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Our Responsibility

“The legislature shall provide for the utilization, development, and 
conservation of all natural resources belonging to the State, 

including land and waters, for the maximum benefit of its people.”

Article VIII, Sec. 2
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Our Responsibility

Utilization and development requires balancing competing 
priorities:
1. Providing a tax environment that incentivizes robust and 

competitive development; and
2. Collecting taxes and royalties to provide the benefits of our 

resources to all Alaskans.
The legislature facilitates a balance between the needs of industry 
and the people of Alaska using tax and royalty policy.
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What’s the Problem?

• What resource development outcomes 
are we trying to achieve with our tax 
system?

A competitive and dynamic development 
environment that brings:

• Increased production
• Increased investment
• Increased competition

• Our tax system was designed in 2013 at 
$100 oil.

• Does our tax system still meet its goals 
at $70 oil? $60? $50?

• Would we know if it didn’t?
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What’s the Problem?

• The Legislature is unable to judge the effectiveness of its tax 
policies

• What information do legislators need to know?
• Is Alaska an attractive place to invest? How does it compare to other 

jurisdictions?
• How does our tax system impact different producers, depending on their position 

in the market?
• Is the legislature fulfilling its obligation to provide the maximum benefit to 

Alaskans?
• Has our system’s effectiveness changed with market conditions? 
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Alaska’s Unique Structure

• Most oil-producing states—TX, OK, WY, CO, NM—have a gross tax 
system. 

• The tax is applied to operators’ gross revenue from oil and gas sales, with 
limited exclusions.

• Alaska has a net tax system—companies are only taxed on their 
profits.

• Capital, operating, transportation expenses and more are subtracted out 
before the tax is applied
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Alaska’s Unique Structure

Under a net tax, the public has a greater interest in transparency 
because of the higher revenue volatility inherent in the system.

$70 oil Production Price Revenue Marketing
Production 
Costs Taxable Value Tax Paid Profit

Gross tax at 5% 1000 $70 $70,000 $       5,000 $              55,000 $            65,000 $     3,250 $        6,750 
Net tax at 32.5% 1000 $70 $70,000 $       5,000 $              55,000 $            10,000 $     3,250 $        6,750 

$65 Oil Production Price Revenue Marketing
Production 
Costs Taxable Value Tax Paid Profit

Gross tax at 5% 1000 $65 $65,000 $       5,000 $              55,000 $            60,000 $     3,000 $        2,000 
Net tax at 32.5% 1000 $65 $65,000 $       5,000 $              55,000 $               5,000 $     1,625 $3,375 
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Alaska’s Unique Structure

• Some oil-producing states 
have stronger disclosure 
requirements.

• In Texas and North Dakota, 
producers’ tax returns are 
public
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Source: Texas Comptroller. Full record available from Rep. Mears’s office.

Source: DOR, not published online



History:
• In 2006, Alaska transitioned from a gross (ELF) to a net tax under the 

Petroleum Profits Tax (PPT)
• The PPT system lacked sufficient disclosure, both to the Department of 

Revenue and the public.
• ACES (2007) implemented the current disclosure statute, AS 43.55.890, to 

provide for some disclosure of producer data.
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Alaska’s Unique Structure



Weakening Disclosure:
• In 2016, DOR published 

information on four 
North Slope units. 
Today Prudhoe is the 
only one.

• Units have very different 
production and 
economic profiles 
depending on geology 
and development
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Alaska’s Unique Structure



What’s the Problem?

Without insight into the profitability of oil individual producers in 
particular fields, the legislature could be—unknowingly:
1. Holding back industry to the detriment of all Alaskans through 

complex and onerous tax rates
2. Unfairly advantaging some producers over others
3. Incentivizing development of federal land over state land, 

decreasing royalty income
4. Allowing the maximum benefit of Alaska’s resources to flow to 

out-of-state oil producers instead of Alaskans themselves
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What’s our solution?

Increased transparency
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What’s our solution?

HB 206 would require DOR to publish information about producers 
at the unit level upon request:

1. The amount of oil or gas produced by each working interest owner (WIO) 
in a unit 

2. The gross value at the point of production (GVPP) by WIO
3. Transportation costs attributable to the product by WIO
4. Production tax value (PTV) by WIO
5. Tax due by WIO
6. State royalty by WIO

This data is to be released with monthly resolution.
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What’s our solution?

• Most of this information is already public
• Royalty information is produced by DOR 
• Production data is available from AOGCC
• Transportation costs—pipeline tariffs and shipping rates—are largely public
• GVPP is roughly calculable from production data and public price information.

• What’s not?
• Production Tax Value
• Tax Paid

• Some companies publish this information voluntarily. Others don’t. 
This proposal would level the playing field.
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What’s our solution?

• HB 206 would provide:
• Transparency for the public and policymakers
• Consistent disclosure in substance and format across producers
• A meaningful dataset for analysis
• Parity in disclosures between producers
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Questions?

Staff Contact: Corey Alt
corey.alt@akleg.gov

465-2721
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Supplemental Slides
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What’s the context?
• Sec. 43.55.890. Disclosure of tax information. 

Notwithstanding any contrary provision of AS 40.25.100, and 
regardless of whether the information is considered under AS 
43.05.230(e) to constitute statistics classified to prevent the 
identification of particular returns or reports, the department 
may publish the following information under this chapter, if 
aggregated among three or more producers or explorers, 
showing by month or calendar year and by lease or property, 
unit, or area of the state:

(1) the amount of oil or gas production;
(2) the amount of taxes levied under this chapter or paid under 

this chapter;
(3) the effective tax rates under this chapter;
(4) the gross value of oil or gas at the point of production;
(5) the transportation costs for oil or gas;
(6) qualified capital expenditures, as defined in AS 43.55.023;
(7) exploration expenditures under AS 43.55.025;
(8) production tax values of oil or gas under AS 43.55.160;
(9) lease expenditures under AS 43.55.165;
(10) adjustments to lease expenditures under AS 43.55.170;
(11) tax credits applicable or potentially applicable against 

taxes levied by this chapter.

• Today, AS 43.55.890 governs the disclosure of 
tax information

• Requires information to be aggregated among 
three or more producers

• Allows for the publication of very detailed 
information

• At the discretion of DOR
• HB 206 would make only a subset of this 

information public on an unaggregated basis.
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https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#40.25.100
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.05.230
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.05.230
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.55.023
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.55.025
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.55.160
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.55.165
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp#43.55.170


What’s the context?

• DOR doesn’t publish as much as is allowed
• Lease Expenditure reports are not made available on the DOR website
• Other units besides Prudhoe—Colville River, for example—have more than 3 

producers but are not included
• DOR’s informal rule of thumb for non-publication—80+% ownership by one 

owner, 95+% for two

• DOR has sporadically compiled aggregated producer tax data
• In 2016, their disclosure provided information about Prudhoe Bay, Kuparuk, 

Duck Island, and Pt. Thomson
• In 2025, the only unit DOR released information on was Prudhoe Bay.
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What’s the context?

Other jurisdictions with net taxes require more transparency
• Australia –Santos, Exxon, Conoco all publish financial information, 

including their deductible expenses, taxable profit, and tax paid 
under their Petroleum Resource Rent Tax

• The Australia Tax Office also publishes a spreadsheet with the corporate 
income tax and PRRT collections for every large company in the country.

• Newfoundland and Labrador – The government publishes detailed 
“industrial benefits” reports that include deductible expenses by 
project

• Norway – Producers publish detailed financial information including 
gross revenue, taxable income, and taxes paid
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What’s the context?

• Publicly traded companies release income, investment and 
operating cost, and tax payments data under requirements from the 
SEC.

• Conoco is the only North Slope producer that breaks out Alaska as an 
individual segment

• Santos will under obligations from the Australian Stock Exchange (ASX) and 
the Australian Tax Office (ATO) once production begins

• Privately held companies, and the units they control, have no such 
transparency.
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Santos (Australia) Exxon, Chevron 
(Newfoundland)
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Source: Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore 
Petroleum Board

Source: Santos 2024 Annual Report

https://www.cnlopb.ca/wp-content/uploads/benefitstats/Q42024.pdf
https://www.cnlopb.ca/wp-content/uploads/benefitstats/Q42024.pdf
https://www.santos.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/FINAL-Appendix-4E-and-2024-Annual-Report.pdf


Hilcorp (Texas)
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Source: Texas Comptroller. Full record available from Rep. Mears’s office.



ConocoPhillips (Alaska)
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Source: ConocoPhillips 2024 10-K

https://www.medicare.gov/medigap-supplemental-insurance-plans/


Santos (Aus)
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Source: Santos 2024 Annual Report

https://www.santos.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/FINAL-Appendix-4E-and-2024-Annual-Report.pdf


Equinor (Norway)
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Source: Equinor 2024 Annual Report

https://cdn.equinor.com/files/h61q9gi9/global/bc51cef4d1f5a88c3d3b9817645fcc62e23dddf8.pdf?2024-annual-report-on-form-20-f-equinor.pdf
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