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COCHAIR ERIC FEIGE called the House Resources Standing
Commttee neeting to order at 2:03 p.m Representatives Herron,
Dick, Gardner, P. WIson, Seaton, and Feige were present at the
call to order. Representati ves Kawasaki, Minoz, and Foster
arrived as the neeting was in progress.

HIR 32- REMOVE WOOD Bl SON FROM ENDANGERED LI ST

2:03: 41 PM

CO CHAI R FEI GE announced that the first order of business would
be HOUSE JONT RESOLUTION NO 32, Uging the United States
Congress to renove wood bison from protection under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 and to grant control of wood
bi son in Alaska to the state.

2: 04: 38 PM

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK, prine sponsor of HIR 32, rem nded nenbers
that |ast year the commttee heard HB 186, but that HIR 32 wll
be the ultimate answer for both the state and the wood bison.
The people who wll benefit the nost are the people of the
Yukon. Many groups and individuals within the state and the
nation are concerned about the bison. Hi's concern all along has
not been with the Al aska Departnment of Fish & Gane or the U S.
Fish and Wldlife Service, but with special interest groups that
could potentially file suit in federal court. He drew attention
to the [e-mail] of support from Deputy Comm ssioner Craig
Fl eener of the Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane.

2: 06: 06 PM

PAUL VERHAGEN, Staff, Representative Alan Dick, Al aska State
Legi sl ature, presented HIR 32 on behalf of Representative D ck,
prime sponsor. He said |ast year Representative Dick filed HB
186 in an effort to prevent the Al aska Departnent of Fish & Gane
(ADF&G) from reintroducing wood bison into the state without
approval by the |egislature. However, between then and now,
t hi ngs have happened with regard to the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) . Several states have spent years working to get gray
wol ves renoved from the list [of endangered species] - with one
court ruling in their favor and then the next ruling against
them These states eventually they took their case to Congress.
Congress intervened, exenpting the gray wolf from the Endangered
Species Act; further, Congress nade its decision not subject to
review by the courts. From Representative Dick's perspective, a
simlar action by Congress would renove problenms wth rel easing
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the wood bison into the wild without the restrictions that cone
along with the Endangered Species Act, and would allow
managenent of the wood bi son by ADF&G

2:07: 18 PM

MR. VERHAGEN said HIR 32 urges Congress to intervene on the
state's behalf by exenpting wood bison fromthe ESA. He related
that in a recent letter to Representative D ck, the regional
director of the US Fish and WIldlife Service, Ceoffrey
Haskett, takes issue with some of the statenents made in HIR 32.
However, Representative Dick does not question that the U.S.
Fish and WIldlife Service has spent years working with ADF&G in
an effort to reintroduce wood bison. He does not question that
the service wants the project to nove forward, nor does he
question the service's diligence in ensuring that the agreenents
reached between the service and ADF&G conply with the nost
current interpretation of the Endangered Species Act. Rat her,
Representative Dick synpathizes with the service as it tries to
keep up with the various rulings and is constantly chasing a
nmoving target - and that is the point that Representative Dick
i s making. Wil e the Endangered Species Act was created with
the best of intentions by people with sincere concern for the
environment, the contradictory rulings have bogged things down
to the point that it appears the biggest obstacle to the wood
bi son's success in Alaska is the act itself. |If wood bison were
to be treated the sane as the plains bison, they would be
wandering the |andscape and Al aska would not have worry about
| ocked up resources. Al t hough passage of this resolution wll
not change anything itself, it wll serve to remnd Congress
again that in nore than a few instances the Endangered Species
Act itself has becone its own worst eneny. It may al so pronpt
Congress to step in and resolve Al aska's wood bison problem If
Congress were to also exenpt all bison, including the plains
bi son, then Al aska would not need to worry about recent |awsuits
that have been filed to include plains bison wunder the
protection of the act.

2:10: 11 PM

CO CHAI R SEATON noved to adopt the proposed conmittee substitute
(CS), version 27-LS1234\E, Bullard, 2/24/12, as the working
docunent . There being no objection, Version E was before the
conmittee.

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON inquired how nuch it is costing per
year to keep the wood bison at the WIdlife Conservation Center
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while the state waits for the federal governnment to get its
regul ations in order.

MR. VERHAGEN understood the cost is $100,000 per year. The U S
Fish and WIldlife Service recently granted the state $200, 000
for the bison's care.

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK added that ADF&G and the Departnent of
Nat ural Resources (DNR) are working together to get the bison
out on the landscape and are |ooking for an island where the
wood bison could be tenporarily released until they are taken
of f the endangered species |ist.

The commttee took a brief at-ease.
2:13: 04 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER asked whet her sone of the changes made in
Version E were in response to the letter from M. Haskett of the
U S Fish and WIidlife Service.

MR. VERHACGEN replied the changes that were made preceded receipt
of M. Haskett's letter, although some of the changes made were
suggested in that letter.

2:13: 37 PM

REPRESENTATI VE KAWASAKI inquired about the current status of the
"10(j) rule" that would designate wood bison in Alaska as a
nonessenti al experinental popul ation. He commented that the
rule seens like it would be a way out, but has been tal ked about
for several years.

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK responded the 10(j) exenption is still being
applied for, but the real question is the "4(d)" exenption that
speaks to whether the animals can actually be hunted once they
are reintroduced. The State of Alaska has said it wll not
reintroduce the animals if they cannot be hunted at some point
in the future, so it is really the 4(d) exenption that is the
stal enat e bet ween ADF&G and the U S. Fish and WIldlife Service.

REPRESENTATI VE KAWASAKI asked where the state and service are in
their current negotiations for the hunting of the wood bison.

MR.  VERHAGEN understood ADF&G has received approval from the

US. Fish and WIldlife Service director on the hunting aspect,
but said work on the 10(j) portion is still ongoing.
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2:15:21 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER i nquired whether there are any exanples
of an endangered speci es being renmoved fromthe list by region.

MR. VERHAGEN answered that that is the only thing that has ever
happened. Congress renoved the gray wolf in the area of I|daho
and Mont ana. He said he did not know if other exanples have
occurred since then.

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER asked whether the possibility has been
explored of renobving the wood bison from the endangered species
list in Al aska only.

REPRESENTATI VE DICK replied that since the only wood bison in
the U.S. are in Al aska that thought did not cross his m nd.

2:16: 43 PM

M KE M LLER, Executive Director, Alaska WIdlife Conservation
Center, offered his appreciation for the work toward sone "can-
do options.™ Regardi ng renoval of the wood bison through a
congressional act, he said Eddie Gasser is working on that
ri ght now Three weeks ago M. Gasser net with U S Senator
Li sa Mirkowski and Congressman Don Young to discuss attaching
sonething to the U S. budget. There is optimsm for this
happening and it would be the best thing for everybody concerned
with the wood bison. He suggested that questions regarding the
10(j) rule be directed to Doug Vincent-Lang. Both ADF&G and the
US Fish and WIdlife Service are trying to cone up wth
agreeabl e |anguage, but it would be good to proceed with both
the 10(j) rule and the conplete congressional delisting at the
sanme tinme.

2:18: 19 PM

MR MLLER, in regard to caring for the wood bison, said he
manages the 102 animals for the State of Alaska. The expense is
not all that nonunental - Carlisle Transportation hauls the
1,000 bales of hay from the University of Alaska Fairbanks in
Palmer to the center and the U S. Forest Service has provided
land for the bison under a 15 year lease. This |eased area can
be expanded as there wll be 40 calves this spring. He
encouraged everyone to continue a can-do attitude, explaining
that because the wood bison is on the endangered species |ist
these animal s cannot go back to Canada and cannot be sl aughtered
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or sold. Therefore, finding a good end result is necessary
because these are living breathing things that wll Ilikely
outlive the people involved. He noted that Canada now has
6, 000- 8, 000 wood bison and has reduced its status to that of
t hr eat ened. Resource devel opnment in Canada has been conpatible
with the bison. Finding sone sort of a resolution this
| egi slative session would be a great thing for the state of
Al aska, not only for the hunting and tourism opportunities, but
al so for the return of an extinct animal to the | andscape.

2:20: 41 PM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON inquired what the normal life span is
for a wood bison.

MR. M LLER responded that in the wild, because of hardships, 16
years would be an old bison. However, in captivity wood bison
can live up to 60 years and can calve into their 40s, with a
calf every year instead of every other year as in the wild. He
said putting the wood bison on an island would be abandoning
them the problem would not go away, and it would only be a
short-term thing. He said he would like to discourage doing
that because he can find foundations that wll provide the
$100,000 in cost so that there is no expense to the state.

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK comment ed that ADF&G has been unable to find
an island that does not already have cattle, except one that is
way out in the Aleutians and the cost estimate for noving the
bi son out there was $800, 000, which would be incurred again for
novi ng t he bi son back.

2:22:50 PM

COCHAIR FEIGE <closed public testimony on HIR 32 after
ascertaining that no one else wished to testify. He invited any
amendnent s.

CO- CHAIR SEATON nmoved to adopt Conceptual Anendnent 1 which
woul d renove the second whereas cl ause from page 1, |lines 8-10.

CO- CHAI R FEI GE obj ected for purposes of discussion.
CO CHAI R SEATON noted that the third paragraph of the [U S. Fish
and WIldlife Service] letter disagrees with the statenent nade

in lines 8-10 of the resolution. He did not think that this
whereas clause is necessary at all for acconplishing the goals
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of the resolution, so he is offering this as a friendly
amendment .

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK said he has no problemw th the anendnent.
CO CHAI R FEI GE renoved his objection
2:24:28 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON directed attention to page 2, paragraph
2, of the US. Fish and WIldlife Service letter which addresses
the claimin HIR 32 that releasing wood bison in Al aska would
subject their habitat to restrictive provisions. The paragraph
al so states that these "exaggerated statenents about the ESA are
creating a negative and fearful environment that makes it nore
difficult to achieve common ground.” She pointed out that this
claimoccurs in the resolution on page 2, lines 22-25, and asked
whet her these |ines should be del eted.

CO CHAIR FEI GE conmmented that it depends on a person's point of
vi ew on the Endangered Species Act.

REPRESENTATI VE KAWASAKI requested a response from ADF&G
2:25:50 PM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON reiterated her question for Doug
Vi ncent - Lang of ADF&G

DOUG VI NCENT- LANG, Acting Director, Division of Wldlife
Conservation, Al aska Departnment of Fish & Gane (ADF&S, began by
providing sone background on wod bison from the state's
per specti ve. He said the state is working with the U S. Fish
and WIldlife Service on the 10(j) rule and a rule that would
designate these aninmals as nonessential experinental. He added
that he thinks the agencies are fairly close to reaching sone
type of agreenent that those rules provide sufficient |anguage
to assure that +those animals are not affecting resource
devel opnent across the state. However, on the broader nationa
scale there is concern about the certainty of those rules being
able to withstand |egal scrutiny, especially if challenges to
those rules are filed in courts outside of Al aska, in which are
ultimately defended by the U S. Departnent of Justice and for
which the State of Alaska nmay not be a party in the settlenent
of those lawsuits. The U.S. Fish and WIldlife Service is right
that all intent is to use these rules to prevent undue
restrictions on designation of critical habitat or on jeopardy
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findings on species that are out in the |andscape. GCetting to a

rule that assures that certainty will go a |long ways towards
t hat end. However, that is only part of the question that the
state will still have to answer after that rule is published.
The state will again have to very closely look at how valid
those rules are or how firm those rules wll be in terns of

wi thstanding judicial scrutiny, especially if those |lawsuits are
filed outside of Al aska.

2:28:52 PM

MR. VI NCENT-LANG further noted that there is recent evidence
that sone of these rules nmay be renegotiated by the U S. Fish
and WlIldlife Service to the states that have released
nonessential experinmental populations in their |andscapes. The
State of Alaska is working towards those rules with the hope
that those rules will provide the state wth the certainty that
it will not be in the sanme position with wood bison that it is
with sea otters today, which is that the state introduces a
species and is then left with the uncertainty of how to manage
those into the future. Fromthe state's point of view the nost
certainty that can be had before release of wood bison on the
| andscape is to have an exenption for the species under the
Endangered Species Act simlar to what was done with gray wol ves
in Idaho and Montana. |In those cases the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Service was very much in agreenment with the states as to the
need to delist those wolves, but it was the judicial systemthat
prevented it from happening. There is a certain anount of fear
out there regarding the certainty of those rules and regarding
what woul d happen if those rules were overturned in the future.

2:30: 22 PM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON inquired whether M. Vincent-Lang
beli eves this whereas clause should remain in the resol ution.

MR. VI NCENT-LANG replied that that whereas reflects what he is
hearing at his desk - fear out on the |andscape regarding the
certainty of those rules and what could happen if those were
overt ur ned.

REPRESENTATI VE MJUNQZ asked for some exanples of ESA-listed
animals that have been [reintroduced] into the wld as
nonessenti al experinmental.

MR. VI NCENT- LANG responded that these include wolves in the
Lower 48, grizzly bears, and falcons, as well as sone others.
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He added that the state of Womng is now having trouble with
grizzly bears that were reintroduced under nonessenti al
experinmental popul ations.

2:31: 28 PM

REPRESENTATI VE MUNQZ requested a detail of what nonessenti al
experinmental neans.

MR. VI NCENT- LANG explained that when first passed by Congress
the Endangered Species Act did not have a provision for
nonessenti al experinental populations. As such, when the U'S
Fish and Wldlife Service and states were trying to reintroduce
species onto the |andscape, the only way to do so was under the
full protection of the Endangered Species Act, which resulted in
i medi ately the carryover of that designation as well as the
designation of critical habitat. It therefore becane very
difficult for states or federal agencies to go to private
| andowners and others with the suggestion that these aninmals be
reintroduced on the |andscape. So Congress anended the act with
a provision for designating aninmals being reintroduced into the
| andscape as nonessential experinmental to that species. As
such, special rules could be witten associated wth that
species to disallow the designation of critical habitat and
allow a taking of that species that would otherw se not be

al l oned under existing Endangered Species Act statutes. It was
basically a way to say that if these animals were brought onto
the |landscape they would still be categorized under the

Endangered Species Act, but that they <could be treated
differently in ternms of how they were regul ated under the act.

2:33:18 PM

REPRESENTATI VE MUNCQZ i nquired whether an agreenent with the U S
Fish and WIldlife Service has been negotiated to allow the
desi gnati on of nonessential experinental for these wood bison.

MR. VI NCENT- LANG answered that the state is working with the
service towards getting a nonessential experinmental population
designation and the associated regul ations regarding what is an
al lowabl e take for those wood bison on the |andscape. The
allowable takes would be any take that is associated with a
resource developnment activity or an allowed take would be
hunti ng. That is one step in this process that would help the
state get towards the end, but before the state puts animals in
the |andscape under that rule it would need to be assured that
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the rule would withstand judicial scrutiny, especially if it was
filed outside the state of Al aska.

REPRESENTATI VE MUNOZ understood it is ADF&G s intent to get that
clarified and confirmed before any aninmals are reintroduced.

MR. VI NCENT- LANG rel ated that ADF&G has told the |egislature and

the public that it wll not introduce wood bison into the
| andscape until everyone is convinced there is certainty to the
rules and that those rules would be defendable. None of that

woul d be necessary if Congress exenpted wood bison from the
Endangered Species Act, as requested by HIR 32. He said that
from his point of view, conservation success is getting these
animals out on the |andscape and the biggest reason this is not
happening is fear associated with the uncertainty about how the
Endangered Species Act will be inplenented. Renoving that fear
would go a long way towards getting these bison out on the
| andscape qui ckly.

2:35:21 PM

COCHAIR FEIGE asked whether the grizzly bears that were
[reintroduced] as a nonessential species are allowed to be
hunt ed.

MR. VI NCENT-LANG replied in sone cases yes, but explained that
sonme of the problens being had with sone of these species in the
Lower 48 that were nonessential experinental is that there were

also wild animals that were out in the [|andscape. As those
animals are mxing with the nonessential experinmental animals it
becones a very conplex question. Fortunately, Alaska does not

have that issue right now.

REPRESENTATI VE DI CK poi nted out that the target of HIR 32 is not
the U S. Fish and WIldlife Service, but the U S. Congress. The
intent is to build a little sense of frustration into the
resolution so that Congressman Young can show this to his
col | eagues. Wile sorry if soneone at the U S Fish and
Wldlife Service is offended, he said the state nust be firm
enough to make its point clear. He rem nded committee nenbers
that the Donlin Creek Mne has $100 billion worth of gold and is
only 50 mles away from the proposed site of reintroduction.
Drawing attention to page 3, lines 10-12, of the resolution, he
said these lines say everything: "WHEREAS these facts serve to
denonstrate this point: The wood bison's status on the list of
species protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 is
what nost endangers thent. If the wood bison could be put on
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the | andscape to roam free they would be able to nultiply. H s
point is that listing them as an endangered species in the act
makes them endangered because the state is afraid to put them
out there.

2:38: 15 PM

CO-CHAIR SEATON noved to report the proposed conmttee
substitute (CS) for HIR 32, version 27-LS1234\E, Bullard,
2/ 24112, as anended, out of commttee wth individual
recommendati ons and the acconpanying zero fiscal note. There
being no objection, CSHIR 32(RES) was reported from the House
Resources Standing Comm ttee.

The committee took an at-ease from2:38 p.m to 2:40 p. m

HB 328- O L AND GAS CORPCORATE TAXES

2:41: 40 PM

CO- CHAIR FEI GE announced that the next order of business would
be HOUSE BILL NO 328, "An Act relating to the oil and gas
corporate incone tax; relating to the credits against the oil
and gas corporate inconme tax; making conform ng anmendnents; and
providing for an effective date."

2:42:15 PM

CO CHAIR SEATON introduced HB 328 as the prime sponsor,
explaining that the bill would reinstate the oil and gas
corporate incone tax reginme that was Al aska law from 1978-1981
It would require oil conpanies to pay their corporate incone tax
on the profits made in Alaska, which is generally referred to as
separate accounting. It is a matter of equity. Alaska-only oi
conpani es pay their corporate incone tax on Al aska profits while
international oil conpanies can wite off their investnents in
other countries against their Alaska corporate inconme tax.
Under HB 328, international oil conpanies would be treated |ike
ot her oil conpanies in Al aska.

CO CHAIR SEATON specified that separate accounting was
established in 1975 and went into effect in 1978 because Al aska
felt that it was not getting the proper amount of its corporate
tax, which was 9.4 percent, and it was not being paid on the
profits made from Al aska. That was challenged in the 1980s. It
was upheld in the lower courts and appealed to the Al aska
Suprenme Court where it was upheld on all grounds (slide 1 of the
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Power Poi nt presentation accomnpanyi ng Co- Chai r Seaton' s
introduction of the bill). That ruling was then appealed to the
U S. Suprene Court, which took the case and dism ssed it saying
that there were no federal constitutional or federal statutory
probl enms that needed to be resolved by the court. The courts
have determned that separate accounting falls wthin the
state's legitimate taxing authority.

2:44: 19 PM

CO CHAI R SEATON related that during their tour of Norway, Al aska
| egi sl ators asked whether Norway does separate accounting so
that conpanies pay on their profits only in Norway. The answer
was yes, nost reginmes around the world do that. Sonme U. S.
states have two different sections of corporate incone tax -
regul ar corporate incone tax if separate accounting is used, in
whi ch the conmpany pays on its profits in that jurisdiction; or
"wat er' s-edge" taxation where the conpany elects to pay tax
based on any profits and expenses in the U S. and in which the
conpany pays an additional anmount that is nore than a 50 percent
increase in the taxes.

CO CHAIR SEATON stated that when the petroleum production
profits tax (PPT) was developed, and l|later Alaska's Cear and
Equitable Share (ACES), it was critical to not have ring
f enci ng. Under ring fencing, a conpany going into a new area
must wite off its expenditures in that area against the profits
made in that area. The Al aska State Legislature did not want
ring fencing because it wanted to stinmulate investnent in a
broad scope across Al aska. However, Alaska's current tax
[ met hod] of worldw de apportionnment does exactly that - it says
a conpany can invest in other places and if those are not as
profitable they can be used to reduce the corporate incone taxes
to Al aska. For these reasons, Alaska needs to go back to
separ at e accounti ng.

2:46:25 PM

CO CHAI R SEATON directed attention to slide 2, saying it is from
one of the docunents in the Al aska Suprenme Court case and shows
the loss to the State of Alaska as being about $1.8 billion
during the four years [of 1978-1981]. He explained that at the
time, this $1.8 billion Iliability is what the previous
| egi sl ature was |ooking at, which was before the value in the
permanent fund that the state has now Fearing that nuch
liability, the legislature decided to return to worldwde
apportionment until the court cleared things up. About $400
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mllion of that $1.8 billion was interest on those years, so the
loss to the state was really about $1.4 billion.

CO CHAI R SEATON noved to a conparison presented in 2000 to the
House Special Conmittee on G| & Gas by then Deputy Conmm ssioner
of the Departnent of Revenue Daniel Dickinson (slide 3). I n
this presentation M. Dickinson conpared the actual oil and gas
income tax collected under worl dw de apportionnment for the years
[ 1982-1997] to estimated revenues under separate accounting.
The conparison shows the state collected $4.6 billion | ess under
wor | dwi de apportionment than it would have wunder separate
accounting. He explained that this same nunerical conparison is
shown graphically on slide 4, with the actual incone tax for
each year shown by the bars on the left and the estimted
revenues under separate accounting shown by the bars on the
right. Wile there is a relationship that changes due to
different amounts of investnents, expenses, and prices in each
year, he pointed out that Alaska's 9.4 percent tax rate on the
noney that was earned in Alaska was the higher of the two
met hods.

2:49: 45 PM

CO CHAI R SEATON turned to the fiscal note for HB 328 (slide 5),
readi ng al oud the second sentence of the m ddl e paragraph, which
st at es: "Prelimnary estimates show that wunder separate
accounti ng, oi | and gas corporations would have paid
approximately $250 nmillion nore during each of the last 5 fiscal
years in corporate incone tax if this legislation had been in
effect." He said there are three different determ nations - the
determ nati on when separate accounting was in effect from 1975-
1981, the estimates from Dan Dickinson from 2000, and the
current estimate from the Departnment of Revenue - all of which
are in sonewhat the sane range of $200-$300 million per year.

CO CHAI R SEATON reviewed the net U S. exploration and production
i ncome for ConocoPhillips [for the years 2000-2010 and conparing
the income from Alaska to the Lower 48] (slide 6). He explained
t hat ConocoPhil lips, a good conpany, nmekes filings wth the U S
Securities and Exchange Comm ssion (SEC), so Legislative
Research Services was able to conpile the conparison. He next
conpared the gl obal net exploration and production for
ConocoPhillips in Alaska, the Lower 48, and internationally
(slide 7). He noted that Al aska represents a significant anount
of inconme, but that anount is quite variable dependi ng upon what
is happening in other parts of the world. Separate accounting
woul d not consider what is happening in other parts of the
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world, so the corporate incone tax would be paid on the profit
made in Al aska. In response to Co-Chair Feige, he stated that
in 2009 ConocoPhillips reported no profits in the Lower 48
(slide 6).

2:52:20 PM

CO CHAIR SEATON drew attention to an article in the My 2011
Petroleum News by Geg Garland of ConocoPhillips, senior vice
presi dent for exploration and production in the Americas (slide
8). He related that in this article M. Garland states that the
Eagle Ford play [in South Texas] "offered $45 per barrel margins
| ast year, twice the average of ConocoPhi I l'i ps’ gl obal
portfolio." Thus, Co-Chair Seaton continued, the average of
ConocoPhil lips' global portfolio is $20-$25. However, in spring
2011, when oil price was at approximately $118 per barrel (slide
9), the Alaska margin was $43.50 per barrel, so Al aska nmargins
are well above the worldwi de nargins, which neans Alaska is
diluting its margin with the |less profitable worldw de margins.
He added that in another publication, the nanme of which he could
not recall, the chief econom st for ConocoPhillips stated that
the conpany's cost of producing a barrel of oil is $15.48, so
anot her $4 or so would be added to the margi n here.

2:54: 12 PM

CO CHAI R SEATON addressed another graph in the commttee packet
regardi ng conpetitiveness that depicts what the tax rate is, not
what the oil conpanies are paying. Federal tax is 35 percent
and Al aska state tax is 9.4 percent, but because of worldw de
apportionnment Alaska is receiving |less than 9.4 percent, as was

shown in the three analyses nentioned earlier. This neans that
Al aska is actually nore conpetitive than shown in those tables.
He added that when making a presentation to the full |egislature

in Anchorage and to a commttee neeting in Juneau, Pedro van
Meurs stated that Alaska should definitely have separate
accounti ng.

COCHAIR FEIGE, regarding slide 8, inquired whether Co-Chair
Seaton is essentially arguing that for ConocoPhillips the profit
mar gi ns per barrel are essentially the sanme in Texas and Al aska.

CO CHAI R SEATON replied that they are according to Geg Garl and

He rem nded nenbers that ConocoPhillips has testified a nunber
of tinmes that it is very distinct between margin and profit. He
said the conparison he was trying to nmake is that M. Garland
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stated that [the margin of $45 per  Dbarrel] is twce
ConocoPhi | I'i ps' average gl obal portfolio.

2:57:27 PM

CO- CHAIR FEIGE all owed that the Al aska margin of $43.50 depicted
on slide 9 is pretty close to the $45 margin on slide 8. He
noted that the article on the top left of slide 8 states that
ConocoPhillips plans to invest $2 billion in liquids-rich shale
pl ays, which sounds |ike the Eagle Ford area, yet the conpany is
only investing less than $1 billion in Al aska. He asked why
there is unequal investnent if the margins are the sane.

CO CHAI R SEATON answered that it is a situational risk in Al aska
because there is only one way to get the oil out of the state.
ConocoPhillips is currently getting 63 percent of its profits
out of this single pipeline, so if anything happens to that

pipeline there is no way to get that oil out. Addi tionally,
ConocoPhillips would al so incur the expense of having to shut in
all of its wells plus the expense of getting the pipeline
runni ng again. ConocoPhillips has been pretty nmuch flat in
investing since 1996 as far as the nunber of wells it is
drilling on the North Slope, even though tax rates have been
totally different and even though prices have been totally
different. Risk factors are being |ooked at that cannot be

mtigated and the question is whether the corporate board would
look at that as a fiduciary responsibility if the conpany
further concentrated its profits comng from Al aska. For
exanple, 100 percent of the conpany's profits canme from the
North Slope of Alaska in 2009, about 60 percent in 2010, and
63.6 percent in 2011. Therefore, it is a concentration thing
that does not relate necessarily to profit margin, but to
exposure. Co-Chair Seaton added that there is another question
on decisions, which is that the operating agreenment on the North
Slope is such that if any one of the three conpani es deci des not
to invest, that decision vetoes the project. So, it is unknown
whether it is ConocoPhillips because of that risk or one of the
other two major players that are not sanctioning an investnent.

3:01: 09 PM

REPRESENTATIVE DICK said he also saw that figure where
[ ConocoPhillips] is receiving $20 a barrel for getting oil out
of the ground while it is only costing $15.48. Rounding off the
nunbers, he cal culated that at 600,000 barrels a day and a $4.52
di screpancy it conmes up to a little less than $1 billion. Wat
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struck himis that education is being scrutinized alnost to the
poi nt of hostility and yet there is this figure of $1 billion.

CO CHAI R SEATON responded that [slide 9] says "typical conpany”
because the legislature has never been given the confidential
informati on of what the production costs are for each conpany.
Last nonth the chief econom st for ConocoPhillips released the
information publicly that it was $15.48, which is why he is
saying to add another $4.50 to the figure on slide 9.

3:02: 45 PM

CO- CHAIR FEIGE asked whether the bar graph on slide 6 is
depicting the incone for ConocoPhillips.

CO-CHAIR SEATON confirnmed it is the income and offered to
provide the figures in percentages if that was desired.

3:03: 04 PM

CO- CHAIR FEIGE inquired how nuch oil ConocoPhillips produces in
Al aska versus Texas and what price is received. He under st ood
that recently the Texas oil price was down to $80 per barrel
while Alaska North Slope crude was above $100. Si gni fi cant
differences in quantity and price will influence the bar graphs,
he not ed.

CO CHAIR SEATON said Co-Chair Feige is correct. The question,
however, is whether the state wants things from other countries
or Texas to influence the corporate incone tax that is paid in
Al aska or does the state want the conpanies to sinply pay their
9.4 percent on the profits that are nmade in Al aska. The
wor | dwi de apportionnment works both ways - it can nake things go
up and down because of what Al aska has and the argunment can be
made that if Alaska keeps worldw de apportionnment it can grab
profits that are nade in Indonesia. However, all of the
[ comparison] calculations wth separate accounting show that
every single year Al aska has been reducing its corporate incone
tax to basically subsidize other operations in other parts of
t he worl d. No one is trying to do anything unfair, it is just
being said that if Alaska's corporate incone tax rate for a
conpany like Geat Bear Petroleum which only has operations in
Al aska, is going to be 9.4 percent of its inconme in Alaska, is
it not then fair that BP, ConocoPhillips, or ExxonMbil pay 9.4
percent on the incone that they nmake in Al aska. The question of
whether it is correct or not went through the trial courts,
Al aska Supreme Court, and U S. Supreme Court, and it was
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determ ned at several points that separate accounting much nore
accurately reflects the corporate incone tax on the profits in
the jurisdiction of Al aska.

3: 05: 53 PM

REPRESENTATI VE MJUNQZ asked what the real percentage is that
ConocoPhi |l i ps pays to Al aska.

CO- CHAIR SEATON replied it is difficult to answer because the
information is conbined. On its 10-K filings, ConocoPhillips
reported 1 percent, but that was not a real 1 percent - that was
1 percent conpared to its worldwi de profit. ConocoPhi | l'i ps
lumps all jurisdictions in the Americas together for its US
report. When ConocoPhillips files in say, North Dakota, it is
unknown whether the conpany is paying that state's 5.15 percent
or paying water's-edge, which adds another 3.5 percent corporate

i nconme tax. North Dakota has noticed that revenue is |ost,
whet her apportionnent is jurisdictional to the U S water's-edge
or worl dw de. Separate accounting sinply does one thing -

corporate incone tax is paid on the profit that is nade only in
Al aska. He stressed that he is not saying any conpany has done
anything wong; the State of Alaska creates the tax system and
peopl e obey that system If the state allows no ring fencing
around Al aska, if the state takes the sanme philosophy it did for
production tax to not ring fence new fields in the North Sl ope,
then the same thing applies here - the further the net is drawn,
the nore washout there is. All three of the aforenentioned
conparisons show that Alaska is losing incone because it is
getting less than 9.4 percent.

3:08: 57 PM

REPRESENTATI VE MUNQZ i nquired whether all of the major conpanies
use the worl dw de apportionnent nethod.

CO CHAI R SEATON answered the conpanies use it where they are
allowed to, but nobst jurisdictions do not allow it. That is
what was interesting about Norway - Alaska has all the sane
pl ayers that are working in Norway and all of them pay separate
accounting in Norway. He said he does not blanme the conpanies
for using worldw de apportionnment where they are allowed to, but
who are Alaska legislators working for? The conpanies are
paying the correct anmpunt of tax under the system in place in
Al aska. The question is whether that is the appropriate system
for Alaska or should Al aska go back to separate accounti ng. He
said HB 328 would reinstate the 1978 tax system that has al ready
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gone through court and been approved all the way up to the
[U S.] Suprene Court, so it has no state or federal issues.

3:10: 32 PM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON noted that the governor has another
bill and the Senate has yet another bill. She asked whether the
conpanies would be paying nore or less than now if either of
those bills and HB 328 were put into | aw

CO CHAI R SEATON replied that the conpanies will have to testify
to that, but he thinks [HB 328] brings sonme bal ance. More than
anyt hing, HB 328 says that the appropriate corporate incone tax
should be paid in Al aska. The other bills deal wth the
production tax, which is different than corporate inconme tax

Basically there is a difference in which Al aska restricts what
can be deducted for |ease expenditures, but allows instant
wite-off on those. Corporate income tax generally follows the
depreciation rules of the federal incone tax so there is a
| onger wite-off period, but there are nore things that can be
witten off than just direct |ease expenditures. He reiterated
that both the 15-year |ook back done in 2000 by the Departnent
of Revenue and the fiscal note for HB 328 show that Alaska is
not receiving 9.4 percent of the corporate inconme in the state
of Al aska.

3:12: 58 PM
CO- CHAIR FEIGE read aloud from page 2 of the fiscal note, first
par agraph, lines 4-8, [original punctuation provided]:

Thi s bill woul d require Alaska oil and gas

corporations to calculate income tax for their oil and
gas producing and transportation conpanies based on
income earned solely in Al aska. If oil and gas
conpanies are also engaged in activities other than
oil and gas production and transportation, this bill
woul d require those conpanies to cal culate and pay tax
on those other activities based on worldw de
conbi nati on and apporti onnent.

COCHAIR FEIGE said this seens |ike Al aska would be picking and
choosing where it is asking conmpanies to pay tax. He asked for
an expl anation and suggested that the Departnent of Revenue al so
speak to it.
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CO CHAI R SEATON responded this is not unusual. Whet her under
wor | dwi de apportionnent or separate accounting in Al aska, the
tax deals only wth oil and gas, not any other activities a
corporation mght be involved in, which could be l|and |easing,

bui | di ngs, wel ding conpanies, or retail stores. I ntegrated oi
conpany neans that the conpany has nore than just oil and gas
production; for exanple, it could have refineries. Refineries

are different and are treated different in 10-K filings as well.
For exanple, in its 10-K filing, ConocoPhillips lists totally
separate lines for its manufacturing and refining businesses.

3:15:36 PM

CO- CHAIR FEI GE said he understands the aforenentioned, but that
HB 328 would essentially fence off Al aska. If a company owns
assets elsewhere, it seens that the income and expense from
t hose assets would be taxed on a worldw de basis, which would
not be in keeping with the thene of the bill. He asked why the
bill splits this out rather than fencing off Al aska as its own
taxable entity for all of it.

CO CHAIR SEATON deferred to the Departnent of Revenue for an
exact explanation of why.

3:16: 55 PM

CO CHAIR FEI GE asked the Departnent of Revenue and whether the
af orenentioned provision would nake the accounting rather
conplicated for all concerned.

ROBYNN W LSON, Corporate Incone Tax Manager, Anchorage Ofice
Tax Division, Department of Revenue (DOR), answered it nay nake
the accounting conplicated for two reasons. First, under HB 328
there are three conponents that go together. The conponent
being referred to is "other business,” which would be on a basis
under the Internal Revenue Code while the other two conponents
would be on a different basis; so, there may be interconpany
transactions that would be difficult to account for. Second,
wi thin one actual corporation, nmeaning a separate legal entity
as opposed to a corporate group, these operations may be n xed
in the corporation's books, so extracting the piece that is
specifically production may be difficult.

3:18: 50 PM

REPRESENTATI VE GARDNER inquired whether these same conpanies
already do this exact thing in other jurisdictions.
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M5. ROBYNN WLSON replied she is not currently aware of exactly
how separate accounting works in Norway. Wthin the U S.,
states either tax on conbination and apportionnent, which is the
system Al aska is under, or states may tax based on a separate
conpany i ncone. She offered to follow up on that if requested,
but said she is unaware of other jurisdictions that tax in the
m xture that HB 328 woul d provi de.

3:19:50 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON observed that the fiscal note includes
four additional tax auditors under HB 328. She asked whether it
would be easier for the departnent if everything was under
separ at e accounti ng.

M5. ROBYNN WLSON responded that if everything was on separate
accounting there would still be the difficulties of interconpany
transacti ons. Al so, where a conpany had multiple activities
within its corporate structure within its set of books, there
woul d still be the problem of extracting that separate
oper ati on. Additionally, there are the bill's admnistrative
provi si ons about when the return is due and that the departnent
must calculate the taxable incone and the tax and provide an
assessnent within four nonths. Presumably on top of that, would
be Chapter 5 auditing responsibilities that would go on
af t erwar ds. Add that to the responsibility of the public
di scl osure provisions in the bill. Therefore, while it mght
sinplify it slightly, she did not think it would sinplify it
materially.

3:22: 02 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON recalled the sponsor stating he wanted
to keep the separate accounting exactly how it was before
because the courts have already ruled that that nmethod was okay.

CO CHAI R SEATON confirned this to be correct. Regul ati ons have
already been witten for separate accounting under this exact
same proposal, so witing the regulations would be nuch sinpler
because they were already witten for the four years that
separate accounting was in effect. He said the advice of the
| egi slative legal counsel was that this has already been solved
and the state would not need to worry nearly so nuch about
lawsuits if no changes were nmade to the fornmer structure.

3:23:46 PM

HOUSE RES COW TTEE -21- February 29, 2012



CO CHAI R FEI GE opened public testinony.

DEBORAH VOGT noted that she joined the attorney general's office
in 1978 and retired in 1999 from the Departnent of Revenue where
she was serving as deputy conm ssioner. G ven she has been
retired for 10 years and the |aw being tal ked about was repeal ed
nore than 30 years ago, she asked for forgiveness if the cobwebs
are a little thick. She said 1978 was the year the oil started
flowi ng, the year that separate accounting was enacted, and the
value of a barrel of oil was about $8. Not long after that the
oil industry sued over the separate accounting |aw. She said
she defended that |aw before the Al aska Suprenme Court and the
U.S. Suprenme Court, so can speak with sone fluency.

M5. VOGI stated that, in a very sinplistic manner, she wll
provide a history about the law that was on the books before
separate accounting, the separate accounting law, and the |aw
the state has now Al three are nethods of dividing the incone
of a nmulti-jurisdictional t axpayer so that each taxing
jurisdiction knows how much of the overall inconme it can
attribute to its state for tax purposes. The anal ogy she |ikes
to use is "restaurant accounting,” where six people have dinner
together at a total cost of $300. Each person's share of the
dinner bill can be determned in two different ways - the whole
bill could be divided by six, or the cost of each entrée could
be attributed to the specific person eating that entree. The
first nmethod is fornula apportionment and the second nethod is
separate accounting. They are two nmeans to the same end, which
is to determne the appropriate share for one person in the case
of diners or one jurisdiction in the case of taxpayers.

3:26:21 PM
M5. VOGT said she thinks Al aska was the first state to adopt the

Uni form Division of Income for Tax Purposes Act (UDI TPA), which
is the three-factor forrmula that is nost commonly used and that

Al aska uses today for alnost all corporate taxpayers. Encoded
in law as AS 43.19, it is the nmethod of attribution for the tax
under AS 43.20. This standard three-factor fornula includes
payroll, property, and sales. The anount of incone that a

taxpayer earns is attributed to the state by averaging the
fraction of that taxpayer's property that is in the state, the
sales that are in the state, and the payroll that is in the
state, as conpared to those factors worldwi de. Returning to the
restaurant analogy, she noted that it does not matter whether
separate accounting or a fornmula is used if everybody has about
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the same thing to eat. But it gets sticky if one person has a

bow of soup and sonebody else has a big steak. The three-
factor formula assunmes that profitability is fairly wuniform
t hroughout a business or group of businesses. Nei t her fornul a

apportionment nor separate accounting is perfect; both have
flaws and both have been upheld by the courts. Most states, as
did Al aska originally, adopt the three-factor fornula because it
gets them out of the business of untangling corporate affairs
and establishing transfer val ues. For exanple, if a business
manufactures in one state and sells in another, a value for the
goods as they cross state lines has to be established, which can
be tricky. Tax authorities generally suspect that a business
will tell State A that all its profits are earned in State B,
while it tells State B the opposite.

3:28:39 PM

M5. VOGI related that when she was assigned to the separate
accounting litigation in the 1970s, she had the opportunity to
review in sone detail the witten record of the l|egislature’'s
four-year study of the corporate incone tax as it applied to oi

conpani es. More than 60 hearings were held over that tine
period, during which the legislature learned that there were
flaws with each of the three factors used in UD TPA as applied
to an oil production conpany. The payroll factor is under
state's inconme because oil production is not |abor intensive and
is largely conducted through the use of subcontractors. At that
time, she understood that there were sone federal income |aw
incentives to operate through subcontractors; however, whether
or not that is true, nost of the business is done through
subcontractors and so the payroll factor is fairly |ow The
property factor is flawed |argely because traditional accounting
nmet hods and SEC rules do not recognize the value of the oil in
the ground; put another way, discovery is not an accounting
event. (Qobviously, the reserves that an oil conpany owns can be
its greatest asset, but those reserves are not reflected on its
books. When that wunderstated property is used as conpared to
fully stated property like a refinery, the result is a sliding
of the incone over to the jurisdiction with the better property

f ormul a. For a while there was a nove by the SEC to go to
reserve recognition accounting, but she understood that that was
unsuccessf ul . The sales factor is flawed because only a tiny

fraction of the oil produced is sold in the state, so the sales
factor is not very good at attributing income. Therefore, wth
none of the factors accurately representing an oil producer’s
actual business value, the legislature went to the separate
accounti ng net hod.
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3:30: 58 PM

VB. VOGT explained that, in a nutshell, the [separate
accounting] |aw established value at the point of production by
netting back the wultimate sales value to the wellhead by
deducting out the transportation costs. In the late 1970s and
early 1980s, the value of Alaska North Slope (ANS) crude was not
publically available, so there were huge disputes over this

anount . Value at the point of production, then, was gross
i ncome from which were deducted the field costs, or the costs of
producing the oil. CGeneral overhead expenses under the old

separate accounting law were apportioned, so the old [|aw
actually incorporated apportionnent in two places - one was for
general overhead joint expenses and the other was for other
income that was not oil production or pipeline transportation
i ncone.

M5. VOGT recounted that the oil industry filed suit against the
law, alleging that it violated the U S. Constitution s Comerce
Cl ause, Equal Protection Cause, and Contract C ause; industry
also alleged that it violated the State of Al aska's equal
protection |aws. She noted that while separate accounting was
in effect the price of oil went from about $8 per barrel to $31,
a huge increase in those days, and therefore the revenue and the
l[itigation risk piled up fairly fast. In 1981, when the |aw was
repealed, it had <collected about $2 billion. There was
obviously political pressure from the industry to repeal the
separate accounting |aw because it taxed so nuch revenue and
those who were around at that time may renenber the “coup” in
1981, which many said was pushed largely by the desire to repeal
separ at e accounti ng.

3:33: 03 PM

M5. VOGI pointed out that there were also legal issues with the
law at that time. |In 1980 the U S. Suprene Court had issued two
opinions involving the division of corporate incone for tax

pur poses: Exxon v. Wsconsin and Mbil v. Vernont. In both
those cases, the state taxed the nulti-state oil industry
taxpayers using forrmula apportionnent. The oil conpany
taxpayers each argued that they could prove - by separate
accounting or allocation — that they did not earn that nuch
income in the respective state. The Suprene Court, in upholding
those state statutes, used sone fairly strong | anguage

criticizing the flaws of separate accounting. This led sone to
conclude that apportionnment was constitutionally required, or
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that separate accounting was constitutionally prohibited. That
is largely what led to the litigation fear over the act, and
while she personally did not put nuch credence in that theory,

it was not her $2 billion that was on the |ine. So, separate
accounting was repealed and for the oil industry the state
adopted what is now called nodified apportionnent. By the tine

the litigation reached the Al aska Suprenme Court, the Container
Corporation decision had come down, which really resolved the
litigation in the state’'s favor. The Cont ai ner Corporation had
very clear | anguage that both separate accounting and
apportionment were neans to the sane end and that they both had
flaws, that they both had advantages, and that neither one was
unconsti tutional .

3:34: 48 PM

M5. VOGI explained that in adopting the nodified apportionnment
formul a Al aska uses today, the state was attenpting to find and
use apportionnment factors that were better at accurately
apportioning production and pipeline transportation incone than

the old three-factor formula. The state adopted two different
formulas. The production fornmula has a two-factor fornula that
includes a property factor and an extraction factor. The
property factor still does not include the value of the

reserves, but the extraction factor is the nunber of barrels
extracted in the state's jurisdiction versus the nunber
worl dwi de. Pipeline transportation is a two-factor fornula that
i ncludes property and tariffs, or sales. At the tinme those two
were adopted, it was her wunderstanding that production incone
woul d be apportioned by the two-factor fornmula and the pipeline
by the other two-factor fornula, but right away the conpanies
started using all three factors together for all of their
i ncone. She understood, however, that now it is not just the
practice, it is the law, because the attorney general's office
has issued an opinion stating that that is the correct way to do
it. The difficulty with that is that a tariff factor is being
used to apportion production incone, which is pretty silly, and
an extraction factor is being used to apportion pipeline
transportation incone, which is also pretty silly. So, the
result is the nodified apportionnent, which has never really
wor ked very wel |

M5. VOGI added that during her tinme with the state, the
effective tax rate for oil and gas taxpayers was always
somewhere around 3 percent rather than the 9.4 percent on the
books. She further nentioned that while Al aska at one tine used
the so-called worldw de apportionment for all taxpayers, it
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abandoned that nethod years ago for water's-edge apportionnment

for everyone but the oil and gas industry. At the request of
the oil and gas industry, the nodified apportionnent stayed
wor | dwi de.
3:37:21 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON requested Ms. Vogt's opinion on what
woul d be the best for the State of Al aska to do.

M5. VOGI expressed disconfort at offering an opinion, but said
she has always felt that separate accounting nore accurately
identifies the oil industry incone than does any kind of
apportionnment formula that has ever been figured out. However
whet her that should be adopted now, she could not say.

3:38: 33 PM

CO- CHAI R SEATON observed that for fiscal year 2013 the fisca
note includes no expenses for the four additional auditors and
travel, but it includes [$253,900] for fiscal year 2014, and
[ $522,900] for fiscal years 2015 and thereafter.

MS. ROBYNN W LSON confirned that this is correct.

CO CHAI R SEATON asked whether the Department of Revenue would
consider an annual $500,000 investnent with a $250 mllion
annual return to be a good cost-benefit ratio.

M5. ROBYNN WLSON replied she cannot speak to the cost-benefit
for that. She said the departnent is working on sone revised
nunbers that will be forthcom ng.

CO CHAIR SEATON maintained that that would be a nuch bigger
return than the state is getting on its investnents in the
permanent fund or retirement system accounts and therefore it is
an effective and efficient use of state personnel.

3:40: 53 PM

REPRESENTATI VE MUNQZ i nqui red how separate accounting would work
when expenses associated with the product are occurring over
nore than one jurisdiction.

M5. ROBYNN WLSON qualified she was not with the state during

the adm nistration of separate accounting, but said that in
| ooking at the bill as presented it is unclear how that would
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work for multi-jurisdictional expenses. She thought it would
show up particularly with admnistration expense. | f anot her
state apportioned it, that state would apportion the expenses as
wel | as the incone.

CO CHAI R SEATON pointed out that the courts specifically | ooked
at that and determined there were no significant issues. The
US. Suprene Court determned that separate accounting was
probably nore accurate than apportionnent fornulas because

apportionnment does not catch those things at all. It also
determ ned that separate accounting was not taxing profits that
were nmade in other jurisdictions. Al transportation to the

mar ket was allowed to be subtracted as a cost and profits nade
at refineries were not collected back.

3:42: 59 PM

CO CHAI R SEATON asked whet her the Department of Revenue woul d be
able to pull up the regulations that were inplenented for
separate accounting so that they could be re-used.

M5. ROBYNN WLSON agreed to look into the status of those
regul ati ons.

3:43: 54 PM

CO- CHAIR FEI GE understood that if enacted, HB 328 woul d disall ow
the oil conpanies from witing off expenses incurred in other
parts of the world. He inquired whether he is correct in
understanding that this would result in increasing the corporate
tax rate and hence the noney that oil conpanies in Al aska would
pay to the state.

CO CHAIR SEATON said this is not exactly correct. Under
separate accounting, any expenses associated with production in
Al aska coul d be taken off the corporate inconme tax; any expenses
unaffiliated with Al aska could not be used to wite down profits
made i n Al aska.

3:45: 09 PM

CO- CHAIR FEIGE asked how HB 328 would put nore oil into the
Trans- Al aska Pi pel i ne System ( TAPS).

CO CHAI R SEATON responded it would put nore oil in TAPS because

it does not incentivize conpanies to invest in other parts of
t he worl d. Instead, it incentivizes conpanies to invest in
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Al aska because any expense in Alaska is then an expense that
reduces their profit in Al aska.

3:46: 04 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON presuned that no oil conpany would |ike
this bill.

CO CHAIR SEATON said he thinks Alaskan oil conpanies wll see
the bill as fair because both they and their international
conpetitors would then be paying 9.4 percent tax. The state's
goal for a nunber of years has been to incentivize conpanies to
reinvest in Al aska, whether or not they are nulti-nationals, as
well as to form oil conpanies in Al aska. He said he is very
happy that there are a nunber of oil conpanies that are |ocated
only in Alaska and he thinks it unfair to tax those conpanies at
a higher rate than the international conpanies that are able to
dilute their Al aska profits.

[HB 328 was hel d over. ]
3:48:12 PM
ADJ OURNMENT

There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Resources Standing Commttee neeting was adjourned at 3:48 p. m
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