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CAUTIONARY STATEMENT 
FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE “SAFE HARBOR” PROVISIONS 
OF THE PRIVATE SECURITITES LITIGATION REFORM ACT OF 1995 

The following presentation includes forward-looking statements within the meaning of Section 27A of the Securities Act of 1933, as amended and Section 21E 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, which are intended to be covered by the safe harbors created thereby. You can identify our forward-
looking statements by words such as “anticipates,” “expects,” “intends,” “plans,” “projects,” “believes,” “estimates,” and similar expressions. Forward-
looking statements relating to ConocoPhillips’ operations are based on management’s expectations, estimates and projections about ConocoPhillips and the 
petroleum industry in general on the date these presentations were given. These statements are not guarantees of future performance and involve certain risks, 
uncertainties and assumptions that are difficult to predict. Further, certain forward-looking statements are based upon assumptions as to future events that may 
not prove to be accurate. Therefore, actual outcomes and results may differ materially from what is expressed or forecast in such forward-looking statements. 

Factors that could cause actual results or events to differ materially include, but are not limited to, crude oil and natural gas prices; refining and marketing 
margins; potential failure to achieve, and potential delays in achieving expected reserves or production levels from existing and future oil and gas development 
projects due to operating hazards, drilling risks, and the inherent uncertainties in interpreting engineering data relating to underground accumulations of oil and 
gas; unsuccessful exploratory drilling activities; lack of exploration success; potential disruption or unexpected technical difficulties in developing new products 
and manufacturing processes; potential failure of new products to achieve acceptance in the market; unexpected cost increases or technical difficulties in 
constructing or modifying company manufacturing or refining facilities; unexpected difficulties in manufacturing, transporting or refining synthetic crude oil; 
international monetary conditions and exchange controls; potential liability for remedial actions under existing or future environmental regulations; potential 
liability resulting from pending or future litigation; general domestic and international economic and political conditions, as well as changes in tax and other laws 
applicable to ConocoPhillips’ business. 

Other factors that could cause actual results to differ materially from those described in the forward-looking statements include other economic, business, 
competitive and/or regulatory factors affecting ConocoPhillips’ business generally as set forth in ConocoPhillips’ filings with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC), including our Form 10-K for the year ending December 31, 2010.  ConocoPhillips is under no obligation (and expressly disclaims any such 
obligation) to update or alter its forward-looking statements, whether as a result of new information, future events or otherwise.   

Cautionary Note to U.S. Investors – The U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission permits oil and gas companies, in their filings with the SEC, to disclose 
only proved reserves that a company has demonstrated by actual production or conclusive formation tests to be economically and legally producible under 
existing economic and operating conditions. We may use certain terms in this presentation such as “oil/gas resources,” “oil in place,” “recoverable bitumen,” 
“exploitable bitumen in place,” and “bitumen in place” that the SEC’s guidelines strictly prohibit us from including in filings with the SEC. The term “reserves,” 
as used in this presentation, includes proved reserves from Syncrude oil sands operations in Canada which are currently reported separately as mining 
operations in our SEC reports. Under amendments to the SEC rules, mining oil sands reserves will no longer be reported separately. U.S. investors are urged 
to consider closely the oil and gas disclosures in our Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2010. 
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Alaska’s Oil & Gas Company 

•  Alaska’s leading oil producer  
–  2010 production: 230,000 

barrels of oil per day 

•  One of Alaska’s leading gas 
producers 
–  2010 production: 82 million cubic 

feet per day 

•  Employs about 1,100 people  

•  Alaska’s largest state 
taxpayer   
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Recent Trends In Oil Production 
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Since we visited last November, Alaska continues to decline 
while the Lower 48 continues to increase 

Source: Energy Information Administration (EIA) and Alaska Department of Revenue (DOR) 

Lower 48 

Alaska 
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Alaska Lags Other Major Oil States 

Source: Energy Information Administration (EIA) 
Percentage production changes are all 2011 YTD vs. 2003 
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Alaska:	  -‐41%	  

Offshore	  GOM:	  -‐4%	  

North	  Dakota:	  +344%	  

California:	  -‐20%	  

Texas:	  +17%	  
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Difficult Business Climate for Investors 

  Far from the market 

  High-cost arctic environment 

  Developments take longer in 
Alaska 

  “Easy” oil has been developed – 
challenged oil remains 

  ACES takes away incentive to 
invest at high oil prices 
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Based on 2011 Spring RSB, for FY2011 
Assume 35% federal tax rate, 9.4% SIT rate 

State Takes the Upside 

By comparison, government take and royalty 
share in North Dakota is a constant 55% 
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Earnings	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

Industry	  Earnings	  EssenLally	  Flat	  

State	  gets	  benefit	  of	  
higher	  prices	  

Industry Earnings Limited in Alaska 
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Source: ConocoPhillips 10K 
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Up 104%    Investment has more than 
doubled in the rest of the U.S. 

While investment continues to 
         remain flat in AK 
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Will Alaska Benefit From Reduced Oil Taxes? 
Last spring ConocoPhillips made 
the following commitments to 
Alaska if the business 
environment is improved: 
 

–  More effort to bring 
challenged oil to market 

•  Increased drilling activity 
 
–  Pursue more satellite 

developments at Alpine and 
Kuparuk 

–  Pursue major projects in 
existing fields 
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Two Possible Futures  
No Fiscal Reform 
•  Declining production 

•  Jobs and investment 
going to L48 and abroad 

•  Short-term focus 

With Fiscal Reform 
•  Increased production drilling 

and capital 
•  Arrest production decline 
•  More jobs and investment in 

Alaska 
•  Long-term, strong state 

economy 
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A question for Alaskans: 
Short-term gain or 50 more years of 
opportunity and growth? 
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Thank you 


