voter Registration Number (Optional):
vocinl Security Number (Optional, remprcH if appointed for travel, reimbursement etc.):
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Tho Office of the Governor and the State of Alaska have an Affirm ative Action Eqtwd Employment Opportunity 
Program. To assist in the program, you are asked to voluntarily' answer the following questions to provide the 
information necessary for reporting purposes. Under State and Federal law, the information you provide will 
no bo u&ed to illegally discriminate against you.
D A T E  O F  B IR T H

ETHNICITY: 
Alaska Native
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.American Indian Asian or Pacific Islander .
MILITARY SERVICE (if applicable, give dates): ____________

. Black. Hiupanic. W h ite

CERTIFICATION: I swear the information 1 have entered on this form is true to the best, of ray knowledge, I 
undoretnnd that If I deliberately conceal or enter false Information on the form my application may be rejected, 1 
may be removed from the list of eligible candidates, or I may be removod fror.i the position. 1 agree that the Ol'Coo 
of the Governor may contact present or former employee* or ether pernonn who know me to obtain nn additional 
information about my akilla and abilities. 1 understand that the information on thie application Is public 
information and may bo released through a legal request for such information.

Signature (in ink):
Please attach a current resume with your application.

Datei .
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BO B B E L L
November, 2 0 0 /  Ce

Personal Data:

Graduated: tpnrata High Schorl Ephrata, Washington,
Graduated: Washington State University, 1966; Degree: Civil Engineering 
Commissioned: U.S. Army, 2nd Lt.
Married: Wife, Candace Bell.
Children: Jennifer - 37; Christopher - 36; Gretchen - 34; F.T. - 20; Betsey -17. 
Grandchildren: Emma 12, Brice 9, Ryan 7, Ethan 6.

Career Data:
1966-1967:

1967-1968:

1968-1969:

1969-1974:

City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering as a junior civil engineer.

Active duty, U.S. Army, as a construction platoon leader, 77th Port Construction Co., Ft. 
Belvoir, Virginia

Transferred to VietNam. Assigned to 497th Port Construction Company as construction 
platoon leader. Promoted to 1st Lt. and reassigned as company operations officer. As 
operations officer, I was in charge of directing the construction operations of 350 men to 
include 13 officers. The 497th port construction company built most of the major port 
facilities in VietNam. We were responsible for the design, procurement and construction 
of these facilities. I was awarded the Bronze Star along with other citations before 
returning to the United States. I was discharged in May, 1969.

Moved to Anchorage, Alaska and took a position with Tryck, Nyman & Hayes Consulting 
Engineers. I passed the professional engineer exam in 1971 as was registered as a 
Professional Engineer and also as Registered Land Surveyor.

1974-Present: Established Bell Herring & Associates, in 1980 John Herring retired and the company 
became F. Robert Bell & Associates. In 1986 we acquired Crews, Maclnnes & 
HoffmanA/ITRO to become a full-service engineering firm. Since 1980 F. Robert Bell & 
Associates has been one of the largest engineering firms in Alaska. W e currently have 
120 employees. Over the years, we have provided jobs for over 1000 Alaskans.

Civic Activities:
Anchorage Municipal Assembly, 1993 -1999.
External Vice-President, Anchorage Jaycees
State President, Alaska Consulting Engineers Council
Executive Board of Directors, Multiple Sclerosis Society
Municipal Building Board
Urban Design Commission
Municipal Bidding Review Board
1% for the Arts Committee:

Lake Otis School 
Whaley Center
Dimond Police Training Center 
Goldenview Middle School 

Pastorial council St. Elizabeth Ann Seaton church 
Board of directors Anchorage Rotary

Memberships:
American Legion 
V.F.W.
Rotary 
NRA 

Allia.ice 
Petro leum  club

Prof. Engineers in Private Practice 
Alaska Consulting Engineers Council 
Nat. Society of Professional Engineers 
American Society of Civil Engineers
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BO B BELL

1. R eg iste red  Civil Eng ineer and Land Su rveyor.

2 . A nchorage resident 36  y e a rs , b u s in ess owner 32  yea rs .

3. S trong advocate  fo r  p red ito r con tro l. I have had a m oo se  cam p in unit 1 6B  fo r 20  yea rs .
It has been c losed  to m oose  hunting fo r 3 o f the last 6 ye a rs  (including this yea r) b ecause
o f predation on the m oose  by w o lves and bears.
4 . I have extensive expe rien ce  in hunting, fishing, and flying th roughou t a la sk a . S e e  my 
book "Oh No! W e ’re G onna D ie ” .
5. R e fe ren ces .

1. J o e  H ayes 2 4 3  8 8 4 4
2. Tom  Fink 2 7 9  3 1 4 2
3. Don Young' 2 7 6  8 6 0 5
4 . R ic kR yd e l 5 2 2  1 5 1 5  .
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Ben Grussendorf 
1221 Halibut Point Road 

Sitka, AK 99835

Personal:

Date of Birth: February 2 3 , 1942  (Grand Rapids, Minnesota)
Spouse: Karen 
Children: Tim and Karla

Education:

High School: Grand Rapids Minnesota.
College: Bachelor of Arts degree from University of Minnesota,

Master of Arts degree from University of Minnesota 
Post-graduate work with Washington State University

G overning E xperience:

Served in the Alaska House of Representatives from 1980 -0 0 , in various capacities 
including: Speaker of the House (1985-8 7 , 1 9 8 7 -8 8 , 1991-9 2 ); Chair of the Rules 
Committee, member of the Finance Committee, and the Special Committee on Fisheries.

Also served two terms as Mayor of the City and Borough of Sitka, and two terms as Sitka 
City and Borough Assembly Member.

Served as a member of the Alaska Municipal League Legislative Committee; President of 
the Alaska Conference of Mayors; Chair of the Municipal Finance and Utility Committee; 
Chair of the Sitka Charter Commission; and member of the National Education 
Association.

Teaching E xperience:

Teacher and instructor in national, state and local government/social sciences at Sitka High 
School and Sitka Community College.

Service O rgan izations and  M em bership :

Lions Club, Sitka Chamber of Commerce, Alaska Native Brotherhood, Elks, Moose, 
Pioneers of Alaska, Sons of Norway.

Special In terests:

Hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, exploring with the hound, public service.



I, the undersigned, an employee o f the State of Alaska, do 

hereby certify that the m icrofilm  images on this m icroform are 

accurate reproductions of the original records o f the State of 

A laska as accumulated during the regular course of business, 

and that it is  the established policy and practice o f th is State to 

m icrofilm  its records and to d ispose of the original documents 

after m icrofilm  reproductions have been made.
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
Sen. Charlie Huggins, Chair
Sen. BertStedman, Vice Chair 
Sen. Lyda Green 
Sen. Gary Stevens 
Sen. Lesil McGuire 
Sen Bill Wielechowski 
Sen. Thomas Waeoner

Senate Resources Committee

State Capitol, Room 119 
Juneau AK 99801-1182 

907-465-3878 
Fax: 907-465-3265 

800-862-3878

Joint H ou se  Senate R esources C om m ittee M eetin g
W e d n e s d a y ,  F e b r u a r y  2 8 ,  2 0 0 7  

1 2 : 0 0  p . m . - l : 3 0  p . m .

Senate Finance Room 512
AGENDA

Presentation: ALASKA MINING INDUSTRY BRIEFING
By Council of Alaska Producers

R e v i e w  o f  M a j o r  M i n e  P r o j e c t s  -  S t e v e  B o r e l l ,  E x e c .  D i r . ,  A k  M i n e r s  A s s o c .

T a x a t i o n  o f  t h e  M i n i n g  I n d u s t r y  -  K a r l  H a n n e m a n ,  P r e s .  C o u n c i l  o f  A k
P r o d u c e r s

D o n l i n  C r e e k  W o r k f o r c e  D e v e l o p m e n t  -  G e o r g e  G a r d n e r ,  P r e s i d e n t  ( r e t i r e d )
C h i u l i s t a  C a m p  S e r v i c e s ,  I n c .

B i l l  B i e b e r  O p e r a t i o n s  M a n a g e r ,  
D o n l i n C r e e k  P r o j e c t / B a r r i c k  G o l d  C o r p .



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

R E :  M i n i n g  I n d u s t r y  T a x a t i o n  February 2007

Tax. Rent and Royalty History

1. T he M ining License T a x  w as first enacted by the Territorial Legislature in 1913.

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

3. 1981/82 - Legislature w orked on modifications.

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

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

6. 1989 - Legislature enacted both rents and royalties.

Taxes presently paid in Alaska by the mining industry

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

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

3. C laim  rentals are paid on state and federal lands.

4. A laska  Corporate incom e T ax at 9% .

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

O bservations

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

2. In o rder to significantly increase tax revenue from  the mining industry , Alaska needs m ore 
large mines.

3. T he m ining industry w orldw ide, including A laska, is experiencing a period o f  grow th and 
increased investment. This has been due prim arily to im proved metal prices, which can be



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Issues of Concern 
to the Alaska Mining Industry for 2007

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

FISCAL ISSUES

1. State Fiscal Policy - The G overnor and Legislature 
adopt a long range fiscal p lan and a biannual budget 
cycle. A nd  provide e ffec tive  funding fo r the m inerals 
and perm itting  functions in the Department o f  Natural 
Resources, the Department o f  C om m un ity  &  
Econom ic Developm ent, and the Departm ent o f  
Environm ental Conservation.

2. Annual Airborne Geophysical Manning Program
- The Legislature and the G overnor accelerate the 
extrem e ly e ffective  program  o f  State investment in 
a irborne geophysical mapping along w ith  water 
q u a lity  mapping.

3. Baseline Water Data - The Legislature accelerate 
fund ing  fo r co llection  o f  baseline w ater in form ation , 
focusing on areas where resource development is 
anticipated.

4. .Mineral Education - The Legislature continue to 
support mining engineering and geological 
engineering at U A F, and geology programs 
throughout U A  at levels that w i l l  ensure continued 
accreditation, as w e ll as the Delta M ine  T ra in ing  
Center (D M T C ) and the M in in g  and Petroleum 
T ra in in g  Service (M A P T S ).

5. A.MEREF (Alaska Mineral & Energy Resources 
Education Fund) - The Legislature continue funding 
o f  the State’s share o f  th is program in the public 
schools.

LAND MANAGEMENT ISSUES

6. State Lands - The G overnor and the Legislature 
support no net loss of multiple use lands and require 
that additions to any state parks, refuges, c ritica l 
habitat areas, marine restricted areas, o r any other 
restricted-use areas, o r transfer o f  state land to federal 
ownersh ip , be made only if an equal acreage o f  other 
lands already having the same designation is released 
and the new area being designated is first evaluated 
for mineral potential.

7. Land Transfers - P rior to any state land 
transfers to boroughs, land disposals/sales, or leases 
not required fo r resource developm ent, require a 
detailed m ineral evaluation, to inc lude airborne 
geophysical surveys, be com pleted to help ensure 
that m ineralized lands or key access routes are not 
transferred.

8. Outdated Federal Withdrawals - The State 
pursue rem oval o f  o ld federal land w ithdraw a ls 
(where purpose fo r w ithdraw al has exp ired) w h ich  
are b lock ing  land transfers to the State, such as P LO  
5150, the outer p ipe line  co rrido r. Encourage B L M  
to remove such PLOs and open the lands through its 
land p lanning process.

9. Evaluation of State Land Selections - The
A dm in is tra tion  continue to pursue land transfers 
w ith  special emphasis on h igh value resource lands 
and lands required fo r access righ ts -o f-w ay.

10. New Federal Withdrawals - The G overnor 
and Legislature oppose a ll tew  federal land 
w ithdraw als, roadless in itia tives, m arine restricted 
areas, A n tiqu ities  A c t designations, B L M  w ilderness 
studies, etc. and fig h t v igorous ly  against add itiona l 
buffers or other restrictions to m u ltip le  use o f  federal 
lands . A laska. The A laska N ational Interest Lands 
Conservation A ct (A N IL C A )  provides that "no 
m ore" federal land w ill be w ithd raw n  fo r parks, 
preserves, monuments, w ilderness designations, w ild  
&  scenic r ive r designations, etc.

11. International Heritage & Biosphere 
Designations - The G overnor v igo rous ly  oppose 
establishment o f  international parks, biosphere 
reserves, and w orld  heritage sites, such as the so- 
called Beringia  (over the Seward Peninsula &  
Bering Sea), N P R A , or A N W R . International 
designations would - 1) surrender pa rtia l sovereignty 
to the United Nations, and 2) forever e lim ina te  
access across the affected lands and waters.

12. Federal Mining Law  Issues - The G overnor 
continue to oppose changes to federal law  and 
regulations that w ould  be adverse to A laska m iners.



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

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

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

16. RS-2477 R ig h ts-o f-W av -  The Administration 
continue to systematically and aggressively pursue 
the rights o f the State o f Alaska regarding RS-2477 
rights-of-way, both administratively and in the 
courts, and that the Legislature provide funding to 
ensure this is done. Without RS-2477s much o f 
Alaska public lands w ill never have overland access.

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

the Fortymile River.

O TH E R  ISSUES

18. Integrity of Perm it System s -  The Legislature 
and Administration ensure the integrity o f the permit 
system.

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

20. W ater Q uality -  The State continue to revise 
water quality standards to ensure: I )  availability o f 
m ixing zones, 2) they are scientifically and 
technically supportable, 3) they a-e developed using 

Alaska-specific criteria, and 4) they are sufficient to 
protect water quality and support State

implementation.

21. A ir  Q uality - The State c larify and sim plify the 
air quality regulations. The State utilize third party 
contractors where possible while maintaining a core 
sta ff o f State employees to manage the effort.

ACCESS ISSUES 22. Jo n e s  A ct  -  Because Jones Act vessels for 
bulk mineral shipments are not available, the 
Governor and Legislature should petition 
Congress to amend the Jones Act to allow use 
o f non-Jones Act vessels for shipment o f '‘non- 
petroleum bulk natural resources from 
Alaska*.

23. National Env ironm enta l  Policy  A ct  - The
Administration and Legislature should petition 
Congress to establish sideboards on the NEPA 
process and return it to the original intent o f the 
law. N EPA is the single greatest impediment to 
project permitting.

24. W etlands - The Administration and 

Legislature should petition the Bush 
Administration to develop regulations that 
strictly follow the U .S . Supreme Court decision 
in SW A N C C .

25. Endangered Sp ec ie s  A ct /E s sen t ia l  F ish  

Habitat -The Administration and Legislature 
should petition the Bush Administration to 
develop new E SA  and EFH regulations that 
strictly follow the original intent o f these laws.

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

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

S I

mailto:sborell@alaska.net
http://www.alaskaminers.org
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ALASKA NATURAL GAS 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

411 WEST 4lh AVENUE, FIRST FLOOR 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

SARAH PAUN, GOVERNOR

TELEPHONE: (907 )257 -1347

February 26, 2007

W O R K  P L A N  &  F U N D I N G  R E Q U I R E M E N T S  T O  A D V A N C E  T H E  

A l a s k a  G a s  M a r k e t  S y s t e m  ( A G M S )  P R O J E C T

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

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

JOINT-WORK PR O C ESS

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

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

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

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



PLAN DEV ELO PM EN T C O S T S

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

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

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

CONFIDENTIALITY

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

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

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

• Pipeline companies
• LNG manufacturing, shipping, and/or marketing companies
• Experienced energy project investors
• Alaska utilities
• State of Alaska
• US Federal Government
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S h a w  A lask a , Inc.

S h c l W ^ T h e  S h a w  G r o u p

2000 W. International Airport Road,
Suite C-1

Anchorage, Alaska 99502-1116 
Phone: 907-243-6300

February 26, 2007
Harold Heinze 
CEO
Alaska Natural Gas Development Authority 
411 West 4lh Avenue, First Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re: Phase I Alaska Gas Market System Task Matrix

Dear Mr. Heinze:

Please find attached a working level draft of a Phase 1 Alaska Gas Market System Task Matrix. 
This Matrix was prepared by Shaw Alaska, Inc. under ANGDA Contract No. 06-0408. This work 
was performed in concert with various ANGDA contractors and consultants as part of your 
proposed “joint-work process”. A listing of these contributors is enclosed as Attachment A.

We have collectively identified 10 major Project Evaluation Areas with 80 key technical, program 
management, economic, regulatory, institutional and legal tasks to be undertaken over the next I to 
2 years. A table summarizing these Project Evaluation Areas and Tasks and associated budget cost 
estimates is enclosed as Attachment B. The Phase I Alaska Gas Market System Task Matrix is 
enclosed as Attachment C.

It is expected that the successful conduct of these Project Evaluation Areas and Tasks will advance 
AGMS to the next level and allow the project to proceed to an ‘open season’. It is expected that 
follow-on work will continue to be accomplished through the “joint-work process”.

We look forward to supporting AGMS going forward.

Sincerely,

Shaw Alaska, Inc.

Jane Whitsett, Office Director

C :\DO C U M K -l\H H K IN ZR \LO C A LS -l\T em p \A G M S  Matrix Transmittal U-lter.doc-()7\hh I



Attachment A 

Listing of Contributors

Contributor Affiliation

Kaye Laughlin ENSR
Bill Popp Kenai Peninsula Borough
Steve Pratt ANGDA
Brad Barta Shaw Stone & Webster, Inc.
Carolyn Dunmire Dunmire Consulting
OD Odsather ANGDA
Alan Christopherson PND
Dempsey Thieman PND
Joe Griffith ANGDA
Tony Izzo ANGPA
Pat Athey Shaw Alaska, Inc.
Patrick Burden Northern Economics, Inc.
Jane Whitsett Shaw Alaska, Inc.
Joe Petrillo Shaw Alaska, inc.
Cal Kerr Northern Economics, Inc.
Keith Darby Shaw Stone& Webster, Inc.
Sue Garven Shaw Stone& Webster, Inc.



A t t a c h m e n t  B

Project Evaluation Areas
Number of 

Tasks
Cost

($ M M )

Project Scope and Description - Pipelines 9 $1,410

Project Scope and Description - L N G 10 $1,135

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

Project Scope  and Description - N G Ls 5 $385

Market Analysis and N eeds Assessm ent 12 $1,300

Project M anagem ent Plan 6 $900

Preliminary Economic Analysis (Cost and Tariffs) 5 $475

Reserves and Financing 10 $1,100

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

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

T o t a l s 80 $10,440



Attachment C Phase I AGMS Task Matrix
Projr .. Evaluation Areas

Tasks Task Description Budget Level Cost 
Estimate

Project Scope and Description - Pipelines $1,410
Review previous ANGDA Pipeline 
Studies

Ravitw all ANOOA atudias related lo  pipelinet $ 1 0 ,0 0 0

L ive lop AGMS Pipeline Project 
Defin ition Document

Develop Pipe ine Project definition document to include high-level design criteria, routing, compressor 
station locations, sensitive environmental areas, available Infrastructure, manpower requirements, 
contracting strategy, equipment requirements, etc. This document will be revisited after the Open 
Season to correspond with more detailed gas demand estimates and schedule. This document will alsi 
support tho regulatory and permitting process.

$250,000

Routing reconnaissance and TAPS 
co-location siting study.

Evaluate potential route options, facility locations, and ’ choke" points fo r proposed AGMS pipeline 
route. Conduct a routing reconnaissance and TAPS co-location siting study. Review the TAPS routo 
alignment and establish those areas where a deviation will be required fo r a 24-inch diameter pipeline. 
In addition consider those areas where additional deviations will be roquirad if the pipe diameter is 
'ncreased to 30 inches, 36 inches. 42 inches and 48 inches. There are areas where the gas line may 
require deviating from the TAPS System. A lso smaller diameter lines could make the routing less 
critical than the oil line. Heavier equipment required for large diameter pipeline may pose more 
constraints.

1500,000

Ravlew Trans Canada and YPC 
ROWS

Review and evaluate TC Highway and YPC ROWs as alternatives to colocating AGMS NS pipeline in 
TAPS ROW. Review TPC ROW from Delta Junction to Valdez. $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0

Update existing 'Spur Line' ROW
Review existing ANGDA work. Complete matrix o f plans/actions required to perfect existing conditional 
riphts-of-way. $150,000

Evsluate Hydraulic and Thermal 
P ipeline Design & Compressor 
Station Locations

Evaluate hydraulic and thermal pipeline design alternatives and develop an expandable hydraulic 
model. Identify approximate size and locations of compressor stations. Develop an energy chart 
showing pressures and energy requirement by elevation 'or tho length of the pipeline(e).

$250,000

Mackenzie Pipeline Applica tion & 
Design Information

Review to determine applicability to AGMS $50,000

YPC and Port Au tho rity Applica tions 
and Pipeline Design Information

Review lo  Ouiermme applicability to AGMS. $50,000

Evaluate existing Infrastructure to 
support AGMS Pipeline Pro.'ect 
construction

Evaluate ousting access roads, bridges and public infrastructure that may be used fo r project 
implementation. Review the RISE Alaska work for AOOTAPF. Determine critical new project 
Infrastructire requirements

$50,000

Project Scope and Description - LNG $1,135
Review previous ANGDA LNG 
Studies

Review all ANGDA studies related to LNG. $ 1 0 ,0 0 0

Develop LNG Project Defin ition 
Document

Dovelop LNG Project definition document to include high-level design criteria, size, site location (a), 
infrastructure availability, marine and shipping information, permitting and regulatory information 
(from subsequent tasks) as well as site-specific project execution information (from subsequent tasks) 
The document will be a resource to solicit third-pariy interest in the project. It will a lso be used to 
support the regulatory and permitting process.

$250,000

VPC/Bechtel LNG Project Design Review and update the YPC/Bechte! LNG design $150,000

Evaluate YPC / APA LNG Site 
Alternative*

Determine suitability of the YPC site to accommodate the proposod AGMS LNG facility. Evaluate 
Rlternative site locations. Evaluate all site locations with respect to the now FERC seismic critona. $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0

_NG Site: FERC Seism ic Criteria
Determine the effect of new FERC seismic critiera on the suitability of the Anderson Bay site solected 
is the LNG Plant site for the YPC project A preliminary geotechmcal engineering review of the site 
lata is necessary

( 1 0 0 , 0 0 0

Jpdate LNG Plant Coat Eatlmate
i

Review available studies of LNG Baseload Plant Assoss Impact of FERC seismic criteria and ANGDA 
loaired train size on site location, plant configuration and plant costs. Evaluate effect of increasing 
rain size to 5.0 MM mtpa.

1150,000

>
.NG Plant Modularization 
Assessment

>etermine feasibility and benefits of modularizing the LNG Plant to mitigate manpower availability 
onstraints. Establish an order of magnitude estimate for economic comparisons. 1 1 0 0 ,0 0 0

rToating LNG Plant Asaessment totermme feasibility and benefits of a floating LNG plant to mitigate seismic criteria and manpower 
vallability contraints Determine ability to utilize ExxonMobil Modular LNG tank design 1 0 0 ,0 0 0



Attachment C Phase 1 AGMS Task Matrix
Marine Traffic Study

Undertake a marina traffic study to evaluate the viability of safety handling existing snd projected oil 
traffic with the projected LNG carrier traffic. Assume both 125,000 and 250,000 cubic meter capacity 
LNG carriers and 24-hour turnaround.

$125,000

LNG Loading fac ility requirements Evaluate operating requirements tor OMAX LNG carriers on berth at the proposed LNG site. $50,000

Project Scope and Description - Gas Conditioning Plant $850

Develop GCP Project Defin ition 
Document

Develop GCP Project definition document to include high-level design criteria, size, site location (s), 
infrastructure availability, permitting snd regulatory information (from subsequent tasks) as well as 
site-specific project execution information (from subsequent tasks). This will a lso be used to support 
the regulatory and permitting process.

$150,000

North Slope Gas Off-Take
Establish Allowable North Slope Gas Off-Take. Obtain definitive timeline, analysis from AOGCC 
estimating the impact o f AGMS gas off-take has on hydrocarbon recovery In the PBU. Consider 
alternatives fo r C 02 and water reinjection rather than dumping NGL s beck down hole.

200,000

Define GCP Desipn Basis Based on Initial market assessment, define deiivored gas quality requirements. Also review the work 
that has been undertaken to date and summarize study results. $50,1.00

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

Devalop a conceptual design for conditioning gas to remove water to very low levels (3«‘a per 
MMscfd), and C02, N2, Mercury and H2S if existing in the gas stream. Establish an optimum size for 
the conditioning train based on modularization. Develop gas export specification that should be 
attractive to a LNG Baselnad plant owner/user. Establish an order of magnitude cost estimate fo r a 
1.25 BCFPD and 2.25 BCFPD plant.

$200,000

Gas Treatment Plant (GTP) Site 
Evaluation

Prepare a preliminary GTP site evaluation including location, site plan, logistics, supply & 
transportation of gas. quality o l raw material, schedulo lo r facility construction. $250,000

Project Scope and Description - NGLs $385

Summarize previous ANGDA NGL 
Market Studies

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

Develop NGL Project Defin ition 
Document

Develop NGL Project definition document lo  include high-level design criteria, size, extraction takeoff 
location(e), infrastructure availability, permitting and regulatory information (from subsequent tasks) 
■s well as site-specific project execution Infoi/nation (from subsequent tasks). This will a lso be used 
to support the regulatory and permitting process. This document should identify potential partners, 
that have resources, technical capabilities, financial capacity, and political strength

$100,000

Determine NGL Quantities and 
Qualities

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

$100,000

|

Evaluate NGL Markets and Develop 
Optimal Extraction Locations

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

$150,000

NGL Project Conceptual Design Develop s conceptual design for NGL alternative locations $25,000

Market Analysis and Needs Assessment $1,300
Review previous ANGDA Market and 
Meeds 8tudiea

Review all ANGDA studies and Business Plan related lo  AGMS market assessments. S50.000

Standard Design fo r U tility Takeoff Standard design and specification for utility hook ups to the gas transmission line (50,000

3as Reserves Estimate )evolop a thrid party estimate of known reserves and range of uncertainty. (50,000

Rank AGMS Task W ith in Integrated 
Energy Plan fo r Alaska

valuate and Rank AGMS within current long term energy plan and strategy for Alaska !>100,000

S
tavtow Gas Supply and Demand c 
orecaafa In the Cook Inlet Region 11

ii

valuate Cook Inlet region utility, industrial and residential. Identify and optimize peak requirments and 
ervice options Compile utility, industrial and residential gas consumption forecasts. Synthesize 
ook Inlet Energy Market Information, Outlook for Consumers. AGMS ImpactRevtew ANGDA Bus. Plan -  
nd documents lo  date Demonstrate how AGMS can resolve issues raised by the Gap Chart and 
leliverability issues Reconcile impact of AGMS on Cook inlet gas market, exploration/production 
rcentlves and options.

150.000



Attachment C Phase 1 AGMS Task Matrix
Revlow Propane d is tribu tion use 
along coastline, h ighways and 
rivers

8uild oti «listing studios to assess LPG market In Alaska, especially delivery to remote vil gee. 
Evaluate costs, volumes, and deliverabihty lo r LPG.1. Compile recent studies on potential LPG markat 
update and fllWn data gaps as needed Evaluate potential partners and distnbutors necessary to 
ensure the success of this operation.

$100,000

LNG export Markets Evaluate LNG export markets in Pacific Rim. $150,000
Evaluate the potentia l fo r 
establish ing a petrochem icals 
Industry In Alaska

Evaluate the potential to develop a petrochemicals industry in Alaska at various site locations, identify 
optimal locations based on pipeline takeoff points, critical infrastructure requirements, and potential 
markets in tho Pacific Rim.

$50,000

Determine the technica l and 
econorr feas ib ility o f gas storage 
options In the Cook Inlet Region 
Includ ing the Beluga Gas Field

Coordm efforts with ConocoPhillips. ML&P. Chevron. Enstar, Chugach Electric and Marathon. $400,000

Coordinate market assement and 
needs issues w ith RCA, AOGCC et 
al

An important part of the business plan. Leads lo  issues and resolutions with potentially RCA. AOGCC. 
etc.Expand the study made and narrow into the cost centers that will enhance service lo  the 
commun"iet and bring value added to our citizens plus money to the STATE.

$50,000

Effect o f Blue Sky pro ject on 
demand fo r natural gas In Cook Inlet

Assuming the Blue Sky project is built as recently descnoed, evslute effect on gas demand in 
southcentral AlaskaAl present, the Blue Sky project would provide all of the gas neodod by Agrium and 
supply a portion of electricity used In southcentral Alaska

$50,000

Ider. ify propane business plan fo r 
rural Alaska energy needs

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

Project Management Plan $900

Evaluate improvements to key 
Infrastructure requirements to 
support AGM8

r
Identify and estimate order of magnitude coats for infrastructure improvements to support snd 
fscilitato the development of AGMS. $150,000

Develop a Project Execution P i-..
Develop a PEP lo  expeditiously implement the AGMS and move the AGMS Phase 1 project to an Open 
Season snd RCA application. The PEP will includee a project management and controls system to 
control Phase 1 scope, schedule and budget

$150,000

Prepare a Level 1 Project Schedule 
Identifying Major M ilestones

A Level 1 Project Schedule will be developod. $100,000

Prepare an Order-of-Magnltude Coat 
Estimate fo r the AGMS

An order of magnitude cost estimat* wii; be prepared tor the pipelines. LNG pi..nt, GCP and NGL 
facilities $250,000

Lievelop a lis t o f lo n j- la ad time 
equipment and materials

Develop a list o l long lead time items lor the AGMS project. $100,000

Identify critica l manpower, 
construction equipment, log is tics 
and technical support requirements

Develop estimates ot required man power equipment, materials, etc lo r me project. This tool would 
be used to make adjustments as needed to fit available resources develop estimates o l required man­
power. equipment, materials, etc. for the project.

$150,000

Preliminary Economic Analysis (Cost and Tariffs) $475

Evaluate Tariff Structure

Develop tariff for pricing gas and NGL for in state use Conduct economic analysis based on a cost-of - 
service type model to quantify the probable cost of gas for Alaskans. Assumptions on demand, capital 
coats, etc will be based on above work efforts. Operating cost estimates for the pipeline and GCP will 
need lo  be developed

1150,000

’ repare an Econom ic Analysis o f 
3ost and Benefits o f AGMS

Expand (he economic model usod in the tariff study above to also Include the LNG plant and ot he' 
ispects of the AGMS protect. The benefits model previously developed for ANGDA incorporates a LNG 
>tanl and can be mod ’i«d lo  incorporate new informationConduct sensitivity analysis related to key 
1ak areas. Economic analysis to address: e regional gas demand analysis (based on updating previous ! 
ludies and above work efforta b) tariff structure lor IrvAlask gas usage fcost-of-service assessment)
) market assoasment and market forecast lor LNG d) summartzn th«i potential unbe ing  rations e) pro 
orma economic model development for third-party LNG plant.

!150,000

Estimate econom ic Impact o f AGMS 
>n employment, state revenues, and 
ithe r measures

Jpdale ANGDA benefits model to reflect AGMS j^rameiore. Determi’ .e the economic benefits of • 
table, secure supply o f gas for 25 years a l a fix«d price. The results o f this analysis will proviue i 
nformation that can be usod by ANGDA to seek additional support for the project.

50,000

c
’ rovlde econom ic development 
ipportun ltles fo r communities

valuato AGMS contribution to economic development in communities affected by the project. Look at 
kills necessary for jobs generated by the project, and the skills available In tho community's J 
rorklorce and doflne neodod training. Coordinate efforts with the Tri-Borough Commission.

75,000



Attachment C Phase 1 AGMS Task Matrix
Update ANGDA business plan After feasibility of the AGMS components has been satisfied and partners identified, update the 

existing business plan lo  reflect this new arrangement. $50,000

Financing Options (Reserves and Financing) $1,100

Develop genera! business strategy 
and option to r ownersh ip and 
financing o f the AGM8 project

SoticH ideas and input from members of the financing and development community as wed as local 
AGMS Phase 1 participants $100,000

Development o f o ther Alaska baalm Evaluate options fo r bringing gas discovered in other basins to market. $100,000

Establish a format on North Slope 
Gas contract

Work with gas producers to d e te r rn e  their preferred gas sales contract. $250,000

Evaluation o f financing riaka As a precursor to obtaining financing, the project team must assess risks to the financiers. Focus on 
construction schedule and coat, regulatory uncertainty, on-shore and off-shore gas market conditions $200,000

Summarize debt and equ ity op tions 
fo r potentia l th ird parties

Include results of economic analysis, identify risk areas and mitigants. $125,000

Solic it Interest o f project 
partic ipants In provid ing equity 
support

Assess access to equity from operators, malarial suppliers, conatructorsBased on costs of specific 
oiemenn (LNG plant, gas conditioning facilities, pipelines) o f the project, consider factoring investmen 
opportunities into tho contracting structure.

$50,000

Evaluate ownersh ip structure
Explore access to municipal funds, bonds, capital markets, IPO, with due consideration to the loan 
guarantee program available under ths 2004 Federal enabling legislation.Private and public companies 
have access lo  different financing mechanisms. Key to the financing strategy is t creation of tho 
riqht combination of entities

$150,000

Evaluation o f tax-exempt and tax 
bond financing, large private 
placement, large pub lic offering

Explore accasa to municipal funds, bonds, capital markets, IPO Assess market s acceptance of 
financing *n infrastructure project o f this magnitude in Alaska, the impact that Alaska s ‘ nationalistic 
spirit" may have on financing.

$50,000

Determine App licab ility o f Federal 
Loan Guarantees

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

Evaluate RCA financing 
mechanisms

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

$50,000

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

Alaska Regulatory Process: Strategy

Develop i Strategy Plan and Program ae a road map to advance the Project with the Regulatory 
Commission of Alaska (RCA). Dovefop and doliver a chesive vision end a transparent and even-handed 
decision framework to help utilities, local governments and key stakeholders frame options and 
evaluate risk. The goat o f this effort Is to provide decision-makers with consistent information about 
the AGMS and to promote open dialogue o f critical program milestones and decision opportunities.

$150,000

Alaska Regulatory Process: 
Education and Outreach.

fmpfem'ent specific measures o f tho regulatory strategy lo r the Project including: 1. Training and 
education fo r utility boards and local governments. Leverage groups such aa Alaska Power 
Association to conduct training on Open Season process, mock bidding session. 2. Develop and 
Implement a decision framework suitable for evaluating risk snd opportunities associated with AGMS 
and other energy alternatives 3. Incorporate other key issues related to energy policy in Alaska such 
ss climats change and energy Independence into the AGMS decision process. 4. Create and administer 
a oublic v f's ion  of the protect schedule snd oroanlzetion chart

$200,000

Federal Regulatory Strategy Develop a Strategy Plan and Program as •  road map to advance the Project with the Federal Energy 
Raouls' i i Commission (FERC) process governing exjxxt ol LNG. $150,000

Project Perm itting Strategy

Develop a Strategy Plan and Program as s road map for the permitting process for the entire project. 
Numerous environmental and land use authorizations are needed lo  construct and operate the Project. 
A strategy to guide the permitting process is nectsta ry to advance tho Project in preparation of 
lubmlttmg permit applications to federal and state regulatory agencies The Strategy will build upon 
previous work by ANGDA lo  identify permitting requirements

(250,000

3aa Treatment Plant Perm itting
Develop and implement specific actions to move forward with pre-permitting activites for the Gas 
rreatment Plant component of AGMS. Review o l the authorizations completed or in progress for the 
INGTS GTP

(10,000

Critical Data Gaps in Project 
>erm itting

demify the critical gaps In the body of data that la necessary for preparing anu supporting the 
mvironmentat snd land use permits for the Project including the stats and fedoral ROW grants >200,000

r

i

’ ro-PermlKIng Work Group

F

mtnta the permitting process for the AGMS Project by assembling the AGMS Permitting Work Group 
he Work Group will consist o f staff from resource agencies. AGMS representatives, and other 
takeholders The Work Group will meat regularly to consider environmental, land use, subsistence -  
nd socioeconomic protection issues related to permitting the Project. The Work Group will provide 
aluable early feedback from resource agencies and other stakeholders that will help to advance the 
reject.

100,000
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Attachment C Phase 1 AGMS Task Matrix
Public Education and Outreach 
Program

Develop and Initiate a public education and outreach program for AGMS and utility/coop member 
decision process. Coordinate Information flow in both directions. Create and implement a branding 
snd education campaign fo r AGMS. Ha a a transparent and conalstant message fo r the project. 2. 
Conduct public iorums/discussions with Alaska Native communities to include their concerns about 
the Project, with special attention on subsistence ecitivitiet and resources.

$250,000

AGMS NEPA Compliance / EIS 
Strategy

Develop a  road map to achieve NEPA compliance for the Project, including the potential for a third- 
p a fy  EIS or suppfr.nantal EIS lo  cover all components. Consider the opportunity fo r utilizing the 
TAGS/YPC NEPA authorizations fo r the pipeline component.

$100,000

AGMS Acquisition o f TAGS/YPC 
Perm its and Authorizations

Determine il the existing permits and authorizations »eld by YPC ars usable for the AGMS project 
concept. Identify the process and conditions under which these could be acquired by AGMS. $50,000

AGMS Use o f TAPS Right-Of-Way

Determine the opportunities fo r utilizing portions of the TAPS ROW for the AGMS pipeline, compressor 
stations, or other facilites. Review the Project technical data and conduct discussions with regulatory 
agencies (JPO) end TAPS Operators (Aiyeska Pipeline Service Company). Identify options fo r sharing 
costs with TAPS.

$50,000

ROW Grant and Perm it Conditions 
Matrix

Compile and correlats the requirements of the conditional ROW Grants and permits issued for the 
ANGDA Spur Line end the TAGS/YPC protect to dato. Initiate development of the plans and programs 
to satisfy the ROW conditions and other permit stipulations.

$75,000

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

Evaluate a Fast Track Perm itting 
Strategy

With ths currant support to bring North Slope gas to markat, consldar developing an early permitting 
and licensing program in concert with key Alaska agencies. Conduct high-level coordination with 
federal and state agencies to consider options to reduco permitting timelines, building upon the 
existing Joint Pipeline Office structure.

$150,000

Implement a Comprehensive Public 
Outreach and Stakeholder Reletlons 
Program

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

Quantify Risks and Rewsrds Identify and quantify major risks, uncartainties, mitigating mansu'es. opporlumies, and rewards for the 
AGMS $100,000

New Technology and Innovations
Evaluate technology developemnts that could materially impact tha coat and schedule of the AGMS 
project $100,000

den tify and Option Critical 
Logistical Sites

Review utilization and suitability of selected sites for work camps, site preparation. long-Jcad orders for 
pipe, supplies, prepositioning of material, management plan and assignment of responsibilities Take 
option? on existing critical aites and prepare applications for new sites

$500,000

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

$200,000

GRAND TOTAL FOR ALL WORK GROUPS $ 10,440
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

411 WEST 4,h AVENUE, FIRST FLOOR 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 

99501

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

TELEPHONE: (907 )257-1347

January 29, 2007

To: Board of Directors
Alaska Natural Gas Development Authority (ANGDA)

R E :  A l a s k a  G a s  M a r k e t  S y s t e m  ( A G M S )  P r o j e c t  P r o p o s a l

Dear ANGDA Board Members:

On December 5, 2006, Governor Palin challenged ANGDA to develop an 
Alaskan based project to connect North Slope gas to market. The attached 
proposal for your consideration is based on multiple studies conducted over 
several years.

The AGMS project proposal is intended to be advanced simultaneous with 
other efforts. This conceptual proposal is a starting point for the initial effort 
of project development and the project will be improved as the joint-design 
process advances. ANGDA intends to work with any and all interested 
experienced parties in a co-operative non-exclusive study effort leading to a 
project definition and open season within one to two years.

The AGMS project proposal overcomes several key public and legislative 
concerns highlighted during the public review process of the Stranded Gas 
Act gas line contract. AGMS is a very “doable” project that can be built with 
an Alaskan workforce and can provide a timely solution to Alaska’s energy 
crisis.

ANGDA is an essential participant to make the AGMS project proposal 
happen, but the work effort will consume the entire staff, contractor, and 
funding resources of ANGDA. I ask for your concurrence and support.

Harold Heinze, CEO ,°  ANGDA
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T h e  A l a s k a  G a s  M a r k e t  S y s t e m  ( A G M S )

A Project Proposal For Alaska’s North Slope Gas

Preamble

There is a growing concern at Alaska Natural Gas Development 
Authority (ANGDA) that inadequate attention has been given to the 
political, regulatory, and legal difficulties of building the Alaska Gas-line 
through Canada. This concern has been fueled by the inability of the 
supporters of the Mackenzie gas pipeline to move that project forward. 
We are concerned that the proposed large Alaska Gas-line project will 
ultimately be indefinitely delayed because of problems (Canadian) 
beyond Alaska's control.

Additionally a large diameter gas-line down the Alaska Highway 
necessitates the participation of Exxon, BP and Conoco Phillips as 
shippers. As we have seen over the past four years, striking a deal 
that has their unanimous support is problematic in itself, and may not 
be in the best interest of the State. None of these companies has 
shown any inclination to back down from the contract negotiated by the 
Murkowski administration which met substantial criticism from the 
public, and did not have the requisite legislative support.

We believe Alaska's Governor, the Alaska Legislature, and the People 
of the State of Alaska need to consider a project primarily dedicated to 
providing natural gas to Alaskan markets.

P r o j e c t  S u m m a r y  o f  A l a s k a  G a s  M a r k e t  S y s t e m  ( A G M S )

This project concept provides a 1.25 BCFPD (billions of cubic feet of 
gas per day) linkage of the Prudhoe Bay Field on Alaska’s North Slope 
to in-state natural gas markets in Cook Inlet, Fairbanks, Valdez and the 
Yukon River. The buried high-pressure gas pipeline follows the
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general alignment of the existing TAPS oil pipeline to Valdez. An 
additional connector gas pipeline links Glennallen to the existing 
natural gas facilities and the Beluga gas field in the northern Cook Inlet 
area. Gas and propane are provided for along the route with 
connections specified at the Yukon River, Fairbanks, North Pole, Delta 
Junction, and Glennallen. A  new 2-train LNG plant and loading dock is 
constructed at the Port of Valdez.

The Alaska Gas Market System (AGMS) initially delivers gas to 
Fairbanks and Cook Inlet to replace the depleting gas reserves used 
for heating and electric power generation (0.25 BCFPD). The first 
increment of full gas pipeline operations adds a pipeline to serve a 
single-LNG train in Valdez for gas export and NGL separation at 
several locations (total of 0.75 BCFPD). In the final configuration, 
compressors are added to increase throughput to serve a second-LNG 
train and new petrochemical plants (1.25 BCFPD capacity).

C O S T  &  T A R I F F

The AGMS conceptual project would cost $5 B (billion US dollars) to 
deliver gas to both tidewater locations ($4 B for pipelines and $1 B for 
North Slope gas conditioning). The estimated annual revenue 
requirement would indicate a tariff in the range of $1- to $2-per-mmbtu 
(millions of btu) from the North Slope to Valdez and Cook Inlet. The 
LNG plant and loading facilities in Valdez for 7 mmtpa (millions of tons 
of LNG per year) would cost $3 B, with a $1.00- to $1.50-per-mmbtu 
tariff implied to meet annual levenue requirement. Downstream cost- 
of-service charges for marine LNG transport and re-gasification are 
estimated at a $1.00- to $1.50-per-mmbtu using available ships and 
terminals.

R E S E R V E S  &  F I N A N C I N G

Financing of the pipeline systems would be based on firm shipping 
commitments made during an “open season" process early in the
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system line sizing determinations. Gas saies contracts committing 10 
TCF (trillion cubic feet of gas) of Prudhoe Bay gas would also be 
required. This project concept assumes that at least one working 
interest owner (7 TCF is held by each of the 3 major lease holders) and 
the State of Alaska’s 3 TCF are available. This 40% of the total 
Prudhoe Bay gas reserve will support a 1.25 BCf D offtake for over 20 
years.

Additionally there is another 6- to 10-TCF of known, but undeveloped 
gas, that alternatively could provide a basis for the AGMS project. Gas 
explorers are anxious to drill along the pipeline corridor in the northern 
foot hills of the Brooks Range and the discovery of an additional 2 TCF 
could be handled by expansion of the AGMS.

P R O J E C T  T I M E L I N E

The six plus year span of the project conceptual schedule includes a 
year of project description and an additional year for conditional 
regulatory approvals and financing. Procurement, logistics setup, and 
right-of-way are the major tasks in the projects third year, followed by a 
three year construction period. Project phasing and early startup 
would allow gas to flow all the way to Cook Inlet prior to the availability 
of the Valdez LNG plant or North Slope conditioning facility.

M A R K E T S

The AGMS project will deliver North Slope gas to 4 major markets:

1. natural gas to local utilities for heating and electric power 
generation

2. propane at several points for distribution along the coastline, 
highways, and rivers

3. A Valdez LNG manufacturing plant for LNG tanker shipment to 
US and other Pacific Rim markets

4. Industrial and petrochemical plants in the Cook Inlet area
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Alaska Gt s M i arket Svstern

P i p e l i n e  S e g m e n t Miles Diam BCFPD k$/hch-mile Cost

North Slope to Glennallen 690 24 1.25 200 $3,312

Glennallen to Cook Inlet 170 16 0.25 150 $408

Glennallen to Valdez 110 ro o 1.00 150 $330

T o t a l  C o s t  f$ B ) $ 4 ,0 5 0

.......T f " ....T i  " ....
Cook Inlet Share of Cost $ 1 ,0 7 0

.. I I 11
Valdez Share of Cost $ 2 ,9 8 0

II II

T l
10% / Yr Revenue Required

t

. I I  L
T a r i f f  t o  C o o k  I n l e t $ 1 .1 7

i I. . -
Tariff to Valdez $ 0  '32

1 __ .
_ _ L .

$2.5 ) to Chicaao Equivalent |... —|

i i I

T a r i f f  t o  C o o k  I n l e t $ 2 .0 4

T i  T l
Tariff to Valdez $ 1 .4 2

------- L I I I  II__________ ______ L
Prepared by Harold Heinze of ANGDA on 01/24/07
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A l a s k a  G a s  M a r k e t  S y s t e m  P r o j e c t  P r o p o s a l

Project Tasks and Conceptual Timeline
Tosh Na. .w

Open Season

Permitting 

Design 

Financing 

Long-lead Material 

Logistics Setup 

ROW Preparation 

Construction
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The Alaska Gas Market System (AGMS) 

WORK PLAN TO ADVANCE THE AGMS PROJECT

The work plan objective is to provide within one to two years a project 
description sufficient for producers, pipe-liners, LNG manufacturers & 
shippers, and customers to make a decision on submitting a formal 
application.

JOINT-STUDY PROCESS

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

There are two major technical study areas in the project definition phase of 
the AGMS: pipelines and LNG plant. While this work needs to be 
coordinated and integrated tnere may be a separate group of experts and 
contractors for each effort. Ideally, a full-time study leader would be 
available from the participants experts to be the daily point of contact with 
contractors.

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

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

CONFIDENTIALITY

While the use of some proprietary technologies may require confidentiality 
protection, the joint-study goal is to make as much of the study results 
available publicly as possible. Participants will have the advantage of being

A l a s k a  N a tu r a l  G a s  D e v e l o p m e n t  A u t h o r i t y  (A N G D A ) 1 /2 8 /2 0 0 7
"Connecting A la sk a n s To  Th e ir N a tu ra l G as"



part of the detail analysis, but summary presentations at the steering 
committee level would be public.

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

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

• Pipeline companies

• LNG manufacturing, shipping, and/or marketing companies

• Experienced energy project investors

• Alaska utilities

• State of Alaska

• US Federal Government

PLAN DEVELOPMENT COSTS

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

Identification of specific study efforts will be the first major effort of the joint 
study participants, but may include by way of example:

• Project execution plan
• Construction of the North Slope gas conditioning plant as a pipeline 

facility (as opposed to a PBU production facility)
• Review of Mackenzie gas pipeline cost information publicly filed
• Co-use of the entire TAPS right-of-way
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E valu a tio n  o f A lte rn a tive  P ro je c t P roposals  
bv the S tate  o f A la s k a

G e t t i n g  N o r t h  S l o p e  G a s  t o  M a r k e t  U s i n g  t h e  A G M S

The Alaska Gas Market System (AGMS) project proposal addresses 
several key concerns voiced about alternative project proposals to 
getting North Slope gas to market.

Delays in Construction of Canadian P ipeline Segm en ts

The multi-year delays being experienced in the review of the 
Mackenzie gas pipeline in northern Canada challenges the producer 
sponsor group’s presumption of a comparable approval timeline with 
the Canadian National Energy Board (NEB) process equivalent to 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). While the 
environmental, native, and independent explorer concerns may be 
resolved by the NEB; the constitutional requirements for “consultation" 
being litigated are f?r from final rulings and legislative changes.

The AGMS project proposal does not include a Canadian route 
segment, it represents an alternative that will allow development of 
North Slope gas even if internal Canadian issues prevent timely action. 
When a much larger future Canadian gas pipeline is constructed, the 
AGMS project can carry all the natural gas liquids (NGL’s are ethane, 
propane, butane) separately to premium component markets as part of 
its continuing operation supplying natural gas to SouthCentral Alaska.
It may be strategic to advance AGMS until it is certain that no major 
Canadian delays can occur.

G as P ipeline D esign  B a s is  Exceeds Reserve B a se

A very large 4.5 BCFPD project proposal assumes a 50 TCF gas 
reserve is available to support a financially viable gas line project life.
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The known developed reserves of the North Slope are estimated at 
only half that (24 TCF in Prudhoe Bay). Financers normally require 
that the decade’s long commitments in gas sales and transportation 
contracts be made at some discount of even the high-probability US 
Security Exchange Commission (SEC) booked reserves. While the 
North Slope has potential for more gas discoveries; the size, timing, 
and development cost of gas discoveries should be recognized as 
speculative.

The AGMS project is based on a reserve basis of 10 TCF committed to 
the project (approximately 40% of Prudhoe Bay gas). At a minimum 
the commitment of one member o'; the producer group and th~ State of 
Alaska royalty gas would be required. If one or more gas owners at 
Prudhoe Bay supports AGMS as an appropriate project to market their 
gas as required under the State of Alaska lease, they can proceed at 
their own risk and expense. Reservoir management issues within the 
Prudhoe Bay Unit are subject to rulings by the Alaska Oil & Gas 
Conservation Committee (AOGCC) and confidential studies of a 
permissible gas off-take rate are currently under way.

The Next Step For All The Project P ropo sa ls Is An “Open S ea so n ”

None of the project proposals are ripe for final approval by the core 
sponsors. Throughputs for design and market support for financing will 
only be known when all potential shippers and consumers have 
sufficient information to make the multi-billion dollar commitments 
during an "open season" process. All of the proposals require further 
design, analysis, field data gathering and regulatory review as parallel 
tasks in developing the information to advance the project to the next 
level.

The AGMS project proposal benefits from the ANGDA studies to date 
and may be advanced significantly by study work already performed by 
potential joint study participants and future public filings. An 
expenditure of $5 million in a variety of contractor studies will result in a 
defined project.
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The vast majority of that work is directly usable if the AGMS project is 
restricted to an in-state spur pipeline with a tie-in from a larger 
alternative project.

G as Line Pro ject Is Strengthened By Involvement Of Independent 
Partie s

The AGMS project proposal of ANGDA is a starting point to be built on 
by ALL interested parties that can contribute expertise during a “joint 
study" process leading to the public information put forward at a level- 
field open-season. It is reasonable expectation that every aspect of the 
project proposal (size, ownership, market, schedule, cost, etc) will be 
tested against individual company and group criteria and changes 
made. The AGMS has been purposely defined as a minimal stand­
alone project that is very doable and supported by strong market 
forces. ANGDA’s role is to support the joint study (through contractors) 
and assure a maximum amount of public transparency at a summary 
level of all the analysis.

And Finally

North Slope gas has waited over 35 years to get to market. Several 
times, projects have made good progress only to fall back and fail. 
New basin explorers are poised to look for more gas in Alaska if we 
can just get a first link to move gas. While the AGMS project concept 
may not be the biggest of North Slope gas transmission alternatives, it 
is economic and feasible, and meets Alaska’s needs in every way.

The AGMS is a doable project concept that must be allowed to mature.
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peline Segment

North S lope to G lennallen

G lennallen to Cook Inlet

G lennallen to Valdez

Total Cost ($ B)

Cook Inlet Share of Cost

Valdez Share of Cost

10%/ Yr Revenue Required

Tariff to Cook Inlet

Tariff to Valdez

$2.50 to Chicago Equivalent

Tariff to Cook inlet

Tariff to Valdez

Alaska Gas Market System —  Cost & Tariff Estimates

250 mmscfpd to Cook Inlet

24
16
20

$1.5

$2.42

$2.5

$1 .66
____

[

$1.39i------------

$2 .88

Prepared by Harold Heinze, CEO of ANGDA on 01/23/07
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ALASKA NATURAL GAS 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

411 WEST 4th AVENUE, FIRST FLOOR 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

S A R A H  PALIN, G O VERN O R

TELEPHONE: (907)257-1347

December 27, 2006

To: Governor Sarah Palin 
Lt. Governor Sean Parnell 
Commissioner Pat Galvin 
Commissioner Marty Rutherford

From: Harold Heinze

Subject: Follow Up  To December 5. 2006. Meeting on North Slope Gas

Please find attached several narrative pages, tables, and a diagram 
summarizing ANGDA’s understanding of project alternatives to deliver North 
Slope gas to Alaska markets.

While this is a high-altitude overview of project feasibility, we find it 
encouraging that an in-State gas pipeline is economic and can result in lower 
costs to Cook Inlet area gas users (especially when a Valdez LNG project 
happens).

ANGDA has worked on several aspects of these recommended projects and 
we are ready to take the lead in the focused definition efforts that are needed 
to advance this conceptual phase.

Copies To: ANGDA Board Members
Mike Tibbies - Chief of Staff 
John Bitney -  Legislative Liason 
ANGDA Contractors



S u m m a r y  o f  A N G D A  A n a l y s i s

A l a s k a  G a s l i n e  S y s t e m

This project summary is a follow up to ANGDA’s briefing of Governor Palin’s 
on December 5, 2006. The alternatives for an in-State gasline system based 
upon Alaska gas markets were defined and the costs to deliver North Slope 
gas to Cook Inlet area gas consumers were estimated using comparative 
assumptions.

The attached tables demonstrate the following conclusions:

• The lowest cost of delivering gas to Cook Inlet is a project with a large 
diameter gasline to Delta Junction and a spur pipeline system 
connection into the Cook Inlet area.

• A gas pipeline system segment from Glennallen to Valdez delivering 
gas to even a small LNG project significantly lowers the gas delivery 
cost to Cook Inlet.

• A gp l̂ine from the North Slope, designed for the Alaska gas market 
only, is economically feasible if there are major industrial gas users in 
Cook Inlet and/or an LNG project in Valdez.

• The utilization of lower-interest-rate utility debt-structures (pledge of 
consumers approved by RCA) can significantly reduce the delivered 
cost to Cook Inlet gas consumers (up to 40% reduction).

ANGDA recommends, that in the best interest of Alaska gas consumers, the 
State focus its in-State project definition efforts and leadership on:

• A 16- to 24-inch spur gas pipeline system connecting Delta Junction to 
Cook Inlet and Valdez.
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• A 16- to 24-inch gas pipeline connecting Prudhoe Bay Field to Delta 
Junction via Fairbanks.

• Potential gas service connections in Fairbanks, at the Yukon River 
bridge, and other Alaska sites along the route (including a propane 
distribution / utilization demonstration project for rural communities)

• Utilization of a 16- to 24-inch direct pipeline linking the North Slope to 
Cook Inlet and Valdez to carry the entire NGL content of larger gas 
volumes associated with a future very large diameter gas pipeline 
system through Alberta to the Mid-West.

• Receiving and inter-connection facilities and pipelines to interface with 
existing gas infrastructure in Cook Inlet.

• A 20- to 24-inch gas pipeline connecting Point Thomson Field to Cook 
Inlet and Valdez

• Conceptual design of LNG manufacturing facilities and storage to be 
located in Valde i  (joint study with all potential LNG plant and LNG 
tanker builders, operators, and owners).

Further ANGDA observations on the conduct of the project definition efforts:

• In addition to the project design, engineering, construction planning, 
cost estimates, and logistics it is essential that work on permitting, 
financing, and customer development for the project proceed in parallel 
efforts.

• The State should encourage private-sector companies to contribute to 
these early project definition steps with the intention that companies 
may come forward that have the interest, experience, capability, and 
financial commitment necessary for the companies to assume the 
project management role and provide a maximum benefit to Alaskans.

• In any of these efforts the work should be publicly available and be 
communicated at appropriate intervals.
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Methodology

A simplified spread sheet model was created of a multi-node in-State gas 
pipeline system (see system diagram and mileages).

Gas pipeline diameters were selected based on approximated maximum 
flow capacity: (implied reserves needed to support 20 years at flow 
capacity also shown)

12-inch 0.125 BCFPD 1 TCF
16-inch 0.250 BCFPD 2 TCF
20-inch 0.750 BCFPD 6 TCF
24-inch 1.250 BCFPD 9 TCF
36-inch 3.000 BCFPD 22 TCF

Pipeline costs, including compressor stations, were estimated using a 
conservative assumption of $150,000 per inch-diameter mile.

A Cook Inlet share of the total pipeline system cost was estimated by 
proportioning the cost of each segment based on the ratio of Cook Inlet 
flow rate to the total flow rate in that segment.

Calculations were performed at a variety of flow rate assumptions based 
on general usage numbers:

0.125 BCFPD residential & commercial heating with gas
0.250 BCFPD heating plus electric power generation
0.500 BCFPD current Cl consumption with industrial users
0.500 BCFPD single train LNG plant in Valdez (3 mmtpa) 
0.750 BCFPD max gas off-take rate from Pt Thomson 
3.000 BCFPD max gas off-take rate from Prudhoe Bay

A utility tariff structure was approximated by setting an annual revenue 
requirement of ten-percent of the proportioned Cook Inlet capital cost (see 
report by First Southwest Company on ANGDA website)

Also, a tariff structure equivalent to the Sponsor Group’s announced $2.50 
tariff to Chicago was estimated by scaling the Cook Inlet flow rate and 
proportioned cost using ratios compared to the 4 BCFPD flow rate in a 
very large diameter pipeline system costing $21 billion.
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Alaska Gasline System
i

C om parison o f D ifferen
i . ___ !...
C onfigurations

T a r i f f  T o

C o o k  I n l e t

C o o k  I n l e t  

R a t e  

f M C F P D )

V a l d e z

R a t e

( M C F P D )

Spur Off Large Pipeline to Delta
2 5 0 0 $ 1 .8 3

2 5 0 5 0 0 $ 1 .4 3

2 5 0 1 0 0 0 $ 1 .3 5

Line To Cook Inlet & Valdez Onlv
2 5 0 0 $ 3 .8 4

2 5 0 5 0 0 $ 2 .0 0

2 5 0 1 0 0 0 $ 1 .6 3

Gasline To Cook Inleit Onlv
1 2 5 $ 5 .7 6

2 5 0 $ 3 .8 4

5 0 0 $ 2 .4 0

Assumed North Slope to Chicaao Tariff $ 2 .5 0-------- j r - i
P repared by  H aro ld  Heinze o f  ANGDA on 12/26/06
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S p u r  O f f  

L a r g e  

P i p e l i n e  T o  

D e l t a

G a s  I i n s  t o
C o o k  I n l e t

&  V a l d e z

Prepared by Harold Heinze ANGDA 12/26/06

A l a s k a  G a s l i n e  S y s t e m

Estimated Price of North Slope Gas In Cook Inlet

r r r
(1) 540 miles of 36" line carrying 3.00 BCFPD
(2) 300 miles of 16" line carving 0.25 BCFPD

690 miles of 20" line carrying 0.75 BCFPD
150 miles of 16"line carrying 0.25 BCFPD to Cook Inlet
110 miles of 20"line carrying 0.50 BCFPD to Valdez

840 miles of 16" line carrying 0.25 BCFPD

C h i c a g o  G a s  P r i c e $ 5 .5 0  1  $ 5 .5 0  1  $ 5 .5 0

T a r i f f  t o  C h i c a g o

N e t b a c k  G a s  V a l u e  o n  

N o r t h  S l o p e  ______

T a r i f f  In  L a r g e  G a s l i n e

T a r i f f  In  S p u r  P i p e l i n e

G a s  V a l u e  in  C o o k  I n l e t

A ssu m p tio n  Fo o tn o te s





N o m i n a 1 P i p e l i n e  S i z e s  &  C a p a c i t y

NOMINAL
C A PA C ITY

GASLINE
D IAM ETER

PIPE
A R E A

IMPLIED
R FS E R V E S

(BSCFPD) (Inches) (36" = 1.) (TCF)

54 
4 0 -4 0

C hart is  illus tra tive  fo r  com paring  N orth  S lope g as  p ro jec ts  - angda  3/04
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T r a n s p o r t  o f  
N o r t h  S l o p e  N a t u r a l  G a s  

t o  T i d e w a t e r
L e v e r a g in g  is s u e s

C o n f ig u r a t io n  D e s c r ip t io n s  &  I s s u e s  

N e w  P r o je c t  C o n c e p t

Subm itted to

ALASKA NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

April 7, 2005

Submitted by

M ichael B aker, J r ., inc.

THIS WORK PERFORMED UNDER 

CONTRACT FOR:

A la s k a  N a tu ra l G a s  
D e v e lo p m e n t  A u th o r it y

411 W. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

(907) 257-1334
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Leveraging Issues

New Project Concept

S u m m ary  & C o n c lu s io n s

H  'n t r o d u c t i o n

Three configurations for a North Slope natural gas project were debated in the 1970s: 1) a pipe 
"over-the-top” of Alaska traversing down the Mackenzie River into Alberta, 2) the “Highv 
pipeline generally following the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System to Delta Junction and then 
Alcan Highway into Alberta, and 3) a pipeline to tidewater in south-central Alaska at which the 
would be liquefied for export.

Thirty years after the original debate, the three original project configuration options are ac 
being discussed. The State of Alaska has essentially banned the over-the-top route by prohibi 
state agencies from issuing the required permits. The US Congress passed in a bill in Octobe 
2004 granting incentives to the highway route and these incentives were extended to an L 
project in another bill passed late in 2004.

The Alaska Natural Gas Development Authority (ANGDA) was establisl 
A N G D A  as a new public corporation to bring stranded North Slope gas to marl 

A N G D A ’s primary goals are to achieve the lowest possible cost of service 
the transportation of North Slope gas to tidewater for export and to maxirr 
the benefits from a North Slope gas project to Alaskans.

AN G D A  issued the “Interim Feasibility Report, All-Alaska LNG  Project" in September of 200c 
which the viability of building a natural gas pipeline from Prudhoe Bay to tidewater and 
associated liquefaction facilities were assessed. A N G D A  found: 1) no reasons to believe that 
all-Alaska LNG project is not viable, and 2) that A N G D A  is justified in pursuing further studies 
define the project and bring it to the stage where a decision can be made whether to make furtl 
investments for preliminary engineering.



H  C o n c l u s i o n s  a n d  R e s u l t s

The information contained in this report was developed only to a conceptual level as required to 
support narratives or illustrate a leveraging technical or design issue that A N G D A  may wish to 
pursue in the future, and should be used for no other purpose. Selection of a configuration for the 
all-Alaska LN G  Project and subsequent demonstration of economic viability will require a vast 
amount work.

The results of the various evaluations completed for this report support the following conclusions 
and recommendations regarding development of the all-Alaska LN G  project:

A ll-A la s k a  L N G  p r o je c t  le v e ra g in g  te c h n ic a l a n d  d e s ig n  i s s u e s

■ In s t a l la t io n  o f  a  p ip e lin e  th a t  i s  e x p a n d a b le  by adding compressor stations is 
preferable to the installation of a smaller diameter pipeline with more compressor 
stations for the same throughput capacity;

■ In c r e a s in g  th e  c o n te n t  o f  n o n -m e th a n e  h y d r o c a rb o n s  in the gas stream enhances 
project economics; s ig n i f ic a n t  a m o u n t s  o f  n o n -m e th a n e  h y d r o c a rb o n s  from the 
Prudhoe Bay Pool are concentrated into a single stream by the existing Central Gas 
Facility (CGF);

■ A q u ic k e r  ra m p -u p  (i.e., the rate at which the project increases to the design 
throughput) enhances project economics and a protracted ramp-up of the project flow 
rate should be avoided;

Hi Limited information exists in the public record regarding the future operation of the
Prudhoe Bay facilities after termination of the Prudhoe Bay Miscible Gas Project; 
A N G D A  s h o u ld  o b ta in  e s t im a te s  o f  th e  re m a in in g  r e s e r v e s  o f  n a tu r a l g a s  l iq u id s  
a t  P r u d h o e  B a y  a s  w e ll a s  f o r e c a s t s  o f  v a r io u s  s t re a m  f lo w  r a t e s  a n d  
c o m p o s i t io n s : and

81 A h ig h  p r e s s u r e  n a tu r a l g a s  p ip e lin e  allows the transport of large amounts of non­
methane hydrocarbons without encountering the formation of liquids and the resulting 
liquid slug flow that can damage the pipeline and attendant equipment.

Evaluations completed for this report support the following conclusion and recommendation 
regarding development of a project not previously considered:

IS A s m a l l  d ia m e te r  p ip e lin e  f r o m  P r u d h o e  B a y  to  C o o k  In le t  t r a n s p o r t in g  a  h ig h ly
e n r ic h e d  g a s  i s  a  n e w  p r o je c t  c o n c e p t  th a t may provide utility grade natural gas to 
communities along the Rail Belt at moderate prices and make propane available for 
transport to rural and coastal communities throughout Alaska; this, or a similar 
scenario, merits further evaluation.



Natural gas consists of a mixture of hydrocarbons that exist in the gas phase at the opera 
conditions of the processing facilities of an oil and gas production field. The composition of nat 
gas leaving an oil and gas field varies depending upon the characteristics of the oil and 
reservoir and how the hydrocarbons are processed.

Natural gas typically consists of methane with ethane, propane, butane and pentane as wel 
heavier components present in progressively decreasing amounts. The energy, or therr 
content of the natural gas can vary significantly depending on the relative amounts of the r 
methane components present in the mixture. Natural gas may also contain inert gases sue 
nitrogen and carbon dioxide that tend to lower the thermal content of the gas.

The composition of the natural gas within transmission pipelines is adjusted j  meet a numbe 
criteria including prevention of condensation of hydrocarbons within the pipeline. Liquid forma 
within a pipeline must be avoided since these liquids tend to collect in low areas of the pipe 
and when finally mobilized due to the gas flow result in liquid slugs. Pipelines are designee 
avoid slug flow because the slugs can damage the pipeline as well as associated gas-hand 
facilities along the pipeline.

Essentially all sponsors of major gas pipeline projects from the North Slope have proposed 
use of pipelines operating at pressures that are much higher than typical gas pipelines operat 
in the Lower 48. The gas within these high-pressure pipelines is in a physical state known as 
"dense phase” (discussed in Section 3.3). A  major advantage of a dense phase pipeline is t 
large quantities of non-methane hydrocarbons can be transported without producing a separ 
liquid phase thereby avoiding slug flow.

Crude oil, condensate, and natural gas liquids (NGL) are marketed from the North Slope via 
Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS). The amount of butane in the N G L  is adjusted to m 
criteria governing the liquid hydrocarbon mix tendered to TAPS . The remaining butane, propa 
ethane, and methane produced with the oil are re-injected into the Prudhoe Bay reservoir 
consumed as lease fuel.

The high-pressure pipelines currently being proposed for the various gas projects allow i 
transport of butane, propane, and ethane with methane in a dense phase state thereby avoid 
two-phase liquid and gas flow. All of the hydr< arbons from the North Slope can be sent to mar 
utilizing the transport capabilities of both T A P S  and a dense phase gas pipeline project

Although vast amounts of methane exist on the North Slope, this hydrocarbon is perhaps the le; 
economic to transport because it contains the least amount of usable energy per unit volume. T 
ability to transport non-methane hydrocarbons in a gas pipeline provides opportunities for proji 
designers to affect the project economics by adjusting the composition of the gas.

All of the analyses contained within this report are based on the use of three gas streams witl 
the Central Gas Facility at Prudhoe Bay. The recoverable quantities and ava ilab ility  o f t 
non-m ethane hydrocarbons from Prudhoe Bay is  a key issue and is  the focus o f much  
th is  report.
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A l a s k a  G a s  
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ANGDA — "Connecting Alaskans To Thalr Natural Gas"

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------j

Alaska Natural Gas 
Development Authority

w w w . a n g d a . s t a t e . a k . u s

www.jpo.doi.gov/ANGDA/ANGDA.htm 
www.allalaskalng.com

For Further Information Contact:

H a ro ld  H e in z e
411 W . 4 th A ve , A n c h o ra g e  99501

(907) 257-1347 
hheinze ©jpo.doi.gov

http://www.angda.state.ak
http://www.jpo.doi.gov/ANGDA/ANGDA.htm
http://www.allalaskalng.com


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

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

from 2 trains
• Gas conditioning on North Slope removes 

C02 ( E O R  u s e )  & blends NGL’S ( e t h a n e  /  p r o p a n e )

• Cook inlet terminus in Beluga Gas Field for
S t o r a g e  ( l e v e l s  s e a s o n a l  v a r i a t i o n s )

• Utility gas take-off points and propane 
wholesale facilities along route

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

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

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

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

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



Markets
• C o o k  I n le t  a n d  I n t e r i o r  u t i l i t i e s  ( g a s  

&  e l e c t r i c )

• P r o p a n e  f o r  u s e  i n  c o a s t a l ,  r i v e r ,  

a n d  h i g h w a y  c o m m u n i t i e s

• V a l d e z  L N G  f o r  s h i p m e n t  t o  U S  &  

o t h e r  P a c i f i c  R im  r e g a s  f a c i l i t i e s

• C o o k  I n le t  i n d u s t r i a l  a n d  

p e t r o c h e m i c a l  p l a n t s

Project Timeline
• Six years to firs t gas delivery
• Three year construction period
• LNG fac ility  w ill be constructed as a 

separate project
• Gas delivery can be started before gas  

conditioning & LNG facilities available
• North Slope gas conditioning m ay be a 

Prudhoe Bay Unit or pipeline facility



Tasks & Timeline
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Joint-Work Process
C o v e r s  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  p h a s e

V o l u n t a r y  a n d  N o n - e x c l u s i v e

P a r t i c i p a n t  c o n t r i b u t e  i n - k i n d  

e x p e r t i s e

A t  l e a s t  t w o  m a j o r  w o r k  e f f o r t  t e a m s
(pipelines & LNG)
F u l l  t im e  t e a m  l e a d e r s

S t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e  o p e n  t o  a l l  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  (summary info is public)



A l a s k a
G a s

M a r k e t
S y s t e m

N o r t h  S l o p e ^ v

$1 B Gas 
Conditioning

350 miles

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

24-inch
1.25 BSCFPD 

$3.3 B
Total = 690 miles

120 miles

F a i r b a n k s

70 miles

D e l t a  J n c t

16-inch 
0.25 BSCFPD 

C o o k  I n l e t  $g.4 B
O

150 miles

170 miles

20-inch
1.00 BSCFPD 

$0.3 B

O
G le n n a l l e n

110 miles

V a l d e z

$3 B LNG

Concept Proposal by  Heinze o f ANGDA in Jan '07



Reserves & Financing
• Financing basis would be 10 TCF of 

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

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

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

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


