M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 30, 2003
9: 00 AM

TAPES

SFC-03 # 68, Side A
SFC 03 # 68, Side B
SFC 03 # 69, Side A

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Gary WI ken convened the nmeeting at approxinmately 9:00 AM
PRESENT

Senator Gary W/ ken, Co-Chair
Senat or Lyda Green, Co-Chair
Senat or Con Bunde, Vice Chair
Senat or Robi n Tayl or

Senat or Donny d son

Senat or Donny Hof f man
Senator Ben Stevens

Al so Attendi ng: SENATOR GRETCHEN GUESS; TOM | RW N, Conmi ssioner,
Departnent of Natural Resources; CAMERSON LEONARD, Assi stant
Attorney General, Natural Resources Section, Gvil D vision,
Departnent of Law, JOE BALASH, Staff to Senator Gene Therriault;
ROBERT FLI NT, Attorney, Hartig Rhodes Hoge & Lekisch

Attending via Tel econference: From Anchorage: CAMERSON LEONARD,
Assistant Attorney General, Natural Resources Section, Gvil
Di vision, Departnment of Law, From an offnet site: STEVE VAN SANT,
State Assessor, Division of Community and Busi ness Devel oprnent; RON
M LLER, Executive Director, Al aska Industrial Devel opnent & Export
Aut hority, Departnent of Community and Econom c Devel opnent; From
Juneau: TAMARA COCK, Director, Legislative Legal and Research
Services, Legislative Affairs Agency

SUMVARY | NFORMATI ON

SB 146- COMMEMORATI VE VETERANS LI CENSE PLATE

The commttee heard from the sponsor and reported the bill from
Conmittee.
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SB 142- DNR LEAD RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PRQJIECTS

The Conmittee heard fromthe Departnent of Natural Resources, and
reported the bill from Conm ttee.

SB 117- ELI M NATI NG LONGEVI TY BONUS PROGRAM

The Comm ttee adopted a conmttee substitute and held the bill in
Committee.

HB 112- Al DEA: BONDS & MUNI Cl PAL TAX EXEMPTI ON

The Conmittee heard testinmony fromthe State Assessor, Tech Com nco
Al aska | ncorporated, the Al aska Industrial Devel opnent & Export
Aut hority, and Legislative Legal and Research Services. A comttee
substitute was considered but failed to be adopted, and the bil
was held in Conmittee.

#sb146

SENATE BILL NO 146
"An Act relating to a cormmenorative veterans' |icense plate,;
and providing for an effective date.”

This was the second hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Conmittee.

SENATOR CGRETCHEN GUESS, the bill’s sponsor, noted that she is
avai l able to answer questions, and she asked for the Commttee’'s
support of this bill

Senat or Tayl or offered a notion to report the bill from Conmmttee
wi th individual recommendati ons and acconpanyi ng fiscal note.

There being no objection, SB 146 was REPORTED from Conm ttee with
fiscal note #1 in the anount of $13,500 from the Departnent of
Adm ni stration.

#sb142
SENATE BI LL NO. 142
"An Act designating the Departnment of Natural Resources as
| ead agency for resource developnent projects; naking
conform ng anendnents; and providing for an effective date."

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 142(RES)
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"An Act designating the Departnment of Natural Resources as
| ead agency for resource developnent projects; rmaking
conform ng anendnents; and providing for an effective date.”

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

Co-chair Wlken informed that the Senate Rules Conmttee at the
request of the Governor sponsors this legislation. He stated that
the intent of this legislation is to identify the Departnent of
Nat ural Resources as the |ead agency for resource devel opnent
projects and to establish an Ofice of Project Mnagenent and
Permtting within the Departnment. He noted that “this office would
| ead and coordinate all matters relating to the State’s revi ew and
aut hori zation” of these projects.

Senat or Bunde noved to adopt the original bill, SB 142, Version 23-
GS1070\ A rather than the Senate Resources conm ttee substitute.

Co-Chair WIken asked that Menbers refrain from offering any
notions at this tine. He specified that the Senate Resources
comm ttee substitute is before the Commttee.

Wt hout objection, Senator Bunde W THDREW t he noti on.

Co-Chair WIlken clarified that CS SB 142(RES) is before the
Comm ttee for discussion.

TOM |TRWN, Conm ssioner, Departnment of Natural Resour ces,
i ntroduced Kurt Fredriksson, Deputy Comm ssioner, Departnent of
Envi ronnental Conservation, Mary Siroky and Janet Burl eson Baxter,
Legislative Liaisons for the Departnents of Environnental
Conservation and Natural Resources, respectfully, and noted that
Ri chard LeFebvre, Deputy Comm ssioner, Departnent of Natural
Resources, and Caneron Leonard, Natural Resources Section,
Departnent of Law, were avail able via tel econference.

Comm ssioner Irwin voiced support of Governor Frank Mirkowski’s
efforts to develop and utilize the State’s resources. He continued
that this bill would facilitate and expedite the use of State
resources by providing the Comm ssioner of the Departnent of
Nat ural Resources with statutory authority to | ead and coordi nate
all matters relating to the State’s review and authorization of
resource developnment projects. He stated that in order to
acconplish this goal, the Departnent nust have clear and explicit
authority. He noted that while the Departnent is currently the |ead
agency for mning activities, this bill would provide “the explicit
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authority” required for other resource devel opnent activities.

Comm ssioner Irwin continued that the establishnent of the Ofice
of Project Managenment and Permtting would allow the Departnent to
efficiently review and authorize |arge projects and oversee the
Al aska Coastal Zone Managenent Program He stated that where
possible, the permtting process would entail a project team
approach. He stressed that the intent of this legislation is to
coordinate and integrate projects and that this change woul d not
alter the decision-nmaking authority fromother entities such as the
Departnent of Environnmental Conservation. He attested that the goal
of this legislation “is to get people together.”

Conmi ssioner Irwin continued that snmall, |ess conplex projects that
require few permts could benefit fromthe establishnent of a | ead
agency coordination for review He stated that these projects m ght
or mght not require the establishnent of a project team

Comm ssioner Irwin specified that resource devel opnent projects
that utilize the | ead coordi nati ng agency and project review team
approach would have a three-phase process that would include
evaluation of the project to determ ne whether the |ead agency
review project team approach woul d adequately address the review
and permtting needs of the project; wuld result in the
establishment of the project team developnent of an integrated
revi ew schedul e, and the dissem nation of information requirenents
and conpletion of necessary agreenents anongst the agencies and
applicants; and lastly the actual project review and authorization
process including public participation that adheres to the
requi renents specific to that project. Additionally, he noted that
the bill would assist the Departnent’s efforts to streamine
project review and authorization by facilitating the state's
ability to pull together agencies to address project specific
concerns and to facilitate and expedite the review and
aut hori zation process; and to develop a nore cohesive working
rel ati onshi p anong representatives of the agencies. He stated that
this is where the teammork and comruni cati on devel ops. Thirdly, he
stated that through better communication, nore efficient permtting
and consolidated public process, where possible, would assist in
integrating the State and federal agency process requirenents.

Conmi ssioner Irwin inforned that the laws for resource devel opnent
have expanded and that nore agencies with permtting authority are

involved in the process. He asserted that, “resource devel opnment
shoul d not be held up by the sheer conplexities of governnment.” He
stated that this bill is intended to assist in alleviating that
pr obl em

SFC- 03 (4) 04/ 30/ 03



Comm ssioner Irwin voiced that the provision relating to a repeal
of this statute that is included in the Senate Resources conmttee
substitute is a “sound concept” which is being expanded to other
State projects. He informed that rather than this being a new
concept, the Departnent currently utilizes the provision in its
large mning project permtting. He further announced that the
concern regardi ng the unintended consequences of the term nation
date clause, or “what follows down the road” is a key elenent in
this discussion. He stated that by specifying that the | ead agency
authority being granted to the Departnent of Natural Resources
woul d be repeal ed or sunset on July 1, 2007 would send the wong
nessage to developers and investors because he stressed that
entities, which invest mllions of dollars in a project, over as
much as a twenty-year period, would interpret “the nessage as that
the State will only stick with themfor four years. This is not the
intent we want to give out there. The perception is bad enough
already.” He avowed that the State is addressing this issue to
verify that Alaska “in this for the long haul...we’re going to nake
a program that works and that people are going to want to keep
going.” He stated that this | ead agency legislation is one of nany
pieces of legislation that the Admnistration is furthering to
acconplish efficient permtting.

Senat or Tayl or voiced concern that other than establishing sone
tinelines and a | ead agency that woul d conduct hearings, the only
thing acconplished by this |egislation over the current process
established by the Ofice of Governnental Coordination is the
establ i shnent of some firmtinelines that would require entities to
state positions on projects “within a given period.”

Sec. 46.35.071 (e) Each state agency having jurisdiction to
approve or deny an application for a permt shall have the
power vested in it by law to nmake such determ nations. Not hing
in AS 46.35.031 - 46.35.071 | essens or reduces these powers,
and AS 46.35.031 - 46.35.071 nodify only the procedures to be
followed in the carrying out of the powers.

Senat or Tayl or questioned why Section 46.35.071(e) provides each
agency with the independent authority to approve or deny a permt
as he attested that “if the Departnent of Natural Resources is
truly going to be the | ead agency, then all other agencies in State
government shoul d be advisory.” He stated were this the case, the
Departnent of Natural Resources could make a decision and the
process could nove forward. However, he asserted that “if every
agency is allowed to have the veto power that we have seen
exercised other the last several years, then |I’m not sure that
we're really acconplishing nmuch other than el ecting the cheerl eader
for the conmttee and setting the timefrane for how long it would
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take themto kill the project for you.”

Comm ssioner Irwin responded that, while he understands Senator
Tayl or’s concern, the large project team approach “does work.” He
stated that having a designated | ead agency provides “the authority
to get individual agencies to the table and that’'s what’s
critical.” He stated efficiency is created by establishing
comuni cation at the onset of a project as opposed to affected
agenci es becom ng involved as the project progresses and thereby
causing project delays. He stated that, in addition to involving
all agencies at the beginning of a project, the permttee is made
aware of the flow of communication and project requirenments and
tinelines. He stated that wupon conpletion of the project team
neeting, the Departnment of Natural Resources, as the |ead
authority, would establish tinelines and the schedul e of events and
responsibilities. He reiterated that the process woul d work.

Co-Chair WI ken questioned why the adoption of the sunset |anguage
anendnent enlarged the original two-page bill to a fourteen—page
bill as reflected in CS SB 142(RES), Version 23-GS1070\D.

CAMERSON LEONARD, Assistant Attorney General, Natural Resources
Section, Gvil Dwvision, Departnment of Law, testified via
t el econference from Anchorage to confirmthat the bill was expanded
“purely” because of the sunset provision adopted by the Senate
Resources Conmittee. He informed the Commttee that the Mirkowski
Adm ni stration requests that the original version of the bill
whi ch does not contain the sunset provision, be adopted.

Co- Chair W/I ken asked whet her the Departnent of Natural Resources
is unable to support the sunset clause because “it sends the wong
nmessage to devel opers.”

Conmi ssioner Irwin responded that the four-year sunset clause does
send the wong nessage to devel opers and that, instead, the State
shoul d send a nessage to devel opers conveying that the State is
commtted “to making this work.” He expressed that the Legislature
could conduct an annual review of the process and require the
Departnent to be accountable for noving the process forward.

Co-Chair WIlken surmsed that a future admnistration m ght possess
a different approach to the purpose of this |legislation, and that
the approach mght “be an automatic retreat from this type of
devel opnment in the State.”

Comm ssioner Irwin noted that the “power of an Adm nistration can

speed up or close down any process.” He stated that the om ssion of
the sunset clause would assist this Admnistration’s efforts; but
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he voiced that, “it doesn’'t cure the problem of what future
adm ni strations m ght do.”

Amendnment #1: This conceptual anendnent transfers $36, 200 fromthe
Depart ment of Environnental Conservation personal services budget
to provide funding for Departnent of Natural Resources expenses
that woul d be generated by this bill

Senator O son offered a notion to adopt Anmendnent #1. He stated
that this bill appears to reduce the demand on services provi ded by
t he Departnent of Environnmental Conservation while increasing the
demand for services in the Department of Natural Resources.

Co-chair WI ken objected. He asked which of the two acconpanying
fiscal notes would be affected.

Senator A son identified the affected fiscal note as the Departnent
of Environnental Conservation fiscal note #1.

Aroll call was taken on the notion.
I N FAVOR: Senator Hof f man and Senator d son

OPPCSED: Senator Bunde, Senator B. Stevens, Senator Taylor, Co-
chair Green, and Co-chair WI ken

The notion FAILED (2-5)
Amendment #1 FAILED to be adopt ed.

Senat or Bunde noved to adopt the original bill, SB 142, Version 23-
GS1070\ A as the working docunent.

[ Note: Co-chair WIken identified this notion as Amendnent #2
during discussion on the bill.]

There being no objection, SB 142 was ADOPTED as the working
docunent .

Co-chair W/l ken asked for confirmation that the Adm nistration
supports this action.

Commi ssioner Irwin concurred.
AT EASE 9: 22 AM/ 9:24 AM
Senator Taylor noved to report the original bill from Comnmttee

wi t h individual recomrendati ons and acconpanying fiscal notes.
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There being no objection, SB 142 was REPORTED from Conm ttee with
zero fiscal note #1 from the Departnent of Environnenta
Conservation and zero fiscal note #2 fromthe Departnment of Natura
Resour ces.

AT EASE 9:26 AM/ 9:27 AM
#sb117

SENATE BILL NO. 117

"An Act elimnating the |ongevity bonus program and naking
rel ated conform ng changes; and providing for an effective
date."

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

Co-chair WIlken explained that the elimnation of the Al aska
Longevity Bonus Program would save the State approximately
$47, 500, 000. He stated that the commttee substitute, CS SB 117,
Version 23-GS1100\I would provide for the continuation of the
program as a needs-based program for Al askan seniors with a nmonthly
i ncome of 150 percent over the Al aska federal poverty |evel.

Senat or Bunde noved to adopt CS SB 117, Version 23-GS1100\1 as the
wor ki ng docunent .

Senator Taylor objected. He voiced the concern that while the
original version of the bill would termnate the program the
commttee substitute would “convert the program basically to a
wel fare prograni based on specific standards. He announced that he
opposes both of these options, “but if in fact the final result of
the Conmttee or legislative action is: rather than destroying the

programwe end up with a programthat still exists in part for the
nost needy Al askans, then that is the preferred alternative.” He
opined that, “it is preferable to save a portion of the program

rat her than destroying the whole program?”
Senat or Tayl or wi thdrew his objection.

Senat or Hoffman objected. He stated that while the opportunity
exists to make the l|ongevity program a needs-based program he
asserted, “that the problemis that this bill goes too far.” He
stated; therefore, that while he supports the concept of providing
the State “with some savings,” he could not support the conmttee
substitute.
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Senat or Hof fman wi t hdrew hi s obj ection.

There being no further objection, Version “1” was adopted as the
wor ki ng docunent .

JOE BALASH, Staff to Senator Therriault, presented testinony as
fol | ows.

The CGovernor’s proposal — the original version of SB 117
— elimnated the Longevity Bonus programin its entirety.

In public testinony before the Senate State Affairs
Commttee — and its counterpart in the House — recipients of
the Bonus nmade it clear that they depend on the nonthly checks
they receive to make ends neet.

The Commttee Substitute in front of you preserves the
program but applies a two-part neans test in order to nake
sure those recipients that need the Bonus continue to receive
it.

The first test is on incone

The second test is on assets

In order to nmake the revised program easier to
adm ni ster, the CS adopts the sane definitions for cal cul ating
income and assets as the current Adult Public Assistance
program That neans there are itens that are di sregarded when
the respective cal cul ati ons are nade.

For income purposes, the PFD, 50% of earned incone, the
first $2000 of an ANCSA dividend, and any other needs-based
state assistance received by the person are all excluded.

For assets purposes, one hone, one car, personal property
(clothes, furniture, etc.), funds set aside for burial, non-
cash ANCSA di stributions, Native al | ot ment s, and
reparations/settlenents are all excl uded.

The reason for an asset test is that people have | arge
assets available to them and are able to structure their
finances so they have relatively |lower nonthly incone.

When we began | ooking into howto apply a neans test, we
first | ooked at the requirenents for Adult Public Assistance.
However, those inconme and asset |evels appeared to be very
nodest ..just over $1,000 in nonthly income for a single person
and just over $1500 for a couple.

This CS sets each of those figures approxi mately $400
hi gher and al so doubl es the assets test threshold to $4000 per
person and $6800 per coupl e.

In order to qualify for the revised program individuals
and couples will need to go through an annual review to verify
their eligibility. It is projected that roughly 4300 people
will qualify under these conditions.

So that we can cut down on the adm ni strative expense of
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this review, eligibility for APA constitutes eligibility for
the Longevity Bonus. That should elimnate the necessity to
review approximtely 2/3 of the recipients. That |eaves the
cohort of people who exceed the APA threshol ds, but fall under
the ALB thresholds (approxinmately 1600 people) who the
departnments will need to review

After the initial review, recipients will only need to
check off on their nonthly residency forns that they continue
to meet the incone/asset requirenents.

Now, when the program goes into effect later this year,
there will be sone inplenentation issues.

Currently, when a check arrives in the mail for the nonth
of May, it is based on residency two nonths prior (March). So,
if the new edibility requirenents go into effect on July 1,
current recipients will continue to receive checks into July
and August of this year due to their eligibility in May and
June.

VWhich brings me to a technical anmendnent to this draft
that’ s necessary for inplenentation. On page 2, line 17, the
| anguage needs to read Septenber 1 rather than July 1.

Once we get to inplenentation, there wll be sone
Longevity Bonus recipients who do not qualify under this set
of tests. However, if at sone point down the line that
person’s circunstances change and they do neet the threshol ds,
they will be able to resume their participation.

Finally m ster chairman, we get to the fiscal note and
costs of the new program

Due to the two-nonth lag in paynents, we will have two
nonths worth of status quo paynents - $4.1 mllion each nonth
for a total of $8.2 million. For the balance of the fisca
year, nonthly costs for the paynents will be just under $1
mllion per nonth for a total of $9.5 mllion. Wth the
additional adm nistrative costs added in, the total costs of
the ALB for FY 04 will be around $18 nillion.

Based on the $44.8 nmillion in both the House and Senate
approved operating budgets, this amounts to an overall savings
of nearly $27 mllion for FY 04.

Due to the 2-nmonth lag factor, there wll be an
additional savings of $4 mllion in FY 05 and then the program
will resune its gradual erosion over tine.

That concludes ny testinmony M. Chairman.

Senat or Bunde asked for an explanation regarding the disparity
between the Departnent of Administration fiscal note #1, dated
March 5, 2003, which reflects a $47.5 mllion savings reduction as
opposed to M. Balash’s testinony referencing a savings of $44
mllion.
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M. Balash clarified that the $47 million fiscal note is based on
the FY 03 cost of the Longevity Bonus program while the $44.8
mllion is the anmount approved for the FY 04 operating budget by
both the House of Representatives and the Senate.

Senator Bunde asked for confirmation that, were this committee
substitute approved, the cost of the programwould be $11.3 mllion
in FY 04.

M. Bal ash responded that the $11.3 mllion would support “twelve
nonths worth of the revised program s costs.”

Senator Bunde surmsed that the twelve-nonth tineframe would
comence i n Septenber 20083.

M . Bal ash concurred.

Senator O son noted that many Native elders who reside in the Bush
areas of the State have such things as snownobiles and four-
wheelers rather than a licensed autonobile. Therefore, he
questioned whether these itens wuld be included in the
determ nation of the asset |ist |anguage that reads as foll ows.

Sec. 5 AS 47.08.060(c) is anended to read:

(c) I'n applying the fornula to determ ne the applicant’s
share, the total gross incone and the total assets of the
famly of the applicant may be taken into account, with the
fol |l ow ng excepti ons:

(1) the applicant’s permanent place of abode;

(2) one nonconmercial vehicle;

(3) tools, equipnent, vehicles, and other assets
required in a trade or business;

(4) ordinary household and personal effects;

(5) (5) $1,000 of liquid assets;

(6) all nonliquid assets unless this exclusion
would bring about an inequitable result;
however, all incone derived fromthis property
shal | be taken into consideration in
determ ning the recipient’s gross incong;

(7) inalienable shared in a Native corporation
created under 43 U.S.C. 1601-1628 (Al aska
Native Clains Settlenent Act), for the period
of their inalienability as specified in the
Act ;

(8) Alaska longevity bonus paynents under fornmer
AS 47. 45

(9) any other assets specifically restricted for
the use of the recipient by state or federal
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| aw.

M. Balash clarified that were the nobde of transportation not
factored agai nst someone qualifying for the adult public assistance
program then that sanme exenption would apply in this program He
stated that the adult public assistance programs definitions and
regul ations are being applied to this programfor “sinplicity sake”
rat her than creating a whole new set of exenptions.

Senator A son clarified that the adult public assistance guidelines
woul d be used in this program

M . Bal ash confirmed.
Co-chair WIlken infornmed the Commttee that copies of the commttee
substitute have been distributed to Pioneer Hones, the Comm ssion
on Aging, and to the Legislative Information Ofices. He stated
that public testinony on the bill would comence this evening.
Co-Chair Wl ken ordered the bill HELD in Committee.
AT EASE 9:36 AM/ 9: 38 AM
#hbl112
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 112(FIN)
"An Act relating to the authority of the Al aska Industrial
Devel opnent and Export Authority to issue bonds and to a
muni ci pal tax exenption for certain assets and projects of the

Al aska Industrial Developnent and Export Authority; and
providing for an effective date."”

This was the second hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

Senat or Bunde noved to adopt CS HB 112, Version 23-GH1018\| as the
wor ki ng docunent .

Senator O son objected to the commttee substitute, Version “I,” as
it would have “a major inpact on the viability of the mne in his
district.”

AT EASE 9:39 AM/ 9:40 AM

Senat or O son asked for an explanation of the conmttee substitute.

Senator Taylor also objected to the adoption of the conmttee
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substitute in order to hear an expl anation regardi ng the changes to
the bill inposed in the committee substitute.

Co-Chair W/ ken explained that the commttee substitute addresses
the road, ore handling facilities, and dock assets at the Red Dog
M ne operated by Tech Comi nco Al aska Incorporated (Com nco). He
stated that the State Assessor has determ ned that these entities
shoul d be taxed at full value determ nati on because Com nco has a
possessory interest in them He continued that, “the commttee
substitute recogni zes the possessory interest but allows the tax
exenption to continue on the roadway part.” He stated that, “this
is nore a public policy issue nore than anything.”

Co-chair WIlken stated that the conmttee substitute specifies
that, in a possessory interest situation, when the Al aska
I ndustrial Devel opment & Export Authority (Al DEA) and a user have a
non-excl usi ve use agreenent regarding a road that the road woul d
not be subject to taxation. He stated that, “it would apply to this
road and all other roads to cone.” He noted that the commttee
substitute does not exenpt the dock, the warehouse, or materi al
handling facilities. He stated that, “this is a public policy call
to recognize the roads in our State as non-taxable.”

Senator B. Stevens asked whether the omi ssion of the University of
Al aska in Section 2 (a) of the bill that specifies which property
in the State is exenpt fromtaxation, is the result of a drafting
error. He conveyed that the existing Statute | anguage includes the
property of the University of Al aska, however, he pointed out that
the proposed commttee substitute |anguage elimnates the
Uni versity.

Di scussi on ensued anong Conm ttee nenbers attenpting to establish
the reason for the omttance of the University of Al aska.

STEVE VAN SANT, State Assessor, Division of Coonmunity and Busi ness
Devel opnent, Departnment of Comrunity and Econom ¢ Devel opnent,
testified via teleconference froman offnet site in Anchorage and
confirmed that the conmttee substitute does omt the University of
Al aska; however, he specified that this is the result of a drafting
error and that the University should be included in “the exenpt
from general taxation |anguage.”

Senator B. Stevens pointed out an additional drafting error
regardi ng the exenption status of the University occurs on page 2,
line 19 of the commttee substitute, Version “I.”

M. Van Sant reiterated that the om ssions pertaining to the
taxati on exenption of the University appear to be unintentional.
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M. Van Sant responded to a question from Co-chair WIken by
stating that, other than the University of Al aska di screpancy, Co-
chair WIlken s explanation of the conmttee substitute, Version “I1”
is correct. He reiterated that the intent of Version “I” is to
“reinstitute the exenption for the roadway, or any future roadway,
that would be utilized wi thout a non-excusive use agreenent” by
anot her user who recei ves Al DEA fundi ng.

AT EASE 9:47 AM/ 9:50 AM

TAMARA COCK, Director, Legislative Legal and Research Servi ces,
Legislative Affairs Agency, testified via teleconference from
Juneau and infornmed that the incorporation of technical |egislation
changes adopted since FY 2000 has inadvertently resulted in the
om ssion of the University of Al aska property exenption in Version
“I” of the bill. She assured that it would be acceptable to correct
this oversight through the technical correction process.

SFC 03 # 68, Side B 09:54 AM

Senator Hoffman qualified that, by law, the changes to the
| egislation would be limted to “only the highlighted | anguage” in
the bill. Therefore, he infornmed, “existing |law would prevail” in
regards to any technical error corrections.

Ms. Cook concurred with Senator Hoffman s assessnent. She inforned
that this section anends a | aw that was enacted in the year 2000,
and that |aw, she inforned, “did not reflect changes to the statute
that occurred during the |ast two years.” She stated that it would
be acceptable for the Commttee) to amend Session Laws (SLA) to
reflect recent changes and other technical corrections. She
reiterated that, as Senator Hoffman has attested, “this bill would
have the effect of making only the changes to the SLA that are
bracketed out and wunderlined. It would not change the other
provi sions. W have other |aws that have changed those other
provi sions.”

Co-Chair Geen agreed with the |egal assessnment provided by M.
Cook; however, she voiced that litigation mght argue that the
om ssion of this | anguage was intentional. She stated that, while
this discussion clarifies that this om ssion was unintentional, she
requested, “a review be conducted to verify that what is before the
Committee is reflected in statute.”

Ms. Cook suggested that were the Commttee to adopt Version “I,” it
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could additionally “grant the authority to further anmend that SLA
to include any changes that have been made to statutes since the
time of its enactnent.”

Senat or Tayl or asked whether Version “1” would affect the current
taxation status of the dock and the other properties, as he
understood that it would only inpact the road.

M. Van Sant responded that, in addition to providing the exenption
for the Red Dog Mne road, this legislation would additionally
elimnate the termnation date regardi ng the exenption of the port
and ore storage facility. He clarified that Com nco’s possessory
interest in the ore storage buildings and the port facilities would
be taxable were this bill adopted.

Senator Taylor asked for clarification as to whether this
information is included in Version “1” or CS HB 112, Version 23-
GH1018\ H.

M. Van Sant clarified that the version being discussed is Version

Senat or Tayl or asked for specifics regarding Version “H.”
M. Van Sant informed that he does not have access to Version “H.”

Co-Chair Wlken clarified that Version “H is the version that was
reported fromthe House of Representatives Finance Commttee. He
expl ai ned that Version “H includes the road, whereas Version “1”
excludes the road fromtaxation

Ms. Cook interjected that Version “H repeals Sections 3 and 19 of
Chapter 117 SLA 2000.

Co-Chair Wl ken furthered that Version “H would renove the full
val ue determ nation sunset provision for the exenption of the
assets and thereby “include the road, the port, and the dockage
facilities in place for full valued determ nation.”

Ms. Cook confirmed that it “would elimnate the sunset.”

Co-Chair WIlken clarified that Version “I” mrrors Version “H
except that it would not include the 52-mle road in the val uation
det erm nati on

Ms. Cook concurred, and stated that Version “Il,” rather than
repealing the sunset “provision, would Iimt its application.”
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Co-Chair WI ken summari zed that Version “1” would exenpt the 52-
mle road fromtaxation

Senat or Hof f man asked Comi nco’s response to the |egislation.

ROBERT FLI NT, Attorney, Hartig Rhodes Hoge & Lekisch, representing
Tech Com nco Al aska I ncorporated, stated that the House version of
the bill, Version “H,” “maintains the status quo by continuing to
exenpt the whole system” which includes the road and the port from
the assessnent for fair value determ nation or property taxation.
He stated that the Senate commttee substitute “basically includes
i n-taxation everything but the road.”

M. Flint continued that in terns of dollar anmounts, the versions
“are opposite” as the House commttee substitute taxes the entire
system He shared that, in 1999, the assessor valued the road
during the construction phase when it was at its peak val ue, and
“it is the highest conponent of the system” however, he asserted
that the road “is the one conponent that is nost rapidly
depreciated.” He shared that when the assessnent was first
determ ned, “the road constituted approxi mtely 16 percent of the
total assessnent of the DeLong Mountain Transportation System
(DLMT). He continued that because the depreciation on the road “is
nore rapid than the depreciation on the other assets,” he “assuned
that by 2003, that the proportion is even lower.” He stated that,
“the affect of the committee substitute would be to add over 80
percent of the systemto the assessnent roles for the DLMI which is
owned by Al DEA; excluding only, he attested, “the small portion now
attributable to the assessed valuation of the road.”

Co-Chair WIlken noted that the overview provided by M. Van Sant
titled * Red Dog Mne Full Value Issue History’[copy on file]
identifies the various conponent values. He continued that the
total 1999 value was $154 mllion and that of that total, $24.5
mllion was attributed to the value of the road.

Co-Chair G een asked whether the | anguage on page two, |ines seven
and eleven of Version “I” “nore clearly defines the exenption
paraneters for the State Assessor.”

M. Van Sant agreed that the | anguage woul d define, “for assessors
across the State, that any non-exclusive use roadway that is
financed with Al DEA funds would not be included in the valuation
process.

Co-Chair Wl ken exanpled that, were the 28-mle Pogo road or the

road to Donlin Creek, financed by Al DEA, they “woul d be transparent
to taxation.”
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M. Van Sant agreed and stated that Version provi des assessors
with marching orders” not to include AlIDEA-funded roads in a
val uati on.

Senat or Bunde questioned how this exenption would apply to an
excl usi ve-use road situation. He noted that “other people can and
do use the road to the Red Dog M ne.”

M. Van Sant clarified that an excl usive-use Al DEA financed road
woul d be taxable; however, he furthered that were that road i ssued
a non-exclusive use agreenent, it would be non-taxable.

Co-Chair WIlken asked whether the terns non-exclusive and
possessory interest are synonynous.

M. Van Sant clarified that the term non-exclusive applies to the
use of a property, and that as such, according to the Al aska Court
System woul d be taxabl e and subject to the possessory interest for
taxati on; however, he continued that this | anguage specifies that a
non- excl usi ve use road financed by Al DEA “woul d not be taxable and
woul d not be subject to the full value.”

Co-chair WIken surmsed, therefore, that this exenptionis [imted
to Al DEA projects.

Senator B. Stevens stated that the |anguage of Version “1”7 “re-
interprets the agreenent between Com nco and Al DEA concerning the
DeLong Mountain Regional Transportation Systeni as it states that
the port facilities and the road are the property of Al DEA once the
bonds are retired. He asked whether this is correct.

RON M LLER, Executive Director, Al aska Industrial Devel opment &
Export Authority, Departnent of Conmmunity and Econom c Devel opnent,
testified via teleconference froman offnet site and expressed t hat
the whole systemis the property of Al DEA

Senator B. Stevens restated the understanding that, when the bonds
are retired, the whole system becones the property of Al DEA

M. Flint clarified that the facilities currently belong to Al DEA,
and that “there is no residual ownership of any kind, |ike Tech
Com nco, in that whole system”

Senator B. Stevens objected, “to splitting up” the State s road
transportation system He continued that, “one piece, while stil

owned by a State agency, can be included in the tax assessnent
whi | e anot her piece, while still owned by the sane state agency” is
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exenpt fromtaxation and assessnent.”

M. Van Sant explained that in the agreenent between Com nco and
Al DEA, Comi nco has priority right to use certain properties, and
that Section 1(b)(3) of the bill, specifies that, at any tine that
Cominco is not fully wusing its priority rights to use the
facilities at the dock area, AIDEA may, with Comi nco’ s consent,
license others to use that property. Wre this to occur, he
conti nued, AIDEA would charge a license fee for the usage, and then
funnel that noney to Com nco. However, he elaborated that this
| anguage provision does not apply to road facilities. He stated
that upon review, the road was determned to be “the nore
appropriate conponent” not to be taxed. He stressed that “its not
ownership we’'re assessing, it’'s a right-to-use that property.” He
continued that Com nco does possess the priority right to use the
properties identified in the agreenent.

Co-Chair WIlken stated that were Cominco to allow, for exanple, the
Acnme ol d Conpany to use the facility, then Acne Gol d Conpany woul d
pay Al DEA, and then Al DEA woul d pay Com nco. Therefore, he opined
that, “in essence,” Comnco benefits from ACVE Gold “being there
and using the excess capacity of the facility.”

M. Van Sant concurred that this is the procedure specified in the
agr eenent .

Senat or Tayl or asserted that when the Governor, the Departnent of
Nat ural Resources, and Al DEA reviewed the situation, it was noted
that taxation | aws have changed as the result of new rulings or new
interpretations of a tax law. He stated that this, in conjunction
with the July 1, 2003 sunset provision, required addressing.
Therefore, he continued, the Governor subnmtted legislation to
continue the status quo.

Senator Taylor furthered that this situation involves an operating
zinc mne in which the State “has invested heavily,” and is being
repaid for that investnent. He also noted that as part of the
process, there was a need to develop a road, which the State
Assessor has now determ ned could provide a taxing opportunity. He
guestioned the need to change the status quo agreenent as he
attested that it has been adequate and shoul d be conti nued w t hout
i nterruption.

Senator Taylor voiced that the State’'s fiscal dilenmma and in
particular, the need for adequate education funding, mght have
triggered the change. He voiced the understanding that Com nco
currently pays approxinmately one mllion dollars a year in
education funding to the Northwest Arctic Borough (NWAB).
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M. Flint stated that Conminco would pay $5,850,000 to NWAB this
year.

Senator Taylor exclained that the tax resulting from this
| egi slation would not be paid to the State, but would rather be
paid to the NWAB, which is already collecting a tax from Com nco.
He asked for further information regarding the current taxing
authority of the NWAB.

M. Flint expressed that there is no tax inposed by the NWAB, but
rather that this noney is paid as a condition of a “Paynment in |ieu
of taxes” (PILOT) agreenent between the two entities.

Senator Taylor interjected that the NWAB could enact a tax, but
opted instead to establish a PILOT agreement with Com nco.

Senat or Tayl or asked why the State would subject the mne to a tax
that exenpts a portion of a road and which m ght not result in any
addi tional funds being paid to the Borough. He asked whet her NWAB
supports this |egislation.

Co-Chair WIken reviewed that the original House bill was sponsored
as a Governor’s bill “to sinply extend Al DEA s bonding authority.”
He furthered that the bill was expanded in the House Finance

Conmittee to include the taxation issue involving the Red Dog M ne.
He stated that this subject, rather than the AIDEA bonding
authority, is currently being discussed. He clarified that the $5.8
mllion being paid to the NWAB supports borough services. He
continued that were Com nco’'s possessory interests taxed in the
manner supported by the State Assessor, it would result in
approxi mately $259, 000 being paid to support education in the NWAB.
He stated that this paynent woul d reduce the anmount the State woul d
pay to the Borough to support education funding. He stated that the
issue at hand “is the 4 mls requirenent based on full and true
val ue, and this obviously increases by sonme $100 million, because
of the possessory interest, the taxable property in the NWAB.”

Senator O son pointed out that the road to the Pogo M ne was an
exi sting road as opposed to the devel opnent of both a new road and
a port to enable Red Dog M ne resources to be transited to narket.
He stated that this point should be a consideration in the
assessnment.

Senat or Bunde voiced that this and other recent discussions have
provi ded the Commttee with opportunities to di scuss whether “one
group of people should be treated differently than another and how
|l ong the State could continue to afford subsidi es” created when the
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State had consi derabl e cash fl ow revenue. He asserted, “these are
valid i ssues that need to be discussed.”

Co-Chair WIken comented, “this bill is very clear.do we, as a
Legi sl ature, support what we ask our State Assessor to do. If we
don’t, we should just tell himto nmake his rules as he w shes to
make thenf and then either the Legislature can change them or that
citizens, through the use of the Court System could challenge
t hem

Co-chair WIlken continued that the commttee substitute addresses a
public policy call whereby the Legislature could assess roads as a
nmeans of encouragi ng devel opnent in the State by excluding them
from asset valuation. He stated that the Legislature’ s current
position is that roads could encourage devel opnment in the State;
and that the question is, in this situation, whether the
Legi sl ature should overturn the decision of the State Assessor who
has perforned his duties as requested. He stated that this is what
the coonmttee substitute, Version “1” does. He stressed that sone
conprom se | egislation should be devel oped.

Senator O son comented that Co-chair WIken presents a valid
point, as he agreed that the Assessor is performng his job
responsibilities. However, he contended that it is the
Legislature’s duty to devel op | ong-range plans, specifically those
relating to resource devel opnent that would benefit the State. He
asserted that, in addition to the extensive tinme required to
receive a ruling, legal system challenges have the affect of
putting a stop or a “yellow light” to devel opers who m ght invest
in the State “because the rules mght change.” He stated that
investors are unconfortable with this situation.

Co-Chair W1l ken agreed and stated that this is the reason to nove
this bill forward. He stated that this issue nust be resolved in
order to renove the uncertainty caused by sunset provisions such as
the one included in this commttee substitute. He stated that to
elimnate the uncertainly that investors mght face, either the
Legislature or the Court System could resolve the issue; however,
he voiced that resolving it at the Conmttee |evel could deter
| egal delays and the need to revisit the issue again when anot her
sunset date approaches.

Senator O son voiced support of this endeavor. He stated that
“three years ago, | wasn't at your side.but I am now.”

M. Flint voiced that Com nco would prefer that the Legislature,

rather than the State Assessor or the Alaska Court System
establish the State’s economic policy. He stated that this
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| egi sl ation should be treated as an econom c situation and, he
asserted, “that there is no rational basis for splintering up the
DMIS as far as taxes are concerned.” He stated that the systemin
its entirety is intended to provide access to a renote area for
resource devel opnent. He stressed that each conmponent such as the
road, the storage area, the port, and the | oader are crucial to the
operation. He stated that the agreenent between Al DEA and Com nco
specifies that “the project is a unitary systenf and that each
conponent, including the road, is an integral part of the system
and are all subject to priority rights. He stated that Tech
Com nco, as the first user, “pays for it all.” He stressed that
general funds are not wutilized, and that Tech Com nco would
willingly grant another entity access to the facilities as
specified in the agreenent, in order to share operational costs.

M. Flint confirned that any conpany woul d desire assurances rather
than uncertainty, and he asserted that, “this conmttee substitute
woul d serve to create uncertainty to Tech Com nco by creating taxes
on basically the whole project.” He voiced, “if it isn't broken
don't fix it,” as he attested that no one had a problemwth the
process until 1999 when the State Assessor “found a theory by which
he t hought the assessnment coul d be expanded.”

M. Flint stated that through analysis, it was determ ned that,
were a ml rate in place, the local share for this project is above
t hose of conparabl e boroughs. Additionally, he noted that the State
is reinbursed for the loan with the rate of return plus the extra
tonnage fees, which he attested, generate extra noney that Al DEA
m ght be able to flow into the general fund. He stated that this
commttee substitute would be counterproductive from an econon c
devel opment point of view as the status quo has been quite
productive. He stated that Tech Cominco would prefer that the
status quo be conti nued.

Senat or Bunde asked for confirmation that this proposal excludes
the road from taxation, but includes the single use storage
facilities as well as the nmultiple use port facility.

M. Van Sant responded that is correct.

Senat or Bunde opined that the nmultiple use argunent could apply to
the road and the port, but woul d exclude other facilities such as
the storage facility.

M. Flint interjected that the storage facility could store any ore
or other itens.

Co-Chair Wl ken asked M. Flint for suggestions on how the State
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m ght address future AIDEA-funded |arge resource devel opnent
projects; specifically how the taxation exenption policy regarding
assets such as roads and facilities could be devel oped to provide
financi al and educational benefits to the citizens in the region.

M. Flint responded that in order to encourage economc
devel opnent , policy makers should 1look at the situation
“generically”; that is to consider the entire situation including
such things as roads and other public infrastructure in the renote
area as well as the tradeoffs between the devel opnent of a tax base
and a resource devel opnent. He stated that, while these tradeoffs
coul d affect revenue, such things as excess tonnage fees could be
inplenmented to offset it. He stated that policy nmakers rather than
a business should nake policy determ nations regardi ng econonic
devel opnent on a statew de basis.

Co-Chair WI ken asked whether the Greens Creek Mne in Southeast
Al aska has a possessory interest classification.

M. Van Sant stated that it does.

Co-Chair WIken asked whether the State mght be “required to
forsake the taxable value” of the Fort Knox Gold Mne and the
Geens Creek Mne which have possessory interests in their
project’s roads and facilities. He stated that allowing this
| egislation to proceed as proposed would not be limted to
j eopardi zing governnents’ future ability to access funds from
resource developnments but could also cause existing resource
devel opnents to be reeval uat ed.

M. Flint replied that one of the inportant things for pronoting
econonm ¢ devel opnent in renpte areas is the consideration of an
existing public infrastructure. He noted that the lack of an
infrastructure is a detrinment to devel oping renote areas, as, were
a conpany to choose, it woul d choose a devel oped area. He stressed
that the State should “try to even the playing field” as nuch as
possi ble in order to encourage devel opnent in areas where there is
a lack of public infrastructure. He stated that while this m ght
result in tradeoffs, “the overall policy mght outweigh that.”

Senator Taylor declared that the NWAB and Red Dog Mne PILOT
agreenent is in lieu of a taxation system based on m| rates and
assessed valuation. He asked the anobunt of noney that the NAAB
woul d have col |l ected were the proposed conmittee substitute, which
is based on a Court decision upholding the State Assessor’s
val uation determ nation in place at the onset of the Red Dog M ne
project. Additionally, he asked the m| rate that woul d be required
to garner revenue equal to the current PILOT agreenent anount.
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Co-Chair WIlken clarified that rather than a Court System deci sion
furthering this endeavor, it was incorrectly understood by the
State Assessor, that a valuation system rather than a PILOT
agreenent existed in the NWAB. Subsequently, the State Assessor
furthered the val uation issue.

M. Van Sant affirnmed that the Legislature, rather than the State
Assessor, establishes State policy, and that “taxation is the rule,
and this exenption is the exception to that rule.” He shared that,
in 1998, he had assuned, when he visited the NWAB, that the
taxati on systemwas based “on the full value rule.” He stated that
subsequent to that visit, it was clarified that a PILOI program
rat her than an asset assessnent program exi sted. He stated that
rather than setting policy, the Assessor’s “job is to nmake sure
that all property in the State is assessed equitably, and in this
case, right now, we are not doing that.”

M. Van Sant continued that direction fromthe Legislature is being
sought to determ ne how resource devel opnment projects should be
approached and whether “we continue with inequities across the
State.” He stated that were this the direction given, the
Assessor’s O fice would conply. However, he expressed that
currently a variety of assessnments are conducted such as Kodi ak’s
SeaLand assessnent based on a preferential use agreenent on the
public dock and Anchorage’s consideration of granting a
preferential use agreenent to SeaLand. He reiterated that, rather
than changing policy, the State Assessor is attenpting “to nake
sure that everything that is taxable is on the assessnent role.”

M. Van Sant was unable to answer Senator Taylor’s question
regarding the revenue or ml rate for the NWAB. He stressed that
his job is to attenpt to determne the “full valuation estimate for
everything that is taxable up there, and that is what | attenpted
to do in 1998.” He stated that the goal of this comittee
substitute, rather than being an attenpt to change things, is to
determ ne whether the Legislature w shes to exclude resource
devel opnent projects fromtaxation. He ventured that the NWAB woul d
support resource devel opnent projects being taxed, as would the
comunities of Fairbanks or Juneau. He stated that were a change
desired, then the Legislature nust |let the State Assessor know what
t hat change is.

Senat or Taylor calculated that, in order for the NWAB to achi eve
t he anmount coll ected under the PILOT agreenent, the project nust be
assessed at $500 million with ten-m| rate. He voiced amazenent

that the State Assessor and the NWAB attorney were unaware that a
PI LOT agreenent existed “between AlIDEA and the State and the NWAB’
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to have a paynent made in lieu of taxes and thus not have those
assets not listed on their tax roles.”

M. Van Sant conmuni cated that at the tinme he becane aware of the
PI LOT agreenent between Com nco and the NWAB, the nonetary terns of
t hat agreenent were not investigated because he asserted that the
anount of the agreenent is not sonmething that should concern him
He shared that Comi nco maintains an extensive |list of mne assets,
and he commended their accountants for keeping current on the
hundr eds of thousands of pages of itens “that come and go through
that mne.” He noted that the PILOTI agreenent was di scovered when a
site visit was conduct ed.

M. Flint disclosed that the NWAB does not have an assessor because
it does not have a tax role.

Senator Tayl or argued, nonetheless, that a contractual agreenent
does exist between the NWAB and Comi nco.

Senat or Bunde responded to Senator Taylor’s coment that a conpany
woul d not agree to a PILOT paynent that woul d be higher than a tax.
Senat or Bunde suggested that a conpany would support a PILOT
agreenent for two reasons: 1) certainty and 2) to pay an anount
that is “a | esser nunber than taxes, as no busi ness woul d vol unt eer
to pay a higher assessnent than absolutely required.”

M. Flint explained that the PILOT agreenent anount was driven by
the NWAB school -funding needs. He informed that the mne is the
only private business paying to the l|ocal governnment, as the
Bor ough has no taxation system He stated that the NWAB is largely
a school district and it is “clainmed” that 77 percent of the PILOT
agreenent revenues fund school expenses. He continued that anal ysis
estimated that were the 77 equated to a ml rate, the rate woul d be
hi gher than Tech Com nco would pay in the Juneau or Anchorage
boroughs. He stated that another inportant consideration is that
Cominco is commtted to hiring |ocal NANA Regional Corporation
shar ehol ders.

Co-Chair WIken voiced that by his cal culations, the Fort Knox Gold
M ne in the Fairbanks North Star Borough is taxed at 18 mls with
an assessed value of $383 million. He stated that this cal cul ates
to $6.82 nmillion.

M. Flint clarified that his calculation is based on the 77-percent
of the PILOT agreenent paynent that supports the NWAB school
program as conpared to, for instance, the 8.4 percent school ml
rate in the Fairbanks area.
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Co-chair W1 ken concurred.

Senat or Taylor asserted that the PILOT program is an “extensive
agreenent” that includes other provisions including training and
| ocal hire requirenents.

M. Flint agreed and stated that the commtnent to hire |oca
residents is a critical component and should be “the nunber one
goal ” of econom c devel opnent.

Senat or Tayl or understood the PILOT agreenent to be between Com nco
and t he NWAB.

M. Flint responded that the Borough, Com nco and Al DEA are parties
to the agreenent as well as the NANA Native Corporation. He
i nfornmed that Comi nco | eases |land fromthe NANA Native Corporation.
He noted that the NWAB's obligation is to provide training to | ocal
citizens.

Senat or Tayl or opined that any community woul d nake concessions in
order to encourage econom c developnent in its area. He stated that
the Gty and Borough of Juneau’s annexation of the Green’'s Creek
M ne on Admralty Island is such an exanple. He furthered that the
Red Dog M ne provides job opportunities to the people in the NWAB.
However, he voiced concern about the “nmessage being sent” by the
continuance of the status quo situation; however, he stated that
the Legislature is setting a new economc policy, which would
negat e an ongoi ng econom ¢ agreenent, and he asked for a legitimate
economc reason to do this. He voiced support for a region
negoti ating econonic developnment plans with a developer wth
provi sions such as hiring a specific nunber of |ocal residents and
payi ng a certain anount of taxes.

Senator Taylor rem nded the Conmittee that previous Legislators
awarded a five-year tax deferral to the tinber industry in
Ket chi kan as a neans of attracting devel opnent. He stated that
numer ous communi ties and states provide incentives to devel opers in
order to pronote economc activity. He declared that this commttee
substitute is a “dramatic” policy shift that he could not support.

M. Van Sant responded that, while Anchorage and Fairbanks have
| ocal economi c incentives such as an exenption fromlocal taxes to
encour age devel opnent, the full value of the business is depicted
in the State’s property tax assessnents of the conmunities.
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Co-Chair Green commented that this is very conplicated issue and
that the discussions are appreci ated. However, she stated that she
has “come to the realization that”, in the future, when Al DEA
proj ect proposals cone before the Conmttee for approval, she would
understand that these projects would be granted “a different,
unreachable status apparently.” She stated that, “this has a
chilling influence” on her decisions, and she stated that rather
t han seeking Al DEA fundi ng, these conpani es should pursue private
f undi ng.

Co-Chair WIlken stated that this is a sinple but “very inportant
bill for the future of Alaska,” and “that is why the Conmttee is
spendi ng so nuch tine on it.”

Senator O son stated that the Red Dog M ne has been operating at a
profit; however other projects, such as the Healy Coal Project,

have not. He asked whether the Healy Coal Project is recognized as
a possessory interest project.

M. Van Sant responded that because the Healy Coat Project has no
private sector interest, there is no possessory interest.

Aroll call was taken on the notion to adopt Version “I1”.
I N FAVOR: Co-chair G een and Co-chair W] ken

OPPCSED: Senator B. Stevens, Senator Taylor, Senator Hoffman, and
Senat or d son

ABSENT: Senat or Bunde

The notion FAILED (2-4-1)

The Version “1” Conmittee Substitute FAILED to be ADOPTED.
Co-Chair Wl ken inforned that the bill would be HELD in Commttee.

#
ADJ CQURNIVENT

Co-Chair Gary WI ken adjourned the neeting at 10:52 AM
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