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ATTACK OUTLINE“ON CARTER ENERGY . -« : .

“

Candidate Jimmy Carter on July 11, 1975 said, "Our nation must

act. Neither the world economy nor the American economy can

w1thstand a contlnuatlon of present circumstances and trends."
: _that, "W ve boldly toward a goal of reasonable

FACTS:

1. The North Slope contains the finest onshore oil and gas
province in Northern America:

Nat'l Petro Reserve: 30.00 billion barrels of o0il equiv.
at 1% probability range

Douglas Arctic Range: 36.64 billion barrels of oil equiv.
at 1% probability range

Prudhoe Bay: 9 billion barrels of oil and 27
trillion cub. feet of gas proven

2. Over 2/3 of the North Slope is under federal management,
the remainder (encompassing Prudhoe Bay) is state-owned
and is the only land currently being tapped for oil and gas.

3. Carter administration's track record on North Slope:

a) The Arctic Range potential is tremendous, and
Carter has the authority at this time by
executive order to open this area up to
exploration, yet has lobbied heavily to lock-up
this land and term it as wilderness where it
cannot be touched and the order can only be
rescinded by congressional legislature.

Carter's main concern has been the environmental
groups on his back. They are concerned about the
porcupine caribou who spend two to three months

a year on one section of the range giving birth to
their young. This theory doesn't hold water because
all exploration is done in winter when the ground is
frozen and not during the months the caribou are there.

b) The Nat'l Petroleum Reserve has almost the potential of
the Arctic Range, yet the only work being done on it is
federal government testing (it is not open to private
industry) and Carter has lobbied to terminate the funds
backing up the only testing being done.

BIGGEST FACTOR'




Gverall, we feel the data Zavelonzi Zozs not support
3 de2ision to close the Range to oil ard c#s 2xploration.
2n the contrary, the analysis wo:ld sa2sm Lo surtport a
Zzcision for exploration to acguire mecre Zata before reaching
=ny cecisions.

Following are our spescific obsearvations.
FETEOD USED BY INTERICR IN
RSSESSING OIL AND GAS POTENTIAL

On May 1, 1980, your Curnittce requested that TInterior
assess.the 0il and gas potential of the Rari:e using the same
statistical approach applicd to the National Petroleum Reserve
in Ala sk ( PPA) and p*cca‘e a report =xpressing this poten-
tizl ) z3Turce ¢3timates,
1ncl na gcne on

i ta avail-

and on data ;rom adjacen£ areas--the NPRA, Prudhoe Bay,
northwest Canada, and the Beaufort Sea.

, The initial input came from a 12-member Geologic Assess-

ment Committee composed of 11 U.S. Geological Survey employees,

and 1 member from the State of Rlaska government, all report-
edly experts with considerable experience in Alaskan geology.
There was no industry representation, although many of the
mambers are former industry employees. This Committee,

using available data and personal expertise about the Wwild-
life Range and adjacent areas, formed a consznsus of opinion
about the geologic parameters necessary to determine the
probability of the existence of o0il and gas in areas felt

to have some potential within the Range.

The Geologic Assessment Committee designated 10 likely
stratigraphic areas or "plays," felt to have some pdtential
for o0il and gas. The Committee then assessed the probability
of the various geologic factors affecting a hydrocarbon
deposit--reservoir thickness, reservoir area, porosity, etc.
A consensus wvas reached, and all of these factors run through
the computer using the same program that was employed in
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assessing the NPRA under section 105(b) of the Naval Pet-
rolevm Reserves Production Act of 1276. Sore of this data
was run five or six times until the Committeoe felt comfort-
able with the output. Apparently no docum=nta*icon vas
reteined for any but the final runm. Thers:

documentation of each Committe=2 mambar's &
intoc each paramster or 1-ac.c:r-—crly cna2 cv
after the Comnittee was through d=iiberst
there were no minutes or other record ol
éuring the delikberations.

The computer calculated probabilities of tha totel oil
and gas in place--as w21l as for sach of the 10 zreas--znd
also estizated the prnbabiliti=ss of pcol size. The ézta was
then prcvicded to the Rescurce hzprzisal Review Jommitise,
ccmpczaed 0f nire U.S. Ceolcgical Survey represantatives, and
assisted by three representatives from the Dspartment of the
Interior. There was no industry or State recresentation. We
were told that the Interior Department members were concerned
mainly with applying the computer progrzm to the data and
did not participate in the decis:onmakiwg process. We were

o a

tnld the Review Committee's primary purp

the éata to a rigorous review and crosc-zxaw The
Feview Committee re-ran the data_*wice Ia zn to further
rzfine it. -

ANELYSIS CF THE DAT

& 111 gdevelc A 1S ye Many changes
were made along the way, some cocumenced, and some not. Most
Committee members felt they were aware of the changes and

the rthonale and were 1n agreenent w:Lth them; however, m

ney were attenpts by tne

data's accuracy. For example, the main changes made by the
Review Committee's re-running of the computer program were
to acknowledge the possibility of more deposits of oil and
gas, but they also reflected a reduction in the size of each
prospect. Following are the results of each successive run:



Changes to 0Oll _and Gao Resource Data

Rosource Appralintl Weview Committee

Geologic Assrnnment Committee ltun lut run 2nd run
oll bfilion Pool nize 0il niiJoen Pool nize 011 niiillon Poul slze
(billlon barreln of (million (bLilfon barreln of (million (Lillion barrely of (million
Percentile parrnln) oll equivalent barrels) barrels) oll equivalent barrela) barreln) oil equivalent barrels)
L]
100 0 0 a1 0 0 .02 o ) .04
99 0 0 1.54 .0 .09 1.38 0 433 1.38
98 1} 0 : 2.55 . 0 22 2.53 .03 49 2.50
97" 0 0 3.79 0 .37 3.4 .08 6k 3.6l
96 0 0 5.28 ) 0 47 4.90 12 «75 ) 4.85
95 0 .01 7.01 .01 .57 - 6,35 J6 86 i 6.10
90 0 .16 ! 18.43 13 . .99 14.92 .18 1.31 i . 14.02
75 .01 1.03 130.03 Y 2.21 65.17 1.12 2.48 0 ; 54'.o9f
50  1.40 3.40 ’ 883,34 2.51 ' - 4.65 313.70 2,71 et ARN 216.43
25 5.4] 8.29 l 2,537.03 6.04 . 9.16 1,1108.02 5.87 D52 o 726.71,
10 12.07 15.74 7,247.30 12.50 16.72 3,086.90 11.29 14,71 ;’ i 2.101;70
5 18.24 22.47 11,037.98 18.60 23.40 5,506.99 17.03 . 20.53 f 3,810.57
4 20.40 24,39 12,381.20 20.73 - 25.41 6,576.91 18.67 22.17 o' 4,506.89
3 22.56 27.48 14,184.17 23.25 29.42 8,053.60 20.44 ‘ . 24.79 r 5.557;§i
2 26.69 30.07 . 17,714.43 28.09 32.26 10,537.91 24,80 20.85 7,325.41
1 34.72 41.36 21,789.52 36.82 41.31 16,139-91. 31.99 36.64 10,803.95 °
0 117.66 125.14 103,878.81 117.406 120.71 187,994.39; 92.10 96.83 77,859.25

Bource: Copied long-hand by GAO staff from computer runu
examined at the U.8. Geological Survey, Anchorage,
Alaska, on July 11, 1980.
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The results of the Commi 2
lengthy Geologic Assessment C itt
and 2 much shorter Review . Comrmitice
bzen finalized at the time o -our re
look a2t the éraft report, but wesre dz=n
unzble to prcvida copies to you.

ffO‘ts were a rather
: rt--about 45 pages--
t. mhese had not
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The final drafts of the Committee reports were being
circulated among the members for comment during the time of
our review, and most members had not yet read them. Also,
Interior's July 1280 report was released just as we were com-
pleting our work, so we were not able to obtain all Committee
members' views on that report either. However, of the Com-
mittee wanbers we guestioned, most were reasonabl satisfied
klth ke d, Wit

Some Committee members were uncertain about the merits
of the methodology ‘used, which deviated in several respects
from that ‘Lsed by the Survey. Mo %6 %

“approach used 1s more coStly and time-consuming than the Survey's
traditional approaches, but is considered desirable because
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it provides a set of data conducive to econtnic'analvsis.
%Wwe noted, however, that the report did not contain an
economic analysis similar to the anal ysis included in the
December 1979 report on the NP2A--and the eoa;tment dces
not plan to prepare one. Some of those with whom we spoke
felt that an economic analysis wyuld probably make the

“ildlife Range look guite promising Zor oil ard cas ex- ¥
plocration.

The Raesource Eppraisal RPaview Comnitt:a did, incidentally,
perform a traditicnal (Rzsource 3As=sa2ssment Group, Or RALG)
zssessment for comparative purs-zes. The traditicnal aporouch
zrojectad .8 billion and 17.6 billion tarrels of oil at tha
©S-percent and 5-percent confidence levels, respactively,
versus .2 and 17.0 using the Canadian-developed methodology.

TR ?

CIL AND GAS POTENTIAL OF
WILDLIFE RAENGE

As previously mentioned, there is a dearth of information
with which to assess the o0il and gas potential of the Wwildlife
Range and thus Survey's assessment was tased on surface geoleogy
and on data extrapolated using personal knowledge and expertise
from adjacent areas--the NPRA, Prucdhcs Zay, ndrthwest Canada,
.an2 the 3szufort Sea. 8

s traviously pointed out
most geologls;s with whom

In addition, we noted that Interior's report compares the
Range's oil and gas potential with that of KPRA and that its
news release suggests that NPRA has greater potential. While
the Survey's study of the Wildlife Range does reflect a smaller
resource potential than NPRA at hich confidence levels, this
may be a reflection of the lack of cata rather than the lack
of potential, because it shows a higher oil potential than
NPRA at the lower confidence levels.

Following are the probabilities of oil in the NPRA as
reported by Interior in December 1279, and for the Wildlife
Range as reported by the Survey's Resour¢e Appraisal Review

Committee in June 1928C--cdata not incluéded in the Department's
report.

l/See our report, "0il and Gas Potential in the Arctlc National
wildlife Range,” EMD-80-56, Jan. 22, 1980.
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Teble 2 .
on of 0il and Gas Potential
of NFRA and wildlife Range

1at ; KRPA Wildlife range

Protability th !
guantity is at : R 13 A ROE
least given vealue 0il. {note a) 0il (note a)
160% : - - 0 0
c9 - - 0 33
o3 - - .03 .49
57 - - 08 .61
“ %6 - - .12 .75
95 1.04 2.08 .16 .86
90 1.35 2.66 .38 1.31
75 - - 1.12 2.48
50 6.03 - 8.57 % & 4.74
25 10.01 13.26 5.37 8.52
10 13.72 17.33  11.29 14.71
5 16.45 2888 17.03 :
4 | - - 18.67 22.17
3 - - 20.44 24.79
2 - e 24.86 28.85
1 24.80 30.00 - 31.99 36.64

E/Billion barrels of oil egquivalent; includes both o0il and
natural ¢

Source: Wwildlife Range data was hand-ccpied by GAO personnel from
computer data in Survey offices in Anchorage, Alaska, on
July 11, 1980. KPRA data from the "Final Report of the

105(b) Economic and Policy Analysis," Department of the
Interior, December 15, 1979.

7



Rriother aspact.of the Cesologic and Resource Appraisal
- Review Cocmmittees' work thet orchz>ly zhsuld hzva been inclucded
in the Julv 1220 i cl siza,

Tarcle 3
Field Size Distridbutiza
(millions of barrels in place)
. Wildlife

v Percentile NPRA . _Rance
100 0 . ‘ .04

g9 .42 1.38

og .75 2.50

e7 1.107" 3.61

26 1.354 4.85

a0 4.12 - 14.02

75 13.33 : 54.09

50 56.46 . 216.43°

25 , 275.47 T 720:71

10 | ~ 1,007.23 2,101.78

4 i 2,501.93 4,506.89

3 4,243.62. 5,557.92

2 6,581.47 7,325.41

1 6,581.47 10,803.95

0 178,E45.23 77,859.25

Scurce: NPRA data from the "Draft Rzport of the 105(b) Eco-
nomic eand Policy Analysis," Department of the
Interior, July 31, 1979. Wildlife Range data was

hanéd-copied by GAO personnel at the Survey office in
Lnchorage, Alaska, on July 11, 1280.
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Thus, the Survey''s analysis‘oftthe wildlife Range comparcs
guite favorably with-the NPRA in terms of the possibility of

large, commercial- 81zed de9051ts. T N

Turther, the "ildlife Range pbol size was downgrad~,d to the
figures shown on the previous page by the Resource Appraisal
Rzview Committee. To reflect the possikbility of smaller pools,
tha nurber of drilliable prospects was increesed, bu the size
=Z each deposit reduced. Kot all those we spoke with were
avare tbat the pool size had been reduzed with each re-i1un
of the cdata. We assume that the S=2pcsit size was reduced
o avoid unrealistically increasing the total rescurces in
tlace. The changes in pool size with each successive run

can te seen on table 1.

CONCLUSIONS

The Committees convened by the U.S. Gealogical Survey to
zssess the oil and gas potential of the Wildlife Rance consis-
~ed- of an impressive body of expzriiszs, and they zrzear to
T.zave besen given full i:ie;eniezfe in perfcrming thszir epprai-
sal.

Changes were made, but they were made by the Committee
members in an attempt to refine the data, and most of the
Committee members we spoke with were satisfied with the estimates
developed. It was also the_v1ew of most of those w1th uhom
we spoke that ¥ i R ‘ 4 ig] o : :

Given the absence of geophysical and exploratory drilling
data, and after examln*ng the Lull chce of potent1a1 de-

con rary, the 1nforma ion

eéppears to support a decision for exploration to acquire
more data before a decision is reached.

Firnally, because Interior would not furnish us the data,
we are unable to provide copies of the data generated by
Interior supporting the study. We =are generally aware, however,
of what documentation is available and we will be glad to
discuss it with you should you desire.
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with vour office, becaucse of the time
for this effort, the Tarartment of the
e2n given the crportunity to review or
te2nts cf this report. This report is
o fernatcr Jackson. Rlso, w2 plan no
cn until 30 Zays from the date of issuarnce
y z2nnocunce its contsnts earlier, 27ft2r the
will send copizs to intsrss:ed pariles and
tle to others 2500 recoest.




DEPT. OF INTERIOR NEWS RELEASE ON WILDIJIFE RANGE

»
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"Secretary Andrus cautioned against drawing premature conclusions
from these estimates. 'The estimates indicate that it is
extremely unlikely.that the Wildlife Range contains a 'supergiant'
oil accumulation like Prudhoe Bay,'."

' Range should be the last place we




Testimonies by Secreﬁary of Interior on Wildlife Range

.

>
February 1, 1979: "I made it clear to the public that while we
very much wanted the Congress to pass the bill, we would be
prepared to use our executive authorities if necessary.

"We have done everything we could, Mr. Chairman, to work with
the 95th Congress to facilitate passage of legislation, and

that effort was stymied. . . .Having exhausted all the L;gisi

lative solutions, we did not hesita o do what
one. / ) ‘

"Thus, on December 1, (1978) the President signed proclamations
designated 17 new national monuments. Thirteen of the monuments
are to be administered by the National Park Service, two by the
Fish and Wildlife Service, and two by the Forest Service.

"Nonetheless, those same persons expressed surprise and anger at
the President's actions. Mr. Chairman, I would say to those
persons now that if they are unhappy with the monuments, then they
should work for passage of the bill--instead of trying to delay

or kill it. -

February 13, 1979: "I do appreciaté'the opportunity to present
the administration's view on H.R. 39, the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act of 1979."

"I want to reaffirm our strong support for those recommendations,
especially the Arctic National Wildlife Range. Our bottom line
recommendation assumes that the balance of the areas would be
placed in the wilderness study category until the formal require-
ments of the Wilderness Act are completed."

"In 1977, the Administration took a deliberately conservative
approach and recommended approximately 49 million acres for
wilderness designation, some 43.3 million acres of Interior-managed
lands and 5.6 million acres of existing national forests. I want
to reaffirm our strong support for those recommendations,
especially the Arctic National Wildlife Range."
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REET JOURNAL, Wednesday, Feb. 13, 1980

Limitson Use of 40 Million Alaskan Acres

Extended for 20 Years by Interior Agency

By a WALL STREET JOURNAL Staff Reporter
WASHINGTON — The Interior Depart-
ment extended for 20 years restrictions on

- the use of 40 million acres of federal land in

Cecil Andrus, the Interior Secretary, said
he extended the limits because he feared
that a legislative ‘“‘stalemate” could prevent
Congress from acting this year to add the
land to the national parks, wildlife-refuge
and wilderness systems. The restrictions,
imposed late in 1978, had been slated to ex-
pire late in 1981.

Under the limits, existing mining claims
will still be honored. But new claims aren't
being granted, and most other forms of
commercial development are banned. .

Carter-Imposed Limits

In November 1978, President Carter im-
posed limits on the development of 110 mil-
lion acres of Alaskan lands. About 56 millicn
acres were later designated national monu-
ments, rendering them permanently off-lim-

its to developers. The remaining land, in-|

cluding the 40 million acres affected by Mr.
Andrus’s latest action, was placed under
temporary restrictions whiie further actio

was studied. o |

Legislation to set aside the land perma-
nently, which the Carter administration sup-
ports, probably would supersede the actions
taken by the President and Mr. Andrus. But
the Interior Secretary said a recent decision

the bill until after the July 4 recess made
him ‘‘very concerned that the lateness of
that date will lead to a stalemate in the clos-
ing days of the 9%th Congress."”

In the closing days of the Senate's 1978
session, Mr. Andrus said, Alaska-lands legis-
lation died “‘because of deliberate obstruc-
tionism based on the threat of a one-man fil-

ibuster. I wouldn’t want to see that happen
again this year.”
Dig at Alaska Senator

Mr. Andrus's remark was a dig at Alas-
ka's Democratic Sen. Mike Gravel, who is
backed by prodevelopment interests in the
state and who still opposes the bill. Alaska-
lands legislation passed the House twice,
once in 1978 and again last year.

Even though the temporary restrictions
weren't scheduled to expire until late next
year, the Interior Department said ‘‘con-
tinuing uncertainty’ over congressional ac-
tion made it necessary to extend them im-
mediately. The department said Mr. An-
drus’s action can't be reversed by later Sec-
retaries, so the lands will be protected even
if President Carter isn't re-elected.

Moreover, administration officials said,
Mr.-Andrus regards the Alaska situation as
one of his major pieces of unfinished busi-
ness. The former Idaho governor isn't ex-
pected to remain in his post next year.

Mission Insurance
Mulls Boosting Payout
On Rise in Earnings

By a WALL STREET JOURNAL Staff Reporter

LOS ANGELES—Spurred by an approxi
mate 46% rise in operating earnings foi
1979, Mission Insurance Group Inc. said di
rectors will be asked to give ‘‘strong consid
eration’’ to raising the dividend for the sev:
enth time since the final quarter of 1976, E,
Richard DeRosa, president, said.

Mission currently pays a quarterly divi-
dend of 17 cents a share. '

Mr. DeRosa said the insurance service
holding company expects to report that op-
erating profit for the year rose to $32 mil-
lion, or $4.10 to $4.15 a share, from the year-
earlier $21.8 million, or $3.16 a share. Mis-
sion had 606,000 more shares outstanding in
1979 as the result of a private placement.
The 1978 per-share earnings are adjusted for
a three-for-two stock split paid last October.
The executive said revenue for the year rose
about 32% to $324 million from $247 milion.

Operating earnings in the fourth quarter
rose about 58% to $8 miilion, or $1.02 a
share, from the year-earlier $5.1 million, or
78 cents a share, Mr. DeRosa said in an in-

Standard Milling to Pay
A Fine to Pensson Plan,
Settling U.S. Lawsuit -

By a WALL STREET JOURNAL Staff Reporter

WASHINGTON—The Labor Department
said Standard Milling Co., Kansas City, Mo.,
agreed to pay its employe pension plan
$195,000 to settle a government lawsuit
against the producer of grain and cereal.

The department's suit, filed in U.S. dis-
trict court in Wilmington, Del., the state in
which the company is incorporated, alleged
that Standard Milling violated federal pen-
sion laws by ‘‘causing its pension plan to
sell company stock to the company at less
than market value."

Without admitting any violations of the
1574 Employe Retirement Income Security
Act, the company agreed to make the pay-
Ment and to ensure that company officers
::“’ Agents don't exercise any-control over
Standard Milling stock remaining in the pen-

sion plan,

terview. Revenue rose about 32% to $91 mil-

1
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Alaska’s oil

CLAIMING THAT
there is a virtual black-out of
information concerning Alaska’s
enormous energy resources, the
Energy Committee of
Commonwealth North says the
State could be producing 4.5 to §
million b/d of oil.

A non-profit corporation,
Commonwealth North (CN) is
chaired by two former Alaska
Governors (William A. Egan and
Walter J. Hickel). Working
committees within the non-partisan
organization study critical issues
facing the State and prepare well-
researched action papers. The
report on Alaska’s energy
resources is the most recent of
those papers.

‘‘Responsible estimates of
potential recoverable oil in
Alaska,’’ says the study, ‘‘range
from 22 to 138 billion bbl. The
larger figure compares favorably
with Saudi Arabia’s 110.4 billion
bbl of estimated reserves.”’

Despite all this, according to
CN, ‘“‘Many Americans think
Alaska’s oil and gas resources are
being actively sought and
produced, but the reverse is true.
Only seven rigs are at work in the
State, compared to 366 in
Louisiana and 807 in Texas.”’

According to the paper, the
main deterrent to Alaska becoming
part of the solution to the national
energy crisis is the Federal
government. ‘‘Less than 0.03% of
Alaska is privately owned, and no
Federal lease sale of the onshore
oil potential land has taken place
in Alaska since 1966," asserts the
study.

Untapped potential

On the hydrocarbon potential of
Alaska, CN’s Energy Committee
concludes: '

112

potential termed huge

&"‘""’“‘ﬂ*t g 2ol
otentlal for re aci

18.8 Million Barrels per Day U.S. Oil Consumption

ALASKAN
PRODUCTION

FOREIGN
SOURCES

sounué .".'.'i-

ALASKAN
PRODUCTION

FOREIGN
SOURCES

1980’

#* IF SOUTH 48 PRODUCTION DEQJFE‘
THESE BARRELS WILL HAVE T
REMLACED BY ALTERNATE S(X)NGS
SUCH AS CONSERVATION, SYNFUEL. SOLAR
OR FOREIGN IMPORTS

® There are 250,000 sq miles of
onshore sedimentary basins in
Alaska, and another 300,000 sq
miles off-shore.

Outside of Prudhoe Bay and
Cook Inlet, only 136 wells have
been drilled in these oil and gas
potential regions since 1900,
compared to over 2 million wells in
the rest of the United States.

@ Most of the onshore
potential oil and gas areas in
Alaska are unexplored. The
majority of this acreage will be off
limits to exploration if the Alaska
lands legislation passes. Such
legislation would place 123 million
prime acres of Alaska in
permanent, exclusive land
classification, even though the
exploration of the resource base in
these areas is in its infancy.

® One area, the Arctic National

. Wildlife Range, has the greatest oil

and gas potential of any area in
North America. Reports,

DRILLING CONTRACTOR e March\

downplayed by government, say it
could contain enough oil to
supplant all foreign imports for up
to 10 years.

Only 0.05% of the Arctic Range
would be needed for exploration
and production of oil and gas. No
scientific evidence exists showing
that such activity would threaten
the wildlife with extinction or even
population reduction.

“If government at all levels
encourages the finding and
transporting of Alaska oil,”" states
CN, “‘the control over the U.S. by
the OPEC nations can be
substantially reduced.”’

Alaska oil, adds the study, could
have a positive impact in this
situation, as shown in the
accompanying diagram. The
illustration assumes that annual

U.S. oil consumption will be held

constant, through conservation or
the production of other energy
alternatives,
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ALASKAN OIL RESERVES

Reagan for President
February 20, 1980

The estimates by the Department of Energy and the American
Petroleum Institute (API) include only proven oil reserves in Alaska.
Geologists can determine from the earth's geological structure,
however, whether o0il is likely to be discovered in a region. These
are known as potential reserves. It is essential that these reserves
be included in estimates of a region's 0il reserves in order to
accurately portray the true productive possibilities for the region.

The U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) reports in Circular 725,
first published in 1975, that there are up to 59 billion barrels of
0il potentially recoverable in Alaska. But, notes Joseph Barnea,
senior feklow . of the United Natiems. Institute for-Training and
Research, USGS figures nearly always underestimate potential
energy and mineral reserves, meaning that the reserves of the
types of crude o0il considered could actually be much higher.

In fact, the Department of Natural Resources of the State of
Alaska estimates Alaska's potentially recoverable reserves at up
to 138 billion barrels of oil. (Open File Report #50, '"Alaska and
the Impact of Federal Lands Policies -- 0il and Gas,'" Division of
Geological and Geophysical Surveys, R. M. Klines, et. al.)

It is important to note that neither figures from the State nor
the USGS make any reference to heavy crude oil. Heavy crude has such
a thick density that it generally was not considered producible
by the o0il industry until very recently.

At the World Conference on Heavy Crude 0il and Tar Sands at
Edmonton, Alberta, in June 1979, experts agreed that heavy oil
normally doubles the size of estimated reserves of lighter crudes.
Thus, by the USGS's pessimistic figures, Alaska's recoverable potential
could be as high as 118 billion barrels; by the State figures, it
could be as high as 276 billion barrels.

This compares to the following figures for Saudi Arabia.
According to DeGolyer and MacNaughton's Petroleum Statistics 1978,
Saudi Arabia's proven reserves are 110 billion barrels; API says
165 billion barrels.

The crucial point is that America is an energy-rich nation. We do
have the potential oil supply if government will allow it to be
explored and produced. At the very least, it can be said that there
are more potential o0il reserves in Alaska than have been discovered
in Saudi Arabia. This is not to downgrade Saudi Arabia's reserves;
certainly they may be higher as well. But Saudi Arabia's world market
power in o0il stems largely from its proven reserves, an amount of
0oil that is exceeded by Alaska's potential oil reserves.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Dick Allen

.
FROM: Kevin Hopkiﬁiiégiqg;, °<<i://

RE: Elk Hills

Ben Zycher provided the following information on the Elk Hills oil
reserve:

1. Production: 160,000 barrels per day, 807 of which is the government's

2. Reserves: 700-750 million barrels. 400-450 million barrels have
been produced so far. Thus, original reserves were 1.1 to 1.2 billion barrels.

3. North Slope: Prudhoe Bay was never a Naval Petroleum Reserve,
but the area to the west of it is; however, this area produces very
little oil.

4. Other Naval Petroleum Reserves:
Teapot Dome in Central Wyoming, about 5% the size of Elk Hills
and producing 5,000 barrels per day
The area south of Elk Hills, which is almost depleted

5. Ownership: Before 1977, the Navy owned Elk Hills. It was transferred

to the Department of Energy in 1977. At that time, oil prices were
about $12/barrel.

6. Auction: 0il at Elk Hills is auctioned off every 3 or 6 months,

and sold at the spot price.

7. DOE Revenues: Approximately $1.6 billion/year (160,000 barrels/day x
.80 government claim x $35/barrel x 365 days)

8. 0il Prices (assumed in FY 1981 budget):
Elk Hills sour: $35.39/barrel
" sweet: $36.21/barrel
Teapot Dome sour: $30.80/barrel

sweet: $34.05/barrel

Reagan for President — United States Senator Paul Laxalt, Chairman; Bay Buchanan, Treasurer.
A copy of our report is filed with and available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463



Additional Alaska oil reserve information

Miltqln Copulos, and energy analyst at the Heritage Foundation, a Washington-
based public policy ,has recently written that "it is credibly estimated that the
stat€|has undiscovered, re coverable reserves of from 59 to 100 billion barrels
of oill using today's technology."

In a gonversation with Copulos, he indicated that there was good reason to
belidve that the Alaska reserves exceeded 100 billion, and therefore were
on p\E‘Wth those of Saudi Arabia. He bases his figures in part on

S

the GS figures from Circular 725, 1978 edition (which is to be reissued
this Jlune), from which he extrapolates by using the recovery factor, etc.

He alilso pointed out that between 1967 and 1978, a total of 861 wells for oil/natural
gas were drilled, while du ring the same period 27,798 were drilled in California.
Thereé has been little drilling in Alaska, and inadequate leasing, as well as
increasing federal control of potential oil-producing land.
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1 BOLVTIONS TO THL RATIONAL ENERGY CRISIS: WEY KOT ALASKA®

A Report by Commonwves)t) North Frepared by the Imergy Commitiee

The most pessimistic
estimates peg Alaska's
pecoverable oll reserves

as greater than Venesuela's
and perhaps squal 3o the
Boviet Union's,

FPor comparison, according
to DeGolyer and MacNaughton's
Petroleum Statistics 1978, 22
billion barrels is more than the
total estimated reserves in
Venezuela and nearly as much as
in OPEC's Abu Dhabi., Pifty-nipe
billion is egual to the total
reserves in the Soviet Union,

- which now ranks as the largest

daily oil producer in the world,
USGS ESTIMATES

The USGS Resource Appraisal
Group is the source of most
conservative estimate of Alaska's
hgdrocarbon potential,

J25, published first in 1975; the
latest USGS document available
on the subject, pegs Alagka's
undiscovered recoverable oil
potential within a range of

12 to 49 billion barrels, and
estimates natural gas potential
at 29 to 132 trillion cubic
feet. Added to the already
proven recoverable oil reserves,
the total becomes 22 to 59 bilw
lion barrels of oil and 61 to
164 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas. ‘

The Appraisal Group is
currently revising their esti=
mates, which insiders predict
will be even more pesaimiatic
due to the unsuccessful dril}ing
in the past two years in OC§ |
waiﬁta in Alaska's Northern
Gulf,

These estimates by the Appraigal
Group, a small team of employees
located in an office in Penver,
Colorado, are prepared through
computer projections extrapelated
fzom theoretical models and
scientific rock work done by
Survey geologists over
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BILLIONS OF BARRELS

ALASKA’S L
ESTIMATED RECOVERABLE
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Oritics attack USGS
data as ¢ product of
“ivory towerlsm.”

Propristary information
must be added o the
total data base.

the past seventy years.

Critics attack much of this data
as the product of "ivory towerism,”

in which rocks were studied academically.

But information on geologic changes

and structure is so scant, the critical
guides to oil and gas defoaits (perme~
ability, porosity, organic content and
structural traps) cannot bhe evaluated
with any assurance. And geochemlistry,
the now sophisticated science of
chemical analysis of source materials,

hag only recently been adopted by the
Survey.

The other principal data used by
the USGS is supplied by the American
Petroleum Institute (API), These¢
figures are accumulated from esti-
mates provided by oil companies
who have deemed it appropriate to
release such information to the
public. Traditionally, vital explor-
atory information is kept confidential,
For obvious competitive reasons,
cil companies are notoriously secre-

tive with information they are willing
to share,

Dr. Joseph Barnea, senior fellow
of the United Nations Institute for
Training and Research (UNITAR),
claims that USGS figures nearly
always underestimate potential
energy and mineral reserves.

"I have fought with the USGS
personnel for years,"” he says,
“They continually exclude data
from the private sector, On
that basis, wise and rational
judgements cannot be made by
policy makers. Proprietary in-
formation must be added to the
total data base, and it can be
done without revealing specific
numbers for regions for

.= 18 -

e o]
I g



e

e : N r
AN i A e g,

i s o . e AT YL g aa -
Be G S _.‘ﬁc PO, s ' OO I By C B

- T e

T . v

which private enterprise is
in competition.”

Ag there are so many un~
knowns on the Alaska frontier,
everyone's figures are vulner-
able to honest challenge. One
definite conciusion can be
drawn. It requires an equal
zct of fajith to stake the
nation's future on the rela~
tively pessimistic USGS flgures
as to judge the estimates of
former governors Hickel and Egan
as incorrect,

ESTIMATES FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA

The most recent inventory of
Alaska's oil and gas potential
was produced in two volumes by the
State of Alaska in October, 1977.
Based on & study by the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources in 1974,
the report liste the estimated
gpeculative oil resources on and
off-ghore, excluding the Arctic
National wildlife Range, as 76.1
billlon barrels of recoverable
oil and 439%9.6 trillion cubic feet
of gas.

tn the discussion of proce-
dures, the Authors of the earlier
document write, "It is therefore
considered that pessimistically
the figures could be 25% too high,
but with the addition of a few
giant oil fields, they may be
50% too low."

When these percentages are
calculated and added to the poten-
tial of the Arctic National wWilde
life Range, (14 billion barrels:
gee discusaion below) and already
discovered reserves (9.9 billion
barrels), Alaska's potential
would be somewhere between 68
and 138 billion barrels of recover-
able oil,
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Thers are s¢ many
unknowns, everyone’s
figures are vulnerable
t¢ honest challenge.

Neither the state nor

the USGS has any esti.

mates of the heavy S
erude ofl potential S
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It is imporLant to noce thdt

the USGS make cn; xafer*nre te naavy
crude oi), Heavy cruwde hag suchk a '
thick density it deneryliy wag vot eone

sidered pxoduciblv by §Wg oil igdﬂﬂ%x)
until very racantly. .
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; At the world conference on ! vavx e
Cyude QL1 and fur Jandﬁ &t Edmwaton, i
kiberts in June uf 178, ewpeyts agrevs

 thist heavy cid narmaqu doublegthe .?
size of estimated regayves of 1¢qbtut

¢rude.,

In Alaska, there L& no aatazon
heavy crude. except fow an estimsted
».% billion barrele 2t Prudhoe Bav, .
Rut the lack of informiztion may only
sndicate the absence of interest Hn
the part of the oil industyy, %o
date. facing the costly econmmica GE
Oia recoverv in Alaska, the drilling
companies have written off as a "dlw
hole” anything shory of a glant fi@ad
ot lxght or medium range crude.

~ Buv, as the cost of oil qualataa
worldwide, the feasibillty of pro-

ducing heavier crudes will cowa wiviin
reach.,

Ten new production break-ﬁhroughs
were unveiled at the Edmonton wonfes«
ence., in some countries, heauy crude
ig already in productian, Dewanding
on the depth at which it 18 found,
it most definitely promises t¢ be
a cheaper product than oil from
highly~touted shale,

As the nation takes stock of it
oll reserves, the uneyplored sedimenwv
tary pasins in Alaskxa loom in impor-
tance. Many of them may soon be "off
limits™ te drilling because of Federal
land withdrawals. One of these, and
by far the most highly rated, 1g the
Arctic National Wildlife Range,
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Subject: 01l arnd Cas To'<nitial in the William O.
Douglas Arctic wildlife Range (EMD-E0-1C4)

(n

J

As you and Senator Jackson reguested on June 10, 1980,
supplemented by discussions wiih your office, we examined
the Interior Department's study of the oil and gas potential
of the William O. Douglas Aictic Wildlife Rapge in northeast
Alaska to assure that all pertinent data is being provided

- PRI . (N THY . 4 A—— - IS £ - 4 - e
to the Cemmittea without molilfication or change.
-
% L s o ey 7 T =Y 3
e 2xamnined ALY data ne vallable to us and e

ce
ople involved in the stu

v

We satisfied ourselves, however, that the data presented
in Interior's.July 10, 1280, report to your Committee accu-
rately reflects the data developed by the experts in the
Geological Survey, and that the experts were given full lati-
tude in cdeveloping the information. In addition, the Survey's
team followed the approach requested by your Committee, and--
given the absence of any seismic (i.e., ‘geophysical) or any
subsurface drilling data on the Wildlife Ran itself--did
the best they could with what they had. i :
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