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Dear Readers,

Soma Manisa Turkey Coal Mines : 5 Our crew has prepared 12th Issue of USAK's Energy Review
Brief Report For Future Investors after an exhausting process of group study. And thanks to all
energy consumed, once more a comprehensive study
emerged with this week's issue. Just for you; our readers!

Russia’s Move to Balance 14
Turkey's Energy Transit Role Metin Gezen penned an article about Burgas —
Alexandrupolis; "Russia's Move to Balance Turkey 's Energy
, . Transit Role."
Iran’s chances are getting 16

slimmer for controlling future

On the other hand, Rovshan Ibrahimov tried to draw a clear
energy markets

picture of Nabucco Pipeline Project in his article "Nabucco:
Project with Strange Name and Mystery Intentions."

Oil Markets This Week 18 _ o o _
Ahmet Turker contributes to this issue with his article "Iran's
Oil Markets: Capture of Britons and UN Chances are Getting Slimmer for Controlling Future Energy
Resolution 1747 Markets".
Mr. Direskeneli has written a well prepared report about
Indicators 20 Soma-Manisa Turkey Coal Mines.
Lastly, I, Hasan Selim Ozertem summarized the general
OPEC's Basket Price 20 situation in the oil markets within the framework of Iran's
Exchange Rates 21 Nuclear Crisis and new UN Resolution 1747.
Turkish Refinery Output Price 21

| hope that you would enjoy this issue while sipping your
coffees in the morning,

Until next week,

Co-Editor
Hasan Selim Ozertem
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Rovshan Ibrahimov

Editor, USAK Energy Review

Energy Review

Nabucco: Project with Strange Name and
Mysterious Intentions

Energy security has become the main theme of today's world. The internal
requirements, necessary quantity and quality of energy and, where possible,
from alternative sources has become an urgent issue, particularly for those
countries that do not possess sufficient own resources. The European Union
also isn’'t an exception. Outlining its ultimate objective as political union in the
form of a federal state, this organization, the number of countries which have
already reached 27, in dire need of energy imports, and this dependence has,
over the years, will grow.

The import of gas will increase because consumption of EU countries is
increasing year by year. Some EU members only began to develop own gaz
infrastructure, and that only increases the need for accusatory new sources of
gas. The alternative is further complicated by the fact that the core of the EU
gas come from Russia through GAZPROM and dependence on the supply
increases.

One of the main alternative sources of gas from the Caspian basin countries:
Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan. Already Azerbaijan gas from
Shahdeniz deposit has become available to the markets of Turkey, after the
opening of Baku-Thbilisi-Erzurum or Southern Caucasian pipeline. It's also
planned that gas from Azerbaijan will be pumped to Greece, and from there to
Italy.

One of the pipeline projects planned by EU countries for the transit of gas from
the coastal countries of the Caspian Sea to Europe is the Nabucco pipeline.
The gas pipeline about 3,300 km for the purpose of supplying natural gas to
Europe, will be held across the territory of Azerbaijan, Georgia, Turkey,
Bulgaria, and then to Hungary, Romania to the final destination in Austria.

The cost of the project is estimated at approximately 5 million Euro, as of this
amount may increase. The construction of the pipeline is scheduled for the
year 2008 date of the commissioning pipeline is the year 2011. Originally
scheduled to ship 16 billion cubic meters of gas per year this pipeline then will
be bringing to increase a capacity up to the 30 billion by the year 2020. The
development of the project will be responsiblities of such companies such as
Austrian OMV, Hungarian MOL, the Turkish Botas, Bulgarian Bulgargaz and
Romania's Transgaz.

The Nabucco will be linked on the Turkish territory with such lines as Tabriz
(Iran) -Erzurum (Turkey), and Baku-Thilisi-Erzurum. Turkmen and Kazakh gas
will be transited to Azerbaijan by another planned Trans-Caspian pipeline. Gas
from this pipeline will feed into Southern Caucasian pipeline, which capacity is
planned to be increased by 80%.

What is and what is the likelihood of the Nabucco project? This project has
similar title with the name of the Babylonian king Nabucco, more known as
Nebuchadnezzar, which expelled the Jews from Babylon. Subsequently, the
Italian composer Verdi wrote opera in according to the explanation of this
Biblical tale, which first time appeared on the scene in the famous theater in
Milan alla Scala on March 9, 1842.

Upon the strange name, in region which had nothing to do with this historic
event or with the great composer, the major task of this pipeline is— to
decrease GAZPROM influence in the southern part of the EU. If conditions will
be suit, project will be realized as it was planned. But there are many things
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that may hinder this proposed project.

In the first instance, the early realization of this project the most realistic seen
is that the pipeline can be filled only gas coming from Azerbaijani fields, and
then on condition that the capacity of Southern Caucasus pipeline would be
increased. There is a little hope for the gas coming from the Tebriz-Erzurum
branch, since Iran is not sufficiently reliable partner for the supply of gas to
Europe, because of political reason. In addition, Iran also need for additional
supply of gas, which it imports from Turkmenistan. Iran has no capital to invest
in developing own fields. And despite the fact that the country has the second
largest after Russia, this year it has been forced to reduce the supply of gas to
Turkey in order to meet its own needs.

Not all smoothly with the transit of the Turkmen and Kazakh gas through the
Trans-Caspian pipeline to Baku. The project has several negative aspects.
The pipeline, estimated at 30 billion cubic meters of gas per year at a cost of 5
billion dollars has been proposed by the United States in 1996. In 1999, the
USA allocated 750,000 dollars for the government of Turkmenistan to enter
into a contract with the General Electric Company and Bechtel Group Study
feasibility study of project. Then, the project was delayed for several reasons.

Firstly, Russia and Iran, two countries that transport Turkmen gas, expressed
their protest of the construction of a pipeline under the Caspian Sea on the
grounds unresolved issue on the status of the Caspian Sea and environmental
concerns. Another reason is that the relations between Azerbaijan and
Turkmenistan strained because of the disputed oil field, located on the
maritime boundary between the two countries. Finally, after the exploration
Shahdeniz field, in the Azerbaijani sector of the Caspian Sea, Turkmenistan
refused Azerbaijan request 5 of 30 billion cubic meters capacity for the transit
of own gas from Shahdeniz via Trans Caspian pipeline.

The Status of Caspian Sea is not resolved till this day and disputes between
Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan still existed. However as both countries revealed
an thaw. President Berdimukhamedov had a telephone conversation with
President Aliyev. In addition, the Deputy Foreign Minister of Azerbaijan Araz
Azimov called on the EU to lift the sanctions imposed on Turkmenistan and
buy Turkmen gas directly rather than through Russian companies. Thus, with
such initiative the EC countries may reach security issue and alternative
supply of gas to their own markets.

Despite the encouraging in relationship between countries, developments to
the level of the relationship and understanding is much remains to be done. In
addition, the construction of the Trans-Caspian pipeline is planed
approximately between the period of 2012-2016, in other words after the
imposition of Nabucco, that may bring an additional risk in the financing of the
project. In the case of availability of problem with the construction of the Trans-
Caspian pipeline, Western countries will have to hope largely on the supply of
gas from Shahdeniz, otherwise invested 5 billion Euros can be put away.

But even the implementation of the pipeline still is a risk, because the real
explorated gas reserves in Turkmenistan is unknown. Moreover Turkmenistan
had responsibility for the long-term contracts with Russia and China on the
delivery of large quantities of gas in these countries. And in this case, the
question is whether Turkmenistan has additional quantity of gas for
transportation through the Caspian pipeline?

In all of these situations only Azerbaijan could feel more relax, which in the
case of these projects will be a transit country and achieved new routes for the
export of its own gas to Europe. However, even in this case, Azerbaijan will
provide only political support, without any investment of own capitals in project
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Therefore, the determination of the EU to translate these projects was
surprised and delighted, because their implementation would require an
immediate solution to the raised issues. If the EU knows how and what to do
and have a clear plan of action one is will a true: some powers will be strongly
irritated.

Rovshan Ibrahimov , Editor, USAK Energy Review

rovsen@azerimail.net
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Soma Manisa Turkey Coal Mines : Brief Report For Fu  ture

Investors

In years 2000-2001, on various instances | visited the Soma Coal Mine Fields together with Mr Eddie Kolodziej
and other senior engineers of CSWI/ AEP companies of USA for possible long-term cooperation to run the coal
field. This is our joint report prior to our TOR (Transfer of Operational Rights) scheme operation as of year 2001.
This report is an independent report prepared for future private investors,

COAL INFORMATION

The coal consumed in the SLPP (Soma Lignite Power Plant) is mostly lignite and partly brown coal, which is
supplied by TKI (Turkish Coal Enterprise) from its nearby Coal Field Management, ELI (Aegean Lignite
Corporation). The coalfield consists of 3 main divisions, namely Soma Central, Denis and Eynez where lignite
production is currently realized by opencast mining in Soma Central and Deni and by the combination of
underground and opencast operation in Eynez. The coal consumed in SLPP is completely provided from either of
ELI's opencast mines as run-of-mine (as received i.e. without any treatment).

Reserves

According to the TK records, the coal reserves as of the beginning of 2000 are as follows:

Possible Probable Proven Ready Total
Soma - 6.300.000 112.714.000 6.442.000 125.456.000
Deni - 11.000.000 189.966.000 2.483.000 203.449.000
Eynez 22.439.000 60.200.000 212.679.000 1.902.000 297.220.000
Total 22.439.000 77.500.000 515.359.000 10.827.000 626.125.000
Production

The coal production details between the years 1980-1999 are given in the table below:

Years Underground Open Pit Total

1980 452.267 1.092.695 1.544.962
1981 505.609 1.051.482 1.557.091
1982 651.070 1.373.249 2.024.319
1983 718.909 2.107.573 2.826.482
1984 806.246 2.610.602 3.416.848
1985 936.397 3.982.252 4.918.649
1986 942.087 5.344.913 6.287.000
1987 987.319 4.937.681 5.925.000
1988 964.202 3.726.598 4.690.800
1989 803.773 6.154.294 6.958.067
1990 656.908 5.531.854 6.188.762
1991 658.954 6.357.913 7.016.867
1992 652.145 7.973.718 8.625.863
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1993 634.462 8.884.534 9.518.996
1994 697.119 9.358.333 10.055.452
1995 666.995 9.489.978 10.156.973
1996 565.823 10.471.138 11.036.961
1997 521.225 11.341.898 11.863.123
1998 494.960 12.506.360 13.001.320
1999 338.000 10.749.000 11.087.000
Average Characteristics of the Coal Products, (As received, TK records, 1999)
Sizes (mm) Ash Moistur | Sulphur | Volatile Fixed LHV LHV HHV
(%) e (%) Matter Carbon | (kCallkg | (BTU/Ib) | (BTU/Ib)
(%) (%) (%) )
SOMA CENTRAL
(All open pit)
Soma Pit+18mm 13,73 16,48 1,05 34,60 35,20 4.336 7.800 8.360
(washed)
Soma Pit 10-18 mm 13,56 16,91 1,06 34,47 35,06 4.326 7.790 8.340
(washed)
Soma Pit 0,5-10mm 11,72 18,37 1,05 34,70 35,21 4.341 7.800 8.390
(washed)
K srakdere Pit+30mm 11,69 13,14 0,86 36,97 36,00 4.626 8.300 8.870
(hand picked)
K srakdere Pit 20-30 18,09 15,26 0,87 33,24 33,42 4.048 7.300 7.810
mm (hand picked)
K srakdere Pit 0-20 mm | 20,31 16,95 0,83 31,12 31,61 3.814 6.860 7.380
(hand picked)
K srakdere Pit 0-200 46,40 15,01 0,89 22,17 - 1.827 3.290 3.575
mm (ROM)
K srakdere Pit 0-1000 mn 44,72 16,63 0,96 23,59 - 2.122 3.820 4.090
(ROM)
| klar Pit (ROM) 44,68 16,01 0,88 22,02 17,26 1.942 3.500 3.880
Elmal Pit (ROM) 41,61 16,60 0,93 23,23 18,55 2.088 3.760 4.160
Sar kaya Pit (ROM) 47,96 16,25 0,94 20,97 - 1.695 3.050 3.200
Darkale U/G 36,61 18,77 0,90 23,82 20,80 2.337 4.200 4.650
0-200 mm (ROM)
Darkale U/G 16,36 14,81 0,96 34,29 34,74 4.209 7.580 8.100
+30mm (hand picked)
EYNEZ
Eynez U/G (ROM) 28,63 16,39 0,93 27,68 26,30 2.972 5.350 5.810
Eynez U/G 13,47 16,37 1,05 35,01 35,15 4.369 7.860 8.415
+30mm (hand picked)
Eynez U/G 28,75 17,83 0,87 28,62 24,81 3.336 6.000 6.480
0-20mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit (ROM) 45,31 14,90 0,81 22,36 17,42 1.989 3.580 3.950
Eynez open pit 13,50 13,63 0,98 37,74 35,14 4.488 8.080 8.620
+30mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit 25,34 16,76 1,02 29,09 28,81 3.423 6.160 7.010
20-30mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit 30,49 17,11 0,81 27,35 25,05 3.004 5.400 5.870
0-20mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit 47,59 14,58 0,80 21,39 16,45 1.863 3.350 3.710
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0-200mm (ROM)

DEN
Deni open pit 44,24 19,61 1,09 20,24 15,91 1.602 2.880 3.290
0-1000 mm (ROM)
Dry basis, TK records, 1999
Sizes (mm) Ash Sulp | Volatile Fixed LHV LHV HHV
(%) hur Matter Carbon (kCal/lkg) | (BTU/Ib) (BTU/Ib)
(%) | (%) (%)
SOMA CENTRAL
(All open pit)
Soma Pit+18mm 16,44 1,26 | 41,42 42,14 5.310 9.560 9.920
(washed)
Soma Pit 10-18 mm 16,32 1,28 | 41,49 42,19 5.329 9.590 10.040
(washed)
Soma Pit 0,5-10mm 14,35 1,29 | 42,51 43,14 5.453 9.815 10.270
(washed)
K srakdere Pit+30mm 13,69 1,01 | 42,56 43,74 5.416 9.750 10.210
(hand picked)
K srakdere Pit 20-30 mm | 21,35 1,02 | 39,22 39,43 4.885 8.790 9.210
(hand picked)
K srakdere Pit 0-20 mm | 24,46 1,00 | 37,48 36,07 4.715 8.490 8.890
(hand picked)
K srakdere Pit 0-200 mm | 55,12 1,06 | 26,34 - 2.282 4.100 4.250
(ROM)
K srakdere Pit 0-1000 mm| 51,77 1,11 | 27,31 - 2.551 4.590 4.740
(ROM)
| klar Pit (ROM) 53,20 1,05 | 26,22 20,58 2.427 4.370 4.650
Elmal Pit (ROM) 49,90 1,12 | 27,66 22,25 2.623 4.720 4.990
Sar kaya Pit (ROM) 57,29 - 25,04 - - - -
Darkale U/G 45,07 1,11 | 29,33 25,61 3.015 5.420 5.720
0-200 mm (ROM)
Darkale U/G 19,16 1,12 | 40,15 40,69 5.032 9.060 9.490
+30mm (hand picked)
EYNEZ
Eynez U/G (ROM) 35,44 1,11 | 33,11 31,45 3.672 6.600 6.955
Eynez U/G 16,10 1,26 | 41,67 42,03 5.341 9.610 10.060
+30mm (hand picked)
Eynez U/G 34,96 1,05 | 34,83 30,19 4.190 7.540 7.890
0-20mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit (ROM) 53,25 0,95 | 26,28 20,47 2.443 4.400 4.650
Eynez open pit 15,63 1,14 | 43,89 40,68 5.291 9.520 9.975
+30mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit 30,45 1,23 | 34,94 34,91 4.232 7.620 7.990
20-30mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit 36,79 0,97 | 33,00 30,22 3.748 6.750 7.085
0-20mm (hand picked)
Eynez open pit 55,71 0,94 | 25,04 19,26 2.283 4.100 4.350
0-200mm (ROM)
DEN
Deni open pit 55,04 1,36 | 25,16 19,79 2.139 3.850 4.090
0-1000 mm (ROM)
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Sales, Breakdown of Coal Sales

Washing and hand picking enrich the majority of ROM coal. The clean coal, together with untreated ROM coal is
called saleable coal. The saleable coal sales, since 1980 are shown in the table below.

Years SLPP Housing Industry Total

1980 448.500 1.182.233 1.630.733
1981 739.540 788.820 1.528.360
1982 905.026 1.063.201 1.968.227
1983 1.700.935 1.074.201 2.775.036
1984 1.874.345 1.560.267 3.434.612
1985 3.349.962 1.513.977 4.863.939
1986 4.711.439 1.561.263 6.272.702
1987 4.262.145 1.612.294 5.874.439
1988 2.669.680 1.934.532 4.604.212
1989 4.311.730 2.596.573 6.908.303
1990 4.047.851 2.149.730 6.197.581
1991 4.774.877 2.173.498 6.948.375
1992 6.204.120 2.410.575 8.614.635
1993 7.203.036 2.298.569 9.501.605
1994 8.176.180 1.865.743 10.041.923
1995 7.174.252 2.508.393 9.682.845
1996 7.427.969 3.000.967 10.428.936
1997 8.656.716 2.649.895 11.306.611
1998 8.598.497 2.240.615 10.839.112
1999 9.240.000 1.836.000 11.076.000

The Protocols Between TK  and TEA

The protocols about the characteristics of the coal supply, put into force and still valid between TKI and TEAS are
given below:

1-4 Units

Calorific Value (as received) : 2.200 (+200, -100) kcal/kg, 8.690 (+790, -395) BTU
Ash Content (as received) : 32%

Moisture Content (as received) : 21 %

Coal Size : 0-200 mm.

Date of Protocol : 31.07.1985

5-6 Units

Calorific Value (as received) : 1.550 (+100) kcal/kg, 6.122 (+395) BTU

Ash Content (as received) : 52%

Moisture Content (as received) : 18,8 %
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: 0-1000 mm.

Date of Protocol: 06.11.1992

7-8 Units

Calorific Value (as received)
Ash Content (as received)
Moisture Content (as received) :

Coal Size

Sale Prices

:3.500 (+100) kcallkg, 13.825 (+395) BTU

27 %

22 %

: 0-30 mm. Washed coal &0-0,5 mm. Slurry

Average sale prices of coal for different groups pf SLLP are shown in the table below:

Coal Used Average LHV Average Price
(tons) (kcal/kg) ($/ton)

Years A B Total A B A B

1987 262,069 3,690,119| 3,952,188 3,429 2,253 9.94 11.78

1988 58,033| 2,622,533| 2,680,566 3,234 2,364 7.50 10.19

1989 284,571 3,878,382 4,162,953 3,069 2,211 11.81 9.11

1990 289,223| 3,957,604| 4,246,827 3,032 2,093 11.58 9.60

1991 304,302 4,069,803| 4,374,105 3,103 2,016 20.99 13.48

1992 286,654| 5,917,465| 6,204,119 3,286 2,062 20.65 12.82

1993 267,723| 6,958,061| 7,225,784 3,237 1,969 19.82 15.33

1994 298,466| 7,944,968| 8,243,434 3,264 2,103 17.57 12.54

1995 300,535/ 6,856,834 7,157,369 3,309 2,020 20.99 15.90

1996 235,346| 7,158,269| 7,393,615 3,329 1,895 24.77 15.86

1997 306,477 8,371,584| 8,678,061 3,448 2,005 27.49 14.74

1998 347,661 8,349,482 8,697,143 3,344 1,965 24.41 13.29

1999 314,471 9,339,762 9,654,233 3,305 1,855 24.37 14.37

The table below also gives unit LHV prices as average of 1999
Ash Moisture | Sulphu LHV LHV Prices Prices
(%) (%) r (kCal/kg) | (BTU/Ib) (USD/ton) (USD/m.BTU)
(%) Based on LHV

UNITS 1-4
(PLANT B) 51,2 16,1 0,9 2.022 3.640 14,47 1,80
UNITS 5-6
(PLANT B) 54,3 19,1 1,15 1.581 2.845 14,22 2,26
UNITS 7-8
(PLANT A) 27,9 17,7 1,05 3.305 5.950 24,37 1,86

Coal Consumption and Energy Production

Coal consumption for the comparison with energy production between the years 1962-1999 is given in the table
below:



Energy Review

Years Nominal Predicted Gross Energy | Net  Energy | Coal

Production Production Produced Produced Consumption

Capacity (MWh) (MWh) (MWh) (ton)

(MWh)
1962 385.440 280.000 112.755,7 N/A 90.677
1963 385.440 280.000 77.904,7 N/A 58.363
1964 385.440 298.000 300.582,4 N/A 262.958
1965 385.440 300.000 216.510,5 N/A 219.049
1966 385.440 280.000 253.310,7 N/A 217.338
1967 385.440 260.000 286.078,6 N/A 258.681
1968 385.440 280.000 265.000 N/A 234.726
1969 385.440 310.000 292.154 N/A 244.618
1970 385.440 302.000 301.021 N/A 262.762
1971 385.440 302.000 327.323 N/A 288.450
1972 385.440 302.000 307.764 N/A 286.799
1973 385.440 300.000 318.008 N/A 300.346
1974 385.440 305.000 313.106 N/A 309.853
1975 385.440 300.000 312.254 N/A 305.457
1976 385.440 300.000 307.153,7 N/A 306.755
1977 385.440 303.000 311.122,8 N/A 267.242
1978 385.440 307.000 316.949,7 N/A 278.587
1979 385.440 300.000 335.482,6 N/A 269.005
1980 385.440 310.000 294.671,6 N/A 257.195
1981 1.830.840 310.000 327.518 N/A 331.411
1982 3.276.240 1.486.000 593.182,4 N/A 604.689
1983 3.276.240 1.810.000 1.558.593 N/A 1.624.786
1984 3.276.240 1.835.000 1.505.116 N/A 1.816.298
1985 4.721.640 2.671.000 2.919.439,8 N/A 3.252.120
1986 6.167.040 3.700.000 4.145.192 N/A 4.634.826
1987 6.167.040 4.255.000 | 3.645.482 N/A 3.952.188
1988 6.167.040 3.355.000 | 2.474.079 N/A 2.680.566
1989 6.167.040 3.800.000 3.686.606,8 N/A 4.162.953
1990 6.167.040 3.850.000 | 3.587.136 N/A 4.246.827
1991 7.612.440 3.555.000 | 3.677.320 N/A 4.374.105
1992 9.057.840 4.800.000 | 5.080.743 N/A 6.204.119
1993 9.057.840 5.300.000 | 5.642.392 N/A 7.225.784
1994 9.057.840 5.900.000 | 6.632.967 N/A 8.243.434
1995 9.057.840 6.195.800 | 5.702.317 N/A 7.157.369
1996 9.057.840 6.226.000 | 5.762.134 N/A 7.393.615
1997 9.057.840 6.723.000 6.183.624,5 6.053.695,7 8.678.061
1998 9.057.840 6.607.200 | 6.066.917 5.358.533,5 8.697.143
1999 9.057.840 6.713.800 6.604.358,2 5.830.930,9 9.654.233

Coal Feeding and Preparation Systems

The necessary coal is transported to SLPP by trucks and by a conveyor belt from EL ’s open pit and underground
mines. The coal is then screened and crushed and stocked at the storage areas its size being 0-30 mm. For
storage, stackers are used. From these coal yards the coal is then transported to the bunkers with conveyor belts
and from the bunkers to the coal mills where it is pulverized, ready to be fed to the boiler by the coal feeder. The
technical specifications for the system are given in the table below:

Coal feeding, preparation and Storage
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Units |- Units lI-IV Units V-VI
Internal band capacity 600 ton/hour 600 ton/hour
Crushing, screening 600 ton/hour 600 ton/hour
Storage capacity 300.000 ton 200.000 ton
Manufacturer Metex (Finland) Krupp-LocalPartner
(Germany-Turkey)
External band capacity 1000 ton/hour

max. 1150 ton/hour

Annual predicted transport

4.000.000 ton/year

Driving power 2x350 kW
Conveyor length 8456,5 m
Band length 17.036 km

AUXILIARY FUEL INFORMATION

Fuel and diesel fuel are utilized as auxiliary fuels in the system. Consumption and average prices of these fuels
since 1987 are given in the table below:

LHV LHV

Years Fuel Qil (ton) Av. Price| Diesel Fuel (ton) | Av. Price|Fuel Oil |Fuel Oil

A B ($/ton) A B ($/ton) |(kcal/kg) |(kcal/kg)
1987 - 7382,4] 127,38 57,1 52,2 243,52| 9,600 |10,300
1988 - 6415,6 97,24 26,0 13,0 242,71) 9,600 |10,300
1989 - 6139,5 95,71 68,5 40| 286,05 9,600 (10,300
1990 - 7043,8] 136,62 47,8 2,8 460,54 9,600 |10,300
1991 - 5028,4| 107,85 82,8 19,1 628,42| 9,600 |10,300
1992 - 17633,5 141,07 53,1 240,6| 622,10, 9,600 [10,300
1993 - 20648,4| 131,41 47,1 25,7 | 374,94/ 9,600 |10,300
1994 - 16012,6 84,04 88,6 32,5| 351,95 9,600 |10,300
1995 - 17281,5| 137,71 115,2 24,3 | 392,53] 9,600 |10,300
1996 - 26517,1] 158,23 147,4 10,3 377,77 9,600 |10,300
1997 - 27446,00 149,71 117,1 45,38/ 366,12 9,600 [10,300
1998 - 55736,8] 117,83 201,2 10,64| 384,82 9,600 |10,300
1999 - 62794,7| 122,36 166,2 16,9 390,89 9,600 |10,300

Auxiliary fuel is stored in tanks with following capacities:

Fuel-oil storage tank

Daily fuel-oil storage tank

Diesel tank

4x3000 m®
3x67 m®
2x150 m®
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Breakdowns of auxiliary fuel consumption to units are as follows:

Fuel-Oil (tons)

Years Group A Group B

VII VIII I Il 1 \Y% V \ii
1987 - - 2179.9| 1833.6] 1651.8| 1717.2 - -
1988 - - 1621.0| 2697.4| 1061.1| 1036.1 - -
1989 - - 1634.4| 1871.1| 1060.1] 1573.8 - -
1990 - - 2296.3| 1895.1| 1244.8| 1607.5 - -
1991 - - 1554.6| 1574.8| 476.2] 1422.8 - -
1992 - - 1801.8| 2097.2| 1590.2] 1952.9] 3503.6| 6687.8
1993 - - 2169.3| 2099.1| 1664.3] 1386.2| 6378.1] 6951.4
1994 - - 2013.5| 1918.2| 1494.9| 1372.8| 3813.4] 5399.8
1995 - - 3334.3| 2933.1| 1792.2| 1445.0] 2601.2] 5175.6
1996 - - 3786.4| 4505.0] 3944.7| 2232.8)] 5080.3] 6967.8
1997 - - 3718.1| 4251.2| 4172.2] 3821.1) 5080.3] 6403.1
1998 - - 6973.5| 7318.9| 7482.4| 2354.4| 14398.2| 17209.2
1999 - - 8842.7| 9595.9| 9893.2| 11026.4| 11807.6| 11628.9
Years Group A Group B

VI VIII I Il Il \Y% V VI
1987 57.1 21.4 6.5 20.1 4.0 - -
1988 26.0 2.0 8.0 3.0 -l - -
1989 68.5 - 3.0 1.0 -l - -
1990 47.8 1.7 0.1 0.5 0.5| - -
1991 82.8 1.5 17.6 - -l - -
1992 53.1 - 2.6 - -l - 238.0
1993 18.8 28.3 5.7 4.3 5.1 10.6] - -
1994 32.8 55.9 5.2 5.1 5.8 6.0 10.5 -
1995 55.3 59.9 - 4.0 5.9 9.0 5.4 -
1996 52.8 94.6 - 5.1 - - 5.2 -
1997 78.2 38.9 5.0 6.4 7.0 8.8 8.1 10.1
1998 104.0 97.2 - - - 2.5 3.1 5.0
1999 103.3 62.9 - - 4.3 10.00 - 2.6

TOTAL COSTS OF CONSUMED FUEL

Total and unit cost of all types of fuel consumed i

n the Power Plant (units 1-8) are given in the tabl

Years Fuel Type Total Unit Cost Unit Cost
Expenditure Gross Net
(USD) (USD/KWh) (USD/KWh)
Coal 131.457.924 0.0192 0.0217
1997 Fuel ol 4.130.658 0.0006 0.0006
Diesel oil 59.995 0.0001 0.0001
Total 135.648.577 0.0199 0.0224
Coal 121.867.439 0.0200 0.0228
1998 Fuel ol 6.567.484 0.0010 0.0012

e below:
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Diesel ol 81.538 0.0001 0.0001
Total 128.516.461 0.0211 0.0241
Coal 140.600.698 0.0212 0.0241
1999 Fuel oil 7.687.375 0.0011 0.0013
Diesel ol 71.635 0.0001 0.0001
Total 148.359.708 0.0224 0.0255

We have completed the draft report of our visits to Soma Coal Mine Fields as of year 2001. Later in time, as
already known by the interested parties, TOR scheme is abandoned.

Rehabilitation is a must for proper operation. New dust collectors, new FGD systems are to be added into the
existing system.

There is also one more new investment project to construct 2x 300 Mwe Thermal power Plant named as Soma-C
in future. We should make our homework properly and get ready to apply new technologies such as CFB and
IGCC whichever would be feasible, economic and environmentally appropriate. We have lignite coal as our
biggest fuel source and we all agree that we should use that coal

with maximum efficiency and availability,
with minimum harm to the mother nature,
with minimum impact on global warming.

We hope that this report although needs updating, will give the interested reader a frank view of the Soma Coal
Mines for future operation in case of any new privatization.

Your comments are always welcome

Haluk Direskeneli- Energy Analyst
ODTU ME'1973, Ankara MMO 6606
HalukDireskeneli@tr.net
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Russia’s Move to Balance Turkey’s Energy Transit
Role

Russia’s latest move in the pipeline arena is Burgas-Alexandrupolis pipeline project. But
how should we understand the importance of this new pipeline? In this commentary
different views from both Russia and Turkey will be blended to give you an overview of
pipeline wars.

After 13 years of its first proposal Burgas-Alexandrupolis pipeline project has finally
made its way to an aggrement signed by the leaders of the three countries working on
the project. The pipeline story started in 1994 as a proposal from a number of Greek and
Russian companies. But it was not until Putin showed his commitment that the
reluctancy of Bulgaria and Greece has ended.

Russian shares in the project amount to a 51% and the rest is equily shared among
Greek and Bulgarian companies. The project is expected to cost 1 billion euros. The 900
mm diameter pipeline will be 279 km long. In its first phase the project will carry 15-23
million tonnes of oil which will eventually increase to 35 million tonnes in its second
phase. Also capacity considerations are on their way to increase this to 50 million tonnes
later.

DESIGHATIONS:

.......... UNDER
COMSTRUCTION

— OES|IGHMED MEF TEHIM

s FILLING INTD
TAMKERS

EBEULGARIA

TURKEY

GREECE

ALEXANDROUFOLIS

Main reasoning for this project is to divert the Russian oil from the highly crowded
Turkish straits. For years Turkey was advocating that her straits are highly crowded but
Russians were taking it politically rather than mathematically. Currently straits are seeing
a yearly oil traffic of 120 million barrels. This is expected to grow to 250 million barrels in
10 years.

There are also other reasons that may be possibly more viable than the “crowded straits”
for some. Turkey’s increasing importance in terms of being a transit country and the
projected target to change Turkey's meditterenian harbour of Ceyhan into a meeting
point of several pipelines is discomforting Russia.

Is it possible that the Burgas-Alexandrupolis pipeline is a Russian answer to Turkey

being an alternative route for Central Asian and Caucasian energy sources? Saying no
to this question is hard. In this regard, the Russian viewpoint is important.

14
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Dr. Igor Tomberg, a senior research fellow with the Center for Energy Research at the
Institute of World Economy and International Relations, the Russian Academy of
Sciences, sees this new project as a Russian move to increase its position. He claims in
his article published by Russian Ria Novosti: “ Clearly, the new pipeline bypassing the
Turkish straits will reinforce Moscow's position in its pipeline confrontation with Turkey. It
will further secure Russia's foothold on the global energy market, help it to find new
consumers that will not link market relations with politics, make oil deliveries cheaper
and expand transit possibilities for oil exports from countries like Kazakhstan that do not
have direct access to the sea.”.

The Turkish viewpoint of Burgas-Alexandrupolis are various, but among them Turkey's
leading energy expert Necdet Pamir's words are worth mentioning. Pamir claims that
Russia is not only interested in selling gas to Turkey, but also tries to strengthen its
position in distribution, storage and contract handovers.

Pamir thinks that this is a message to Turkey to “give more space for Russia in the
domestic gas market or Russia will use alternative routes for the oil and hence divert to
Burgas-Alexandrupolis line.”. He adds that this bluff should not be taken very seriously;
he argues that “Turkey is already addicted to Russian gas, more than she should have
been”.

Calik group’s CEO Ahmet Calik also speaks in parallel to Mr. Pamir. Calik Group is
currently assigned to construct 550 km long Samsun-Ceyhan oil pipeline which is
expected to start by mid 2007. The joint venture to construct project also includes Italy’'e
ENI. The expected cost of the project is around 1.5 billion US dollars, after completion
by 2009-2010 the pipeline is expected to carry 70 million tonnes of oil.

Calik, in an interview to daily Dunya newspaper, claims that Burgas-Alexandrupolis and
Samsun-Ceyhan should not be perceived as adversaries to each other. He underlines
the importance of Samsun-Ceyhan pipeline as a project which is aiming to carry Russian
and Kazakh oil to Mediterenian without threatening the Turkish straits and an important
milestone for energy supply security.

Nevertheless, the Burgas- Alexandrupolis pipeline aggrement may lag the effectiveness
of Samsun-Ceyhan. In both lines, the Russian oil will be transported, so Russia has the
power to increase the importance of her chosen route. But Turkey is not empty handed

and also has the strong citadel of Ceyhan.

In the following days more Russian activity should be expected in and around Turkey.
The strategy may resemble the patenting strategies. In patenting, if some one finds
something important, you surround this main patent with other patents which makes the
main patent useless without your patents.

So, the Russian strategy more looks like this for Turkey. You can possibly argue the
same for Iran, soon. But Russia’s new gas strategies should be expected intensify
around Turkey. The end of game is hard to predict, but there are two options that Russia
is possibly focusing on: Either Turkey should open its door more to the Russia or the
energy sources transiting over Turkey should be balanced with Russian projects in the
neighbouring countries.

Metin Gezen, USAK Energy Review
metingezen@gmail.com
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Ahmet Tirker , Iran’s chances are getting slimmer for
USAK Energy Review .
controlling future energy markets

The troubles surrounding Iran is not ending. With mass reserves of gas and oil, the
ambition to develop nuclear technology is leaving the Iranian industry handcuffed.
While Iran is following the footsteps of North Korea, Russia is using the gas to build

an energy empire.

Iran is currently only exporting gas to Turkey. Although not officially accepted, most
of the business circles in Turkey is claiming that Iranian gas is not the most

economical one. In terms of energy security, it is far away from being reliable.

Iran has the world’s second biggest gas reserves. But because of years of
underinvestment and growing domestic consumption only a fraction of the gas
production is to be exported. During peak consumption periods, as in the winter

times, the reliability of supply becomes a headache for Turkey.

The importance of Iranian gas lies in its importance of being an alternative to
Russian gas. But due to international sanctions and growing international problems,
Iran is finding it hard to attract foreign investors. With the latest sanctions and the
crises resulted with the seizure of 15 British soldiers, the road ahead for Iran is

rather dimmed.

In this doomed times, Iran may be losing its only gas customer Turkey and future
customers. Although Iran has started the construction of a Armenia-Iran pipeline, the
Armenian side which has also suffered from lack of investment, is rumoured to have

lost the full control of pipeline after a discount from Gasprom for 2007.

Turkey on the other hand has already tighting her schedule for LNG exportations to
backup unreliable Iranian gas supply. During the winter, Iran is diverting the gas to
its domestic market. This is harming the Turkish-Iranian relations and Turkey's

perception of Iran as a reliable and secure supplier.

Turkey-Iran gas relations have received another blow from US Senate. According to
Turkish Daily news, during the hearings Senator Jack Reed asked the

Undersecretary of State Nick Burns whether Turkey is “still” buying gas directly from
Iran. After Burns said he believed so, Reed then requestioned whether US involved

in an effort to persuade “our NATO ally not to do that”
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Burns also said : “A number of our allies —Turkey is a prominent one- a partner like
India is another - have long term oil and gas relationships [with Iran] and we are

trying to suggest that there are alternatives for the future.”.

The alternative routes, Burns mentioned is either Azerbaijan or LNG market. Last
year Turkey has exported 5.7 billion cubic meters(bcm) of gas from Iran and 4.2
billion cubic meters of gas from Algeria. In the first two monts of 2007, Turkey has
exported a total of 6.65 bcm of gas, where Russia has the lion’s share with around

4.4 bcm where Algeria has 0.817 bcm and Iran has 0.84 bcm.

Azerbaijan gas however will be a good but not very sufficient alternative. Therefore
Turkey is expected to increase her interest in the southern pipeline extension from
Egypt-Syria pipeline. This route will be advantegous due to different peak periods

rather than parallel peaks as happening in Iran.

With the seizure of British soldiers, Iranian tension is expected to continue. The
Iranian politicians firm belief in the exceptionality of Iran is harming the relations with

Iran. But the road ahead is not bright for Iran.

There are several factors affecting Turkey’s decision to undermine Iranian gas.
Iranian unreliability in gas supply every winter, Iranian-Armenian gas pipeline and
growing underinvestment coupled with growing domestic consumption are all factors

dimming Turkey's outlook to Iran.

After some years, Iranian will look back and see what they have lost. It is not
because American’s asked it, but due to their own understanding of playing political
games. Although Iran will still have the same second biggest gas reserves of the
world even 5 years from now on, the diplomacy and market side might be more
under the influence of Russia and LNG exporting countries. Then, Iran’s only option
could be to leave the development and operation of her gas fields to foreign giants to

compete in an energy market of monopolists.

Ahmet Tirker, USAK Energy Review
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Oil Markets - This Week

Hasan Selim Ozertem

USAK'’s Energy Expert

Oil Markets: Capture of Britons and UN'’s
Resolution 1747

Iran was the most dominant topic of this week on the global agenda. After the given
60 days of time to comply with UN resolution on December ended, a new package of
sanctions against Iran was voted unanimously by the UN Security Council members
on Saturday.

Resolution number 1747 broadens the previous sanction package against Iran. It
includes sanctions such as banning exports of conventional weapons from Iran and
freezing the assets abroad 28 people and entities including state-owned Bank Sepah
and the commanders of the Revolutionary Guards. It has 60 days more to comply
with this decision. After all these developments Ahmadinejad on Sunday said that
Iran would not suspend its uranium enrichment program.

Moreover, before this package to be voted the tension in the Gulf increased with the
capture of 15 Royal Navy personnel by Iran. The incident occurred on Friday.
According to British Ministry of Defense these soldiers were seized during a “routine
boarding operation in Iragi waters”. After this incident Britain summoned Iranian
ambassador and demanded a safe release of its soldiers with all their equipment.
The pressure grows on Iran to free Britons. However, these developments caused a
negative impact on crude oil prices and both Brent oil and WTI increased on Friday.

64
62 +
60 -
58 +
56 -+
54 -+

$/per barrel

Crude Oil Prices
Source: Financial Times

As can be seen from the graph the Brent reached its highest level since the
beginning of this year on Friday and became $63.1. On the other hand, WTI's
decreasing trend tumbled down and it became $61.21. Last week it was claimed by
the experts that there is an ample supply of WTI and this causes its prices to
decrease. However, according to EIA in the near future the price of WTI will increase
further because due to the maintenance of refineries in the Gulf Coast and Midwest in
the US the demand for WTI decreased and this will turn to normal in the near future.
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Stocks in the US
Source: Energy Information Administration (EIA)

As known every Wednesday EIA announces last week’s available stocks in the US.
According to this data the decrease in stocks of distillate oil and gasoline continued
last week too. The decrease in gasoline was around 3.5 million barrels in the US. The
distillate oil stocks decreased by 1.7 million barrels whereas the crude oil stocks
increased 3.9 million barrels in the US.
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According to above table gasoline prices are increasing while the stocks of gasoline
are decreasing in the US. As stated in the previous weeks there is a similar negative
relation between stocks prices as it is for distillate oil.

In addition to increasing tension in the Middle East that affects negatively prices,
Bloomberg claims that crude oil prices may rise this week since the refineries will
increase production of gasoline due to preparation for coming up driving season
which will increase the demand for oil. According to a Bloomberg Survey 22 of the
analysts expect a rise in prices while 8 of them expect a decrease for this week.

hozertem@agmail.com
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Indicators
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Indicators

Indicative Exchange Rates Announced at 15:30 on 23/03/2007 by the Central Bank of Turkey

CURRENCY EXCHANGE RATES EXC.RATES ON BANKNOTES
Buying Selling Buying Selling
USD/TRY 1 US Dollar 1.3773 1.3839 1.3763 1.3860
EUR/TRY 1 EURO 1.8351 1.8440 1.8338 1.8468
GBP/TRY 1 British Pound 2.7065 2.7206 2.7046 2.7247

Turkish Refinery Output Price
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