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CALL TO ORDER
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Stoltze called the House Finance Conmittee neeting

to order at 9:01 a.m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative

VEMBERS ABSENT

Representati ve

ALSO PRESENT

Al an Aust erman, Co-Chair
Bill Stoltze, Co-Chair
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Bill Armstrong, Owner and President, Arnstrong G| and Gas;
Kara Moriarty, Alaska Ol and Gas Association (AOCZ); Casey
Sul l'i van, Public Affairs Di rector, Pi oneer Nat ur al
Resources; Cecil Elliot, Staff, Representative M ke Hawker

Dani el George, Staff, Representative Bill Stoltze; D ane
Bl umer, Conm ssioner, Departnent of Labor and Wrkforce
Devel opnent ; Paul D ck, Director, Enpl oyment  Security
Di vision, Departnent of Labor and Wrkforce Devel opnent;
Brynn Keith, Acting Deputy Conm ssioner, Departnment of
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J. Patrick Foley, Land and External Affairs Manager,
I ncom ng President, Pioneer Natural Resources, Al aska; Ken

Thonpson,

SUMVARY

HB 63

Br ooks Range Petrol eum Anchorage.

EXTEND BAR ASS' N BOARD OF GOVERNCORS

CSHB 63(FIN) was REPORTED out of commttee with a
"do pass" recomendation and with one zero fiscal
note from the Departnment of Admnistration and
with an acconpanying letter of intent from the
House Judiciary Commttee.

CSHB 76 (FIN)

UNEMPLOYMENT; ELEC. FI LI NG OF LABOR | NFO

CSHB 76(FIN) was REPORTED out of comittee as
anended with a "do pass"” recommendation and with
one new fiscal inpact note from the Departnent of
Labor and Workforce Devel opnment and one new zero
fiscal note from the Departnent of Labor and
VWor kf orce Devel opnent .

HR 8 TASK FORCE ON SUSTAI NABLE EDUCATI ON
HR 8 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD.
CSSB 7 (FIN)

CORPORATE | NCOVE TAX

CSSB 7 (FIN) was SCHEDULED but not HEARD.

CSSB 18 (FIN) am

BUDGET: CAPI TAL

SB 18 (FIN) was SCHEDULED but not HEARD.

CSSB 21 (FIN) am(efd fld)

O L AND GAS PRODUCTI ON TAX

CSSB 21 (FIN) am(efd fld) was HEARD and HELD in
committee for further consideration.

CSSB 57 (FIN)

LI TERACY, PUPIL TRANSP, TEACHER NOTI CES
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CSSB 57 (FIN) was SCHEDULED but not HEARD.

#sb21
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 21(FIN) am(efd fld)

"An Act relating to the interest rate applicable to
certain anopunts due for fees, taxes, and paynents nade
and property delivered to the Departnent of Revenue;
providing a tax credit against the corporation incone
tax for qualified oil and gas service industry
expenditures; relating to the oil and gas production
tax rate; relating to gas used in the state; relating
to nmonthly installnment paynents of the oil and gas
production tax; relating to oil and gas production tax
credits for certain |losses and expenditures; relating
to oil and gas production tax credit certificates;
relating to nontransferable tax <credits based on
production; relating to the oil and gas tax credit
fund; relating to annual statenents by producers and
expl orers; est abl i shing t he al and Gas
Conpetitiveness Review Board; and making conform ng
amendnments. "

9:01: 38 AM

Co- Chai r Stoltze noted that the current neeting' s
testifiers were smaller conpanies than the oil and gas
producers that the commttee had talked to the prior day.
He pointed out that some conpanies had been unable to
attend the neeting, but had sent in letters that would be
di stributed to nenbers and included in the record.

Bl LL ARMSTRONG, OWER AND PRESI DENT, ARMSTRONG O L AND GAS,
di scussed the North Slope of Al aska. He stated that he was
in big support of the intent of SB 21 and that it
represented a very courageous nove to tackle a politically
hot tax bill. He stated that Arnstrong QI and Gas's
activity in Alaska was unique and that he had operated in
the state for 12 years; nost of the conpany's tinme was
dedicated to its efforts in Alaska. He shared that the
first independent field on the North Slope, which was the
OGooguruk field, had been thought up and dreamed up in his
office; furthernore, his conmpany had brought Pioneer
Natural Resources to the table to develop the field. He
pointed out that second independent developnment on the
North Slope also originated from Arnmstrong Gl and Gas's
office in Denver; the conpany had conducted all the
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geol ogi cal and geophysi cal engineering work and had brought
in Eni Petroleumto operate the field.

M. Arnstrong related that Arnstrong Gl and Gas, along
another group of partners, were the operators that were
devel oping a gas field on the Cook Inlet; the field was now
the sixth largest in the inlet and was supplying gas to
Sout h-Central Alaska. He believed that Armstrong Ol and
Gas was the largest |ease holder on the North Slope that
was outside of the legacy fields. He related that his
conpany was in an aggressive "wldcat" drilling program
with a Spanish conpany, Repsol, which had been brought to
the table on sonme of its ideas; the program had drilled
$250 million worth of wells on the North Slope the prior
year and would drill another $250 mllion worth of wells
this year.

9:07:38 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze requested a description of Repsol and its
dynamics. M. Arnstrong replied that Repsol was a sem -
maj or out of Madrid, Spain and was the |argest enployer in
that country. He stated that Repsol was not quite as big as
ConocoPhillips, but was a very large, nulti-billion dollar
conpany; additionally, the conpany was very well respected
globally and was arguably one of the best exploration
conpanies in the world.

M. Arnstrong believed that as a private conpany, he had
spent nore nmoney in Alaska than possibly any other
individual in the history of the oil and gas industry in
the state. He explained that he did not work for a big
conpany, did not have stock options, and did not receive
pronotions and that costs for his conpany in Alaska cane
out of his wallet. He shared that Armstrong Ol and Gas was
a great oil finding conpany and conducted the hard work
regarding finding new drill | ocati ons; the conpany
conducted all the geol ogical and geophysical work and ran
dowmn all the dead ends that typically did not work. He
relayed that Arnstrong Ol and Gas drilled a lot of dry
hol es, which was very disappointing; the conpany did all
the hard work and then managed risk by bringing in |arger
compani es. He expounded that Pi oneer Petrol eum Eni
Petrol eum and Repsol were exanples of the |arger conpanies
that Arnmstrong G| and Gas had brought to Al aska.
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M. Arnmstrong shared that he was always pitching Al aska to
ot her conpanies and that he had al ways believed in "putting
your noney where your mouth is"; therefore, he had put a
lot of noney into Al aska because he was a "nmassive"
believer in the potential of the state. He related that
Al aska had fantastic resources and that he was a "wal ki ng,
tal king, chanmber of commerce for the State of Alaska." He
spent time talking to bigger oil and gas conpani es and knew
what they said about the pitfalls, problens, assets, etc.
of the Alaska; these conpanies said that Al aska had
problens. He related that the bigger oil and gas conpanies
knew about the bad weather in Al aska, understood that the
infrastructure was controll ed by ConocoPhillips and British
Petrol eum (BP), acknowl edged the tough environnental
regul ations, and recognized that the permtting was slow,
however, nost inportantly, these conpanies thought that
Alaska's Clear and Equitable Share (ACES) tax |aw nade
Al aska a non-player for themas an investnent.

M. Arnstrong stated that the mmjor oil and gas conpanies
t hought that ACES was too confiscatory on the high end
regarding prices and that when they had an option to go
ot her places, they did so. He shared that sonme of these
maj or conpani es questioned why he was in Al aska and stated
that his response was that laws can be changed. He
expl ai ned that the nmjor conpanies' issues with Al aska were
all man-nmade and were above ground; facilities access and
permtting issues could be solved and tax l|law could be
changed. He related that you could find nore resources in
Al aska by m stake than you could find on purpose in other
pl aces.

9:12: 08 AM

M. Arnmstrong related that he originally prepared a
Power Poi nt presentation, but that it would have been very
simlar to the presentations of AOGA, Exxon Mobile, Pioneer
Nat ural Resources, etc.; therefore, he had decided to not
present the PowerPoint. He pointed out that the only nunber
that the |egislature needed to focus on was the nunber 10,

whi ch was the nunber of rigs that were actively drilling in
Al aska currently. He explained that a rig count included
rigs that were actually drilling in a certain region and

offered that the <count had always been the easiest,
sinplest, and cleanest way to neasure the health of an oil
industry in a particular region. He shared that Texas
currently had over 820 rigs drilling. North Dakota
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currently had 200 active rigs and Oklahoma |ikew se had

200. He opined that the nunmber of active drilling rigs in
Al aska conpared to active rigs in sonme of the Lower-48
states was "pathetic" and "ridiculous.” He offered that

peopl e thought of great fishing, good scenery, big country,
and big oil when they thought of Al aska, but that the state
was an "afterthought” currently regarding oil and gas
because no one was comng here to invest; furthernore, the
conmmttee should consider the reason for the |lack of
investnment currently. He pointed out that the |egislature
had as nuch control over what happened in the state as
anyone and that it needed to question why people were
| eaving the state and not arriving droves; the answer was
the tax laws in the state. He offered that Alaska' s tax
regime was not the only problem but it was the forenost.

9:14: 58 AM

M. Arnstrong believed that SB 21 was a "nassive" nobve in
the right direction; it was not perfect, but was nuch
better than ACES. He spoke to the current version of the
bill, which was HCS CSSB21 (RES) and related that the 35
percent base tax rate, the loss carry forward, the gross
revenue exclusion (GRE), the $5 per barrel (bbl) credit for
explorers, and the small producer credit that were in the
current version had hit a very nice sweet spot. He stated
that the 35 percent base tax rate was higher than the
majors wshed to see, but that it was a big inprovenent
over the progressivity problem that was associated wth
ACES. He shared that the GRE, the $5 per bbl credit, and
the small producer credit opened the door for areas outside
of the legacy fields, which was where he thought the future
of Alaska's oil and gas industry was. He reported that the
boom occurring in the Lower-48 was changi ng the dynam cs of

the world's oil industry and that it represented a nassive
wi ndf al | for all the states involved. He discussed
hydraulic fracturing technol ogy, which was conmonly
referred to as "fracking," horizontal-drilling technol ogy,
mul ti - stage fracki ng t echnol ogy, and ot her vari ous
technol ogies that were being used to extract oil in the

Lower-48 and pointed out that none of those nethods were
being used in Al aska; however, the rocks in Al aska were
well suited for these technologies. He concluded that HCS
CSSB21 (RES) was a massive step in the right direction.

Co-Chair Stoltze inquired if M. Arnmstrong was saying that
advances in technology alone would not "do it" for Al aska
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M. Arnstrong replied in the affirmative and added that
technol ogy conbined with the ACES tax structure still did
not work. He reported that Al aska was conpeting with every
other oil region in the world and that the ACES structure
had a tax rate sonewhere right around the Ilevel of
Venezuela and Russia. He felt that he had a unique
perspective that a lot of +the testifiers before the
conm ttee did not have.

Representative Costello inquired what types of |eases M.
Arnmstrong had, as well as his tax rate on royalty and
severance tax. M. Arnstrong stated that he should have
been clearer earlier, but that his conpany was not in the
| egacy fields; it was working was in the areas that were
the future of Alaska, which nost people agreed were good
areas to go "chase.” He explained that there was no
"corporate give away" in the areas outside of the existing
units because there was nothing to give away and expounded
that these areas did not have any production; what was
being discussed was future inconme that had yet to be
realized.

M. Arnstrong responded to Representative Costello's
guestion. He stated that Arnmstrong G| and Gas's royalty
rate was one-sixth on all its |leases and conpared that to

the one-eighth royalty rate inside the | egacy fields.
Co-Chair Stoltze inquired if the royalty rate was 16.7
percent versus 12.5 percent. M. Arnstrong replied that it
was 16. 667 percent versus 12.5 percent.

9:19:15 AM

Representative Costello opined that Al aska had |aws that
were great for the explorers and observed that Arnmstrong
Ol and Gas wuld eventually be Ilooking to nove an
expl oration devel opnent into production. She queried what
kind of response Arnstrong Ol and Gas had received from
potential partners to Alaska as it |looked into noving into
the production phase of a developnent. M. Arnstrong
related that all of them were appalled by ACES and the high
progressivity with high oil prices. He shared that when he
had brought Pioneer Natural Resources and Eni Petroleum to
the North Slope, Al aska had been under the Economc Limt
Factor (ELF) tax regine and that ACES had not been in place
at the tine. He further explained that when he had brought
Repsol to Alaska, HB 110 had been witten by the governor
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and passed by the House. He offered that Repsol had been
"l ooking at the tea |eaves"” and thought that tax reform was
on the way; as a result, Repsol had chosen to cone to
Al aska. He explained that Repsol had conme to the state
because they were playing the "Wayne G etzky" approach to
hockey, which was that "you don’'t play where the puck is
now, but you play where the puck is going to be."

M . Armstrong continued to respond to Representative
Costello's question and related that potential partners
that he was talking to «currently viewed SB 21 as
conpetitive. He stated that potential partners thought that
SB 21 would put Alaska in line with other investnent areas,
but that they still had other issues with Al aska such as
hi gh costs, inaccessibility, and bad weat her.

Co-Chair Stoltze attested that news of inpending help or
doom was a strong signal. He recalled introducing a bill
that would have made nodifications on the film tax credit
and was told in testinony that he had killed the industry
by tal ki ng about the bill.

Representative Gara offered that M. Arnstrong has stated
in a prior conmttee that one of the big inpedinments to
i ndependents in Al aska were the mgjors and inquired what he
had neant by the statenent. M. Arnstrong replied that one
of the inpedinents in Al aska was that the najors controlled
the lion's share of alnost all of the facilities. He
offered that the only facilities in Al aska that were not
controlled by the majors were the processing facilities and
pointed out that the Trans-Al aska Pipeline System (TAPS)
was an open access pipeline for anyone; however, the
ability to get to TAPS was one of the aspects that stood in
the way. He pointed out that the majors had a lot of |and
hol dings that trades were difficult to be nmade on, as well
as seismc work that was difficult, if not inpossible, to
make trades for.

Representative Gara inquired i f M. Armstrong was
referencing seismc work that crossed the nmjor comnpanies'
lands. M. Arnstrong replied that he was referencing
seismc that had already been shot and nade available to be
pur chased.

M. Arnstrong continued to respond to Representative Gara's

guestion and related that he got along well with guys from
ConocoPhillips and BP, but offered that the majors did not
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want the independents to be in Alaska. He opined that
al though ConocoPhillips <clained that they wanted the
i ndependents in Alaska, its actions had denonstrated that
it did not.

9:24: 49 AM

Representative Gara inquired how the majors not wanting the
i ndependents in Alaska manifested itself in the form of
deterrence. M. Arnstrong replied that he did not want to
get into a "major bashing" exercise because they were not
the independents' forenost problem the forenost problem
was the state's current tax |aw.

Representative Gara queried if M. Arnstrong had brought
Repsol to Alaska in 2011 or 2012. M. Arnstrong thought
that it was 2011. Representative Gara inquired if Repsol
had bid on |eases at that time. M. Arnstrong responded in
the affirmative.

Representative Gara inquired if M. Arnstrong had hel ped
bring Pioneer Natural Resources to Alaska as well. M.
Arnstrong replied in the affirmative. Representative Gara
inquired if Pioneer Natural Resources had noved ahead with
production that had started when ACES was in effect. M.
Arnstrong replied in the affirmative.

Representative Gara observed that every oil conpany in the
world would like taxes to be lower all the tine, but that
he was a little skeptical. He acknow edged that reform
m ght be needed in sone areas, such as at high oil prices.
He recalled that when Repsol had cone to Alaska, its press
rel ease had stated that Alaska had |ow exploratory risk,
great rocks, and had great potential; furthernore, the
rel ease stated that sone potential was disappearing around
the world, and that Alaska was a stable, Organisation for
Econom ¢ Co-operation and Devel opnent (OECD) area that did
not nationalize oil conpanies. He asserted that nowhere in
the 2012 press release did Repsol claim that Al aska's tax
aws were out of whack; the release led himto believe that
Repsol was interested in comng to Alaska. He offered that
only when HB 110 was being debated later on did Repsol say
that it wanted | ower taxes.

Representative Gara wondered why he should not be skeptical

that people wanted |ower taxes when the "carrot" of |ower
taxes was dangled in from of them M. Arnstrong responded
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t hat when Repsol had partnered with his conpany, HB 110 had
been submtted by the governor and passed by the House; as
a result, Repsol had assunmed that the Senate would also
pass the bill. He expounded that Repsol had anticipated
| ower taxes when it had partnered with him and pointed out
that a press release only reflected a fraction of what a
maj or oil conpany was thinking. He observed that Repsol had
released a later press release in which it stated that it
needed sone version of a nodified tax schene in Al aska.

Representative Gara noted that in Repsol's initial press
release, it had announced a $768 mllion devel opnent
program in Alaska and inquired if the conpany had started
that program M. Arnstrong responded in the affirmative.

Representative Gara surm sed that an oil conpany com ng up
to Alaska and investing and buying | eases under an existing
law would not know that the |aw would change and queried
why he should believe M. Arnstrong's statenent that Repso
knew the law would change. M. Arnstrong replied that oil
conpani es made decisions all the tinme where uncertainty was

involved. He questioned what the oil price would be in
anot her year and whether Repsol would be nationalized in a
foreign country or have a spill in the @lf of Mexico; he
explained that things like this represented a calcul ated

game that "all of us" play all the tinme. He offered that
the word was out that Al aska had a broken oil and gas tax
system and that Repsol had nade a calculated nobve to be
where the "puck was going to be."

9:29: 15 AM

Representative Gara noted that he liked M. Arnstrong, but
that he did not believe what he was asserting. He explained
that Repsol had come in to Alaska and had been interested
in it and that only after the tax reform bill started
noving did the conpany say that it was sonething they would
really |like; he opined that any oil conpany woul d say that.

Representative Gara inquired about the rig counts. He
stated that in Alaska, the rigs could horizontally drill
for 3 mles or nore and that technol ogy was being worked on
that could horizontally drill even further. He asserted
that a lot of the drilling rigs that M. Arnstrong had
referenced in the Lower-48 fit in the back of a pickup
truck. He opined that the rig sizes in Alaska were
massively different than they were in the areas where
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fracking was being done and inquired if that was correct.
M. Arnstrong replied that in sonme cases that was true, but
not in all cases.

Representative Gara asserted that in the mjor oi
produci ng states, such as Texas and Wom ng, the overall
i ncrease in production was not because of the production of
conventi onal oil, but was related to the "fracking
revolution"; he inquired if that assunption was correct.
M. Arnstrong responded in the affirmative.

Co-Chair Stoltze interjected and inquired which part of the
guestion M. Arnmstrong was agreeing to. M. Arnstrong
replied that he was agreeing that the increase in
production in the Lower-48 was predomnantly due to
advancenents in technology and the exploitation of the
unconvent i onal reservoirs; furthernore, he agreed that
Al aska did not have that activity yet, but that it shoul d.
He explained that Al aska had just as good, if not better
geol ogy, rocks, and formations as many of the successful
pl ays in the Lower-48.

Representative Gara thought that fracking would cone to
Al aska, but did not know that for sure; however, he had
heard that Al aska's fracking rocks were very good and that
there was exploration being conducted. He stated that it
was not a conpelling case to him when investnent had gone
up in the Lower-48 due to technol ogy advances and fracking,
but conventional oil production was not going up. M.
Armstrong replied that for the nost part, there was not
anyone pursuing unconventional plays in Al aska and offered
that everyone who understood geol ogy and engi neering woul d
state that Al aska was a fantastic candidate for
unconventional drilling. He opined that a question to ask
was why unconventional plays were not being pursued in
Al aska. He asserted that other Alaskan oil players would
attest that the state had these resources underground that
needed to be developed and pointed out that it was
i ndi sputable that the recourses were not currently being
devel oped.

Representative Gara noted that Geat Bear Petroleum had
noved ahead with fracking exploration and that the conpany
had indicated that its early drilling results had been very
prom sing. He acknowl edged that Geat Bear Petroleum was
not a mgjor and would have to partner with soneone, but
offered that fracking drilling had noved forward in Al aska;
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al though fracking in the state was not progressing as fast
as it was in the Lower-48, it was com ng up here.

9: 33: 58 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze noted that the commttee had invited G eat
Bear Petroleum to attend the proceeding multiple tinmes and
that the conpany had chosen not to attend.

M. Arnmstrong responded to Representative Gara's comments
and related that wunconventional plays were difficult and
involved lots of trial and error. He shared that any
successful unconventional play in the Lower-48 typically
i nvol ved a whol e nunber of players who had to "unl ock” the
code and that the tinelines on these plays involved a
lengthy |earning curve. He opined that Geat Basin [Geat

Bear] was drilling, but that the chance of it finding a
"needle in the haystack” on its first couple of wells was
low. He stated that there were dozens of people Iike

hi msel f and dozens of conpanies |ike Repsol working in the
Lower-48 that were not in Alaska. He offered that Al aska
needed those conpani es and players up here to try to unlock
the code because doing so would result in a boom for the
state; Alaska would not see 800 drilling rigs running like
there were in Texas, but that it mght see 75 rigs.

Representative Holnmes noted that the committee was trying
to determine if the current version of the bill, which was
HCS CSSB21 (RES), was getting it right and opined that M.
Arnmstrong was saying that the legislation was getting it
right; furthernore, the commttee wanted a feel for what
passing the bill or sonething simlar would nmean on the
ground. She inquired what M. Arnstrong would expect to
see, from his conpany's perspective as well as others, on
the ground and in what tinmefrane if the bill were to pass.
M. Arnstrong replied that HCS CSSB21 (RES) was getting it
right, but noted for the record that there was no clear
right or wong. He offered that the target was anorphous
and that if the state mssed it a little wwth HCS CSSB21
(RES), the legislation could always be tweaked in the
future. He pointed out that he could only speak for his
current partner on the North Slope, which was Repsol. He
shared that Repsol was about half of the way through its
$768 million obligation and that Armstrong Ol and Gas and
Repsol had several accunulations that it was ready to take
to devel opnent once SB 21 passed. He explained that the 2
devel opments would involve a capital expenditure in excess
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of $2.8 billion and pointed out that the devel opments woul d
not be commercialized under ACES, but would sit there. He
believed that $2.8 billion would be just the beginning of
their investnent, but pointed out that it was already a
| arge investnment on its own.

M. Arnstrong reported that the oil business was |ike any
ot her business and that success begot other success. He
opi ned that once the industry saw that conpanies in Al aska
liked the tax laws and were having success, the other
conpanies would follow to the state. He offered that there
woul d be a whole new level of attention on to Alaska, but
that it would not happen overnight; however, he was
confident that nore conpanies would be com ng to Al aska.

9: 39: 30 AM

Representative Holnmes did not want to change taxes for tax
changi ng purposes. She explained that if the conmttee
changed taxes, it would be because it wanted to see nore
production, did not want the decline rate, and wanted a
steady, predictable future, so that the legislature would
know what it could count on year-by-year to fund school s,
roads, and keep peopl e working.

Co-Chair Austerman did not want to |eave the inpression
that the mpjority of the conmttee did not believe M.
Arnstrong's testinmony and remarked that nost of the
| egi sl ature understood the risk in ganbling. He opined that
Repsol had nmade a bet and taken a ganble and thought that
the conpany had nmade the "right" ganble; furthernore, he
anticipated that Repsol and M. Arnstrong, as well as their
work outside of the legacy fields would carry the state in

the long-term He opined that the small players were
carrying places like Texas and Wom ng, where there was a
| ong-term devel opnent of oil. He pointed out that the

conmmittee would nove forward with something, but that it
di d not know exactly what that was yet.

Representative WIson stated that she had not been in the
| egi sl ature when ACES had been passed and inquired how many
rigs there were on the North Slope before that policy had
been enacted. M. Arnstrong replied that he was not sure
about the nunber of rigs at the tine.

Co-Chair Stoltze interjected that AOGA would probably be
better suited to answer the question.

House Fi nance Conmmittee 13 04/09/13 9:01 A M



M. Arnstrong replied that he was not aware of the exact
nunber of rigs, but that it not a massive nunber even
before ACES; however, the sanme thing had been occurring in
every state in the Lower-48 at the tine.

Co-Chair Stoltze interjected that oil had been $60 per bb

at the tinme. M. Arnstrong replied that Co-Chair Stoltze
was correct and added that the technology advances and
fracking in general also did not exist at the tine. He
concluded that the Lower-48 states had booned, while Al aska
had not; therefore, asserting that ACES did not do any
damage because there were not a lot of rigs in Alaska prior
to the policy was not a fair argunent to bring up. He
pointed out that there was currently a boom in the oil
busi ness because the price of oil was over $100 per bbl and
that the boom involved a conbination of technology and high
oi |l prices.

Representative WIson noted that Pioneer Natural Resources
had come to Alaska under the ELF tax reginme. She inquired
if Pioneer Natural Resources would have still conme to
Al aska if ACES had been in place at the time and if there
was no HB 110. M. Arnstrong related that Pioneer Natura
Resources would not have cone to Alaska if ACES was in
pl ace because it was his conpany's idea; furthernore, he
woul d have passed on Al aska conpletely if ACES had been in
place at the tinme. He concluded that his conpany would
never have conme up with the idea to bring Pioneer Natura
Resources to Alaska had ACES been in place because the
first thing a business did analyze was the potential
profit. He stated that it did not nmake sense to go to a
pl ace where even if you had success, the returns paled in
conparison to another place and opined that both Pioneer
Nat ural Resources and Eni Petroleum would not be in Al aska
had ACES been in place when his conpany was comng up with
t he i deas.

9:44: 50 AM

Representative WIson discussed testinmony on the different
types of tax «credits. She offered that testinony had
indicated that Al aska had pretty much got its exploration
credits right, but that there were issues with devel opnent
and production in the state. She inquired if it was correct
that an issue in Alaska was that explorations were not
reachi ng devel opnent stage. M. Arnstrong replied in the
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affirmative and related that ACES was warped in 2 ways. He
explained that the progressivity in ACES "crushed" any
producer as oil prices rose. He thought that the qualified
capital expenditure credit, while well intentioned, had
unwittingly nade the state a partner with the oil conpanies
and expounded that had the price of oil gone down, the
credits could have crippled the state's finances. He
observed that the way that HCS CSSB 21(RES) was crafted the
credits were all tied to production, which was a nuch
better way of handling the credits; this way paying less in
production taxes would be linked to success and production.
He noted that the oil conpanies would still pay corporate
tax, royalties, and |ease bonuses. He concluded that the
way HCS CSSB 21(RES) was being approached was nore
sust ai nabl e and durabl e for business.

9:47:45 AM

Representati ve Munoz inquired what the effect of SB 21 not
passing would be on Repsol and Arnstrong Gl and Gas in
Al aska. He responded that he could not speak for Repsol
but that he could speak for Arnmstrong G| and Gas;
furthernmore, if SB 21 did not pass, the fields that the
conpany had found over the last 2 years would be non-
commer ci al and woul d not be devel oped.

Representative Kawasaki asked whether M. Arnstrong had
been involved in the Pioneer Natural Resources royalty
relief. M. Arnmstrong responded in the negative and
expl ained that Pioneer Natural Resources had been the
operator, while Arnstrong G| and Gas had been the
originator; however, Arnstrong was involved wth the
testinmony that Repsol had submitted to the state on royalty
relief. He offered that the royalty relief concept was
wonderful and that it allowed the fields that were on the
bubbl e of being comrercial a chance to be devel oped.

Representati ve Kawasaki agreed that the royalty relief was
part of the state's tool box, but that it did not get used
that often. He acknowl edged that royalty relief was
recently wused in Pioneer Natural Resource's Ooogur uk
devel opnent .

Representative Kawasaki inquired why a partner, explorer,
and producer like Arnstrong G| and Gas would not pitch the
royalty relief to conpanies |ike Repsol, Eni Petroleum and
other groups that it was involved with. M. Arnstrong
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replied that his conmpany did pitch royalty relief to its
partners and that although it was a nice aspect of Al aska

to tell them about, in nost cases, it was not enough wth
ACES still in place.
9:51: 01 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze indicated to M. Arnstrong that he was
wel come to correspond with the commttee regarding any
provisions in the |egislation.

M. Arnstrong appreciated the opportunity to express his
opinion on HCS CSSB 21(RES). He thought that Al aska was on
the precipice of bringing a lot of players to the state and
that there was a real potential of turning the decline

curve around. He explained that if you were not drilling
wells, you were not finding oil and pointed out that
Prudhoe Bay had been found by accident; in process of

chasing the Lisburn idea, the I|bishak Reservoir in Prudhoe
Bay had be found. He furthered that the Kuparuk River was
an | bishak test that did not work and that Al pine Field was
a Kuparuk play that had stunbled into the Al pine sand. He
concl uded that Al aska needed nore drilling activity.

Co-Chair Stoltze apologized to the testifiers that were
still waiting and offered that other testinonies would
likely be shorter because a lot of the questions had been
asked.

KARA MORI ARTY, ALASKA O L AND GAS ASSOCI ATI ON (AOGA), began
a presentation titled "House Resources Commttee HCS CSSB21
(RES) April 9, 2013 Kara Mriarty, Executive Director”
(copy on file). She spoke to slide 2 titled "AOCGA Menber
Conpani es” and related that AOGA was a professional trade
association that represented 15 nenber conpanies. She
reported that you could see from the slide that AOCGA s
nmenber conpanies represented the mmpjority of exploration,
producti on, devel opnent, refining, transportation, and
marketing of oil and gas in Al aska. She related that when
AOCGA testified on tax nunbers, there had be a 100 percent
consensus from all its nenber conpanies and that the
comments she would nake, as well as the detailed witten
comments that were submitted for the record, had all been
approved unani nously.

Ms. Moriarty spoke to slide 2 titled "Alaska North Slope
Production.” She pointed out that Alaska's great challenge
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currently, which the industry shared with the state, was
the decline of oil production on the North Slope. She
related that with respect to oil and gas taxes, the great
issue facing Alaska was that there was a fundanenta
tradeoff between the short-term and |ong-term benefits and
the results for Alaskans. She offered that the challenge
would lie in striking a balance between the size of the
econonm ¢ devel opnent activity that occurred in the state
and the rate of taxation on that activity; furthernore,
AOCGA' s role in the current neeting as the trade association
for the industry would be to share its perspective about
how cl ose Al aska was to achieving that balance. She stated
t hat ACGA, i ndi vi dual conpani es, t he | egi slature's
consultants, and the admnistration's consultants had all
testified that the current tax structure was not
conpetitive with the opportunities that were present across
t he gl obe.

Ms. Moriarty continued to speak to slide 2 and explained
t hat because the present tax structure was not conpetitive
or attractive, investnent had shifted to regions el sewhere
in order to get nore noney for shareholders. She related
that if a restructuring and tax-rate reduction nade
investnments in Alaska nore conpetitive, conpanies would
want to make investnents in the state, even if there were
no specific guarantees, because shareholders would demand
it.

9:55: 39 AM

Ms. Moriarty spoke to slide 3 titled "HCS CSSB21 (RES)
Conmponent: Progressivity."

AOGA supports the elimnation of ACES progressivity

1) Progressivity under ACES takes away too large a
share.

2) Progressivity guts the upside potential for Al aska
i nvest ment s.

3) Progressivity makes it difficult to analyze and
guantify the tax effect.

Ms. Moriarty spoke to slide 3 and opined that repealing the

ACES progressivity would be a mterial step forward in
i mproving Alaska's attractiveness because progressivity was
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the single nobst negative conponent of the current tax
structure. She spoke to the first bullet point and rel ated
that at current prices, which about $100 per bbl, the
current tax rate under progressivity was over 40 percent.
She discussed the second bullet point and related that it
occurred because the nore the upside was realized as the
price of oil increased, the nore progressivity took that
upside away. She addressed the final bullet point and
expounded that when a plan of developnent had several
elenments in it, progressivity made it al nost inpossible to
anal yze and quantify the tax effect of any single elenent
because the progressivity for all of the elenments together
was greater than the sum of the progressivity of each one
separately.

Ms. Moriarty discussed slide 5 titled "HCS CSSB21 (RES)
Conmponent: I ncreasing the Base Tax Rate."

AOCGA does not endorse increasing the base tax rate to
35%

1) A higher tax rate would be a step in the wong
direction.

2) Increasing the base tax rate is contrary to the
Governor’s second principle. It would not encourage
new producti on.

3) The Ilower the tax rate, the nore attractive
Al aska’s systemw || be to investors.

Ms. Moriarty shared that AOCGA felt that raising the base
rate to 35 percent would be a step in the wong direction
because it had consistently testified since 2007 that the
25 percent base rate was too high even wthout
progressivity.

9:57:41 AM

Ms. Moriarty turned to slide 6 and 7 titled "HCS CSSB21
(RES) Conponent: Tax Credits.”

1) AOCGA does not support the repeal of Qualified
Capital Expenditure Credits (QCE) if it was the only
change, but CS offers other incentives that tend to
of fset this |oss.
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2) ACGA supports the new credits for new
producti on.

* G oss Revenue Reduction for “non-legacy” fields
e Sliding Scale for legacy fields

3) AOCGA supports the extension of the small producer
tax credit.

4) ACGA supports nmintaining the ability to utilize
the loss carry-forward annual |oss credit

Ms. Moriarty addressed slide 6 and stated that HCS CSSB21
(RES) offered a package of tax credits and new incentives
to spur production. She addressed the first sub-bullet
point and related that the gross revenue reduction was a
new concept that balanced the loss of the QCE credit; it
was coupled with the tax credit of $5 per bbl of oil that
fell in the new production categories as outlined in the
bill. She spoke to the final sub bullet point and stated
that the bill also included a sliding scale tax credit for
|l egacy fields that started at $8 per bbl when the gross
val ue at the point of production was |ess than $80 doll ars.
She reported that the sliding scale credit would decrease
by $1 per bbl for each $10 increment above the $80 and
would reach zero when the gross value at the point of
production was at $150; in doing this, HCS CSSB21 (RES)
filled a gap that the Senate passed version of the bill had
m ssed by providing a tax incentive for 80 percent to 90
percent of the remaining oil potential that was on state
| ands on the North Sl ope.

Ms. Moriarty spoke to slide 7 and related that HCS CSSB21
(RES) would delay the sunset of the small producer tax
credit from 2016 to 2022, which was sonething that AOCGA had

specifically advocat ed for in previ ous comittees
t hroughout the current legislative session; this extension
had been included in the original version of the bill. She

stated that HCS CSSB21 (RES) al so maintained the change to
the loss carry-forward credit that would allow a conpany
that spent nore noney than it nmade in Alaska to take the
loss in the form of a credit that was redeemable by the
state or transferable to another tax payer; furthernore,
AOCGA believed that this particular tax credit was extremnely
valuable to the current and future new producers in
reducing the wup-front risk that was associated with new
field developnment. She relayed that AGOA believed that
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Al aska's tax policy should not create winners and |osers
anong different types of conpanies unless there was a very
sound policy reason for doing so. She concluded that AOCGA
supported HCS CSSB21 (RES)'s changes to the tax credit
system

Ms. Moriarty discussed slide 8 titled "HCS CSSB21 (RES)
Conmponents: Statutory Interest & Joint Interest Billings."

AOGA supports change in statutory interest

e Lowers risk/makes Al aska nore conpetitive

AOGA supports the use of Joint Interest Billings as a
starting point

e Using Joint Interest Billings as the initial
source for | ease expenditures is nore efficient
and provides consistency of what are expenses
are all

Ms. Moriarty spoke to slide 8 and related that there were
two other elenents in the bill that she wanted to briefly
nmention. She pointed out that HCS CSSB21 (RES) addressed a
concern that AOGBDO had raise during testinony in previous
committees; she addressed the bill's changes to statutory
interest and spoke from a prepared statenment (copy on
file).

A six-year statute of limtations for auditing and a
m nimum interest rate of 11% conpoundi ng quarterly can
nearly double-up any underlying tax liability that the
audit may find. The heightened risk this causes is a
material factor in terns of Alaska s conpetitiveness

relative to other places. That risk — and not just
the reward that an investnent can meke under the tax
laws — is an integral element in an investor’s

conparison of investnment opportunities here versus
el sewhere. We endorse this change, which serves to
conpensate the State reasonably for any |ost use of
funds that it suffers froma tax underpaynent.

Ms. Moriarty continued to discuss slide 8 and the joint
interest billings conponent. She pointed out that the
guestion of wusing joint interest billings as the initial
source of a tax payer's |ease expenditures was not about
how nuch a tax payer would be able to deduct; using joint
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billings as the initial source was nore efficient and
elimnated uncertainty and AOGA supported its use as the
starting point for the auditing process.

Ms. Moriarty stated that there were several areas of the
tax structure that AOGO believed needed to be changed in
order to inprove the structure's efficiency, but that in
the interest of tine, she would not discuss them in oral
testinony; however, AGOA had highlighted a few of the
things that it believed were mssing fromthe bill in its
witten testinony.

10: 02: 21 AM

Ms. Moriarty concluded on slide 9 titled "HCS CSSB21
(RES)."

Current bill is a significant inprovenment over ACES.

» Repeals high ACES progressivity

 Miintains key credit provisions while creating
incentives for new production from |egacy and
non-| egacy fields

* Reforns interest rate for tax underpaynents

e Restores ability to administer the tax nore
effectively

Princi pal downside: higher base tax rate

Ms. Moriarty spoke to slide 9 and its first bullet point.
She relayed that HCS CSSB21 (RES)'s repeal of the high ACES
progressivity would elimnate a great deal of conplexity in
the tax, as well as the uncertainty in analyzing the tax
effect on all types of projects. The bill would al so extend
or broaden existing tax credits for small producers and
woul d create a gross revenue reduction; it also created a
system of per barrel tax credits that was directed at new
devel opnent and production, as well as nore production from
| egacy fields on the North Slope. She addressed the slide's
princi pal downsi de conponent and stated that AOGO believed
that even a 33 percent tax rate fell on the high side and
that a lower rate would generate greater investnent that
woul d result in nore production.

Co-Chair Stoltze surm sed that any nenber of AOGA had veto

power over its coments. M. Mriarty responded in the
affirmative and furthered that AOGA needed wunaninous
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consent before any witten coments were subnmitted. She
expounded that if one nmenber conpany of AOGA disagreed with
a particular section of the testinony, that section was
renoved

10: 04: 32 AM

CASEY SULLI VAN, PUBLIC AFFAIRS DI RECTOR, PIONEER NATURAL
RESOURCES, provided a PowerPoint presentation titled "House
Finance Conmmittee Testinony re: HCS CSSB 21(RES) April 9,
2013" (copy on file). He spoke to slide 2 titled "Forward
Looki ng Statenents.™

Except for historical information contained herein,
the statenments, charts and graphs in this presentation
are forward-|looking statements that are nade pursuant
to the Safe Harbor Provisions of the Private
Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995. Forward-
| ooking statenents and the business prospects of
Pioneer are subject to a nunber of risks and
uncertainties that nmay cause Pioneer's actual results
in future periods to differ materially from the
f orwar d- | ooki ng st at enent s. These ri sks and
uncertainties include, anong other things, volatility
of comodity prices, product supply and denmand,
conpetition, the ability to obtain environnental and
other permts and the timng thereof, other governnent
regul ation or action, the ability to obtain approvals
fromthird parties and negotiate agreenents with third
parties on nutually acceptable terns, international
operations and associated international political and
economc instability, litigation, the costs and
results of drilling and operations, availability of
equi pnent, services and personnel required to conplete
the Conpany’s operating activities, access to and
availability of transportation, processi ng and
refining facilities, Pioneer's ability to replace
reserves, inplenment its business plans or conplete its
devel opment activities as scheduled, access to and
cost of capital, t he fi nanci al strength of
counterparties to Pioneer’s credit facility and
derivative contracts and the purchasers of Pioneer’s
oil, NG and gas production, wuncertainties about
estimates of reserves and resource potential and the
ability to add proved reserves in the future, the
assunptions underlying production forecasts, quality
of technical data, environmental and weather risks,
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i ncluding the possible inpacts of climte change, and
acts of war or terrorism These and other risks are
described in Pioneer's 10-K and 10-Q Reports and ot her
filings with the Securities and Exchange Comnm ssion.
In addition, Pioneer my be subject to currently
unforeseen risks that may have a materially adverse
inmpact on it. Pioneer undertakes no duty to publicly
updat e these statenents except as required by |aw.

M. Sullivan indicated that slide 2 represented |egal
term nology that specified that anyone who invested in
Pi oneer  Nat ur al Resources based on coments in the
presentation did so at their own risk.

M. Sullivan discussed slide 3 titled "Pioneer Natural
Resources. "

Cor por at e overvi ew.

« $19 Billion enterprise val ue

« Menber of the S&P 500

* Investnent grade rating

» ~3,500 enpl oyees

e $3 Billion capital budget

e $2 Billion cash flow from operations
» Leading performer in peer group

Al aska Operations Overvi ew.

 1st independent operator on North Sl ope
e 70+ full-tinme Al aska enpl oyees

e $14+ nillion in annual wages (enpl oyees)
« 150 - 300 Al aska contract workers

e ~$180 million 2013 capital budget

e ~6,000 BOPD gross production

* Net investor in Al aska

M. Sullivan addressed slide 3 and stated that Pioneer
Nat ural Resources had produced about 12 mllion barrels
from the Oooguruk field to date. He spoke to the slide's
final bullet point and related that a net investor in
Al aska neant that all the revenues that Pioneer Natural
Resources generated currently went right back into the
fields that it was devel opi ng and apprai si ng.
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Co-Chair Stoltze noted that the neeting' s schedul e had been
swi tched and understood that M. Foley was probably in the
gqueue for a slightly later tine.

J. PATRI CK FOLEY, LAND AND EXTERNAL AFFAIRS MANAGER,
| NCOM NG PRESI DENT, PI ONEER NATURAL RESOURCES, ALASKA (via
tel econference), stated that he would replace Todd Abbot as
t he president.

M. Foley discussed slide 4 titled "Pioneer Al aska Profile:
Qoogur uk. "

Expl orati on:

e 11 exploration wells 02 -’05
e 1 conmercial project

Qooguruk Qui ck Facts:

» 70% Pi oneer (operator) : 30% Eni

e ~$1 billion capital invested
e 12+ mllion barrels produced
e ~$270 mllion in credits received

(~7 %of total credits issued by the state)

M. Foley recalled comments that sonetinmes credits were

granted that did not result in new oil, but asserted that
every dollar that Pioneer Natural Resources had spent and
accepted credits for had resulted in new oil in the

devel opment of QOooguruk. He pointed out that there was a
timeline on the bottom of the slide that depicted Pioneer
Natural Resources business in Alaska. He related that
Pi oneer Natural Resources had conme to Al aska in 2002 during
the ELF tax reginme and that its production tax rate under
that system would have been zero. He explained that
i medi ately after Pioneer Natural Resources had sanctioned
t he Oooguruk project for devel opnent, the PPT tax cane into
play, which quickly evolved to ACES. He stated that ACES
had added a very troubling progressivity conponent to the
tax system and shared that SB 21 would represent the fourth
fiscal reginme that Pi oneer Nat ur al Resour ces had
encountered in its 12 years of business in Al aska.

10:11: 18 AM

M. Foley discussed slide 5 titled "What's Next?"
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Nuna Proj ect:

« $100 MIlion appraisal program
e ~50 MMVMBO of resource potenti al
* Phase | devel opnent overvi ew
* (B 2013 sanction decision
e ~%$1 Billion capital required
e 2015 first oil
« 14 MBOPD peak production
« Jobs and econom c i npact
« Potential for 2nd drill site

* Mist conpete for Ilimted capital against |ow
risk, fast-cycle projects in Lower 48

M. Foley spoke to slide 5 and stated that the Nuna Project
was W thin the Oooguruk unit and would currently focus
exclusively on the Torok interval; the project would
initially be developed with a single onshore drill site. He
explained that with respect to the Nuna Project, Pioneer
Nat ural Resources had drilled 2 grassroots wells, fracked
them and had tested production. He stated that in order to
stay on schedul e, Pioneer Natural Resources was queui ng up
the Nuna Project for sanction approval and internal
financial approval in the third quarter of 2013. He pointed
out that for a conpany |like Pioneer Natural Resources on a
devel opnent i ke Oooguruk, the royalties, producti on
paynents, and taxes to the state would not be Ilarge;
however, it would have a substantial economc inpact in the
form of | obs.

M. Foley discussed slide 6 titled "Pioneer Conpetitive
Resource Cpportunities.”

WOLFCAMP /|  SPRABERRY

e $1,650 MM Drilling Program
e 627 MMBOE Proven

2013 Production (G owh):

75-80 MBCEPD (+14 — 21%

Barnett Shal e Conbo

e $185 MM Drilling Program
« 33 MMBCE Proved
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2013 Production (G owh):
9-12 MBCEPD (+22 — 41%

Eagl e Ford Shal e

e $575 MM Drilling Program
* 116 MVBBCE Proved
2013 Production (G owh):
38-42 MBCEPD (+36% - 50%

> 40 rigs running
> 20,000 drilling | ocations

M. Foley spoke to slide 6 and related that Pioneer Natura
Resources' focus was in Texas.[Al of the devel opnents and
information on the slide are depicted overlaid on a map of
Texas.] He explained that Pioneer Natural Resources would
have about a $3 billion total capital budget for all the
U.S. and that "90 sone percent"” of that would be spent in
Texas. He stated that the slide depicted sone of the
conpeting projects that Pioneer Natural Resources had when
it asked for funding and that the conpany's 2 big projects
were the Eagle Ford Shale and the Wbl fcanp/ Spraberry, which
were both in Texas. He stated that Pioneer Natura
Resources had about 3000 enpl oyees in Texas.

M. Foley discussed slide 7 titled "Relative Rankings and

Policy Considerations." He stated that the slide was a
graphi cal depiction of who the players were in Al aska and
what their sizes were; it showed "super giants" |ike Exxon

Mobile all the way down to conpanies the size of Pioneer
Nat ural Resources and snaller. He recalled Ms. Mriarty's
remar ks that had cautioned the legislature against
designing a system that was hel pful for sonme and harnful
for others. He questioned which players on the slide the
state wanted to remain in Al aska and continue to nake | arge
investments and opined that the state wanted all of
pl ayers, and several nore.

M. Foley discussed slide 8 titled "Eagle Ford Operators
and Conpanies.” He stated that the slide represented a
picture of Pioneer Natural Resources' conpetitors in the
Eagle Ford play. He explained that in the box on the left,
the conpanies that operated in Al aska were color-coated

the major conpanies were shown in blue and the smaller,
i ndependent conpani es were shown in red. He shared that the
take away from the slide's list of conpanies was that not
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many of them showed up in color and expounded that not many
of the conpanies were doing business in Al aska. He offered
that it would be great if Alaska's fiscal system encouraged
all of the conpanies on the slide to cone and do business
in the state. He pointed out that one of the reasons
conpanies were not investing here was the fiscal system
but that the costs in Al aska were greater than they were in
some of the other places that they could do business in.

M. Foley continued to discuss slide 8 and stated that the
chart on the right showed the operating and capital costs
by state or geographic area; Al aska fell near the bottom of
the chart. He stated that Pioneer Natural Resour ces
typically pursued projects that had capital requirenents of
about $20 per bbl and annual operating expenses in the $10
to $20 per bbl range.

10: 16: 23 AM

M. Foley discussed slide 9 titled "Typical New Project
Spend Profile." He related that he wanted to help the
conmmittee to see the world through Pioneer Natura
Resources' eyes and show the conmittee what the economcs
of a project like Nuna would be. He explained that the
slide showed the capital costs and production rate that
would result from a typical project that snaller conpanies

considered for investnent; it was a $1 billion capital
project with 50 mllion bbl in total reserves that had a
peak production of about 5 mllion bbl of oil per year,

which was equal to 13,700 bbl of oil per day. He rel ayed
that the take-away from the slide's chart was that a
typi cal project would have substantial facility investnent
for alnost 4 years, would have about a 5 year drilling
program and would not reach peak oil production until 8
years after the investnent began.

M. Foley discussed slide 10 titled "Fostering New
Production: Wiy Credits Matter."

* Benefits to State
e Credits directly encourage activity in Al aska
= Jobs, direct and indirect (9x nmultiplier)
= Mre wells
= Mre oil
= More royalties, taxes and throughput
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» Benefits to Devel oper
* Reduces investor risk
e Inproves small project economcs
* Inproves financial performance
= Doesn’t increase debt
e Builds healthy industry
« Strengthens conpetitiveness

e Loss Carry Forward Credit
* Redeemabl e / transferable
* Reduces upfront risk
e Assists new i nvest nent

« Small Producer Credit
e Sinple
* Predictable
* | nproves project econom cs
e Low financial inpact to State
* Included in original SB 21

e $5 / bbl Credit
* Rewards production
» Level s governnent take

M. Foley discussed slide 10 and encouraged the conmittee
to keep the loss carry forward credit in HCS CSSB21 (RES)
under this version of the legislation, the credit allowed
conpanies to take a loss and nonetize it and go to the
state to be reinbursed for the loss. He remnded the
conmittee that Pioneer Natural Resources Al aska had started
in 2002 and that 10 or 11 years into the business, it had
yet to generate a profit. He spoke to the small producer
credit and explained that it had been designed in PPT as a
way to level the playing field. The small producer credit
was a tax-avoidance credit that did not pay noney directly
to conpanies; if a tax liability was not generated, the
credit had no value or cost to the state. He expl ained that
a conpany |ike Pioneer Natural Resources Al aska would be
payi ng the mninum gross tax, but because the m nimum gross
tax was less than $12 mllion, the conpany paid no tax; HCS
CSSB21 (RES) had an extension of the small producer credit
t hrough 2022, which Pioneer Natural Resources strongly
support ed.

House Fi nance Conmmittee 28 04/09/13 9:01 A M



M. Foley continued to address slide 10. He discussed the
$5 per bbl credit and stated that it was very hel pful for a
smal|l conpany because it would be building its business
once it had production.

10: 20: 51 AM

M. Foley discussed slide 11 titled "Md Sized Producer
Addi ng New Field."

New Fi el d Assunpti ons:

«50 MMBO field

~$1 Billion CapEx

*$10- $20/ bbl vari abl e OpEx
*$100 ANS West Coast (nomi nal)

M. Foley spoke to slide 11 and related that it used the
profile of the hypothetical project that he had depicted on
slide 9. He remarked that the profile of the slide's
project was very simlar to that of the Nuna Project and
added that the slide was from the perspective of a conpany
i ke Pioneer Natural Resources; in other words, because it
was a net tax system all of the other attributes of the
business as far as cost and production needed to be
integrated. The slide depicted adding a new field that was
simlar to Nuna on top of a base production that was what
Qooguruk was to Pioneer Natural Resources. The slide ran 3
different cases that showed what the investment opportunity
woul d | ook like under original SB 21, under the version of
SB 21 that was passed by the Senate, and what it | ooked
i ke under HCS CSSB21 (RES). He related that the red bars
represented the decreasing value because credits were
elimnated, as well as other attributes.

Co-Chair Stoltze surmsed that from Pioneer Natura

Resources' perspective, the bill had inproved with each
version that was depicted on the slide and inquired if that
was correct. M. Foley responded in the affirmative and
expounded that from his conpany's perspective, for a new
project |like Nuna, the bill had gotten better each step of
t he way.

M. Foley continued to discuss slide 11. He shared that
when the adm nistration had first introduced the SB 21,
Pi oneer Natural Resources had believed that for a conpany
like itself, a project like Nuna was $52 nmillion worse off

House Fi nance Conmmittee 29 04/09/13 9:01 A M



than it was under ACES; however, every version of the bil

had inproved. He explained that a project |ike Nuna was
only $8 nmillion worse of under the Senate passed version of
SB 21 than it was under ACES; finally, under HCS CSSB21
(RES), the bill had evolved to the point where the project
woul d be $27 mllion better off than it was under ACES. He
poi nted out that original version of SB 21 had a 25 percent
base tax, a small producer credit extension, a 20 percent
CRE and that as it evolved, the tax rate had gone up to 35
percent and the $5 per barrel credit and the ability to
nonetize the loss carry-forward credit had been introduced.
He furthered that in CSSB21 (RES), the tax rate had
hopefully been Ilowered to 33.5 percent and the smal

producer credit had been reintroduced. He explained that

the value of the snmall producer credit represented
approximately one-third of the difference between CSSB21
(RES) and the Senate passed version of the bill and that

the change in the base tax from 35 percent down to 33
percent represented about two-thirds of the increased
val ue; the take-away was that the type of project that was
on the slide was very sensitive to even small changes to
the tax rate.

10: 24: 51 AM

M. Foley discussed slide 12 titled "HCS CSSB 21(RES)
Cl osi ng Thoughts."

e Pros

33% Base / $5 bbl credit
« Keeps tax rate flat across price ranges

GRE
e Rewards new oil production

Smal | producer credit extension
* Levels playing field

Loss carry-forward credit nonetization
e« Rewards investnent in Al aska

e Cons / ‘Wsh List’

e Elimnation of capital credits
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* Increase GRE for challenged | eases to 30%

e Add targeted credits for facilities/well related
costs

« HCS CSSB 21(RES)

M. Foley discussed slide 12 and stated that the extension
of the small producer credit was inportant for Pioneer
Natural Resources Alaska to incubate its business. He
related that when the small producer credit had originally
been created under ACES, the intent had been to |evel the
playing field and explained that all of the current
producers at the tinme had a | arge anount of |ease hol dings,
infrastructure, enployees, and data. He furthered that one
of the small attributes of the original PPT program was to
encourage new investors to cone to Alaska with a little bit
of a leg-up and strongly urged the commttee to extend the
smal | producer credit to continue to encourage new
conpanies to invest in Al aska.

Co-Chair Stoltze thanked M. Foley for the succinct closing
on letting the commttee know what targets of the bill were
inmportant to Pioneer Natural Resources; knowi ng the inpact
points was hel pful because certain aspects of the bill
woul d i npact different people in different ways.

Representative Gara noted that people were still waiting
for nodeling that would assist with fornulating anmendnents
and inquired if the anmendnent process could be delayed a
day in order to allowtine to get the needed nodeling.

Co-Chair Stoltze noted that he was still waiting for
information as well and that the schedule for the
anmendnents woul d be a noving target.

Representative Gara noted that anmendnments could feasibly be
done on Thursday. Co-Chair Stoltze indicated that his
of fice would set the schedule, but that he appreciated the
i nput .

Co-Chair Stoltze requested M. Thonpson to keep his
coments brief. He apologized for the rush and explained
that the commttee was being sutmmoned to the House Fl oor.

10: 28: 45 AM
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KEN THOWSQON, BROOKS RANCE PETROLEUM  ANCHORAGE (via
tel econference), began to speak to the presentation titled
"House Finance Commttee Comments on SB 21" (copy on file)
and stated that he would provide the perspectives from an
expl oration conpany's approach.

M. Thonmson discussed slide 2 titled "Wy Consider Qur
Conmpany’ s Perspectives?"

1) Most active exploration conpany exploring and
devel oping solely on North Sl ope state | ands

a) Drilled 10 of 36 exploration wells on state

lands in 2007---12(nore than COP, BP, XOM EN,
Repsol , Arnstrong conbi ned)

b) 105,000 | eased acres in 3 core areas in JV
partnership with Ranshorn Exploration (affiliate
of |l arge Nabors Industries)

2) ~$200 MM invested to date in Alaska North Slope
proj ects..3 discoveries, acquired discovery

3) Mistang devel opnment project under construction..$577
MM capital, 44 WMBO 15,000 BOPD.future |evel of
capital spending/yr same as Pioneer Natural Resources

and one---third the |l evel of COP capital spending

4) Three other developnent projects in permtting
/ concept ual engi neeri ng stages..>$1. 5B capital

5) First production and cash flow to state and our
conpani es..start-up of Mustang in 3Q 2014

6) On investrment of $200 MM received refunded tax

credits totaling $69MM but State wll receive back
this anount + in t he first year of Must ang
production..and $1.2 billion over field life

a) Al credits have been redeployed on the North
Slope for new drilling or seismc to find,
devel op oil ..none sent Qutside

b) Credits redeployed has allowed in sone years

the drilling of 3 exploration wells instead of
2.0or 2 wells instead of only 1
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c) Paynment of credits in cash versus just an
al l omance against taxes critical to AVCG which
has no current production

7) Experience in bringing other independents to Al aska
and in raising capital for Al aska

a) Seeking additional capital for Mistang and 3--

-5 year exploration program.started fundraising 18
nmont hs ago, Sept 2011

b) Sent nmaterials to 210 firns, but only 19
wanted to consider Alaska.and after further
review, only 2 firnms remain interested

c) Biggest hurdles we heard: 1) conplex and high
gov't take of AK fiscal reginme, 2) flow of
capital to Lower 48 source rocks

d Two firm remain and we hope to finalize
deal ..belief in our confidence that Legislature
wi |l make positive change in 2013

M. Thonpson spoke to slide 2. He addressed bullet point
nunber 6 and related that over $100 mllion would be
returned to the state in the first year of production from
the Miustang devel opnent; the state would fully recover the
credits that it had paid out to Brooks Range Petroleum He
di scussed the Mustang devel opnent and shared that it would
represent 7 mllion bbl of royalty oil to Al aska that would
reflect about $700 mllion in revenue to the state;
furthernore, that revenue would be about 10 tines the
amount of the credits that the state had issued to Brooks
Range Petrol eum

M. Thonson continued to address slide 2. He spoke to
bull et point nunber 7 and related that he had been working
over the |ast several nonths to try and bring nore capita
and independents to Alaska. He stated that ACES was nore
conpl ex, burdensone, and had a higher governnent than any
other state's tax reginme in the U S. and pointed out that
many conpanies had not wanted to talk to Brooks Range
Petrol eum regarding investing in Al aska. He discussed table
11 of an Econ One anal ysis that showed that under ACES, the
rates of return and cash margins were far superior in the
Bakken shale play than they were in Al aska; however, under
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SB 21 the rates of return and cash margins were better in
Al aska than in the Bakken.

M. Thomson addressed slide 4 titled "What Difference Can
Qur Company Make" and stated that the graph was significant
because it showed just the discoveries that Brooks Range
Petrol eum had nmade as a snall start-up conpany. He pointed
out that the Mustang devel opnent was produci ng about 15, 000
bbl per day and that Brooks Range Petroleum would be at
about 50,000 bbl of oil per day from all its devel opnents
if its reserves were confirmed. He referenced table 20 of
an Econ One report that stated that 40,000 bbl of new oil
would be needed to fully cover the state revenue
differences that may result between SB 21 and ACES. He
shared that slide 4's graph showed that one new exploration
conpany that produced 50,000 bbl per day would make up for
the differences between SB 21 and ACES. He thought that
i ndependents would conme to Alaska as a result of the bill

and that the state's oil production could be |eveled,;
additionally, if the majors increased their spending in the
| egacy fields, Alaska's oil production could turn upward

like it had in other states.

10: 34: 50 AM

M. Thonpson discussed slide 4 titled "W See positives In
SB 21 To Make Al aska More Conpetitive."

1) Elimnates progressivity factor, increases base tax
rate from 25% to 33% but provides $5/bbl produced bbl

credit
 POSITIVE: Elimnating progressivity sinplifies
tax calculation and will be a public relations
plus for AK

« NEGATIVE to POSITIVE: Base tax rate went from
25% to 35% not expected..a bal ance at 33% now in
bill is reasonabl e

« PQCSI Tl VE: $5 produced bbl credit better
bal ances relative state/producer takes at |ow
oil prices and flat take at higher prices

2) Increases “Carry Forward Loss Credit(CFL)” from 25%
to 33% and is noneti zabl e and transferrabl e
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e PCSITIVE: incrementally nore future cash flow
to re---deploy into facilities & drilling

3) SB 21 originally extended “Snmall Producers Credits”
from 2016 to 2022.reduces small producers’ tax bill by
$12 MMyr.and |atest version keeps the SPC extension
to 2022 which is very positive for new players

 NEGATIVE TO POsITI VE: SPC REINSTATED TO
2022..nore cash flow for small producers to re--

-deploy into facilities & drilling

4) Specifies 20% QCE tax credit certificate paynent in
1 year vs. 2 but does elimnate QCE on 12/31/13 on NS
only

* NEGATI VE: goes away 12/31/13 on North Sl ope..for
BRPC, no QCE thru 2015 to redeploy into Mistang
devel opnment proj ect

 POSITIVE: |IF EXTENDED to 12/31/15 for at |east
smal | producers..Mistang project was sanctioned
assumng QCE.but OK to limt QCE per conpany
per year to $50MM in order to control inpact on
state treasury. Been helpful to C  snall
pr oducer s!

5) For new oil, introduces “20% G oss Value Reduction
(GVR)” and anends definition of |eases that can be
i ncluded for this GVR 43.55. 160...
« POSITIVE: Should incentivize and rewards new
oil production on nore |eases, also helps
during low oil price cycles

6) SB 21 originally had a 30% “Exploration Incentive
Credit” for NS exploration wells drilled that target
new oil discoveries regardless of location.simlar to
Cook Inlet.please re---instate this through 12/31/18
but OK to cap

* HUGE NEGATIVE: Doesn’'t matter to legacy field
owner s, but a huge negative for smal
expl oration conpanies |like ours

« HUGE POTENTI AL POSI TI VE: REI NSTATE THIS CREDI T,
but to mnimze inpact on state treasury, limt
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to $25 MM credit per year per conpany..and |imt
the tinme for five years through 2018 then
“retest” if incentive has generated nore
expl oration

M. Thonmson discussed slide 4. He spoke to bullet point
nunber 3 and related that the biggest thing to Brooks Range
Petroleum as a small conpany was probably the extension of
the small producer credits to 2022. He explained that
Brooks Range Petroleum did not have cash flow |ike the
maj ors and would have its first production in the fourth
guarter of 2014; extending the credit would help Brooks
Range Petrol eum get established and started in Al aska. He
di scussed bullet point nunber 4 and related that nost of
the work for the Mistang project would take place in 2014
after the QCE had expired; the extension of this credit
t hrough the end of 2015 would help small conpani es.

M. Thomason continued to speak to slide 4 and bullet point
nunber 6. He related that Brooks Range Petroleum had not
received one dollar in exploration credits in its 6 year
drilling history and stated that currently on the North
Slope, an exploration had to be 22 mles from existing
units in order to qualify for exploration credits.

Co-Chair Stoltze stated that the 84 hours he had previously
referenced was the tinme that the House Finance Conmittee
had left and that the remaining 46 to 48 hours would be
spent on the House Floor for advancenent requirenents and
transferring bills to the other body. He related that he
wanted to give the other body a chance to |ook at the bil
as well and that the commttee would do its best in its
del i berati ons.

CSSB 21 (FIN) was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

10:40: 39 AM
RECESSED

1: 34: 55 PM
RECONVENED

1:35:11 PM
RECESSED

4:31: 53 PM
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RECONVENED
Co-Chair Stoltze discussed the bills before the commttee.

#hb63
HOUSE BILL NO. 63

"An Act extending the term nation date of the Board of
Governors of the Al aska Bar Association; and providing
for an effective date.”

4:32:24 PM

CECI L ELLI OI, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE M KE HAWKER, under st ood
that the conmttee had a CS to offer.

Co-Chair Stoltze stated that there was a CS for HB 63 and
inquired if the sponsors had seen it. M. Elliot responded
in the affirmative, but added that Representative Hawker
preferred a clean sunset bill rather than establishing
policy in a sunset bill; however, the sponsor would defer
to the wll of the conmttee.

Representative Costello MOWED to ADOPT the proposed
conmttee substitute for HB 63, Wrk Draft 28-LS0309\0O
(Bail ey, 4/8/13).

Representati ve Hol nes OBJECTED for the purpose of
di scussion. She wanted to ensure that Section 3, which
mandated continuing |egal education for nenbers of the
Board of Governors of the Al aska Bar Association, only
applied to the |l awer nenbers. She believed that there were
non-| awyer nenbers on the board and inquired if that was
correct.

Co-Chair Stoltze interjected that there were 3 non-attorney
menbers on the board.

Representative Holnmes was not sure if the non-attorney
nmenbers should be required to take mandatory |ega
educati on.

Co-Chair Stoltze indicated that there had been equa
protection questions regarding requiring the attorney
menbers to take continuing |legal education, but not
requiring the public menbers to do so. He additionally
referenced a letter of intent from the House Judiciary
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Commttee regarding the legislation and the Al aska Bar
Associ ati on.

Representative Holnes inquired if the mandatory continuing
| egal education would apply to non-attorney nenbers of the
board. Co-Chair Stoltze replied in the affirmative.

Representative Costell o asked what the voluntary continuing
| egal education requirenents were for the board.

DANI EL GEORGE, STAFF, REPRESENTATIVE BILL STO.TZE, replied
that currently nenbers of the Board of Governors of the
Al aska Bar Association were required to take 3 hours of
continuing | egal education, which could only be mandated by
the Suprene Court; however, the Al aska Bar Association and
an audit had nmade recomendations to increase that.
Additionally, there was the voluntary hour conponent that
had a current recommendation of 9 hours; this provision in
the bill stated that nenbers of the board "shall conplete”
t he recomended hours.

4:36: 06 PM

Representative Gara would consider the bill and listen to
what people had to say on the House Floor; however, he did
not want to hold up the bill and renoved any objection he

may have nade.

Co-Chair Stoltze conmented that Representative G uenberg
m ght have some thoughts on the bill.

Representati ve Hol nes W THDREW her OBJECTI ON

There being no further OBJECTION, Wrk Draft 28-LS0309\0
was ADOPTED as a wor ki ng docunent.

Co-Chair Stoltze inquired if the fiscal note in nmenbers'
packets was the nobst recent note. M. George stated that
the Al aska Bar Association did not receive funding fromthe
| egi sl ature.

Representative Costell o discussed one zero fiscal note from
t he Departnent of Adm nistration.

Representative Holnmes MOVED to REPORT CSHB 63(FIN) out of

commi ttee wth i ndi vi dual reconmendati ons and t he
acconpanyi ng fiscal note.
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There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

CSHB 63(FIN) was REPORTED out of conmittee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with one zero inpact fiscal note from
t he Departnent of Adm nistration.

4:38:13 PM
AT EASE

4:39: 05 PM
RECONVENED

Co-Chair Stoltze spoke to the letter of intent for HB 63
fromthe House Judiciary Comm ttee.

Representative Holnmes MOVED to ADOPT the letter of intent
for HB 63 fromthe House Judiciary Comrttee.

There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

Co-Chair Stoltze noted that the letter of intent would
acconpany the bill to the House fl oor.

CSHB 63(FIN) was REPORTED out of conmittee with a "do pass”
recommendation and with one zero fiscal note from the
Department of Administration and wth an acconpanying
letter of intent fromthe House Judiciary Commttee.

Co-Chair Stoltze communicated that Co-Chair Austerman woul d
continue the neeting.

4:39: 44 PM
AT EASE

4:48: 13 PM
RECONVENED

#hb76
HOUSE BI LL NO. 76

"An Act relating to electronic filing of certain
information with the Departnent of Labor and Workforce
Devel opnent; relating to surcharges, rate increase
reduction, prohibition on the relief of certain
charges, the unenploynent trust fund account, and the
of fset of certain unenpl oynent conpensation debt under
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the Al aska Enploynment Security Act; relating to the
definition of 'covered unenploynment conpensation debt’
in the Alaska Enploynent Security Act; and providing
for an effective date.”

Representative Holnmes MOVED to ADOPT Anmendnent 1 to the
| egi slation. The amendnment would change the sunset date
from 2018 to 2016 (page 6, line 3).

Representative Kawasaki OBJECTED for the purpose of
di scussi on.

Representative Holnmes noted that the anendnment changed the
5-year sunset date to a 3-year sunset and would provide a
3-year try out period to nake sure the bill wrked as
i nt ended.

Vice-Chair Neuman asked about the neaning of 291 in
ayman's terns. ["291" was nost likely nmade in reference to
AS 23.20.291, which is the statute that Section 6 of the
bill addressed.] Representative Holnes responded that the
conmi ssioner would probably be better suited to answer the
guestion, but wunderstood that it was associated with a
formula that determ ned year-by-year whether the tax rates
for the unenpl oynent insurance needed to be raised; Section
6 of the bill gave the Departnent of Labor and Workforce
Devel opnent, in certain circunstances, sonme discretion that
it did not currently have.

Representative WIlson inquired why the sunset date was
being reduced by 2 years. Representative Holnes replied
that she was not entirely sure what Section 6 did, but that
it used a 3-year average in the forrmula calculation and
t hought that given the level of wuncertainty involved, 3
years would provide a feel for how the bill was working
wi thout being too worried about the level of the fund. She
concluded that the 3-year sunset period was not a magic
nunber.

Representative WIlson inquired if the intent of the
original sunset in 2018 was to do the sane |ook back.
Representative Holnes replied that it was her understandi ng
that the |ook back was consistent with Section 6 of the
bill.

Representative Gara noted that he had a question for the
conmi ssioner that was unrelated to the anendnent.
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Represent ati ve Kawasaki W THDREW hi s OBJECTI ON
There being NO further OBJECTI ON, Amendnent 1 was ADOPTED

4:52:18 PM

DI ANE BLUVER, COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT, deferred the question to M. Dick.

Representative Gara queried how mnuch the surplus was
currently, as well as the difference between income con ng
in and expenses going out for the past year or two.

PAUL DI CK, DI RECTOR, EMPLOYMENT SECURI TY DI VI SI ON

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT, replied that
the fund was a reserve concept and that the idea of a
surplus was not really applicable to the orientation of the
fund; however, the departnent did believe there was room
for the exercise of discretion that was in Section 6 of the
bill to allow for sone reduction in the tax rates so that
the reserve would renmain solvent in the short-term and
| ong-term future.

M. Dick inquired what the second part of the question had
been. Representative Gara queried what the surplus was now,
as well as what the expenses and incone were. M. Dick
responded that the past several years there had been
greater benefits paid out than revenues. He pointed out
that FY12 was the last fiscal year on record and that the
revenues were close to the benefits in that year. He
t hought that the departnment was coming out of a recession
where there was a high cost of benefits, but that the trend
was turning around; he offered that this was a typical
busi ness cycle that the departnment had seen over the years
for unenpl oynment insurance and clains. He added that there
were years of high benefits that exceeded the revenue, but
that the departnent was seeing that turning around as the
econony canme out of recession.

Representative Gara understood that FY12 was roughly even
in ternms of revenues and benefits and inquired how nmuch the
deficit had been the year before, as well as what the
surplus was. M. Dck believed the deficit had been
approximately $10 mllion out of $170 mllion collected and
that the current trust fund bal ance was $251 mlli on.

House Fi nance Committee 41 04/09/13 9:01 A M



Represent ati ve Kawasaki offered that the term surplus was a
m snoner and inquired if the fund had ever been in the
negative since 1983. M. Dick replied that the fund had
never been in the negative.

Representative Kawasaki further queried if there had been
years that the fund had put out nore noney than it had
taken in. M. Dick replied in the affirmative.

Representati ve Kawasaki observed that there were very few
mechani cal formulas that had worked successfully, but that
this fund seened to be one. He observed that the fund
seened well managed and expressed concern that tinkering
with it would risk its solvency.

4:57:45 PM

Representative Mnoz inquired if the suspension of the
increase would ultimtely be due from the enployer if a
conmm ssi oner had determned that the increase was
suspended. She further inquired if the paynent would be
ultimtely due.

BRYNN KEITH, ACTING DEPUTY COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR AND WORKFCORCE DEVELOPMENT, answered that ultimately,
the tax would be collected. What the bill did as designed
was defer that <collection during a period of economc
recovery in order to give enployers nore tinme to recover,;
furthernmore, the fund would try to get to the "magical" 3
percent to 3.3 percent reserve rate that included the
surplus that the departnent talked about. She explained
that the departnment wanted to be at the surplus when there
was an econom ¢ downturn; the system was designed so that
that surplus was a buffer when the fund was payi ng out nore
nmoney than it was taking in.

Representative Minoz requested an explanation of the
training progranms that "this" funded. M. Keith replied
that the training funds for both the State Training and
Enpl oynent Program ( STEP) and the Alaska Technical
Vocational Education Program (TVEP) were from taxes that
cane off of enployees' wages; it was the sane anount
irrespective of the unenploynment insurance taxation. She
expounded that any changes that would nade in terns of the
bill would be noot in relation to the contribution to STEP
and TVEP; what would affect the 2 prograns was how nany
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i ndi viduals were working, what the average wage was, and
ot her factors in the econony.

Representative Costell o discussed one zero fiscal note from
the Departnment of Labor and Workforce Devel opnment and one
fiscal inmpact note from the Departnent of Labor and
Wor kf or ce Devel opnent .

Representative Costello MOVED to REPORT CSHB 76 (FIN) out
of commttee wth individual recommendations and the
acconpanyi ng fiscal notes.

There being NO OBJECTION, it was so ordered.

CSHB 76(FIN) was REPORTED out of conmittee as amended with
a "do pass" recomrendation and with one new fiscal inpact
note fromthe Departnent of Labor and Wrkforce Devel opnent
and one new zero fiscal note from the Departnent of Labor
and Wor kf orce Devel opnent .

5:01: 04 PM

AT EASE

5:02:14 PM

RECONVENED

#sb18

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 18(FIN) am
" An Act maki ng, amendi ng, and repeal i ng
appropri ations, i ncl udi ng capi tal appropri ations,
suppl enment al appropri ations, r eappropri ations, and
ot her appropri ations; maki ng appropriations to
capitalize funds; and providing for an effective
date."

SB 18 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD

#sb7
SENATE BI LL NO. 7 am

"An Act relating to the conputation of the tax on the
taxabl e incone of a corporation derived from sources
within the state.”

SB 7 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD
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#sb57
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 57(FI N

"An Act relating to parental involvenent in education;
adjusting pupil transportation funding; anmending the
time required for enployers to give tenured teachers
notification of their nonretention; and providing for
an effective date."

SB 57 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD

#hr 8
HOUSE RESOLUTI ON NO. 8

Establishing the Task Force on Sustainable Education
in the House of Representatives.

HR 8 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD

#
ADJ OURNIVENT

5:02:14 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 5:02 p. m
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