SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
March 6, 2013
1:32 p.m

1: 32: 45 PM

CALL TO ORDER

Vice-Chair Fairclough called the Senate Finance Conmittee
nmeeting to order at 1:32 p.m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Senat or Pete Kelly, Co-Chair

Senat or Anna Faircl ough, Vice-Chair
Senator dick Bishop

Senat or M ke Dunl eavy

VEMBERS ABSENT

Senat or Kevin Meyer, Co-Chair
Senat or Lyman Hof f man
Senat or Donny O son

ALSO PRESENT

M chael Pawl owsKki , Advi sor, Petrol eum Fi scal Syst ens,
Department of Revenue; Barry Pulliam Mnaging Director,
Econ One Research, Inc.; Joe Balash, Deputy Conm ssioner,
Departnent of Natural Resources; Senator Hollis French.

SUVVARY

SB 21 O L AND GAS PRODUCTI ON TAX
SB 21 was HEARD and HELD in committee for further
consi derati on.

#sb21

SENATE BILL NO. 21

"An Act relating to appropriations from taxes paid
under the Alaska Net Inconme Tax Act; relating to the
oil and gas production tax rate; relating to gas used
in the state; relating to nonthly installnment paynents
of the oil and gas production tax; relating to oil and



gas production tax credits for certain |osses 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 explorers; relating to the determ nation
of annual oil and gas production tax values including
adj ustnments based on a percentage of gross value at
the point of production from certain |eases or
properties; maki ng conf orm ng anmendnent s; and
providing for an effective date."

1: 33: 07 PM

Vi ce-Chair Fairclough conmmunicated that the neeting would
include invited testinony from the Departnment of Revenue
(DOR), Departnent of Natural Resources (DNR), and Econ One.
She shared that public testinony would begin in the
followi ng neeting at 3:00 p. m

M CHAEL PAW.OAMSKI, ADVI SOR, PETROLEUM FISCAL SYSTEMS,
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, relayed that the admi nistration had
been asked to provide responses to initial questions on the
| egislation and on the relationship between gross revenue
exclusions (GRE) and credits in particular.

BARRY PULLI AM MANAG NG DI RECTOR, ECON ONE RESEARCH, | NC.
provided a PowerPoint presentation titled "Coments to
Senate Finance SB21/SRES CS SB 21" (copy on file). He
shared that the goal was to address nenbers' questions on
how various credits wuld work and interact wth one
another. He pointed to slide 2 titled "North Slope Tax Rate
under SRES CS SB21 with $5/bbl Production Allowance." The
adm ni stration had heard sonme concern about the 35 percent
base rate (an increase over the 25 percent rate). He
expl ai ned that wunder the proposed system the rate would
work in tandemwith the $5 per barrel production all owance,
which would lower the rate. He stated that in reality the
35 percent rate would never apply (as indicated on slide 2,
whi ch included a net taxable value scale of $0.00 to $200
per barrel).

Co-Chair Kelly asked if the chart showed the production tax

or the overall state tax. M. Pulliam responded that the
chart only showed production tax.
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Co-Chair Kelly asked for verification that slide 2 did not
include the royalty. M. Pulliam replied in the
affirmative. He elaborated that the slide illustrated the
tax rate that would apply on the production tax at various
prices; it was possible to translate the values into West
Coast prices by addi ng approxi mately $40 per barrel.

1: 37: 00 PM

M. Pulliam |l ooked at slide 3 titled "GRE Equival ent Val ue
from Specified Production Allowance (35% Tax Rate)." He
addressed that the various nmnechanisnms (operating at a
single tax rate) were designed to achieve a system that was
not regressive; a system that had a slight progressive
conponent that countered the regressive effect of the
royalty. The system could be acconplished with a GRE, per
barrel allowance, or <capital «credit. He discussed the
rel ati onship between the per barrel allowance and GRE. The
current CS included a $5 per barrel allowance and a 30
percent GRE for new oil. The $5 per barrel allowance
represented by the blue line on slide 2 showed what kind of
GRE it achieved. He elaborated that the allowance could be
t hought of as a GRE; it declined as price rose and rose as
the price fell because the fixed barrel allowance renained
the sane. For exanple, under the CS at approxinmately $80
per barrel the $5 allowance crossed the 20 percent CRE
mark. The chart illustrated that an all owance |evel of $10
per barrel would be equivalent to a 40 percent GRE at the
$80 per barrel price; the allowance |evel at $15 per barrel
was equivalent to a 60 percent CGRE at the $80 price. He
reiterated that the allowance percentage would decline as
the price rose. The concepts were simlar but were
structured differently; the GRE provided a percentage off
of the value of the oil, whereas the per barrel allowance
provi ded a varying percentage off the value of the oil. He
reiterated the different structures.

1: 40: 56 PM

Vi ce-Chair Fairclough wel coned Senator Hollis French to the
conmittee room

M. Pulliam turned to slide 4 titled "Capital Credit
Equi val ent Value at Specified Production Allowance.” He
rel ayed that the per barrel analysis could also be |ooked
at on a capital credit equivalent. The slide showed the $5,
$10, and $15 dollar per barrel allowances to indicate how
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they would translate into a capital credit. The slide
indicated that at a $10 cost in capital a $5 all owance was
equal to a 50 percent capital credit; a $10 per barrel
allowance at a $10 cost in capital would equal a 100
percent capital credit. As capital spending increased the
fixed per Dbarrel percentage declined. The allowance was
mechanically different than a capital «credit, but it
acconpl i shed sonme of the same things. He pointed to a key
difference of the capital credit under ACES where a 20
percent credit was paid upfront; whereas, the allowance
would only be earned as oil was produced. He el aborated
that the itens had a different net present value (NPV)
effect, but they worked towards the sane goal.

1:43: 06 PM

M. Pulliam noved to slide 5 titled "Annual State Revenues
and Producer Cash Flows at $100 Wst Coast ANS ($2012)
Lower Cost QI Al aska Developnent New Participant in
Al aska" illustrated the cash flow differences between ACES
and the CSSB 21(RES). He directed attention to the |ower
graph showi ng state revenues; the blue bars represented the
state's cash flows under ACES. The negative cash flow as
devel opnent on the field got underway corresponded with the
state's purchase of credits and net operating |osses from
the new participant; the conbination of the two equaled
approximately 45 percent of the devel opnent costs in the
early years. As production began later in the fourth year
and into the fifth year, positive revenues began to be
collected wunder ACES. The green bars represented CSSB
21(RES); there were no outflows from the state given that
it was not purchasing credits. The net operating |osses
were carried forward and recovered |ater against the tax
obligation. The tax rate was |lower under the CS; therefore,
the green bars shown were lower. He pointed out that the
timng of the different nechanisnms under ACES and the CS
was different; ACES provided the credits upfront; whereas,
under the CS the credits and allowances were given as oil
was produced.

M. Pulliam noved to slide 6 titled "Annual State Revenues
and Producer Cash Flows at $100 Wst Coast ANS ($2012)
Lower Cost GO Al aska Devel opnment |ncunbent Participant in
Al aska." The | ower graph related to state revenues showed a
| oss under ACES for the first years of devel opnent due to
the purchase of <credits and a loss in tax revenue. He
relayed that the net difference to the state for an
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i ncunbent was larger in the early years than it was for a
new participant. He explained that an incunbent investing
in a new field would have the ability to deduct expenses
against their tax obligation. He detailed that the
i ncunbent would not be able to buy down the rate, but
expenses would be deducted at the 35 percent. There was a
different effect on the i ncunbent than on a new producer.

1:47:12 PM

M. Pulliamcontinued on slide 9 titled "Producer and State
Econom cs  under Al ternative Systens New Parti ci pant
Investment in 50 MVBO Field $20/Bbl Devel opnent Capex,
16.67% Royalty Rate." The slide showed how the different
al l omances and their duration would affect the producer and
the state in a hypothetical developnent of a 50 mllion
barrel field in and around the l|legacy fields. The first
colum showed the present value to the producer on a per
barrel basis under the CS at the 35 percent base rate
conbined with the $5 per barrel allowance; at $100 per
barrel Wst Coast ANS price the devel opnent would have a
NPV of $3.60. Colums 2 and 3 showed the effect of the 30
percent GRE; the NPV increased to $4.59 shown in colum 2,
which represented a 10-year period. Columm 3 showed the
i npact of providing the 30 percent GRE for the Ilife of
production; the NPV increased to $4.86. He detailed that
t he change between columms 2 and 3 was not as great as it
was in the first 10 years given that the bulk of a field's
oil was produced in the early years and nearer-term was
nore valuable on a NPV basis. He believed the analysis
would help with any discussion on how cutting off the GRE
or some of the allowances would inpact various itens. The
data showed that the mpjority of the benefits would be
obtained by allowing the GRE for the first 10 years of a
field s life.

M. Pulliam addressed what woul d happen if an all owance was
used without the GRE (slide 9). Colums 4 and 5 illustrated
an increase in the allowance by $5 per barrel for new
production. The additional $5 allowance would increase the
NPV, although not as significantly as the 30 percent CRE.
Colums 6 and 7 showed how an additional $10 allowance
woul d increase the NPV. Columms 8 and 9 denonstrated how
using only a capital credit allowance on top of the base
system would inpact the NPV. He stated that the capital
credit was consistent with what was provided under ACES;
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the credit could be clainmed inmediately as opposed to being
carried forward.

1:52: 32 PM

M. Pulliam explained that colums 10 and 11 on slide 9
showed the NPV under ACES and w thout any production tax
respectively. He detailed that ACES and a no production tax
scenari o were both used when eval uati ng whet her the various
mechani sms  made sense economically for the state. He
addressed conclusions based on the chart. He shared that
the scenarios providing a GRE or an allowance included in
the CS substantially inproved producer econom cs unless the
price of oil was very low, in the $80 range the CS did not
i nprove economcs relative to ACES. He noted that ACES had
the highest NPV at $1.26 (columm 10); however, the state's
NPV was negative and it turned out to be a nore favorable
system for producers. He surm sed that the scenario was not
positive for the state.

M. Pulliam turned to the second section on slide 9, which
showed the inpact on governnent take. For exanple, a new
producer developing a field with the characteristics on
slide 9 and qualifying for the GRE would fall under col umm
3; governnent take would be just below 60 percent in the
$100 to $120 per barrel range. An additional $5 per barre
al l omance would put governnment take at approximtely 62
percent to 63 percent (colum 5). The scenario would not be
as generous to the producer, but it would still fall wthin
a conpetitive range. He comunicated that there were
various ways to benefit producers' economcs with the GRE
and per barrel allowance w thout providing upfront state
f undi ng.

1:56: 28 PM

Senat or Bishop asked which of the scenarios on slide 9
woul d provide producers with the best advantage for the
nost oil production at $100 per barrel. M. Paw owski asked
for clarification on the question. Senator Bishop expl ai ned
hi s questi on.

M. Pawl owski responded that he would | ook for any scenario
that provided the highest NPV; colum 11) "no production
tax" would provide the highest NPV for a producer. Qut of
the proposed options, colum 3 (the lifetine 30 percent
GRE) woul d provide producers with the highest NPV.
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Vice-Chair Fairclough remarked that the response was
contrary to testinmony from current producers in relation to
| egacy fields. She detailed the new explorers were happier
with the Senate Resources Conmittee CS, but that other
industry testinony had been in support of the capital
credits, despite the higher NPV wunder the Ilifetime 30
percent GRE shown in the Econ One presentation.

M. Pawl owski clarified that the slide included an anal ysis
for new participants only. He pointed out that the Al aska
O1 and Gas Association (AOGA) had testified that a system
should avoid the tendency to pick winners and |osers. He
stressed that the economcs shown on slide 9 conpletely
changed for a conpany with an existing tax liability that
could wite its expenditures off. The incentives were about
creating a level playing field between new entrants and
exi sting producers. He believed that the adm nistration had
nmore work to do with the comnmttee on the topic of what was
fair for |egacy production.

1:59: 57 PM

M. Pulliam turned back in the presentation to slide 7
titled "Producer and State Economcs under Alternative
Systens |Incunmbent Investnent in 50 MBO Field $20/Bbl
Devel opnent Capex, 12.5% Royalty Rate.” The slide was
structured the sane as slide 9; however, i ncunbent
i nvest ment had an existing tax obligation and any
increnental decisions inpacted the obligation. He pointed
out that at $100 per barrel the NPV under ACES was $5.98
(shown wunder columm 10); the figure was close to the no
production tax scenario NPV of $6.12. He stated that it was
a pretty good place for producers to be. Colum 1
denonstrated that the NPV would be $4.57 without the GRE,
which was not as favorable. He referred to prior testinony
that the GRE did not apply to new oil within |egacy fields
conpared to columms 2 and 3 where the enhanced econonics
were applied and the NPV increased above the ACES nunber.
He believed the testifier had thought that the bill
represented a tax increase at lower price levels and that
w thout the GRE they were being treated unfairly relative
to new producers/fields. The chart also included other
credit scenari os.

2:02:44 PM
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M. Pawl owski clarified that the discussion pertained to an
increnental investnment and its economics and not ongoing
production in the legacy fields. The admnistration had
di stinguished its analysis between the two systens and had
| ooked at what an additional participating area (PA) or the
expansion of a PA would nean within a legacy field under
the CSSB 21(RES). He acknow edged that addi ti onal
opportunities existed that did not neet the criteria.

M. Pulliam directed attention to slide 8 titled "Producer
and State Economcs under Alternative Systens  New
Participant Investnent in 50 MMBO Field $20/Bbl Devel opnent
Capex, 12.5% Royalty Rate." The slide showed information
for a new participant with a 12.5 percent royalty. He noted
that the variance between the 12.5 percent and 16 percent
royalty made a difference to the producer economcs. He
detailed that under the 12.5 percent royalty a producer's
NPV was $4.26 under the base scenario in colum 1 the $100
per barrel price; the NPV was $3.60 under the 16.67 percent
royalty (slide 9). The higher royalty resulted in higher
take and | ower NPV. He el aborated that higher the royalty,
the less of a tax bite a producer wuld be able to
withstand in order to muintain simlar economcs. A
producer |ooking to develop a new field could always | ook
for royalty relief with DNR if the economics on a 16.67
| ease were not worKking.

2: 05: 44 PM

M. Pawl owski believed it was inportant to address the
various netrics (e.g. NPV, governnment take, and other) for
the public's understanding. He added that it was inportant
to renmenber that NPV and governnment take were only two of
the netrics. He encouraged conmttee nenbers to review
earlier presentations that had included cash margins and
internal rates of return. He referenced testinony that had
poi nted out a bal ance between all of the netrics used by a
conpany when maki ng i nvest nent deci si ons.

M. Pullium continued to address slide 8. The top section
illustrated the producer NPV and the section that followed
showed the governnment take. The three | ower sections of the
slide pertained to the state including the NPV of the state
production tax, the NPV of the total state cash (including
production tax, royalties, incone tax, and property taxes),
and the NPV of the total state cash where the state
received 50 percent of the royalties (e.g. the National
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Petrol eum Reserve - Alaska where 50 percent of the
royalties went to the federal governnment). He noted that in
the three lower sections the investnent did not |ook any
different from the producer standpoint; however, the
scenarios were different from the state's standpoint. He
explained that ACES and SB 21 were both net tax systens
therefore the royalties were not taxable barrels yet the
cost of production was deductible. The NPV for the state
was |lower in the scenarios in which the state only received
50 percent of the royalties.

2:08:32 PM

M. Paw owski pointed out that stress tests against the no
production tax scenario hoped to identify situations where
the state had materially inproved through its fisca
system The admnistration saw the scenario as a system
that went too far and could not be justified as a way to
incentivize production. Another concern related to how the
novenent of the GRE, credits, and allowances affected the
production tax revenues. The NPV information on slide 8 had
been included to show where the state would win or |ose
related to production tax revenues. Depending on the price
sonme of the scenarios did not produce a desirable outcone
for the state.

2:09:52 PM

M. Pulliam | ooked at slide 10 titled "lInpact of “Interest”
on Loss Carry Forward 50 MVBO New Field Wth 16.67% Royal ty
$20/ BBL Devel opnent Cost, New Participant."” The slide broke
out producer and state economcs and showed what would
happen if there were different levels of interest; because
it pertained to new devel opnent a 30 percent GRE woul d be
provided to the producer. He pointed to colum 4 that
showed the 15 percent carry forward increase under CSSB 21
(RES). At the $80 oil price level the producer econonics
remai ned constant at $0.62 per barrel regardless of
different loss carry forward rates. He explained that the
carry forward provision included a 10-year sunset ;
therefore, at very low prices all of the |osses may not be
used. He noted that at $80 per barrel the state econom cs
were $307 mllion regardless of the loss carry forward rate
because a producer would not be able to use the entirety of
the loss carry forward. He detailed that the scenario would
change at $100 to $120 per barrel and the producer would
use the entire loss carry forward. He pointed out that at
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$120 per barrel the producer NPV with no loss carry forward
was $8.25 conpared to an $8.71 NPV with a 15 percent |oss
carry forward. Colum 6 showed a system where |osses could
be deducted as expenditures were nade. A 35 percent
deduction would be received up front and the NPV would
equal $9.06 at the $120 per barrel price. He conpared
colums 4 and 6 and explained that a 15 percent |oss carry
forward obtained a simlar result as deducting the | osses
ri ght away.

2:14: 09 PM

M. Pulliam turned to slide 11 titled "Average Governnent
Take ACES v. SB21/HB72 and SRES CS SB21 for All Existing
Producers (FY2015-FY2019) and OQher Jurisdictions.” The
slide illustrated the difference between the take for
ongoi ng operations conpared to the take for new production.
The graph | ooked at the governnent take projected over a 5-
year period (FY 15 to FY 19) from ongoi ng operations on the
North Slope. He noted that while sone new investnent would
occur, the investnment was dom nated by ongoing production
and | egacy fields. Under CSSB 21 (RES) the governnent take
began at Ilow prices in the md-60 percent range and
approached 65 percent as tinme went on. He relayed that
governnent take for new investnent was typically lower in
the |low60 percent range, particularly related to the
al l omnance and GRE. He noted that the |ast couple of slides
related to developnent and the GRE, he turned the floor
over to M. Paw owski .

M. Pawl owski asked DNR Deputy Comm ssioner Joe Balash to
discuss PAs, the GRE under the CS and tine limtation
concept issues.

2:16:59 PM

JOE BALASH, DEPUTY COW SSIONER, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES, pointed to a slide from a past Pioneer Natura
Resources presentation (slide 13) and asked the committee
to take the information into account if it was considering
the inclusion of a tine limtation on the GRE. The slide
showed an image including the original offshore devel opnent
(represented in green); Pioneer was evaluating whether or
not to pursue the Nuna devel opnent (represented in purple
as a separate pool). The depart nent was currently
considering whether to grant the conpany with a PA for the
devel opment. He elaborated that original production had
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begun in 2008 or 2009. He explained that any time limt
i nposed would shorten the tine under which the PA would
qualify for a GRE or additional dollar per barrel allowance
associated with the new areas. He urged the commttee to
consider linking any tinme [imtation to a PA to ensure that
the beginning of the Ilimt was tied to the tine production
began.

2:19: 44 PM

Senat or Bi shop asked M. Balash to reiterate his testinony.

M. Balash comruni cated that production at QOooguruk began
in 2008/ 2009. He explained that if a 7-year clock had been
started at the time of the first production, it would run
out in 2015. He expounded that any additional production
within a wunit would be bound by the clock if a GRE
limtation were placed at the unit level. He asked the
commttee to consider placing any tine limtation at the PA
level. He referenced the Pioneer slide and noted that a 7-
year clock would have run out by the tinme the Nuna Project
canme into production.

Senator Bishop surmised that the light blue portion of the
i mage should not have a tinme [imt. M. Balash replied in
the affirmative; that the clock would start over at each
PA.

Vice-Chair Fairclough pointed to the Pioneer slide (slide
13, but labeled slide 6) and noted that it could be argued
that the Nuna devel opnent would not qualify for a new PA if
it were 50 percent new. She asked how DNR woul d ensure that
a conpany could not create a new PA within an existing
field. She wondered about criteria the departnent woul d use
to keep subjectivity | ow for PA approval

M. Balash replied that the slide showed a two dinensiona
representation of the |leases contributing to a unit;
however, the formations represented on the slide occurred
at depth as well. He elaborated that the green portion
showed the original sets of sands that were devel oped,
whi ch represented a portion of the PA at Oooguruk. The Nuna
formation was in a different l|location and occurred at a
different depth; therefore, DNR was able to neasure the
land by depth, longitude, and l|atitude. He believed the
departnment wused section lines for the track nunbers. He
detailed that it was relatively easy for the departnent to
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keep two distinct PAs separate. The slide showed that
production from Nuna would conme onshore at a different
| ocation than the original offshore island Oooguruk had
produced from He explained that nmetering would be straight
forward and barrels could be accounted for easily.

M. Balash discussed that it was nore challenging when
original PAs were expanded in the |legacy fields. He
expl ained that under CSSB 21 (RES) the burden would be on
the | essees to denonstrate that a new part of the reservoir
would contribute to production; a portion that had not
contributed previously because it had been inaccessible due
to old drilling technology or other. The producer would be
required to prove the area was new through seismc
information (4-D seismic) or through reservoir engineering
practices | ooking at fluid dynam cs and pressures. Approval
to expand the PA would be provided if the producer could
prove the area was new. The second step would be for the
producer to prove to DOR that it was producing fromthe new
area and that it could account for the barrels produced
separately from the original production; if the producer
could not denonstrate these itens, the area would not
qualify for the GRE

2:26: 10 PM

Senator Bishop surmised that there was a clear distinction
between the original Oooguruk field and the Nuna project.
M. Balash replied in the affirmative. He elaborated that
the areas were in different formations and |ocations and
l'ikely had differing geochem stries.

M. Paw owski addressed the Nuna exanple on slide 13. He
relayed that there were three criteria related to the GRE
under the CS (Sections 28 through 30). He read that "the
oil or gas is produced from a |lease or property that does
not contain a |lease that was within a unit on January 1,
2003" or oil and gas that was produced from a PA that was
within a unit fornmed before January 1, 2003 (Section 28,
page 26). Under the CS any new unit would receive a
permanent GRE; within units forned prior to January 1, 2003
the criteria were either a new PA or an expansion of the
PA. He relayed that nodifications needed to be made in
Section 28 to the bill language if a tine limt were placed
on the GRE in order to allow for distinguishnment in the
future. The current CS |anguage did not contenplate a
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future situation where a unit would clock out on the GRE
and where a new PA woul d not be subject to the GRE

Vi ce-Chair Fairclough asked for clarification on the bill
section. M. Paw owski pointed to page 26, line 26 through

page 27, line 11 (Section 28). The particular |anguage of
concern appeared on page 26, lines 29 through 31.
2:29:12 PM

M. Pawl owski turned to a Pioneer Natural Resources graph
on slide 14 [last slide in the presentation, |abeled slide
11]. The slide showed a production profile for a new
devel opnment; the admnistration believed the slide helped
explain the clock related to drilling (i.e. how many years
it took to drill). He detailed that a 7-year tinme limt
would only allow for 1 to 2 years of GRE benefits given

t hat producti on woul d not actual ly begi n unt i
approximately year 3. Consideration should be given to the
time it took to drill out a devel opnent and the potenti al

within the units to have nultiple PAs located on top of
each ot her.

M. Pawl owski directed attention to a supplenental slide
titled "Production Tax Revenue I|Inpacts of Various Base Tax
Rates FY 14 - FY 19" dated March 6, 2013 (copy on file). He
rel ayed that Senator Dunleavy had asked the admnistration
to provide a sheet showing the fiscal inpacts of various
base rates across the projected production and price
forecasts in the fall 2012 Revenue Sources Book. The top of
the slide showed the estimted production tax revenue under
ACES for FY 14 through FY 19. He noted that the figures
included the credits paid out and all other nechanisns
existing under current |law. The only piece not included was
the refunded credits (credits paid through the operating
budget to conpanies with tax credit certificates), which
was ultimately an expenditure and liability to the state as
opposed to a revenue inpact.

M. Pawl owski pointed out the various base tax rates
ranging from 25 percent to 35 percent and projected
revenues based on the tax rate for FY 14 through FY 19. For
exanple, with a 27 percent tax rate the revenue for FY 15
woul d be $2.875 billion. He noted that the figures did not
include any additional credits or incentives that may be
offered in a bill. He relayed that the slide was intended
to give cormittee nenbers a starting place to eval uate what
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a base rate would generate and what incentives offered
against the rate. The Jlower portion of the table
illustrated the delta from the forecast revenues under
ACES. For exanple, with a 27 percent base rate the revenue
would be $532 million less than the ACES forecast. He
reiterated that the figures did not include any additiona
credits.

2:33:41 PM

Vi ce-Chair Fairclough asked for verification that the slide
answered Senator Dunleavy's question. Senator Dunleavy
replied in the affirmative.

Vi ce- Chair Faircl ough communi cated that public testinony on
the bill would begin at 3:00 p. m

2:34: 34 PM
AT EASE

2:35: 52 PM
RECONVENED

Vice-Chair Fairclough noted that the docunents and past
presentations for SB 21 were avail abl e on BASI S.

SB 21 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

#
ADJ OURNVENT

2:36: 31 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 2:37 p.m
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