HOUSE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 14, 2010
9:10 a. m

9:10: 51 AM

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Stoltze called the House Finance Conmmittee neeting
to order at 9:10 a. m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representative M ke Hawker, Co-Chair
Representative Bill Stoltze, Co-Chair
Representative Bill Thomas Jr., Vice-Chair
Representative Allan Austerman
Representative M ke Doogan
Representati ve Anna Faircl ough
Representati ve Neal Foster
Representative Les Gara

Represent ati ve Reggi e Joul e
Representative M ke Kelly
Representati ve Wodi e Sal non

VEMBERS ABSENT

None

ALSO PRESENT

Representative Jay Ranras; Senator Joe Thomas; Janes
Arnmstrong, Staff, Co-Chair Stoltze; Tim Benintendi, Staff,
Senator Donny O sen; Devin Mtchell, Executive Director,
Al aska Municipal Bond Bank, Departnment of Revenue; Mark
Davis, Economic Developnent Oficer, Alaska Industrial
Devel opnent and Export Authority, Departnent of Comrerce,
Community and Econom c Devel opnent; Senator Kevin Meyer,
Sponsor; Jonb Stewart, Staff, Senator Kevin Meyer; Sam
Kito, School Facilities Engineer, Departnent of Education;
Katie Koester, Staff, Representative Paul Seaton; Eddy
Jeans, Director, School Finances and Facilities, Departnent
of Education and Early Developnment; Representative Chris
Tuck, Sponsor; Aurah Landeau, Staff, Representative Chris
Tuck; Senator Bert Stedman, Co-Chair, Senate Finance
Conmittee, Sponsor; Senator Joe Paskvan; Roger Marks,
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Pet rol eum Economi st, Legislative Budget & Audit Commttee;
Chuck Logsdon, Petroleum Econom st, Legislative Budget &
Audi t Comm ttee; Kevin  Brooks, Deputy  Comm ssi oner,
Departnment of Admnistration; Chris Christensen, Deputy
Adm ni strative Director, Al aska Court System Senator Lesil
McGuire, Sponsor; Esther Cha, Staff, Senator Lesil MQire;
Martha Moore, Chair, Alaska Brain Injury Network; Angela
Sal er no, Division of Seni or & Disability Services,
Departnent of Health and Social Services.

PRESENT VI A TELECONFERENCE

Debbie Baldwin, Director, Dyvision of Child Devel opnent,
Rural Alaska Community Action Program Steve WIIians,
Program O ficer, Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority; Jill
Hodges, Executive Director, Alaska Brain Injury Network;
Dr. Christie Artuso, Director, Neur osci ence  Servi ces,
Provi dence Al aska Medi cal Cent er, Anchor age; Kristin
English, Chief Qperating Ofice, Cook Inlet Tribal Council.

SUMVARY
HB 69 EARLY CHI LDHOOD ED: PARENTS AS TEACHERS

CSHB 69(FIN) was REPORTED out of Commttee with a
"do pass" recomendation and with attached new
fiscal inpact note by the Departnent of Education
and Early Devel opnent.

HB 317 EDUC. FUNDI NG BASI C/ SPEC NEEDS/ TRANSPORT

CSHB 317(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with
no recomendation, with a Letter of Intent by the
Educati on Comm ttee, and W th previ ously
publ i shed fiscal notes: FN1L (EED), FN2 (EED).

HB 421 PUBLI C EMPLOYEE SALARI ES
HB 421 was REPORTED out of Conmttee wth a "do
pass" recomendation and with three attached new
fiscal inpact notes by the Legislature, the Court
system and the Ofice of the Governor.

CSSB 144(FI N)
MUSK OXEN PERM TS
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SB 144 was REPORTED out of Committee with a "do
pass” recommendat i on and W th previ ously
publ i shed fiscal note: FN1 (DFG.

CSSB 219(FI N)
TRAUMATI C BRAI N | NJURY: PROGRAM MEDI CAI D

CSSB 219(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with
a "do pass" recomendation and wth attached
previously published fiscal notes: FN1L (DHS), FN2
(DHS) .

SB 230 BUDCGET: CAPI TAL, SUPP. & OTHER APPROPS

SB 230 was HEARD and HELD in Committee for
further consideration.

SB 235 CHARTER/ ALTERNATI VE SCHOCL FUNDI NG

HCSSB 235(FIN) was REPORTED out of Committee with
a "do pass" recomendation and with attached new
fiscal note by the Departnent of Education and
Early Devel opnment and previously published fiscal
note: FN1 (EED).

CSSB 269( FI N)
ECON. STI MULUS BONDS: REALLOCATI OV WAI VER

CSSB 269(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with
no recomendati on and previously published fiscal
notes: FN 1 (CED), FN2 (REV).

SB 305 SEPARATE O L & GAS PRODUCTI ON TAX

SB 305 was HEARD and HELD in Committee for
further consideration.

#sb230
SENATE BILL NO. 230

"An Act nmaking and anendi ng appropriations, including
capital appropriations, supplenental appropriations,
and other appropriations; naking appropriations to
capitalize funds; and providing for an effective
date."

9:11: 23 AM
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JAMES ARMSTRONG  STAFF, CO CHAIR STOLTZE, introduced the
| egi sl ati on.

9:12:10 AM AT EASE
9:12: 36 AM RECONVENED

Co- Chair Hawker MOVED to ADOPT CS SB 230(FIN) (26-GS2824\P)
as wor ki ng docunent before the commttee.

Co-Chair Stoltze OBJECTED for discussion.

M. Arnstrong provided a sectional analysis of the capital
budget using the spreadsheet “2010 Legislature Capital
Budget: Statewi de Totals, Senate Structure” (4/13/10; 13:07
by the Legislative Finance D vision, copy on file). He
explained that the spreadsheet details the difference
between the governor’s request and the Senate version of
the bill.

M. Arnmstrong began with Section, noting that earlier in
the legislative session the governor had put capital budget
noney into the supplenental bill. The supplenmental portion
was put into the Senate version of the capital bill and
totaled $118 nillion. Section 2 is the deferred naintenance
portion of the governor’s request and was increased by the
Senate by roughly $19 mllion to a total of $124 mllion.
Section 3 is the governor's main request and totals $1.631
mllion. Section 4 includes the Senate additions to the
bill and totals $472,574,000 in general funds. Section 5 is
the cruise ship noney; the Senate added $20 million cruise
ship funds for projects mainly in Southeast Al aska. Section
6 is appropriating |anguage for the education bonds, the
Senate’s version; he noted that the |anguage would be
anended in another version based on what the House passed
out the previous day. Section 7 is total spending for the
Senat e, or $2,771,481. 2. Section 8 conpares to the
governor's request of $1,921,212.0.

M. Arnstrong pointed out that there are also technical
corrections that would be addressed in a forthcom ng CS

9:16: 14 AM

Representative Fairclough asked for nmore information
regarding duplicated funds. M. Arnstrong replied that he
woul d get the information
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Co-Chair Stoltze WTHDREW his OBJECTION. There being NO
further OBJECTION, the CS was ADOPTED as a working
docunent .

CSSB 230(FIN) was HEARD and HELD in Commttee for further
consi derati on.

#sb144
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 144(FIN)

"An Act relating to hunting permts and tag fees for

musk oxen."

9:18: 00 AM

TI'M BEN NTENDI, STAFF, SENATOR DONNY OLSEN, explained that
the bill would authorize a second permt for resident and
subsistent hunters to take nusk oxen. He added that the
bill would double the chances of getting an animl but
woul d not change the current bag limt of one per year,
either a cow or a bull. The second permt applies when a

hunter is unable to get a nusk ox under the first permt.
He stressed that non-resident hunters could not take
advant age of the second permt.

M. Benintendi informed the commttee that nusk oxen are
the only ganme animal left in Alaska with a one-permt
restriction. He reviewed the four gane managenent areas
musk oxen are located in and noted that the current
estimation of the size of the herd is 4,400; annually
between 325 and 350 are available for harvest. He noted
that wildlife biologist regulators in the Departnent of
Fish and Gane have determ ned that the size and health of
the herd would allow for expansion of hunting. The
departnment estimates that the mnimum nunber of additiona
permts would be 50 to 60 and that approximately 25 animals
woul d be harvested per year under SB 144.

M. Benintendi remarked that the Board of Ganme would have
authority under the bill to reduce or elimnate subsistence
tag and fee requirenents. The bill would also change the
cal endar year to a regulatory year, which would acconmobdat e
August to March hunts and allow hunters to pay once for the
season. The legislation would take effect August 2010. The
fiscal note is zero. The bill has the support of the
department and several hunting groups.
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Vi ce-Chair Thomas acknow edged the Tenakee Springs group in
t he audi ence.

9:22:11 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze stated that he supported the residence
preference provision in SB 144,

Representative Fairclough questioned whether the provision
nmeets constitutionality since a recent ruling. M.
Benintendi replied that out-of-state residents could take
part in drawing hunts (as opposed to permt hunts) and so
are accommuodat ed.

Co-Chair Stoltze asked whether there could be a situation
in which non-resident hunters would feel disadvantaged. M.
Beni ntendi answered that the provision would not take away
existing rights but only adds to opportunities for Al askan
resident hunters; other hunts would not be inpacted.

Co-Chair Stoltze referred to challenges from non-resident
fi sher nmen.

Representative Fairclough stated that she preferred to have
Al askan pref erence.

Co-Chair Stoltze closed public testinony.

9:25: 02 AM

Vi ce-Chair Thomas MOVED to report SB 144 out of Conmttee
wi th individual recomendations and the acconpanying fiscal
not e.

SB 144 was REPORTED out of Committee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with previously published fiscal note:
FN1 (DFG).

#sb269
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 269(FIN)

"An Act relating to the waiver of volunme cap of
recovery zone econom ¢ devel opnent bonds aut horized by
26 U S.C 1400U-2 and reallocation by the Al aska
Muni ci pal Bond Bank Authority of the waived volune
cap; relating to the waiver of volune cap of recovery
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zone facility bonds authorized by 26 U S C. 1400U 3
and reallocation by the Alaska Industrial Devel opnent
and Export Authority of the waived volunme cap;
increasing the total anobunt of bonds and notes that
the Al aska Muinicipal Bond Bank Authority may have
out st andi ng; relating to revenue bonds and to
obligations secured by l|lease that are issued by the
Al aska Municipal Bond Bank Authority; relating to
allocations of tax credit and bonding |limts inposed
by the federal governnent; and providing for an
effective date."

9:26: 00 AM

DEVIN M TCHELL, EXECUTIVE DI RECTOR, ALASKA MJNI Cl PAL BOND
BANK, DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, reported that the primry
portion of the bill would use federal allocations to
finance certain recovery zone bonds and other tax credit
structures. There are also aspects that relate specifically
to the bond bank, including an increase in the borrow ng
| evel of the bank from $750 million to $1 billion. He added
that the bond bank issues obligation bonds to the state.
The cap has been increased several tinmes over the past six
years. The revolving balance is currently approximately
$120 mllion.

M. Mtchell explained that the increase is being requested
in light of historical community need as well as projected
need and opportunities. Qher changes related to the bond
bank are in the revenue bond allowances. Currently, the
bond bank is not allowed to participate in hydroelectric
project loans; SB 269 would elimnate that restriction.
Restrictions against |loaning to the state and participating
in revenue bond |oans buying existing buildings wuuld al so
be elimnated. He thought the restrictions were put in
pl ace when revenue bond statutes of the corporation were
created and were outdated. The ability of conmmunities to
borrow noney woul d be i nproved.

M. Mtchell spoke to Anmerican Recovery and Reinvestnment
Act (ARRA) allocations made to the Departnent of Labor and
Wor kf orce Devel opnent (DLWD) for labor statistics. He
expl ai ned the Build America Bond Program which provided an
opportunity for the issuer of tax-exenpt debt to benefit
through a direct subsidy fromthe U S. Treasury rather than
selling the tax exenpt debt to an investor and having the
investor benefit. The rate on the bond program is 35
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percent. Billions of dollars have been issued in 2009 and
2010. He explained the structure as a conbination of tax-
exenpt and taxable bonds; there is a yield curve in every
mar ket that typically starts with lower interest rates and
climbs to higher rates later in the maturity schedule.
There has been a break-over point between years eight and
twelve of the maturity schedule; switching over the Build
America Bond Program during that time is beneficial. The
investor has to pay taxes, but the departnent gets a 35
percent subsidy. The benefit has been as much as 2 percent
in interest rate reduction. The recovery zone economnc
devel opnment bond allocation provides for a 45 percent
subsi dy rather than 35 percent.

M. Mtchell related that the bill would provide ability to
use the allocations. The final portion of the bill is the
allocation of other tax credit structures through the state
bond committee, including qualified school construction
bonds and energy credit bonds. There is a $28.9 mllion
all ocation for the school construction bond program w t hout
a nmeans to allocate the nobney to conmunities, who are
eligible for 100 percent reinbursenent on interest expense.

9:34:48 AM

Representative Fairclough asked when nmunicipal bank bond
authority was last raised. M. Mtchell replied two and a
hal f years ago.

MARK DAVI S, ECONOM C DEVELOPMENT OFFI CER, ALASKA | NDUSTRI AL
DEVELOPMENT AND EXPORT AUTHORITY (Al DEA), DEPARTMENT OF
COMWERCE, COVMUNITY AND ECONOM C DEVELOPMENT, added that
Al DEA woul d undertake the reallocation of recovery zone
facility bonds. He detailed that the bonds are tax-free
bonds that could cover private activity bonds. He noted
that the problemw th the allocation is that sone cannot be
used and sonme are too small. He provided the exanple of the
Al eutians East Borough receiving a zero allocation because
of unenploynent, while the Aleutians Wst census area
received a $7 mllion allocation that cannot be used as it
is not a governmental entity. In addition, the Cty and
Borough of Yakutat received an allocation of only $148, 000,
which is too small to use. Senate Bill 269 would allow
AIDEA to reallocate funds to boroughs that could not
ot herw se use them
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M. Davis stressed that timng is inportant as the bonds
will expire January 1, 2011; the facility bonds will not be
used without SB 269. He noted that the facility bonds that
Al DEA would acquire are tax exenpt and could be used for
any industrial, commercial, retail, or office use (country
cl ubs and massage parlors are excluded). The bonds woul d be
used as private activity conduit bonds as AIDEA s bond
authority has sunset. Regulations would be issued; AIDEA is
directed on page 7 to use regulations that would try to
reall ocate the bonds back to the areas from which they
cane.

Representati ve Doogan requested nore information about the
buil ding segnent in Section 4. M. Mtchell explained that
the typical issue with the |anguage is the partnering of a
community wth a state agency. For exanple, when a
departnment rents office space from a nunicipality the bond
bank is not allowed to provide |ower-cost capital to the
community for the project.

9:39: 38 AM

Representative Doogan wanted a specific exanple. M.
Mtchell relayed being approached by Bethel regarding a
building that would have accommobdated a conbination of
state agencies and city agencies; the bond bank was not
abl e to help.

Represent ati ve Doogan queried the issue with equi pnent. M.
Mtchell responded that the intent of the anmendnent was
that there is no need to exclude equipnent. Certificates of
participation can theoretically be issued for equipnent, or
a lease for equipment can be entered into. The ability to
help with | ower-cost capital for equipnent is limted.

Representati ve Doogan pointed to two possible definitions
of “equiprent.” The first is buying a fire truck; another
is equipment to finish buildings. He asked whether the
| egislation was |looking for a way to bond fire trucks or
assist in the expensive process of equipment to get a

project up and running. M. Mtchell believed the fire
truck exanple was nore fitting. He alluded to safely checks
that limt +the ability to fund anything through the

program For exanple, there is a credit review process.
There nust be an ability to repay. Secondly, when issuing
t ax- exenpt debt, an entity is limted in various ways by
the necessity of having an obligation in conpliance wth
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I nternal Revenue Service (IRS) rules. For exanple, what is
financed nust be durable; the life of the debt cannot
exceed the life of the assets. He did not think the program
woul d be used to replace other neans of financing equipnent
i ke conputers.

9:43: 48 AM

Representati ve Austerman asked for a clearer explanation of
what the legislation would do. M. Mtchell replied that
the $750 mllion borrowing limt could be exceeded, based
on the historical use of the program by communities and the
projected need around the state. He enphasized that the
bond bank is a noral obligation of the state; there is a
statutory requirenment for a reserve fund that is pledged to
the bond issue and about one year of debt service. The
pool ed reserve is larger than any one bond issue. The bond
bank is required to ask the state for replenishnent when
there is a draw on the reserve due to borrower default. The
statutory framework creates a noral obligation or intent to
repl enish. He noted that there has never been a need to
repl eni sh.

Representative Gara renmarked that the federal proposa
seemed useful. He asked whether there was interest in the
bond projects. M. Mtchell believed that the allocations
would be wutilized, particularly the econonm c devel opnent
bonds. He noted that there are boroughs that have already
used the bonds: Ketchikan Gateway Borough had a $3, 744, 000
all ocation and Juneau has a $7,586,000 allocation planned
for May. Ketchikan was able to get cost of capital on a 30-
year note at 3.35 percent, for exanple. He detailed the
financing strategy to get the greatest benefit where
interest rates would be highest. He believed any comrunity
i ssui ng debt woul d wel conme the opportunity.

9:48: 24 AM

Representative Foster summarized that the bill would raise
the cap so that |ocal governnents could take advantage of
|ower interest rate economic developnment and facility
bonds. He queried the risk of increasing the cap on the
maxi mum aut hority of the bond bank. M. Mtchell responded
that there were layers of credit in between the state’'s
general fund and the particular obligation. He believed the
ri sk was not significant.
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M. Davis added that AIDEA' s bonds would be conduit bonds;
there would be no risk to AIDEA. The bond obligations go
fromthe bond holder to the bond issuer; AlIDEA steps out of
t he process.

Representative Austerman spoke of the debt in California
and wondered how high Alaska s guarantee of the bonds
should go. M. Mtchell replied that the $750 mllion cap
has devel oped over 40 years. Borrowers have becone nore
self-reliant in recent years as obtaining capital funds
from the state has becone nore difficult. He stated that
his confort level was high conpared with the alternatives
because communities would be paying nore wthout the
program For exanple, the bond bank worked with the Gty
and Borough of Juneau to fund the Bartlett [Regional
Hospital] expansion; the revenue bond on its own would have
paid about $10 mllion nore in interest over the life of
the bond without the bond bank. The projects would have
been acconplished but at higher cost to the state through
hi gher interest rates. He enphasized that the program has
al ready been successful and is an alternative that would
hel p conmuni ti es save noney.

Co-Chair Stoltze closed public testinony.

9:53:22 AM

Representative Doogan pointed to the density of the
| anguage in the first Iine of the fiscal note.

Co- Chair Hawker explained that the fiscal note acknow edges
that a legal framework and advisory costs would be needed
in order to accommodate the reallocation of the funds. He
t hought the $80,000 was a fair price and that it was worth
the investnent to help comunities.

Vice-Chair Thonmas MOVED to report CSSB 269(FIN) out of
Commi ttee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanying fiscal notes. There being NO OBJECTIQN, it was
so order ed.

CSSB 269(FIN) was REPORTED out of Committee wth no
recommendati on and previously published fiscal notes: FN 1
(CED), FN2 (REV).

9:55:35 AM AT EASE
10: 00: 14 AM RECONVENED
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#sb235
SENATE BILL NO. 235

"An Act relating to charter school approval and
fundi ng."

10: 00: 23 AM

Co- Chair Hawker MOVED to ADOPT Work Draft HCSSB 235(FIN),
Version 26-LS1256\E as a working docunent before the
comittee.

Co-Chair Stoltze OBIJECTED for di scussion

SENATOR KEVI N MEYER, SPONSOR, explained that the bill would
help ~charter schools get started. He discussed the
chal | enges charter schools experience in finding affordable
buildings. Senate Bill 235 would anend existing state
statute to allow the Departnent of Education and Early
Chi | dhood Devel opnment (DEED) to conpete on behal f of Al aska
charter schools for facility mintenance and start-up
grants nationally available to the US. Departnent of
Education. Currently, Alaskan <charter schools are not

eligible. The bill would first renove the statutory cap of
60 charter schools (there are currently 26 charter schools
in Alaska). Second, the bill wuld create a statute

requiring sone sort of state nechanism to conply with the
federal grant program anending current law to establish
the per person facilities aid program required under the
U S. Departnent of Education eligibility requirenents.

Senat or Meyer noted that the cost would be nom nal ($1.00
per pupil) in order to keep overall costs down. He believed
m nimal state involvenent would maximze |ocal incentive.
He enphasized that |ocal school district would have the
final say regarding which charter schools are accepted. The

bill would inprove the state’s ability to secure federal
start-up funds, make charter schools eligible to conpete
for federal grants, reduce a nmjor barrier in the

devel opnment of charter schools, and increase educational
choices for parents and opportunities for students. He
requested the conmmittee s support.

JOMO STEWART, STAFF, SENATOR KEVIN MEYER, spoke to the CS.

He pointed to a clarification on page 2, lines 19 through
25, regarding the 90/10 split between federal funding,
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state funding, and the obligations of the school districts.
Line 22 clarifies through |anguage. The phrase reads: “The
departnment shall provide a participating share that 1is
equal to the difference between the allowable costs of a
project and the conbined available federal funding and
state aid provided.” He stressed that the obligation
regarding the match is the renmainder after accruing federal
and state funding.

Representative Gara queried the $1.00 per pupil anount.
Senator Meyer replied that sone state contribution was
required; since the anpunt was not stipul ated, the sponsors
tried to do the m ni num

Representative Gara affirmed that the contribution was
necessary to participate in the federal grant program He
asked whether the federal grant program was dedicated to
charter schools. Senator Meyer replied that charter schools
would be allowed to apply through DEED for federal grants
for charter school facilities.

Representative Gara asked whether there was a grant program
specifically for charter schools. Senator Meyer answered in
the affirmative,.

Representative Gara supported providing state funds for
charter schools. He asked whether a state match would be
requi red. Senator Meyer responded that the only state match
was the $1.00 per student; the rest would come from the
federal government.

10: 07: 01 AM

Vice-Chair Thomas queried the drop-out rate in high
school s. Senator Meyer did not know.

Representative Fairclough believed the nunber was around 40
percent but has been on the decline. She noted that the
drop-out rate was nuch | ower for charter schools.

Vice-Chair Thomas thought there would be a bigger
di fference. Senator Meyer thought the rate was typically
less in charter schools.

Co-Chair Stoltze reported that charter schools in the WMat-

Su Borough have the highest rate of achievenent. He added
that not all charter schools go through grade 12, but he
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believed the drop-out rate was very low in charter schools
ending in the eighth grade.

Vice-Chair Thomas stated that he had not originally been a
fan of charter schools but that he had come to support
them Senator Meyer concurred that he had been skeptical
but now believed they served a good purpose.

Representative Joul e asked Representative Kelly whether the
charter school in Fairbanks had affected the drop-out rate
there. Representative Kelly answered that the rate was
better but he did not know the number.

Representative Gara el aborated that there were two kinds of
optional schools in Anchorage, optional schools and charter
schools. He thought charter schools provided an option for
parents; however, he pointed out that the nobst actively
involved parents tended to opt for charter schools, and
that affected the graduation rate. He stated support for
the charter school systemand the |egislation.

Co-Chair Stoltze noted that optional and charter schools
are not the sane as far as fundi ng goes.

10: 11: 35 AM

Representative Kelly asked whether <conformng to the
national nodel to get federal funding would negatively
i mpact charter schools. Senator Meyer replied that he had
had simlar concerns about possible strings attached to
federal noney. He believed the program wanted charter
schools to renmain autononous. He assured the conmttee that
the local school district still has the final say about the
charter school s.

Representative Kelly verified that Al aska was under the cap
by about half.

Representative Salnmon remarked that there had been no
options in earlier days in rural comunities. He believed
i mproving charter schools would benefit young people who
could not thrive in regular schools. He supported the idea.

Co-Chair Stoltze spoke in support of providing nore noney

for charter school facilities. He believed charter schools
had been effective.
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10: 15: 07 AM

Representative Foster queried the interest in charter
schools in rural communities and whether schools have said
they would go after the federal funds. Senator Meyer
answered that he had not heard fromall 26 charter school s,
but the nore active schools were very interested in and
supportive of the bill. He had not heard from the None
charter school .

M. Stuart pointed out that there had been nuch response
t hroughout the process.

Co- Chair Hawker remarked on the fiscal note for $150,000 to
adm nistrate the program He communicated concerns about
the increment to state costs and wondered whether the
fiscal note could be program receipts rather than genera
f unds.

SAM  KI TG, SCHOOL FACILITIES ENG NEER, DEPARTMENT  OF
EDUCATI ON AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT, detailed that 5 percent
woul d be allowed for admnistrative costs if the grant were
received. He provided nore information about the grant.
Conmpetition for a federal program inplenented in 2001
through the No Child Left Behind program resulted in two
recipients, California and Indiana. In 2009, the US.
Department of Education offered another grant conpetition
for four grants between $2 mllion and $10 mllion for a
charter school assistance program but there was no funding
provi ded.

M. Kito told the commttee that SB 235 would increase
DEED' s ability to get conpetitive facility funding. He
noted that there was no guarantee that the state would
receive the funding. The bill would establish the structure
of a program that would not function until federal nobney
was received. In order to have the ability to receive the
noney, regulations would have to be established, which
would cost an initial $150, 000. He estimated that
additional staff of one and one-half enployees would be
necessary to admnister the program for five years until
the sunset date. He based the estimate on experience wth
ot her federal grants.

Co-Chair Hawker asked whether the fiscal note sunmmarized

costs for a grant that had yet to be awarded. M. Kito
responded that the Senate Finance Conmttee had nodified
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the fiscal note so that in the first year the departnent
woul d devel op regul ati ons and would not apply for the grant
program He stressed that personnel would not be hired
until the state successfully conpeted for the grant
funding. The initial cost would be to establish regulations
to adm ni ster the program

10: 21: 49 AM

Co- Chair Hawker summarized that the regulations would be
witten, the grant would be applied for, and people would
be needed to administer the program if the grant were
received. He asked for nore information. M. Kito answered
that the anmount would be for reinbursable services to the
Departnment of Law for promrul gating the regul ations.

Co- Chair Hawker thought contractual services would be nore
correct than personal services. He asked why it was
necessary to wite the regulations before applying for the
grant. M. Kito believed that the regulations had to be in
pl ace before fundi ng could be received.

Co-Chair Hawker was still unconfortabl e.

10: 23: 46 AM

Representative Kelly described concerns regarding federal
control comng with federal noney. He thought there were
too nmany regul ations. He asked whether the federa
government could be charged back for the cost of witing
regulations. M. Kito responded that that there was no
guarantee that Alaska could win a conpetitive grant; he
pointed out that if the grant noney was won there m ght not
be enough tine to wite the regul ations.

Representative Kelly asked whether there were regulations
al ready existing that could apply. M. Kito responded that
the state does not have a program with a conpetitive
process that matches the requirenents. Regulations would
have to be witten to describe a process for prioritizing
project applications for charter school facilities in the
event that there is not enough noney between the state,
| ocal, and federal sources.

Representative Kelly reiterated his frustrations.

10: 27: 18 AM
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Co- Chair Hawker asked whether the tine needed to wite the
regul ations could be part of the process instead of trying
to inplement the program imediately; the admnistrative
nmoney could be requested as part of the regular budget
cycle after the grant was awarded. M. Kito replied that he
was not confortable relying on funding that may not be
avai l able. Co-Chair Hawker stressed that he was also
unconfortable relying on noney that m ght not be avail abl e.

Representative Gara suggested wusing the sanme process
muni ci palities use when they get capital noney from the
| egi sl ature. He suggested witing a provision stating that
the departnment would allow charge-backs to the extent
permtted by federal law to recoup the on-going costs of
grant admnistration. M. Kito thought the course of action
could work for the five years the program would be in
effect. The federal program is intended as a step-up or
start-up program He believed the intent was that the
federal program would participate at decreasing |evels of
funding as the state funding levels increased, until the
state had a viable facilities programfor charter schools.

10: 30: 38 AM

Representative Fairclough suggested changing the debate.
She proposed zeroing out the additional staff for the out
years and keep the $150,000 for the regul ations period. She
mai ntained that charter schools had proven successful
already, and there should be a nmechanism to fund such
success as there is currently funding inequity. She spoke
in support of the |egislation.

Vice-Chair Thomas agreed that charter schools were a
success and supported a fiscal note that allowed for the
witing of the regulations and went out two nore years.

Co-Chair Hawker asked committee to <consider a zero
appropriation in FY 11 and then indeterm nates for FY 12 to
FY 16; if a significant grant is received, nore noney m ght
be needed.

Representati ve Doogan thought the first $150,000 in FY 12
was to wite the proposal and subsequent increasing fisca
notes were for the costs of running the program in the
event that the grant was received. M. Kito responded that
the first $150,000 was to wite the regulations that would
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establish the program He noted that the departnment woul d

still be able to apply for the grant if there were no
appropriation this year, but would not be able to start the
regul ation process until the grant was successfully
recei ved.

Represent ati ve Doogan queried the advantage of the original
proposal. M. Kito responded that the program would be
established and the funding could imedi ately be used for
school district projects. Representative Doogan understood
that the issue was timng.

10: 36: 57 AM

Representative Joule queried the nmechanism already in place
with the public school districts. M. Kito responded that
currently districts can apply for grants that can cover all
facilities, but charter schools have not received much
support related to facilities.

Representative Joule established that charter schools are
under the unbrella of the school district in which they
reside. M. Kito explained that there are charter schools
that are the responsibility of the school districts but
charter school facilities are not getting nuch attention.

Representati ve Foster asked whether having the regul ations
in place would enhance the state’'s ability to get the
federal funds. M. Kito responded that the nore robust the
program the better the applicant scores. He thought that a
program in regulation mght affect the scores in a
conpetition.

M. Stuart added that sonme of the eligibility requirenments
are universal. He stated that witing the regulations now
woul d enhance the state’'s ability to pursue other grants.

10:40: 13 AM

Representative Kelly suggested that the school districts
apply to prove notivation at the local level. M. Kito
supported opening wup the opportunity for additional
funding. He noted that currently schools would be conpeting
against all other state projects. He had not seen charter
school applications through the existing grant program and
t hought a specific program woul d be good.
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Representative Kelly wanted to send a signal of support for
the program and for taking off the cap. He also wanted
| ocal communities to do the work of selling the need to
| ocal districts. He stated that he supported either a zero
or indetermnate fiscal note. He stressed his frustration
about the need to fund a person for a year to wite
regul ati ons.

Senator Meyer agreed that the charter school process has
been frustrating as sone school districts do not enbrace
the idea. He believed that the program could get dropped
wi t hout adequate funding. He supported Co-Chair Hawker’s
proposal of the indeterm nate fiscal note.

Representative Kelly stated his support of charter schools
and agreed with Co-Chair Hawker’s plan.

Co- Chair Hawker requested a new fiscal note with a zero for
FY 11 and indetermnates for FY 12 through FY 16 to
enphasi ze the expectation that schools would get involved
and drive the program

10: 45: 00 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze did not want the costs to be forced back
on school districts that did not support charter schools.

Co-Chair Stoltze WTHDREW his OBJECTION. There being NO
further OBJECTI ON, the CS (Version 26-LS1256\E) was
ADOPTED.

Co-Chair Stoltze closed public testinony. He enphasized his
support of charter schools.

Vice-Chair Thomas MOVED to report HCSSB 235(FIN) out of
Comm ttee W th i ndi vi dual recommendat i ons and t he
acconpanyi ng fiscal note. There being NO OBJECTION, it was
so order ed.

HCSSB 235(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with a "do
pass"” reconmendation and with attached new fiscal note by
the Departnent of Education and Early Devel opnment and
previ ously published fiscal note: FN1 (EED).

10: 47: 20 AM RECESSED
11:21: 02 AM RECONVENED
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#hb317
HOUSE BI LL NO. 317

"An Act increasing the special needs funding and base
student allocation for public schools, and extending
the adjustnment for student transportation funding; and
providing for an effective date."

11: 21: 11 AM

Co-Chair Hawker MOVED to ADOPT Work Draft CSHB 317(FIN)
(Version 26-LS1378\P, M schel, 4/13/10) as a working
docunent before the conmttee. There being NO OBJECTIOQN, it
was so ordered.

KATI E KOESTER, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE PAUL SEATON, expl ained
that the commttee substitute would first increase the base
student allocation (BSA) by $125 per year for FY 12 and FY
13 and second increase the block funding for special
education gifted and talented vocational and bilingual
education by 1.5 percent for FY 12 and FY 13. The intent
was to have the nobney spent on vocational education, as
stated in the Letter of Intent by the Education Conmttee
(copy on file).

Ms. Koester noted that the CS deletes Section 1, which had
extended inflation adjustnment for pupil transportation and
correlated to the adjustnent to increases in the consumner
price index (CPl).

Representative Gara questioned whether deleting the
inflation adjustnment would allow for cost increases. M.
Koester replied that the deletion would renove changes in
the CPI. She believed there mght not be much inflation in
sone years. She pointed out that Section 1 was put in place
in 2008 as a recomendation of the Joint Legislative
Educati on Fundi ng Task Force.

Vice-Chair Thomas conmmented that the increases should be
adjusted to graduation rates rather than to inflation. He
t hought the goal of the Education Commttee was success; he
did not think increasing the BSA had resulted in success.

Co-Chair Stoltze acknow edged concern related to inproving
graduation rates.

11: 26: 06 AM
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EDDY JEANS, DI RECTOR, SCHOOL FINANCES AND FAC LITIES,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT, renarked
that nost pupil transportation contracts in the state have
an automatic inflationary adjustnent built in. He noted
that the contracts are increased each year by the Anchorage
CPI. He pointed out that the previous version of HB 317
repeal ed a sunset clause on applying the Anchorage CPlI to
the pupil transportation contracts; the new version renoved
the adjustnent to transportation except related to student
popul ati on.

Representative Gara opined that as <costs for pupi

transportation go up, districts will have to decrease staff
and supply funding if the |egislature does not increase the
increnent. He |liked the pupil transportation inflation

adjustnment and did not l|like betting on inflation in com ng
years. He suggested putting Section 1 back in the bill.

11: 29: 30 AM AT EASE
11:39: 59 AM RECONVENED

Co-Chair Stoltze MOVED Conceptual Amendnent 3:
Page 2, followng line 24 Insert:

Sec. 7. Section 11, ch. 9, SLA 2008, is anended to
read:
Sec. 11 AS 14.09.010© added by sec. 2, ch.9, SLA
2008 [OF THIS ACT] is repealed June 30, 2013
[2011].

Co- Chai r Hawker OBJECTED for discussion.

Co-Chair Stoltze detailed that Conceptual Anendnent 3
corrects a mstake that renoved the sunset extension;
wi thout the extension, the program would sunset. The
amendnent would give the program an additional two years
before considering the policy neasure.

Co- Chair Hawker noted that the anendnment restores |anguage
that was in the Education Conmmttee version of the bill.

Co-Chair Hawker WTHDREW his OBJECTION. There being no
further objection, Conceptual Amendnent 3 was ADOPTED

Representative Gara MOVED new Anendnent 2:
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Page 2, line 17:
Del ete “$5, 805"
| nsert “5, 830"

Page 2, |ines 21-22:
Del ete “5, 930 [$5, 805]”
I nsert “5,980 [$5,830]"

Co-Chair Stoltze OBJECTED for discussion.

Representative Gara explained the amendnment. Currently, the
proposal is for the BSA for the next two years to go up by
$125 per year. He was concerned that the BSA has gone up
$100 over the last two years, slightly behind inflation.
Over the next three years the BSA should lag behind
inflation at $125 per year. The $125 increase on the $5, 800
BSA is less than 2 percent. He stressed that since the
actual inflation rate is unknown, he was concerned about
setting the rate for three years out.

Representative Gara stated concerns about other reductions
that would beconme necessary if the BSA does not keep up
with inflation. The Departnment of Education and Early
Devel opnent normally wuses the previous three years to
establish an average inflation rate for Anchor age
projections; for the past three years the average has been
2.7 percent. He pointed to a chart on page 2 and asserted
that a 2.7 increase over the next three years would cone to
$151 to $155 BSA increase. He noted that the increnmenta
cost of increasing the BSA from $125 to $150 would be
approximately $6 mllion per year.

Representative Gara believed the Education Task Force had
done an inportant thing when they added funding for special
needs and the area cost differential. He did not believe
the additional funds were intended to be lost to inflation
i ncreases.

11: 44: 24 AM

Co- Chair Hawker MAI NTAINED his OBJECTION. He believed the
topi ¢ had been thoroughly discussed by comrtted people and
he wanted to respect their determ nation.

Co-Chair Stoltze also objected to the anendnent. He did not
want to bind any future legislature to an anmount in
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statute. He observed that education funding only went up,
not down, except an admi nistrative fornmula decrease in FY
97.

M. Jeans agreed that the only tinme the foundation program
was reduced was in 1987 under CGovernor Sheffield.

11: 48: 26 AM

Aroll call vote was taken on the noti on.

I N FAVOR: Foster, Gara, Doogan

OPPCSED: Kelly, Salnon, Thomas, Austernman, Fairclough,
Hawker, Stoltze

Absent fromthe vote: Joule

The MOTI ON FAI LED (7-3).

Representative Thomas enphasized that his vote against the
amendnent was not a vote agai nst educati on.

Co- Chair Hawker explained the fiscal notes.

Co- Chair Hawker MOVED to ADOPT the Letter of Intent [from
the House Education Commttee] dated February 10, 2010.
There being no OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

Co-Chair Hawker MOVED to report CSHB 317(FIN) out of
Commttee with individual recomendations, the Letter of
Intent, and the acconpanying fiscal notes. There being NO
OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

CSHB 317(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee wth no
recommendation, with a Letter of Intent by the Education
Commttee, and with previously published fiscal notes: FN1
(EED), FN2 (EED).

#hb69
HOUSE BILL NO. 69

"An Act establishing in the Departnent of Education
and Early Developnment a voluntary parent education
hone visiting program for pre-el enentary aged
children; and establishing a rating system for early
chi | dhood education.”

11:51: 50 AM
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REPRESENTATI VE CHRI S TUCK, SPONSCR, explained that the bill

was also known as the “Parents as Teachers Act.” He
described parents as a child's first and nost inportant
teachers. House Bill 69 would enpower parents wth the

know edge and resources to help their children develop into
successful students with stronger scholastic achievenents.
Research has shown that the early years are critical in a
child s developnent and lay the foundation for [later
success in school and life. The bill wuld allow the
Department of Education and Early Childhood Devel opnent
(DEED) to offer early childhood |earning nethodology to
parents as an education option for famlies with children
ages zero to five. Parents who choose to participate would
be supported by local childhood devel opnment specialists.
Parents as Teachers uses a research-based nodel that hel ps
parents and other famly nmenbers understand what to expect
during each state of developnent, how to pronote the best
devel opment in children, and how to prepare children for
success in learning in the future. The program can save
nmoney for schools by helping famlies detect problens that
can be corrected before starting school. The program fits
wi th many educational phil osophies.

Representative Tuck noted that the program would offer
resources to famlies to help parents learn about child
devel opment and opportunities to network with other parents
in groups. Children are also given opportunities to devel op
social skills through interactions with peers. Referrals
are made with the consent of the famly and are based on
the famly' s needs. Currently the programis serving nearly
50 comunities throughout the state and is funded through
f eder al grants, i n-kind donations, and public/private
partnerships. Parents as Teachers works through any | oca
entity, including school districts, tribal councils, and
ot her comunity organizations. The bill intends to devel op
| ocal partnerships that wll increase local control
maxi m ze in-kind support, and nore fully integrate early
education into comunities.

Representative Tuck informed the committee that the average
cost would be $3,000 per famly, reflected in the fiscal
note as a total of $4 mllion per year for state-w de
coverage. About 12 percent of the amunt would go to
materials for the parents and 4 percent wuld go to
over hear d.
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11:56: 26 AM

Co-Chair Hawker MOVED to ADOPT Wirk Draft CSHB 69(FIN)
(Version 26-LS0281\W as a working docunment before the
commttee. There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

Representative Tuck detailed that the CS was a sinplified
version of the CS forwarded by the Education Commttee.
Both versions establish a Parents as Teachers early
chi | dhood education system through DEED for ages 5 and
under; however, the previous version was nore prescriptive.
The proposed CS before the Finance Conmmttee would give
DEED the flexibility to do the program as it works best in
various communities while still nmeeting quality standards.

Representative Tuck noted that Section 1 provides the
title. Section 2 establishes a statew de voluntary | earning
system subsection (a) requires that there is evidence-
based education, parental involvenent, and adherence to
accepted best practices and early learning guidelines;
subsection (b) directs DEED to develop |ocal partnerships
to inplenment the program and subsection (c) adds a three-
year sunset clause. He underlined that a previous version
provided that the bill would serve 650 children for the
first two years and then be expanded statew de; the current
CS would take a nore sinple approach by providing for the
program state-wi de and providing for a sunset date in 2013.
He believed extending the date for three years would allow
for measurable results in chil dhood educati on.

Co-Chair Stoltze acknow edged the nunber of people who
support the bill.

11: 59: 39 AM

Representative Fairclough asked whet her Representative Tuck
had attended budget discussions for a K through 12 pil ot
program Representative Tuck responded that he had not.

Representative Fairclough queried results from the pilot
program Representative Tuck replied that he did not have
the results imediately available but he understood that
t he program provided many early education opportunities; he
viewed the bill as one nore tool.

AURAH LANDEAU, STAFF, REPRESENTATIVE CHRI'S TUCK, responded
that the pilot program serves several hundred children
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state wide. The two-year programis in its second year and
the results would be forthcom ng. She pointed out that a
main difference between the pilot program and the Parents
as Teachers programis that through the later fanmlies are
offered resources to create an early environnment wherever
famlies are.

Representative Fairclough asked for a conparison with the
Best Beginnings program M. Landeau answered that Best
Begi nnings provides the |Imagination Library and other
things while Parents as Teachers is a nodel that entity
coul d provide.

Representative Fairclough pointed out that the federal
government is ranmping down funding on the Parents as
Teachers program the state currently has; the education
subcomm ttee had |ooked at that and did not want to start
new pilot programs until results were received from DEED
regarding the pre-K pilot program which was in the current
operating budget at $2 million. She did not believe there
were results from the $2 mllion investnment. She voiced
caution about investing in another pre-K program in spite
of fact that Parents as Teachers does a good job.

Representative Fairclough referred to an anendment that
Representative Gara had proposed at a subcommttee neeting
for $600,000 that included Parents as Teachers. She
guestioned additional funding of another pre-K program In
addition to the $2 mllion for the pre-K pilot, funding for
t he Best Begi nnings prograns was increased from $200, 000 to
$380,000 as well as adding $600,000 for another pre-K
amendment .

Representative Fairclough enphasized her support of early
chi | dhood educati on but reiterated concerns about
addi ti onal spendi ng.

12:04:16 PM

Representative Tuck inforned the conmittee that the bill
was first introduced the year previously in order to expand
the program statew de to respond to a need. Because of the
success rate, other communities wanted the program
Expansion is limted by the federal funds. He referred to
experience serving on a school board, where people knew
that providing early learning opportunities leads to |ater
success. He had proposed using school facilities that were
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enpty during the sumrer period for early childhood
prograns. The Al aska Associ ation of School Boards wanted to
inplenent the program statewde. He asserted that the
Parents as Teachers program was the right program as it
involves the parents and provides opportunities for
communities. He pointed out that the recent Mwore vs. State
case denonstrated that pre-K with parental involvenent is a
key factor.

Vi ce-Chair Thomas spoke as a co-sponsor and supporter of

the bill. He reported that five parents from his district
had flown to Juneau to speak to him in support of the
program He referred to another $42 mllion program that
has not been successful. He wanted to start education

earlier to inprove graduation rates. He pointed out that in
a small community, everyone can help the children.

12: 08: 04 PM

Representative Fairclough agreed that the Parents as
Teachers program was wonderful; constituents had advocated
to her about the program as well. However, she reiterated
concerns that alnmpst $3 mllion new funding was already
being allowed in the operating budget for pre-K prograns.
She also worried about choosing noney for an individual
program rather than letting communities decide what
prograns are best for their particular |ocation. She
pointed out that Head Start, Best Beginnings, Canpfires of
Al aska, and others were also trying to get state noney.

Co- Chai r Hawker opened public testinony.

DEBBI E BALDWN, DI RECTOR, DIVISION OF CH LD DEVELOPMENT,
RURAL ALASKA COWMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM (RURAL CAP) (via
tel econference), spoke in support of the legislation. She
informed the committee that RurAL CAP serves over 1,500
children between the ages of zero and five and their
famlies in 29 comunities throughout the state. The
program provides early childhood education and famly
support services through Head Start, Early Head Start,
Parents as Teachers, child care, and the pre-K program She
stated that RurAL CAP believes the Parents as Teachers is
one of the best early childhood and fam |y support prograns

offered in the honme environnent. The program is
internationally recognized as a program that serves
famlies from pregnancy unti | ki ndergarten t hr ough
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voluntary visits and group socialization conducted by a
certified parent educator.

Ms. Baldwin asserted that the famly environnent can be a

maj or predictor of cognitive, soci al , and enotional
abilities; sonme believe it can be a predictor of crinme and
educat i onal attai nment. Parents as Teachers provides

parents wth information and age-appropriate activities
based on brain research and w ndows of opportunity for
devel opnment, which inproves parent practices and |eads to
both school readiness and educational achievenent. The
program has existed for over 25 years in the country and
Rur AL CAP has over 11 years of experience offering Parents
as Teachers progranms in Alaska. In 1999, the program
started with 27 fanmlies; today 450 famlies are being
served in 19 communiti es.

Ms. Baldwin reported that the program works because pre-
and post-screening and assessnment results show children
achieving gains in all areas of developnent. In addition

devel opnent al data and interviews wth kindergarten
teachers show that Parents as Teachers children are
transitioning to kindergarten with key indicators of school
readiness as defined by the Alaska Early Learning
GQuidelines. Pre- and post-parent surveys docunment changes
in parental attitudes and beliefs about child-rearing. The
results are used to individualize parent education.

Ms. Baldwin stressed that the programis results oriented.
RurAL CAP can denonstrate the nunber and frequency of
positive interactions between parent and child upon
entering and exiting the program and how nmany parents are
reading to their children nore often. Parents report having
nore confidence in their parenting practices as a result of
| earning about early brain developnent and other age-
appropriate information.

Ms. Baldwin stated that a voluntary, high-quality early
| earning system for any state should have a variety of
prograns offering options in intensity, duration, and
conprehensi veness. She recognized that not all famlies
want or need a four-hours-per-day, four-days-per-week, out-
of -t he- home preschool experience for their young child. The
wait list for the Parents as Teachers program indicates
that there are many famlies who would |ike support and
partnership devel oped in their honme environnent.

House Fi nance Conmmittee 28 04/ 14/ 10 9:10 A M



Ms. Baldwin relayed experience in a snmall community outside
Bet hel where she attended a parent involvenent neeting at
the K-12 school. A parent from the early chil dhood program
was sharing with other parents what a w ndow of opportunity
meant for parents working with a young child.

Ms. Baldwin responded to earlier remarks by Representative
Fairclough. She testified that the federal governnent is
not ranping down support for Parents as Teachers; rather,
all entities are conpeting for the noney through the DEED
Al aska Native FEducation Equity Progranmmng Fund. The
program supports increasing educational outcones for Al aska
Native students from birth to post-secondary. G ants have
been awarded over the past two years. She stressed that
noney i s avail able, but has al ready been earnarked.

Ms. Baldwin maintained that there are results from the
Parents as Teachers program and that the program is very
different than the pre-K pilot program as it focuses on
t he hone environnent.

Ms. Baldwin supported the $600,000 increase to Best
Begi nni ngs and/or Parents as Teachers. She noted that RurAL
CAP is looking at shutting down services in five
communities to about 100 children and famlies starting in
August 2010 because there is not sustainability under
current federal funding.

12:17:35 PM

Co- Chair Hawker cl osed public testinony.

Co- Chair Hawker addressed the fiscal note. He pointed out
that it was outdated and needed to be updat ed.

EDDY JEANS, DI RECTOR, SCHOOL FINANCES AND FAC LITIES,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT, detailed
that in the new fiscal note the nunbers for FY 12 through
FY 14 would be the FY 13 nunber from the old fiscal note,
or $4,124,400. He explained that the previous version of
the bill had a phase-in provision limting the nunber of
participants for the first couple of years.

Co- Chair Hawker asked how the departnment determ ned the

anount of noney that would be required per student. M.
Jeans replied that the fiscal note was based on the current
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Parents as Teachers program which cost about $3,000 per
famly.

Representative Foster spoke in support of the program and
pointed out that there was higher wunenploynent in the
Native comunity and that fewer young people make it to
coll ege or vocational school. He noted that nore Native
people went to jail and had to rely on public assistance.
He enphasized the critical inportance of early childhood
devel opnent especially for Native Al askans. He infornmed the
commttee that 60 percent of participants in the Parents as
Teachers program were Al askan Native.

12: 20: 53 PM

Representative Gara queried the timng. Co-Chair Hawker
felt tinme was needed for accurate analysis. He stated that
one of the things he l|iked about early childhood prograns
such as Best Beginnings and the Inmagination Library was
that they were not governnent prograns; parents were
i nvol ved. He was concerned that the |egislation was mnaking
t he program a governnent program

Representative Gara stated that he supported Head Start and
traditional pre-K prograns. He acknow edged citizens who
wanted prograns |ike Parents as Teachers because governnent
was |ess involved. He thought the program was a good
conprom se for many people. He acknow edged those who had
supported the devel opnent of the program and the
| egi sl ati on.

Co- Chair Hawker wondered whether the bill represented an
acknow edgnent that the current pre-K pilot program was a
failure. Representative Gara did not believe so. He thought
there were many ways to acconplish early chil dhood
education. He pointed out that the program cost |ess than
Head Start and was still effective. He noted that the
legislation was not intended to nmeke the program the
state’s nodel for pre-K education, but would be part of a
range of options.

12: 25: 14 PM

Vi ce-Chair Thomas voiced disappointnment about funding for
the prograns that resulted in success. He hoped the program
woul d hel p.
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HB 69 was SET ASIDE until later in the meeting.

12: 27: 20 PM RECESSED
1:45: 33 PM RECONVENED
#sb305

SENATE BI LL NO. 305

"An Act relating to the tax on oil and gas production;
and providing for an effective date.”

1:46: 04 PM

Co-Chair Hawker explained that SB 305 addresses the
decoupling of oil from gas as related to the oil and gas
production tax and the interplay of the issue with Al aska

Gasl i ne | nducenent Act (Ad A | egi sl ation in t he
forthcom ng open season. He reported that the bill had been
t horoughly vetted on the Senate side wth a lot of
technical analysis and that the bill had also been

carefully reviewed in the House Resources Comm ttee.

Co- Chair Hawker stated his intent to acconplish the ni ssion
of the sponsors. He anticipated a difference of opinion
from the admnistration on the necessity of passing the
bill. He outlined his plan for the bill in the House
Fi nance Conmittee.

1: 50: 55 PM

SENATOR BERT STEDVAN, CO CHAIR, SENATE FI NANCE COW TTEE,
SPONSOR, provided an overview of the history of the
legislation. His initial concern was |ooking at the issue
from a fiscal position and determining that the state was
potentially at a fiscal disadvantage at the |evel of
billions of dollars. He recognized the difficulty of
communi cating the magnitude of the fiscal challenges. He
expl ai ned Senator Paskvan’s role as a |legal advisor on the
| egi sl ation. He believed Senator Paskvan had the advantage
of entering the legislature after the discussions on the
Petrol eum Production Tax (PPT), Al aska’s dear and
Equi tabl e Share (ACES), and AG A; he believed a fresh eye
woul d be hel pful.

1:54:13 PM
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Senator Stedman referred to the tine when the state
functi oned under the Economic Limt Factor (ELF) or tax and
royalty regine and was transitioning to a production-
sharing arrangenent. He noted that North Anerica is
basically structured under the tax and royalty approach and
nost of the global hydrocarbon basins have production-
sharing or profit-sharing arrangenents. He recalled that
after extensive legislative review of the ELF structure,
the fiscal regine of Al aska was restructured to production
sharing. He noted that nonths were spent in the |egislature
adjusting the new structure, especially related to
progressivity. The royalties had been left in place;
however, it becane clear that the share going to the state
woul d decline when the price of oil went from $60 to $80
per barrel. Concern about the decline led to progressivity,
an added tax that would protect the state when oil prices
were high. The decision had been nade to stop the PPT at
$60 per barrel; in hindsight that was too low. There was
debat e about progressivity.

Senator Stednman referred to negotiations for a gas line
under the Miurkowski admnistration and a proposal to take
20 percent of the gas (12.5 percent of royalties plus 7.5
percent severance), own 20 percent of the pipe, have a 20
percent capital credit, and a 20 percent base tax. The base
tax was increased to 25 percent. At the tine, there was no
gas to speak of. Cook Inlet was separated from the
di scussion as an old, declining basin; the new tax regine
did not apply to it. The only gas in the state was in Cook
Inlet and in the Arctic. The gas field in Prudhoe Bay was
going to be taken in-kind. Al of the focus of the
di scussions at the time was on oil. Gas was intentionally
set asi de.

1: 58: 09 PM

Senator Stedman continued that adjustnments were nmade
t hrough ACES and AG A; the 20 percent ownership in pipe and
the 20 percent ownership in gas fell away. However, the gas
tax structure was still left in place.

Senator Stedman underlined that the legislature had
structured progressivity around oil. He described gas as a
| ower -val ued hydro-carbon; oil produces six tines nore
energy per volune than gas, and is eight or ten tinmes nore
valuable. In the eight to ten range there is not a |lot of
inmpact on the fiscal reginme. There has been a structural
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change within the econony and the energy world in the past
three or four past years. Vast supplies of natural gas have
been discovered globally, lowering the pressure on gas,
while upward pressure has been put on oil. Currently, oi
is valued at about $80 per barrel and gas is at $4, a 20 to
1 ratio.

Senator Stedman relayed that a couple of years ago, the
Legi sl ative Budget and Audit Conmittee found a consultant
to make a mathemati cal nodel of Prudhoe Bay, Kuparuk, and
Alpine fields so that the legislature could neasure and
evaluate a potential gasline proposal. He had requested
that the consultant review the oil tax structure and the
gas tax structure and neasure the offset (or subsidy or
dilution) resulting fromlarge gas volunmes and oil vol unes;
the total revenue was going down instead of up

Senator Stedman referred to a March 2, 2010 nenorandum from
Dr. David Wod, a consultant to the l|egislature (copy on
file) calculating the inpact over the past couple of years.
Dr. Wod had presented his findings to the House Resources
Commttee. Sone believed the policy inplications were huge
and asked for a presentation before the Legislative Budget
and Audit Comm ttee.

Senator Stednman reported that he had becone greatly
concerned about Dr. Wod' s analysis of the dilution effect
in terms of the fiscal inpact to the state but also about
the lack of recognition in the legislature of the potential
inmpact. He enphasized that the nechanism is extrenely
conplicated and the nunbers are unbelievably | arge.

Senator Stedman continued that the AG A open season cane
around and M. Tony Pal ner from TransCanada cane before the
| egislature to discuss potential costs of a mainline pipe.
M . Palmer referred to estimated tariffs and price
expect at i ons.

2: 03: 50 PM

Senator Stednman maintained that under the AG A terns the
state faced a contractual obligation to lock in the gas tax
by May 1, 2010. He noted that the state has the ability to
adjust oil tax up or down, but not gas tax.

Senator Stedman explained that the Senate Finance Conmittee
had spent several weeks studying the information avail abl e,
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starting with the basic structure of the oil and gas tax.
Ol was covered in the first week and then the hypothetica
4.5 billion cubic feet per day (Bcf/day) gas nodel. He
underlined that the conclusions were “not pretty.” The
adm nistration did a review as well, but their nunbers were
not any better.

Senator Stedman enphasized that the state had a good
revenue stream with oil, but when oil is 15 tinmes nore
val uable than gas, the total dollars to the treasury went
down with gas. He was alarned that the state has spent
thirty years waiting for a gas line and a strong gas
econony, when it was clear that w thout gas revenue, there
woul d be no gas econony.

Senator Stedman pointed to current nunbers, stressing that

what matters is the relationship between oil and gas
prices. Wth oil standing alone, the state would nmake $8.6
billion; with gas, the state would nake $330 mllion.

Noting that the progressivity calculations are based on 30
days, with 30 days before first gas at ten to twelve years
out, the revenue stream would be $8.6 billion (annualized
over 12 nonths). Gven that nunber, the legislature m ght
wor k the budget details.

2:08:22 PM

Senator Stedman continued that first gas could cone, and
thirty days later the state mght find out, for exanple,
that the same volune of oil (500,000 barrels) was being
punped and gas was flowng well, but the revenue would then
be only $5.2 billion. He warned that under the exanple, the
state could suddenly lose $3.4 billion and make only $330
mllion in gas. The net loss could be $3.1 billion. The gas
line would have to be shut down and there would be serious
budget problenms. Nothing could be done because the state
woul d be under contractual obligation for the following ten
years.

Senat or Stedman questioned how the |egislature could answer
to future generations for such a significant |oss after
waiting thirty to forty years for gas to flow He comrented
that he and other legislators had traveled throughout
Canada and the United States to energy conferences and
| ooked careful ly at t he nodel s. There had been
consideration about how to incentivize an oil basin,
including adjusting progressivity, production-sharing, and
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base tax nunbers or shifting property taxes for things like
a gas treatnent plant.

Senat or Stedman stressed that the Arctic has a world-class
oil basin. He argued that the state was not creating an
incentive, but giving away revenue at a “staggering”
magni tude. For exanple, the state could build a $100

mllion road to encourage drilling and exploration or build
a port at Anchorage for several hundred mllion. He did not
want the state to give away billions of dollars year after
year .

Senator Stedman suggested buying equity in a project, such
as buying 10 or 20 percent of the pipe, so that the state
woul d make the 12 or 13 percent regulated rate of return
rat her than handing the cash to others.

Senat or Stedman enphasi zed that the problem was the quickly
approachi ng | ock-down date on May 1, 2010, the first day of
bi ndi ng open season.

2:14: 04 PM

Senator Stedman warned that the magnitude of the problemis
so severe that if AQJ A succeeds and the first binding open
season succeeds, the industry could lock the state down and
it would be "gane over." He pointed out that the only
| everage the state has left is oil, if gas cannot be noved.
He argued that politically, oil taxes could not be raised
by one third (the anmount required to make up the gap in the
previ ous exanple). Conpared to other structures around the
worl d, he believed the current tax structure in Alaska is a
burden. He felt that the state was currently giving its oil
away and that oil revenue had to be protected through
adj ustments and incentives, and the gas pipeline had to be
made conpetitive and attractive

Senator Stednan stated that he did not want the |egacy of
giving away the state’'s oil. He noted that the state can
legally decouple at any time, but he argued that if it is
done before May 1, 2010, there would be less fiscal risk
than waiting until after the date. He thought the state
could ganble that the price of gas would go higher than the

price of oil, but he did not think the projections
supported such a ganble. He believed there would be higher-
valued oil and |ower-valued natural gas because of the

anount of gas avail abl e.
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2:18:43 PM

Co- Chair Hawker stated for the record that he agreed with
the problem identified by Senator Stedman. He relayed that
he had participated in the discussions about PPT, ACES, and
AG A In 2006, there was a session during which the new
proposal for the profit-sharing production tax was vetted.
He noted that it had been universally appreciated that the
ELF had becone outdated and needed to be replaced. A
special session was called where the debate continued.
During the interim between two special sessions, he and
others nmet to consider the deadl ocked bill; the “producer
pay plan” was crafted as an evolution of the profit-sharing
production tax involving an incentive to lower tax rates
for producers increasing production.

Co- Chair Hawker continued that the new bill nmade it through
the House and was fine-tuned by the Senate; the producer
pay plan developed into the profit-sharing production tax
(PPT). The bill was <crafted in his office wth the
Department of Revenue (DOR) to address the oil ELF, but as
time passed, it becanme clear that the gas ELF al so needed
to be addressed through a different fornmula. He w tnessed
that the crafters of the legislation had believed they did
not have to worry about the gas tax for another 15 years.
They understood that it would be conplex to structure both
a new tax on oil and on gas and decided to put them under
the sane tax reginme, although there was a different price
structure on oil than on gas; one was sold by the barrel
and the other by thousands or mllions of cubic feet. In
addition, there was a significant value difference. The
sane tax rate could not be put on the different val ues.

Co- Chair Hawker recalled that the crafters cane up with the
idea of the British Thermal Unit (BTU) equival ency formula.
However, that would work only if the BTU equival ency was
the sane as the price equival ency. They knew that conbi ning
| ow-val ue gas and high-value oil would result in a diluted
tax structure, but knew also that there would be 15 years
to deal with the problem

2:23:13 PM

Co-Chair Hawker noted that the progressivity feature added
by ACES exacerbated the problem as it triggered profound
value differences. Next, AGQ A was passed and provided
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"fiscal certainty" for the players: the gas-production tax
woul d be fixed at the start of the first day of the binding
open season. The lock-in provision based on the start of
the first open season suddenly reduced the 15 years they
had previous assuned they had to 15 nonths. He admtted
that when AGQ A passed, he had not made the connection that
the tinme woul d be shortened.

Co- Chair Hawker agreed that on May 1, 2010, the state woul d
be locked in to the gas tax structure for ten years. He
enphasized that the crafters of the structure had not
i nt ended t he out cone.

SENATOR JOE PASKVAN infornmed the conmttee that he had
arrived at the sane conclusion as Senator Stednman regardi ng
the need for decoupling gas and oil. He had begun by
reading the AG A statutes to understand the extent of the
| ock-in that the state was facing on May 1. He had revi ewed
the opinion of Attorney General David Mirquez and his
anal ysis under the Stranded Gas Devel opnent Act of the risk
to the state of Al aska.

Senat or Paskvan reported that he had called the current
Attorney General Dan Sullivan two nonths ago and told him
he believed there was a trenendous risk and that he was not
legally confortable with. He enphasized that the | egal
i ssues were conpl ex. He thought the nunber one issue before
the current legislature was the fiscal issue. He agreed
that the magnitude of the problem was so great that it
could result in A aska giving up 100 percent of any
production tax on natural gas and 100 percent of its
royalty. The state would have to use oil savings while the
gas fl ows.

2:27:57 PM

Senat or Paskvan stressed that the nonthly analysis of the
situation was that Al aska would be bringing in about $725
mllion per nonth in the first 30 days before the 4.5 Bcf/d
of gas flows; after the gas flows, the state would receive

less than $500 nmillion per nonth. Hundreds of mllions of
dollars would be | ost each nonth. He called the situation a
“third-world resource extraction nodel” where the state

woul d pay while the resource | eaves the state.

Senator Paskvan argued that decoupling gas and oil would
result in absolutely no increase in oil tax and that the
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trigger point at 25 percent and the slope of progressivity
would remain the sane. The gas tax would renmain the sane,
at 25 percent with the sanme slope of progressivity. The
state would be protected if gas becane nore val uable than
oil.

Senat or Paskvan underlined the conclusion that decoupling
is necessary. He added that the only other issue before the
| egislature was the question of the nethodology of
determning the gas production tax obligation specifically
referenced in AGA statute Section 320. He referred to a
presentation by DOR Commi ssioner Pat Glvin to the Senate
Fi nance Comm ttee. Conm ssioner Galvin had used the point-
of -production tax (the system put in by regulation 15,
AAC. 90. 220) and arrived at a gas production tax obligation
of $1.2 billion. Decoupling and using a point-of-production
anal ysis, using the sanme structure used by the conm ssioner
woul d allocate 78 percent of the cost to oil and 22 percent
of the cost to gas. The tax obligation on a decoupl ed basis
woul d be approximately $1,015,500. He stressed that that is
t he begi nning point for negotiation.

Senat or Paskvan concluded that the state should keep its
eye on the top line for gross revenues for both products on
a decoupl ed basis and then | ook at the negotiation position
by making sure that the starting point is at the billion
dol | ar range.

Co- Chair Hawker noted that SB 305 was the proposed sol ution
and woul d be presented by the consultants.

2:32:18 PM

Representative Gara commented on the difficulty of shifting
i deol ogi es without preconceptions. He noted that with sone
| anguage changes he mght agree with the senators and
Representative Hawker. He pointed out that he had been
present throughout the PPT and ACES debates and had not
been told once that Al aska could have a gas pipeline and a
oil pipeline that produced less revenue than an oi
pi peline alone. He believed the issue was very inportant.

Representative Gara stated that he, Senator Hollis French
and others had tried to push for separate oil and gas taxes
and were told that it could not be done. He wanted to enter
into gasline negotiations from the strongest position
possible. He I|isted previous concerns that had been
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addr essed, including that it nmade sense to |eave
progressivity in. He had committed to let industry deduct
gas field costs from oil taxes in order to nove a gasline
forward, and he thought it would be wise to craft |anguage
so that the small amount of gas produced on the North Sl ope
would not have to be burdened wth decoupling in the
meant i me.

Vi ce-Chair Thomas stated concerns about the timng of the
| egislation; he worried that the House would not have the
time wth the legislation that the Senate had. He agreed
that the issue was huge. He did not want to | ose noney, but
he wanted nore information about the gas taxes and urged
proceedi ng with caution.

2:37: 34 PM

Senat or Stedman pointed out that currently there was cross-
subsidy going on as there was gas in the Arctic and Cook
Inlet as well as Prudhoe Bay-Kuparik, but enphasized that
SB 305 was revenue-neutral. He recalled that in the |ast
three years the inpact to the treasury has been roughly
$250 mllion without gas. There was |anguage in the bill to
protect the industry so they wuld get the current
dilution. The crafters did not want to “rock the boat”;
they wanted to protect the state from being |ocked in on
May 1.

Co-Chair Stoltze enphasized the inportance of the My 1
2010 date and the consequences of the administration
deciding not to sign the bill. Senator Stednman agreed
regardi ng the inportance of the date.

Co-Chair Hawker reported that the admnistration had
testified that it views the problemas | ess severe.

Vi ce- Chair Thonmas queried what could happen if the governor
vetoed the bill. He wondered whether the legislature could
override the veto in tinme. Senator Paskvan did not know He
believed the effective date on the statute was January 1.

Co-Chair Stoltze hoped there wuld be nore testinony
related to the inportance of timng.

2:42: 07 PM AT EASE
2:42:22 PM RECONVENED
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Representative Fairclough believed there was tinme before
May 1 to fully understand the issue.

Co- Chair Hawker pointed to extensive testinony and anal ysis
on the bill's website.

ROGER MARKS, PETROLEUM ECONOM ST, LEG SLATIVE BUDGET &
AUDIT COW TTEE, introduced hinself and his partner as
being from Logsdon & Associ ates and under contract with the
Legislative Budget and Audit Comrmittee to assist the
| egislature in gas taxation matters.

Co- Chair Hawker queried their qualifications related to oil
and gas issues. M. Marks replied that they had worked for
the Tax Division of DOR for many years on the oil and gas
production tax and issues of gas commerci alization.

CHUCK LOGSDON, PETROLEUM ECONOM ST, LEQ SLATIVE BUDGET &
AUDIT COW TTEE, added that they had over fifty years of
experience between the two of them in evaluating petrol eum
taxation related to the Al aska fiscal system

M. Marks provided a sunmmary of the prem se and rationale
for the bill and a description of how the bill works, using
a Power Poi nt presentation, "SB 305: The De-Coupling of Gl
from Gas for the Ol and Gas Production Tax, Logsdon &
Associ ates, House Finance Commttee, April 14, 2010" (copy
on file). He began with Slide 2, “Acronyns”:

BBL barr el

BCF billions of cubic feet
MVBTU mllions of BTUs

BOE barrel of oil equival ent

M. Marks detailed that a barrel (bbl) is how the volune of
oil is neasured and the unit of how oil is sold. Billions
of cubic feet (Bcf) refers to how the volune of gas is
nmeasured. He explained that natural gas contains nostly
nmet hane but al so butane and heavi er hydrocarbons; while the
volume is nmeasured in cubic feet, it is sold in ternms of
the mllions of British Thermal Unit (BTU) content (MVBTU)
Finally, the barrel of oil equivalent (BOE) puts gas on the
same basis of oil so they can be added up, neasured, and
conpared by converting MMVMBTUs of gas to bbls of oil. A
barrel of oil has 6 mllion BTUs; taking the anmount of BTUs
of gas and dividing by 6 puts the gas on a barrel of oil
equi val ent (BOE)
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2:47:29 PM

M. Marks turned to Slide 3, "The Probl enf

* The progressivity part of the production tax rate is
based on per barrel oil or per BTU gas profitability
e Under current law oil and gas are conbined for
cal culating the progressivity
e Ol is worth nuch nore than gas
* Wth a major gas sale, conbining the |ower value gas
with the higher value oil will “dilute” the per barre
oil profitability:
— Driving down the progressivity factor
— Materially reduci ng production taxes

M. Marks detailed that there is currently a base tax rate
of 25 percent on the oil and gas production tax;
progressivity is added to that to give a higher rate if the
val ue of the oil or gas is above a certain rate.

Co- Chair Hawker sunmmarized that when gas conmes on the unit
hi gher val ues of the oil are dil uted.

M. Marks reviewed Slide 4, "O1l vs. Gas Val ue":

*  Now:
— Gas: $4/mbtu
— Ol: $80/bbl ($13/ bt u)
» Departnent of Energy forecast for 2020:
— Gas: $8/ mbtu
— QOl: $120/bbl ($20/ nmbt u)
e Transportation cost deductions:
— Gas: $5.00/mbtu to Lower 48
— QOl: $6.00/bbl ($1.00/ mbt u)

M. Mrks detailed that on a straight BTU to BTU basis, oi

is currently worth about three times as much as gas. The
U S. Departnent of Energy forecast for 2020 (when it is
hoped that a major gas sale would start) is $8/ MMBTU, while

the forecast for oil is around $20/ MMBTU, or about 2.5
times as nuch as gas. In addition, in Alaska the
differences are exacerbated by transportation costs. The
tax is based on net value. Gas wll have a nuch higher

transportation cost than oil per MVBTU, about five tinmes as
nmuch.
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2:50: 52 PM

M. Marks directed attention to Slide 5, "How the Tax Rate
is Determ ned":

» Base 25%rate
e Plus progressivity
— Progressivity is based on the net val ue per BCE:
Ol Aone: Total oil value [/ Total oil
barrels
* Conmbined Ol & Gas: Total oil and gas net
value / Total oil and gas BCE s
— Wen lower value gas is added to the higher val ue
oil the average net value of the conbined oil and
gas goes down

Representative Doogan asked whether part of the problem
would be a | ot of |owvalue gas conpared to relatively |ess
hi gh-value oil. M. Marks responded that he was correct and
suggested thinking of the relationship as a fraction wth
t he nunerator being the value and the denom nator being the
anount of production.

Representative Doogan noted that a lot of the issue is
related to the theory that there would be a | ock-down when
conpanies nomnate gas during the open season. He asked
whet her the problem would be exacerbated as nore gas is
nom nated. M. Marks responded that he was correct; the
greater the difference between oil and gas value, the
| arger the problem and the nore gas there is relative to
oil, the greater the problem

M. Mirks turned to Slide 6, "Reference Case," or how the
world m ght | ook in 2020:

— 500, 000 barrels per day
— $120/ bbl market price

— 4.5 bcf/day

— $8/ mMmbtu market price
 Upstream costs

— $2.2 billion capital

— $2.2 billion operating
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2:54:39 PM

Co- Chair Hawker noted that the same reference nunbers had
been used in the previous commttee. He asked whether the
upstream operating and capital expenses were reasonable
costs to anticipate. M. Mrks believed the nunbers were
reasonabl e and consistent with current costs, adjusted for
inflation plus additional costs that may occur with new
fields |ike Pt. Thonpson.

Representative Austerman asked whether the 500,000 barrels
per day was taxable oil. M. Mirks agreed; the nunbers are
DOR s forecast for production in 2020.

M. Marks nmoved on to Slide 7, "Wat Happens under Status
Quo":

* Ol taxes under status quo prior to gas production:
Net value of oil = $86/bbl (tax rate 47%
Ol Tax = $6.1 billion
* Add a 4.5 bcf/day of gas:
Conmbi ned net val ue of oil and gas = $47/bbl (tax
rate 32%
Total oil & gas taxes: $5.5 billion
e Bottomline: The drop in the tax rate of oil nore than
offsets all the the taxes on gas. Not only does the
state not received any additional revenues from the
gas, but oil revenues drop as well.

M. Mrks detailed that the nunbers assunme oil production
simlar to present levels and no gasline, 500,000 barrels
per day and the $120 Lower 48 price. Wen the costs are
subtracted to get to the net or production tax value, the
net value is approxinately $86/bbl. Gven the way
progressivity works, when the amount above $30 is subject
to a 0.4 percent slope per dollar, the tax rate is 47
percent at $86/bbl. The tax rate would be $6.1 billion
annual | y.

M. Marks explained that adding a 4.5 Bcf/day gasline on
top of the oil production would not affect oil; but
conbining the |lower-value gas wth the higher-value oil
woul d reduce the $86/ bbl average BCE val ue down to $47/ bbl .

Co- Chair Hawker asked whether the scenario would occur when

the switch is flipped on and gas is produced. M. Marks
agreed; the prices would occur when the average value of
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the oil is diluted by the gas. Wthout the gas, oil would
have the $86/bbl tax value at 47 percent tax rate;
switching on the gas would bring the conbined value down
from $86/bbl to $47/bbl (tax rate at 32 percent).

M. Marks highlighted that the total taxes would then be
$5.5 billion for both the oil and the gas. There would be
no additional taxes from the gas and the oil revenue would
drop as well.

M. Mirks reported that over the past nonths he and M.
Logsdon had |ooked extensively at other international
petrol eum fiscal regines. They could find no other place on
the planet where a jurisdiction conbines substances of
different values and the basis for taxation is the conbi ned
per unit val ue.

Co-Chair Hawker clarified that the conparisons referred to
annual i zed nunbers. M. Mrks concurred, and enphasized
that the $5.5 billion was the total taxes fromthe oil and
the gas both, conpared to the $6.1 billion that was oil
al one.

2:59:11 PM

Representative Kelly queried witing regulations [adopted
by DOR during AGQA] related to changing the point of
production and the BTU oil equivalent. M. Mrks replied
that he would get to the issue.

Representative Doogan asked the value of gas in the
exanple. M. Mrks replied that the value of gas on a MVBTU
basis would be about $1.60 and on a BTU basis $9 to $10

The dilution effect drags the oil taxes down and the gas
taxes up, but the net effect is that the oil effect
overwhelns the gas effect, which creates the drop in
revenue when oil and gas are both being produced.

Vi ce-Chair Thomas asked what would notivate a person who
voted against ACES to vote for decoupling. M. Marks
replied that the issue was a policy call. He stated as an
anal yst that whether a person liked ACES or not, it was the
law of the land. He stressed that ACES would stay in effect
just as it was passed except that it would apply to oil and
gas distinctly.
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Co- Chair Hawker agreed that the question was on his mnd as
well. He reiterated that the crafters of PPT knew that the
dilution problem would have to be dealt with. He believed
the issue was a long-term consistency one and that SB 305
woul d “buy an insurance policy, just in case.”

3:04:39 PM

Representative Austerman asked for clarification about the
nunbers arrived at. M. Mrks replied that the assunptions
start with $86/bbl oil and the gas at $9 on a BOE basis and
ends up with and average of $47 for per unit value oil and
gas conbi ned.

Representative Austernman queried the value of the $8 when
oil and gas are conbined. M. Mirks responded that the
val ue was about $1. 60.

Representative Gara went back to Representative Kelly’'s
question. He summarized that (related to valuing the gas)
the Senate had passed a version on a BTU basis; the House
Resources Conmittee worked with the adm nistration and cane
up with a point-of-production basis for the value. Wether
there is a BTU basis that results in a |lower gas tax or a
poi nt - of - production basis that is higher, the goal is to
not start the open season with a gas tax that is too |ow as
it mght only go lower with negotiations. He queried the
regul ations passed with a definition of gas taxes. He asked
whet her the DOR regul ations would be overridden if SB 305
wer e passed.

M. Mrks clarified that there were two different issues

Wth decoupling, there would be the issue of allocating
costs between oil and gas. The reqgulations adopted by DOR
several weeks ago stipulate that under AG A the gas part of
the tax is locked in. Since under the status quo there is
one total tax that does not separate gas tax and oil tax,
the departnent needs to cone up with a way to ascribe how
much of the $5.5 billion is gas. Tax is being allocated,
not costs, using gross value. He agreed that if SB 305
passed, the adopted regulations would not nmake sense.
Decoupl i ng woul d make cl ear how nuch the gas taxes are.

3:09:12 PM

Representative Gara wanted assurance that M. Marks would
work with the admnistration if SB 305 says that the
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regul ations are no |onger necessary. M. Marks thought the
guestion was for the adm nistration.

Representative Fairclough summari zed her understanding: the
oil tax at $6.1 billion is an equivalent when taken into
barrels; when the 4.5 Bcf/day gas is added, which wll be
taxed at the conbined rate, the new conbined rate equals
the $47 per barrel (taxed at 32 percent). She asked the
values of the oil and the gas. M. Marks replied that the
val ue of oil has not changed.

Representative Fairclough queried the difference in the tax
rate. M. Marks replied that the tax rate on the $86 oil is
47 percent.

Representative Fairclough asked for <clarification. M.
Mar ks explained that the tax went from 47 percent to 32
percent because of progressivity. Even though there is
hi gher value for the oil, dropping the tax rate 15 percent
on the total value accounts for the $1.6 billion |ess.

M. Logsdon added that the weight average should cone out
to $47/bbl if the volune in barrels were multiplied by the
barrel price for oil and the volume of the gas were
multiplied by the barrel equivalent price of the gas. M.
Mar ks el aborated that if the 4.5 Bcf/day on a BOE basis was
divided by 6, the result would be about 750,000 BOEs per
day; 750,000 BOEs of gas and 500,000 BCEs of oil, or a
production ratio of 60 percent gas and 40 percent oil.

M. Marks continued that the other side is relative value.
He conpared $86/bbl o0il; at a BOE equivalent, the gas is
about $9 ($1.66/ MVMBTU). He stressed that to put oil and gas
on an equivalent basis, the $8 gas wth transportation
costs subtracted is worth about $1.66/ MVBTU

3:14: 47 PM

M. Marks turned to Slide 8, "Wat Happens wth Decoupling
[Using relative gross value to allocate cost]":

e $120 oil and $8 gas
— Status quo taxes

— De-coupl ed taxes
$2.4 billion difference

« Annual difference at other prices:
— $100 oil / $8 gas: $1.4 billion

$5.5 billion
$7.9 billion
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— $80 oil / $8 gas: $0.8 billion

M. WMarks detailed that the difference between the status
guo and decoupling would be around $2.4 billion. Wen
decoupling, the costs need to be allocated between oil and
gas. He referred to a recent anendnent by the House
Resources Committee to allocate based on the relative gross
value of oil and gas (the gross value is nmarket price |ess
transportation). Using the gross value, the difference
would be $2.4 billion between the status quo and
decoupling. He noted that the bigger difference between oil
and gas value, the bigger the difference between the status
guo and decoupling. He covered the annual difference at
other prices for oil.

Co- Chair Hawker queried the break-even point. M. Marks
replied progressivity is not linear. Co-Chair Hawker stated
that the closer oil and gas conme in price, there is |ess of
a problem M. Marks thought the question was how SB 305
woul d decouple oil from gas.

Co- Chair Hawker contended that SB 305 is hard to understand
and nmust be taken in context with the entire statute; he
believed the presentation defined the sinpler concept
enbodied in the bill.

Representative Austerman asked whether the Power Point
informati on was based on the anended bill com ng out of the
House Resource Conmmttee or the Senate version. Co-Chair
Hawker answered that the two versions were the sane for the
pur poses of the current conversation; the major difference
in the House Resources Commttee version is an additiona
mechani sm that would make the tax take effect for about
three days, go away, and then take effect ten years in the
future. The nechani sm remai ned unchanged.

3:18:10 PM

M. Marks asserted that SB 305 was changing one small thing
in how the production tax works, which would nmake a big
difference. He directed attention to Slide 9, "How SB 305
Wirks," highlighting the difference in calculation between
the current tax regi me and decoupli ng:

e Currently

— Each conpany cal cul ates one st at ewi de
progressivity rate based on all conbined oil and
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gas activity (oil, Cook Inlet gas, other in-state

gas)
e Under SB 305: Two Progressivity Cal cul ations
— Bucket 1. Sane current activity (oil, C gas,
ot her in-state gas) will continue to be

cal cul at ed t oget her
* No tax increase on current activity
— Bucket 2: Progressivity on export gas wll be
calculated distinctly (sanme fornul a)
 WII not dilute oil progressivity

M . Mar ks detail ed t hat currently t here IS one
progressivity rate based on all conbined oil and gas
activity. Progressivity under SB 305, by contrast, would
use two calculations, first separating current activity and
export gas into two "buckets." Bucket 1 would contain all
current activity; there would be no tax increase.

Co- Chair Hawker stated that there would be no change in
activity and no change in taxes.

M. Marks continued that wthout SB 305, there would be
only one statewide bucket and when a major gas deal
happens, the gas exported would dilute the value of the
oil. Senate Bill 305 would set up a new bucket (Bucket 2)
containing only the export gas; progressivity would be
calculated on the export gas exactly as it is calculated
under ACES. He underlined that calculating the export gas
separately would prevent the export gas from diluting the
oil activity.

Co- Chai r Hawker summari zed that the oil activity,
calculated as it is currently would remain in Bucket 1,
while the new export gas would be in Bucket 2 with a
separate cal cul ati on.

3:20: 54 PM

Representative Gara asked whether gas that is not exported
but used in the state would remain under the current ACES
tax. M. Marks responded in the affirmative.

Co-Chair Hawker noted that Cook Inlet gas would stay

permanent|ly under ELF. M. Marks added that it would be
cal cul ated under progressivity but would pay under ELF
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Representative Austernman asked how “export gas” was
defined. M. Marks replied that export gas is gas that
| eaves the state and is used outside the state, with the
exception of Cook Inlet gas.

Co-Chair Hawker clarified that the gas referred to would be
from the North Slope. M. Mirks agreed that the liquid
natural gas (LNG is part of Bucket 1; export gas would
conme from outside of Cook Inlet and |eave the state, such
as North Slope gas that would go to Canada and the Lower
48.

Representative Gara pointed out that there could not be a
separate, lower tax on gas used in-state. He asked whet her
t he Bucket 2 |anguage could stipulate that decoupling woul d
begin when North Slope gas began to be exported. He was
concerned with constitutional issues. M. Marks responded
that Bucket 2 would be enpty until a nmjor gas sale is nade
and that the in-state gas woul d be Bucket 1.

3:24:16 PM

M. Marks pointed to Slides 10 and 11 wth visual
illustrations of the two buckets.

Representative Fairclough asked whet her Bucket 1 would have
the conbined tax rate and Bucket 2 would not. M. Marks
answered in the affirmative; the conbined tax rate
currently in effect would be in Bucket 1.

Co- Chair Hawker added that pure decoupling, or putting all
gas in one bucket and all oil in another, would penalize
the conpanies that are currently producing both oil and
gas.

M. Marks reported that the bucket system was structured in
the Senate Finance Committee; the intent was that there not
be a tax increase at this tine.

Vi ce-Chair Thonas queried the tax rate for spur lines taken
off the main gasline. He wondered what the royalty rate
would be to the in-state users. M. Mirks responded that
under the current production tax, all in-state gas has a
tax rate that is subject to old ELF provisions, a |ow tax
of $0. 17/ MMBTU regardl ess of the price.
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Vice-Chair Thomas clarified that the rate applied to any
gas used in the state.

Co- Chair Hawker acknow edged that current statute could
face federal constitutional challenges, as different tax
structures are set wup for in-state gas from the sane
source. He stated that the possibility would not becone
real until the state has actually exported gas. He thought
the issue did not have to be dealt with in the current
| egi sl ati ve session.

3:28:28 PM

Representative Gara wanted the bill witten in a way that
is constitutional. He fully intended to | eave the |ower tax
rate on in-state use of gas as |ong as possible.

Representative Gara summarized that by mxing oil and gas,
the state essentially short-changes itself on the oil tax
rate in cases where there is lowpriced gas. M. Marks
agr eed.

Representative Gara stated for the record that the state is
currently giving a benefit to conpanies |ike ConocoPhillips
by allowing themto dilute oil tax paynments with Cook Inlet
gas costs. M. Marks agreed.

Co-Chair Hawker took issue wth the |anguage "short-
changi ng” the state, which inplied a notive that he did not
t hi nk exi st ed.

Representative Gara restated that one of the benefits to
producers who provide in-state gas is a slightly lower tax
rate. M. Marks responded that PPT was designed as a state-
wi de tax based on state-wide activity. Conbining oil and
gas does reduce the tax.

Co- Chair Hawker explained that the sponsor's bill did not
intend to fiscally inpact current producers relying on
current law. The bill intended to acconmodate the interim
period and not disrupt producers from devel opi ng new gas
sources. He noted that the House Resources Conmttee
addressed the issue by creating a w ndow that would open
and then close through a trigger nechanism He referred to
concerns about the nmechani sm and hoped to find a better one
allowing a durable statute that would provide the hold-
harm ess for existing producers. He reported that his
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office had been working closely with the consultants and
DOR, both had arrived at a simlar concept on a joint
proposal that would address the issue.

3:33: 58 PM

Representative Kelly asked whether the major players from
the industry would be present for the discussion. Co-Chair
Hawker anticipated that they could join in public testinony
voluntarily or t hey coul d be required to join.
Representative Kelly wanted a conplete record and hoped
they would be required to partici pate.

Representative Austerman asked for clarification regarding
LNG M. WMrks explained that the portion of the gas that
stayed in-state would be Bucket 1; North Slope gas that was
exported through an in-state line through Southcentral and
Val dez woul d be Bucket 2.

Co-Chair Stoltze stated that he did not want producers to
be conpelled to testify.

3:37:17 PM

Representative Kelly maintained that it would be a m stake
to leave out information from the group because of the
short tinme all owed.

Representative Fairclough agreed with conments on both
sides of the issue and suggested that a tinme could be
specified for testinony fromthe players.

Co- Chair Hawker spoke to the tineline for the anmendnent.

SB 305 was HEARD and HELD in Commttee for further
consi derati on.

3:40: 22 PM AT EASE
4:03: 00 PM RECONVENED
#hb69

HOUSE BILL NO. 69

"An Act establishing in the Departnment of Education
and Early Developnent a voluntary parent education
home visiting program for pre-el enentary aged
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children; and establishing a rating system for early
chi | dhood education.”

4:03: 28 PM

Co- Chair Hawker expressed reservations about the $4 nmillion
per year fiscal note.

Vi ce-Chair Thonas MOVED to report HB 69 out of Conmttee
wi th individual recommendations and the acconpanying fiscal
not e.

Representative Fairclough OBJECTED for discussion. She
noted that she and Representative Thomas had net regarding
the bill and had agreed to address violence against
children in the hone.

Representative Thomas agreed that he would do everything he
coul d.

Representative Fairclough renoved her objection. There
being NO further OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

CSHB 69(FIN) was REPORTED out of Conmittee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with attached new fiscal inpact note by
t he Departnent of Education and Early Devel opnent.

#hb421
HOUSE BI LL NO. 421

"An Act relating to the conpensation of certain public
officials, officers, and enployees not covered by
col | ective bargaining agreenents; and providing for an
effective date."

4:05: 48 PM

KEVI N BROOKS, DEPUTY COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF
ADM NI STRATIQON, stated that the bill would provide a 2
percent increase over each of the next three years for
enpl oyees of the legislative, judicial, and executive

branches who are not <covered by collective bargaining
agreenents. Approxinmately 800 enployees would be affected
in the judicial branch, 500 in the legislative branch, and
1,700 in the executive branch.
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CHRI'S CHRI STENSEN, DEPUTY ADM NI STRATI VE DI RECTOR, ALASKA
COURT SYSTEM testified in support of the legislation. He
stated that the court system has the |argest group of non-
uni on enpl oyees. He noted that court system enployees as a
group are the | owest paid branch; about 70 percent of court
enpl oyees are range 15 or less, which causes problens with
turnover and training. He stated that court enployees are
har d-wor ki ng and dedi cated. He added that over the past 20

to 25 years, non- uni on enpl oyees have recei ved
substantially |ower pay increases than actual increases in
the cost of Iliving. For exanple, a range 10A today is

maki ng nore than 20 percent less than a range 10A in the
m d- 1980s (not taking into account reductions in benefits
such as heal th insurance).

4:09: 09 PM

Co- Chair Hawker noted that there was a fiscal note for the
| egi sl ative branch and stated his concerns regarding rising
costs. He wanted to zero out the executive and |egislative
branches as he did not |Iike passing additional salary
increments when unenpl oynent was so high in the state. He
acknowl edged that all the enployees deserved to be treated
equal | y.

Co-Chair Stoltze hoped there would be a fiscal note
reflecting true costs related to a constitutional anmendnent
on increasing the | egislature.

Vice-Chair Thomas MOVED to report HB421 out of Conmittee
with individual recommendations and the acconpanying fiscal
notes. There being NO OBJECTIQN, it was so ordered.

HB 421 was REPORTED out of Commttee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with three attached new fiscal inpact
notes by the Legislature, the Court system and the Ofice
of the Governor.

Representative Kelly comented that he had difficulty
supporting the bill but he wanted to treat the non-
bar gai ni ng enployees in the same manner as the bargaining
ones.

Co-Chair Stoltze acknowl edged the hard work of court
enpl oyees.

4:12:59 PM RECESSED
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4:20: 03 PM RECONVENED

#sb219
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 219(FIN)

"An Act establishing a traumatic or acquired brain
injury program and registry within the Departnment of
Health and Social Services; and relating to nedical
assistance coverage for traumatic or acquired brain
injury services."

4:20:30 PM

SENATOR LESIL MCGUI RE, SPONSOR, spoke to the subject of
traumatic brain injury (TBlI). She reported that Al aska has
the highest incidence of TBI in the nation. There are a
variety of causes, including accidents, snow nmachine
crashes, and donestic violence; in addition, many senior
citizens have brain injuries as a result of stroke,
aneurism and tunors. She highlighted that the nunbers
increase as veterans return from service in Ilraq. She
remnded the commttee of a past presentation where
soldiers with TBI had testified. She noted that Al aska
Natives in particular have been affected by TBI.

Senator McCQuire informed the conmittee that SB 219 would
establish a new brain injury program within the Departnent
of Health and Social Services (DHSS) as well as a registry
for TBI. Alaska has not had such a programin its history.
She added that Al aska leads the nation in TBI, especially
in the categories of veterans, the elderly, and Al aska
Nat i ves.

Senator McCGuire pointed out that the fiscal note was fairly
mnimal. She felt the program was sustainable. The goal is
to have a place for citizens to go to access resource and
information about TBI. The Alaska Brain Injury Network,
Inc. (ABIN) was founded by people who were affected by TBI.
She hoped the new program in DHSS would allow access to
federal Medicaid dollars in the form of matching noney. She
referred to an earlier plan to create a waiver; she had
come up with a solution with less fiscal inpact in response
to concerns. She noted that the program coordi nator would
access other Medicaid funds already in existence and
harness them for famlies who cannot afford treatnent for
TBl; federal funds matched 50/50 with state funds.
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4:25:49 PM

Senator MQ@iire hoped that Alaska could becone part a
| arger information and resource network. She hoped that the
DHSS coordi nator for the program would network w th other
groups, including the Departnment of MIlitary and Veterans
Affairs (DWA), the Native corporations, and the survivor
network. She concluded that TBI is a permanent, life-
altering injury, there is no way to re-generate brain
cells. However, wth early intervention and treatnent,
peopl e can live productive |ives.

Co-Chair Stoltze asked whether the bill was endorsed by
vet erans.

ESTHER CHA, STAFF, SENATOR LESIL MCGUI RE, replied that the
sponsor had been in contact with veterans who suffer from
TBI; the ATBI has been working with DWA and hoped to
i ncrease cooperation.

Vi ce-Chair Thonas asked whether Fetal Al cohol Spectrum
D sorder (FASD) and Al zheinmer’s disease were covered under
the bill. M. Cha replied that FASD and Al zheiner’s and
ot her degenerative diseases are not covered under the
program because they are covered wunder other Medicaid
wai ver services.

Vice-Chair Thomas queried a letter by the Departnment of
Corrections stating that 42 percent of the popul ation has a
di agnosable nental health disorder. M. Cha thought the
statistic was correct. Vice-Chair Thomas was concerned
about co-mngling in the prisons.

4:30:31 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze opened public testinony.

STEVE W LLI AMS5, PROGRAM OFFI CER, ALASKA MENTAL HEALTH TRUST
AUTHORI TY (via teleconference), testified on behalf of Jeff
Jesse in support of the legislation. He reported that the
Al aska Mental Health Trust Authority (AVHTA) in partnership
with DHSS, ABIN, and other community stakeholders and
providers have worked for several years towards the
i nprovenent of service for Alaskans wth traumatic or
acquired brain injuries. Unfortunately, a significant
nunber of Al askans suffer from TBI; DHSS reports that there
are 800 cases per year that result in either death or

House Fi nance Conmmittee 55 04/ 14/ 10 9:10 A M



hospitalization. It is estimated that 3,000 Al askans visit
a hospital enmergency room each year with a mld TBI and
over 10,000 Alaska are estimted to be living with a
disability resulting froma TBI

M. WIllianms stated that AMHTA supports SB 219 and sees it
as an integral step for Al aska towards the devel opnent of
an integrated system of care for Al askans with traumatic or
acquired brain injuries, including partnering with triba
organi zati ons, DWA, and comrunity and non-profit partners
who are providing services and support to these
i ndividuals. The trust does not think that it is efficient
for different entities develop their own systens of care
for folks with TBI; SB 219 is an integral step towards
pul ling the groups together to increase efficiency.

M. WIllians noted that the 42 percent statistic nentioned
by Representative Thomas regarding the nunber of prison
inmates with nental health disorders cane out of a study
done in Decenber 2007. He offered to send the results of
t he study.

4:34:30 PM

JILL HODGES, EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR, ALASKA BRAIN | NJURY
NETWORK (via tel econference), spoke in support of the bill.
She explained that ABIN has traveled to many comunities
and heard from thousands of Al askans who have experienced
brain injury. She relayed that every brain injury is
uni que, but the needs and concerns have been consistent
across the state. There is not an official honme in Al aska
state governnment to address the concerns; there is also no
rehabilitation program

Ms. Hodges noted that there are both long-term goals and
short-ternms conmponents of the legislation. She highlighted
t he case managenent aspect of the bill, which she believed
to be a good starting point for state governnent; it
utilizes a significant nunber of federal receipts and
provi des a service that can be accessible to both rural and
urban Al askans. The services would be put in the hands of
community providers.

Ms. Hodges <continued that the mlitary has brought
attention to brain injury and also the devel opnent of case
managenent. Studies have shown that the approach reduces
energency room visits and deters nore costly care. Most
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i mportantly, t he appr oach i ncreases r eadi ness for
enpl oynent and vocati onal rehabilitation efforts. The
network has consistently heard that people with TBI want to
return to work, mlitary personnel want to return to duty,
and Alaska Natives want to participate in subsistence
activities again. Case managenent can help build the
ability to do these things.

Ms. Hodges referred to research showng the amazing
abilities and the elasticity of the brain. She informed the
commttee that ABIN strongly supports SB 219.

DR CHRISTIE ARTUSQ Dl RECTOR, NEURCSCI ENCE ~ SERVI CES

PROVI DENCE ALASKA MEDI CAL CENTER, ANCHORAGE (via
tel econference), testified in support of SB 219. She told
the commttee that Alaska has outstanding acute care
services but there is a shortage of the services needed

She noted that Alaskan youth, athletes, and mlitary
personnel are affected. She relayed the story of a 41-year-
old man who suffered TBI who was re-hospitalized 27 tines
in 18 nonths; there were no appropriate services for him

Dr. Artuso reported that the Providence Al aska Medical
Center neuroscience services departnment wants to partner
with the state, the AVHTA, and ABIN to devel op the needed
servi ces. She urged the comrittee to support t he
| egi sl ation.

4:41: 30 PM

KRI STIN ENGLI SH, CH EF OPERATI NG OFFI CE, COOK I NLET TRI BAL
COUNCIL (via teleconference), spoke in support of SB 219.
She explained that the tribal council provides social
services for many in the Anchorage area, but also provide
services to primarily Alaska Natives throughout the state.
She pointed to a correlation between substance abuse and
TBlI; 46 percent of clients in the residential and de-tox
center have self-reported TBI and 36 percent have reported
TBI in outpatient services. She pointed out that the
nunbers are probably | ow.

Ms. English noted that TBI has been |inked to nood, stress,
and behavior disorders, which are in turn linked to
subst ance abuse. The tribal council believes the bill wll
provi de support to the substance abuse comunity.
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MARTHA MOORE, CHAI R, ALASKA BRAIN | NJURY NETWORK, testified
in support of the |egislation.

Co-Chair Stoltze closed public testinony.

Representative Fairclough queried the two positions in the
fiscal note.

ANGELA SALERNO, DIVISION OF SENIOR & DI SABILITY SERVICES
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCI AL SERVICES, replied that the
departnment did not request the positions because they
bel i eved existing staff could do the work.

Representative Fairclough MOVED to report CSSB 219(FIN) out
of Conmmttee wth individual recommendations and the
acconpanyi ng fiscal notes. There being NO OBJECTION, it was
so order ed.

CSSB 219(FIN) was REPORTED out of Commttee with a "do
pass" recomrendation and with attached previously published
fiscal notes: FN1 (DHS), FN2 (DHS).

4:47:24 PM RECESSED

#
ADJ OURNVENT

The neeting was adjourned at 8:08 PM

House Fi nance Conmmittee 58 04/ 14/ 10 9:10 A M



