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Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

Good afternoon. My name is Brian Wenzel, and | am the Vice President,
Finance and Administration, for ConocoPhillips Alaska. With me today are
Marianne Kali, Chief Economist for ConocoPhillips globally, and Darren
Jones, Vice President, Commercial Assets Alaska. Thank ou for allowing
ConocoPhillips the opportunity to present testimony on MB 488 / SB 305, a

bill designed by the Administration to replace the current production tax

system.

ConocoPhillips is proud of its 45 year long history (through ARCO and
Phillips Petroleum) here in Alaska. We have been actively ex loring and
developing oil and gas since the early 50°s and have been a producer for 49
years. ConocoPhillips is the State’s leading oil producer, its leading
explorer, and its leading champion for the gas pipeline. ConocoPhillips is
also the leading investor in Alaska. We are committed to Alaska and this
year alone we are reinvesting over $700 million on Alaska capital projects,

l.iost in our core legacy fields but also in bringing on new developments.

Library
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Over the past 10 years we have invested over $5.8 billion in capital and $6.8
billion in expense dollars in the State. We are among the State’s largest

employers of Alaskans and we pay more to the stale ($1.6 B) than any other

entity.

We can't talk about ConocoPhillips in Alaska without talking about our
employees. We have approximately 1000 employees in the slate and
approximately 90% of them are Alaskan residents and proud of it. They are
competent, motivated, and active in the communities. They care about
Alaska, and they believe that the work they do makes Alaska a better place
to live. They see themselves as playing an important pari in building
Alaska’s future. And, through contractors, subcontractors and support

industries, we directly and indirectly generate employment for thousands of

additional Alaskans.

The past, present, and future for ConocoPhillips and the State of Alaska are
inextricably .inked. As we move forward as partners for perhaps the next
50-100 years, we believe there must be a mutual recognition of, and respect
for, the interests of each. We have to try, together, to answer the question—
how do we balance the factors that affect each of our interests in a way that
makes us both successful— so that over time we are both better off than if

we single-mindedly tried to pursue our individual short-term interests? Thai

Is the balance the Governor’s bill tries to strike.

Unfortunately, the balance in the bill is decidedly in the favor of the State
and at the expense of established investors. We believe the Governor's bill
sets an aggressive level of Stale take, when that take is considered in

conjunction with our corporate income tax obligations to the State, our
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property tax obligations to the Slate, our property, sales and other tax
obligations to the State’s municipalities, our royalty obligations to the State,
the various oil and gas tax surcharges imposed by the State, and the sundry
additional fees and costs paid as part ofthe permitting process whenever we
attempt to move forward with development. All of which, of course, is on
top of our corporate income tax obligations to die Federal government
attributable to our activities in the State. It isno surprise that this layer upon
layer of governmental take inevitably has a negative impact on the level of
investment here, and, commensurately, the level ofjob creation andjob

growth in the State. As taxes increase, it is difficult to see how investment

in Alaska will not be effected.

(tn the other hand, we realize that the legislature cannot adopt a tax policy
that is concerned exclusively with maximizing the robustness of the State's
economy and the participants in that economy. The government is charged
with providing certain essential services to its citizens and those essential
services cost money. And, if the State cannot pay, or chooses not to pay,
for those services from the proceeds of the sale of its resources—that is, the
royalty proceeds from its oil and gas—then it must turn to its sovereign

taxing power to obtain the revenues to pay for those services.

While we support passage of this bili, we Jo so reluctantly. The bill reflects
a significant tax increase on our companv, and on the industry, at a time
when the government is enjoying a large budget surplus. We believe the tax
.ate set in the bill is too high to guarantee the State’s goal of increasing
investment over the long term, and it punishes companies that have made

long term investments that are returning dividends to the State in the form of
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jobs, royalties, corporate income taxes and property taxes. We would, in
fact, oppose this bill except for the fact that it has enabled all parties to come
together in support ofa contract under the Stranded Gas Development Act
that will move the gas pipeline project to the next phase of development.

Advancing the gas pipeline project has been, and continues to be, one of

ConocoPhillips’ top priorities.

With that introduction, 1would like to start off by discussing some of
ConocoPhillips' long term investments in Alaska, the role they have played

in minimizing North Slope production decline and the impact that ELF has

had on these developments.

As Imentioned, ConocoPhillips is Alaska’s leading producer and explorer.
Since 1989, we have been involved with the exploration and development of
fourteen satellites (six of these since 2001). These satellites were
predominately marginal developments, the 50 to 150 million barrel type that
the State is targeting with this legislation, that were able to be developed as

a result of the favorable fiscal tiva.ment given under ELF.

Development of these satellites played a significant role in reducing North
Slope decline and enabling more than 1.9 billion barrels of additional oil to
be produced compared to predictions back in 1989, when the Economic
Limit Factor was first introduced. This is equivalent to discovering a
Kuparuk-size field and has added more than $5 billion in revenues to the
Stale of Alaska. In addition to our active satellite developments, we
continued to actively explore, drilling more that 40 exploration and appraisal

wells in the last 5 years and are committed to continue exploring in the State
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and developing future successes. As we look back, in general the ELF
structure did what it was intended to do and enabled ConocoPhillips to
continue exploration, pursue heavy oil, develop marginal satellite fields and
maintain in-field drilling programs. It increased the barrels in the pipeline
and the state government was able to collect the royalties, the corporate
Income taxes, the property taxes, and the various fees and surcharges that go
along with these developments; the federal government collected its share;

and most important, Alaska’s economy was able to grow.

We understand the State’s view on the limitations of the current ELF-based
severance tax system, particularly at high prices. We also understand that
there is no such thing as a perfect tax system. llowever, we believe that
there can be such athing as a wise and enduring tax policy. We believe a
production tax, such as the one the Governor has proposed, that is intended
to reflect profits from that production an lincludes incentives to encourage
investment in the future and fair transition provisions that recognize the

costs of the investments already made, is such a policy.

Nevertheless, 11B 488 / SB 305 as proposed will result in an average of $1
billion peryear in additional State revenue at today's prices, even with
significant industry investment levels. This unprecedented increase will

more than double existing severance tax payments.

With that backdrop, Marianne and | wi aid like to give you ConocoPhillips'

perspective in several key areas:
« A balanced fiscal structure is critical for both oil and gas future

investment,
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« Future of oil production in Alaska is primarily dependent on existing
fields

« |IB 488/ SB 305 differentially and adversely impacts our legacy
production from existing fields

« A significant transition plan is necessary to allow equitable
conversion to a new production tax system

« The new PPT will impact Alaska’s global competitiveness for
investment

Balanced Fiscal Structtire: There have been many questions about the
relationship of the Governor’s oil tax proposal to the iiscal contract
negotiations under the Stranded Gas Development Act. As you know the
fundamental purpose of the Stranded Gas Development Aet was to
encourage new investment to develop the State’s stranded gas resources by
establishing fiscal terms in advance with as much certainty as the

Constitution of the State of Alaska allows.

Unfortunately, the line between “oil” and "gas” is not clear-cut. (>land gas
exist together in reservoirs; the wells we drill produce both; many of the
investments necessary to develop gas will help develop oil as well.
Ultimately, this means that the "fiscal certainty” provided by the State under

the SGDA could be inadequate if it only applied to gas.

The Administration recognized the need for the Legislature to approve any
agreement that included fiscal certainty for oil but was unwilling to consider
fiscal certainly on oil under the terms of the current production tax statute. It

was, however, willing to propose to the legislature a new oil tax that could
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become part of a fair and durable fiscal regime for both oil and gas. But the
Administration’s position was clear: the new production tax had to stand on
its own. In other words, it had to represent something the legislature itself

would accept as wise tax policy even in the absence ofa deal on the natural

gas pipeline.

For our part, this oil tax increase—on average, $1 billion per year for the
industry at today’s prices— is not something ConocoPhillips would have
found acceptable if we didn’t think it would result in progress—and,
ultimately, an agreement to move forward—on the gas pipeline project.

So, once again, the proposed oil tax increase by the Administration is a
balance. On the one hand, it provides a foundation for fiscal stability for the
oil and gas-related businesses ol the Producers in Alaska. This stability is
essential to facilitate future investment, including investment in the
development of a gas pipeline project. On the other hand, the Producers
must pay substantially more taxes than they would under the current regime.

Future Oil Production: Iwould like to move on to talk briefly on the
future of oil production in Alaska. Even with the proposed incentives, the
State’s consultant acknowledges that production resulting from wildcat
exploration, will only play a small lole in increasing revenues under the
PPT. The core legacy fields such as Prudhoe and Kuparuk will still produce
over 80% of the total North Slope production in 2015, providing the base

infrastructure on which these smaller fields will depend.
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The already discovered heavy oil resource will play a much more significant
role in the future of the North Slope However, the State’s consultant
acknowledged that technology limitations and development costs will
constrain heavy oil production in the near term, and it could be many years
before this resource reaches its production potential. Vet, this heavy oil
resource base is huge; published data suggests that in-place volumes are
greater than 20 billion barrels. This is a key resource for Alaska, and the
legislature should consider a structure that will best enable its development.
The technology required to develop this resource will require huge

expenditures. Therefore, heavy oil should be given differential
consideration in the form of a lower tax rate or additional credits to develop.

Impact on legacy production: The bill has been designed to encourage
new investors to come to Alaska. We fully support the arrival of new
players and believe they can be beneficial to both the State and the Industry.
Indeed, we have already made partners of several of them. 1lowever, the

terms that will attract new investors also come with a cost.

Under the Governor's proposal the tax increase mainly targets the large
legacy production assets (Prudhoe and Kuparuk) and will result in one of the
highest, if not the highest severance tax burden of anywhere in the United
States. This is an unprecedented fiscal increase on those who invested lens
of billions of dollars to develop the North Slope and stayed in Alaska
through difficult times, including periods of very km oil prices. We believe

such an increase could undermine investor confidence in Alaska.

As we have discussed, the huge rate increase reflected in this bill is
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something that ConocoPhillips supports with great reluctance. We should

acknowledge that the State is currently enjoying a budget surplus and if one
were to consider moving to a profits tax that collected the same amount that

is collected today under current law', the PPT rate would be approximately

13% vs the 20% in the proposed bhill.

Nevertheless, the legislature has fielded many questions over the last week
some of which suggest that a tax rate 0f20% is too low and that 2>% would
be more appropriate. Anytime the government raises taxes it is taking away
money from the private sector that could be used for reinvestment and
continued job growth. While it is obvious that higher rates would negatively
affect the oil and gas industry, we also believe that ihose higher rates would

not be in the long-term best interest ofthe State.

New field sizes in Alaska are small and arctic operating and development
costs are high. We therefore spend a lot of time and resources assessing the
upside potential and the downside risk. When we invest, we Tilly understand
that there is a chance that we may not get a return on the investment, but also
acknowledge that results could exceed expectations; hopefully we are right
more than we are wrong. As we hear the greatest risk, it is fair that we
should be appropriately rewarded. We acknowledge that the presence of tax
credits reduces the downside risk for investors, but conversely higher tax

rates significantly reduce the upside potential.

To attract investors, the State needs to set an appropriate risk/ieward
balance. If the credits are too high, the state will lake too much downside
risk, if the tax rate is too high, investors see insufficient upside potential and
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look for better opportunities elsewhere. As we have mentioned before, with
the high field costs and limited exploration prospectivity, investors in Alaska
need upside potential. Moving upwards from 20% will seriously disrupt this

risk/reward balance.

Getting the right balance between the tax rate and the credits for
reinvestment is critical to future resource development in Alaska. The
balance provided in this bill, while incorporating a significant tax increase,
reflects, as we’ve said, a balance we are willing to reluctantly accept.
Changes, even small ones will impact this balance and will cause investors
to re-evaluate potential investments. Twenty percent can be implemented,;
but, the question you have to wrestle with is, with a raie that high, are you

really going to get the level of long-term investment you desire.

Transition Plan: 1Jnder the bill, a fraction ofa producer’s expenditures on
exploration, appraisal, and development capital incurred over the past five
years may be deducted for purposes of calculating the producer's monthly
profit tax obligation. ConocoPhillips supports ihis plan as it provides an
equitable transition to the new tax system and is an essential piece of the

overall balance reflected in the hill.

Ihe Fiord field was discovered in 1992 (prior to the discovery of the Alpine
Field). It was not possible to develop this small field by itselfand it is only
with the expansion of the Alpine facilities in 2004 that it is now possible to

develop this satellite.

fhe project kicked off in 2003 and when faced with ELF aggregation, was in
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jeopardy of not moving forward. In 2005, the Department of Revenue
provided ConocoPhillips with a letter ruling string that Fiord would be
treated as stand-alone satellite and not be aggregated with Alpine for
severance tax purposes. As a small satellite, Fiord would have a low ELF
and hence pay little severance tax. Once this decision was received from the

DOR, ConocoPhillips and its partners sanctioned the project.

Fiord will be an 18 well, roadless satellite with first production in late third
or fourth quarter this year. Drilling will continue in 2007 and 2008 and

production will peak at around 17,000 bpd. Tot; 1capital costs are expected
to he around S300MM. While oil and gas prices have significant increased
over the past few years, we are also seeing dramatically increased labor and
material costs. On this project alone, we expect the costs be $30MM more

than originally sanctioned.

The majority of the costs associated with developing Fiord will have been
expended prior to the bill becoming effective. Without the Transitional
Investment Expenditure plan, only costs associated with the 2007 and 2008
winter drilling programs would be eligible for PPT deductions and credits.
As previously discussed, the project was sanctioned (based on the letter
ruling from the DOR) assuming that the field would pay full state corporate
income tax, royalty and property tax, but little or no severance tax.
However, under the new hill, the development would now he subject to the
20% PPT rate. Without the transition plan, the increase in fiscal terms will
result in a reduction of over $100MM in gross value and a 0% reduction in

IRR at a $40 ANS West Coast Price.
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ConocoPhillips is currently working on two other satellites in addition to
Fiord. These are Nanucj, due to start up in late 2006, and West Sak 1J, which
came on line in late 2005. All of these projects will have similar value loss
iImpacts without the transition plan. In addition there are several other
projects undertaken over the last few years which are now almost Iy

developed and will have value eroded as a result of the PPT.

In order to ensure that these past investments are equitably treated, a

transition plan is essential.

| would now like to ask Marianne Kali to spend a few moments discussing
how this proposed tax change might impact Alaska’s competitiveness from

the perspective of a global investor.

Good afternoon. lam Marianne Kali, the Chief Economist for
ConocoPhillips in I'louston. Thank you for providing me the opportunity to
discuss how this proposed tax change might impact Alaska's

competitiveness from the perspective ofa global investor.

First, let me say that | appreciate the difficulty ofyour position. Many
factors have to be considered by a government in choosing an appropriate
tax rate for an industry as complex as the oil and gas industry. Cost
structure, prospectivily, potential field size, reservoir quality, regulatory
constraints, and the desired level of investment are perhaps but a few of the
factors that have to he considered. Moreover, how these factors interrelate is
not always obvious or easy to predict. Nevertheless, [ will discuss several of
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these factors and try to give you information that Lhope will be helpful and

relevant to your deliberations.

With that said, let me turn to some things that may be important to your

decision and that I can illustrate with some slides.

Global Total Cost per Barrel: This slide shows for Alaska and other
locations average capital and operating costs on a per dollar per BOE basis
over the last decade. You can see that Alaska has higher capital and
operating costs than other regions. Cost needs to be taken into account when
setting the lax take. The coun’ries with the lowest costs can afford to have
higher tax rates while remaining competitive. Similarly, higher cost
countries need to offset these conditions with lower tax lakes.

In addition, with higher taxes there is actually less of an incentive for
companies to control costs so you can say that higher taxes lead to higher

COsts.

Alaska - High Cost, Hi<li Tax: My next slide, shows the total costs as a
function of government take for about 50 countries/states in the world. This
data was taken from the Wood Mackenzie 2004 “Global Oil and Gas Risks
and Reward Study". As can be seen, there are inverse relationships between
Government take and Total Costs. Alaska under the ELF is shown as the
Green Box and the peer companies referenced by the State’s consultant in
his PPT report are annotated and shown as red data points. As can he seen,
Alaska under ELF is on the same trend line as many of the countries used by
the consultant for his competitive analysis in his PPT report and is in the
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“High Cost-Low Tax™ quadrant. Based on his analysis, Government Take
under PPT will go up about 6%. Alaska’s position on the charts under PPT
is shown high-lighted with a circle in the upper right-hand quadrant. Using
the new Government take figures estimated by the State’s consultant, Alaska
has now shifted from the original trend line and moved into the high cost-

high tax quadrant.

It is interesting to note that peer areas (according to the consultant’:
competitive analysis) such as the Gulf of Mexico and UK North Sea (even
adjusted for the recent tax increase) are still significantly more favorable
investment regimes. The high cost in the Arctic and the types of lields that
are likely to be found suggest that the proposed fiscal regime could detract,

rather than encourage, significant additional investment.

has limited prospectivity as compared to many parts of the world that we are

exploring. Tax rates need to reflect that.

comparing tax rates of different regimes around the world. He assessed the
iImpact on investor net present value using similar sized lields in all
locations. That is not the way investors look at it. When we compare
investments in Russia versus Alaska, for example, we compare the prospects
of finding a very large field with very high tax rates in Russia versus finding

14
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a much smaller Held with lower lax rates in Alaska. The greater
prospectivity in Russia may compensate for the higher tax rates. Thus, it is
not meaningful to compare the competitiveness of Alaskan tax terms with
Russia’s terms or those in Azerbaijan and Angola at the same field sizes.

Norwegian Crude Production: The State’s consultant has stated that
Norway is comparable to Alaska in its wealth of natural resources and
should be an analogue for Alaska. 1 don’t believe that it is a good analogue
because Norway has a lower cost structure and better prospectivity than
Alaska. However, Norway has significantly higher taxes than Alaska. 1
don’t beiieve that the Norwegian tax model is a helpful comparison for
Alaska because as shown in this slide, Norwegian crude production has
declined by 17% since 2001 despite the high oil prices we have seen in
recent years. Thus, Iwould assert that Norway is not getting sufficient

Investment since its tax regime isn’t in line with its cost and prospectivity

position.

Petroleum Industry ke-Invcstment Rates: Investors most iced stable
fiscal terms with tax rates that are commensurate with the cost structure and
size of the opportunity. Alaska’s tax regime has offered that in the past and

that is why we have found Alaska to be an attractive place to invest.

With the recent tax increases we have seen in a few locations around the
world, 1have become concerned that global tax takes are reaching a point
where private companies are finding it challenging lo invest. |believe that
Is one of the main reasons why petroleum industry re-investment rates,
including those of independents, have not completely follow 1the rise up in

15
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crude prices.

Of course, there are several other reasons why we haven’t seen a greater
spending response thus far —the expectation that prices will cycle down to
more “normal” levels and a lag time in developing new projects to invest in.
But I firmly believe that tax rates around the world are also playing a key
role. lalso believe that re-investment rates could be lagging due to fear that
governments will change tax rates after investments are made. Longer term,
lam concerned that private oil companies will not be able to invest in
conventional oil under terms being offered and will be forced to invest in

alternative energy supplies with more favorable tax terms.

Cost of Capital: Another concern from a major oil company's point of
view is the bias in the proposed tax regime change in favor of new versus
legacy investors. There isa common misperception that small and medium
sized petroleum companies have lower return requirements than the majors.
| would like to point out that the independent petroleum companies as a
group, for example, have a higher cost of capital than the supermajors, and
they should therefore have higher return requirements. Companies of all
sizes who have not maintained adequate returns for their shareholders are no

longer with us today.

| would also imagine that independents will also be comparing Alaska’s tax
rates to those in the Gulf of Mexico, United Kingdom and Canadian oil
sands, where they have been frequent investors. The State’s consultant
concludes that tax rates in these locations are more competitive than the

existing and proposed tax rates in Alaska.
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Jfcountries have high tax rates, it is possible that only govemment-
controlled oil companies with different objectives, like energy security, will

be willing to invest.

There is another concern created by the bias in favor of new versus legacy
investors. This bias creates the potential of having a large number of small
players active in the environmentally sensitive North Slope. The costs
associated with the environmental protections that companies like
ConocoPhillips insist on and are demanded by federal, state, and local
governments arc significant. This level of environmental sensitivity may be

new to many of these smaller players.

Majors Offer Important Benefits: ConocoPhillips has been a long-term
investor in Alaska and we want to make the case for why our company,
along with other majors, should continue to have a significant role in the

state.

We have the si/e and financial strength to cany out projects of any size We
have the skills to manage large and complex projects and we have
substantial experience in developing projects and operating in Arctic
conditions. ConocoPhillips, in particular, has suostantial experience in
heavy oil production and has leading coking technology to process heavier
crudes. We are also the second largest refiner in the United States so we
have the ability to upgrade our numerous refineries to process additional
heavy crude oil. We also have strong commercial acumen and access to

markets, which allows us to design projects to maximize the value of the
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resource. For example, ConocoPhillips is the second largest gas marketer in
the United States. And we have strong risk management skills. Finally, we
have a long-term investment horizon. That means that we invest year in and

year out and won’t leave when market conditions get rough.

Majors Have (.’real Spending Capability: The last point Jwanted to make
about why major oil companies should be viewed as desirable investors is
our great investment capability. This chart shows the three-vear average

total upstream spending in billions of dollars of the majors versus various
independent petroleum companies. We can and would like to bring a lot of
investment dollars into this state provided the terms are competitive. |he
tax proposal as introduced is the upper bound of what we believe is

reasonable given the totality of the deal.
Thank you for your attention.
Thank you Marianne

Hill Lan»ua»c:
Prior to some concluding remarks, 1would like to note that we have

identified some suggested changes in language to improve or clarify the
intent of the bill. Among other things, these changes concern how eligible
deductions and credits are identified and how the value at the point of
production should be calculated. We are developing proposed language to
reflect these changes and hope to offer this language to you shortly.

Finally, we would like to summarize several key messages.
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One, the proposed tax results in a more than doubling of the effective tax
rate over the current system. In isolation, we would not view this change as
reasonable, fair or appropriate, particularly given the state’s current budget
surplus. Ilowever, as a foundation for oil and gas fiscal stability that
facilitates future investment in Alaska, the balance proposed in this bill is

something ConocoPhillips will reluctantly support.

Two, the North Slope has a huge heavy oil resource that is already
significantly disadvantaged from a technology, quality and cost perspective;

incentivizing this resource will be key to increasing production levels in

Alaska.

Three, a transition plan from the current production tax system to the next is
essential to ensure equitable treatment of our legacy investments. Many of
these investments were associated with the development of marginal assets
that were justified on the basis of FLF. Qualifying these legacy investments

for deduction against PPI is an essential part ofthe balance reflected in the

bill.

Pour, the tax rate proposed in the bill pushes Alaska into a high cost/high tax
bracket as compared to many regimes around the world. Ihis will affect the
risk/reward balance that companies will evaluate before deciding to invest
here. Before you accept the rate reflected in the Governor's bill, you must
be comfortable with the potential risks to future investment that such a high

rate imposes.

19
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| would like to reiterate that Alaska and ConocoPhillips are aligned as
partners Ol many important goals:

* increasing investment in Alaska,;

 increasing Alaska’s oil and gas production,

* increasing Alaska’s competitive position, and

« developing long-term relationships with proven partners for long-

term, mutual benefit.

In closing, many factors have to be considered by a government in choosing
an appropriate tax rate for an industry as complex as the oil and gas industry.
Cost structure (including distance to market), prospectivity, potential Held
size, reservoir quality, regulatory constraints, and the desired level of
investment are perhaps but a few of the factors that nave lo be considered.
Today, Alaska is challenged in each of these areas and the fiscal regime

needs to recognize this.

Thank you for considering our views.

20
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ConocoPnhillips Alaska

Alaska’s No. 1 Oil Producer
2005 production: 314 MBOD
Alaska’s No. 1 Gas Producer
2005 production: 170 MMCFD
Alaska’s No. 1 Explorer
5 exploration wells in 2005

7 exploration wells 2006
Largest Owner of State & Federal Leases
605,755 acres developed '05
2.8 million acres undeveloped '05
Largest Industry Community Supporter
2006 > $12 Million Contributions

Largest Royalty and Tax Payer
2005 Taxes and Royalties: $1.6 Billion
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« Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment
« Future oll production in Alaska dependent on existing fields
 BIill differentially impacts legacy production

* Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

« Alaska’s competitiveness on a globai basis
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Future North Slope Production Profile
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Source data: Alaska Dept Revenue Fll 2006 Revenue Sources Book
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Heavy Oil Resource Potential

Slope Resource

KRU Resource

New Technology

1E & 1J Technology
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SoA Effective Tax Rate: Core vs. Satellites/New

Core fields will provide 65% of North Slope production over the next 20 years

20%
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ANS Oil Price (Real)
- Core Assets PP T Satellites/New PPT - Total PPT mTotal FLF
PPT assumptions: 20% tax rate, 20% credit rate, $73MM corporate allowance, start date 7/1/2006, 5-yr TIE ,

2/27/2006 - Slide 13 ConOCOPAI'llips



ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

« Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment
« Future oll production in Alaska dependent on existing fields
 BIill differentially impacts legacy production

 Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

e Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis
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Importance of Transition Plan

Fiord Capital & Production
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Fiord Capital ¢ Production $30MM since project sanctioned in
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ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

 Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment

« Future oll production in Alaska dependent on existing fields

 BIll differentially impacts legacy production

* Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis
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Marianne Kah
ConocoPhillips Chief Economist
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Global Total Cost Per Barrel

Total Cost per Barrel ($/boe)12

Egypt  Indonesia Venezuela Kazakhstan Nigeria Azerbaijan Angola Norway USA Canada
(deepwater) (deepwater) (Alaska)  (Arctic)

1 Total cost includes capital and operating elements averaged over 10 year period (1994-2003).
2 source Wood Mackenzie 2004 "Global Oil and Gas Risk and Reward Study”
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Alaska - High Cost High Tax?

« Middle Group

= Low Group

A High Group

» PVM Competitors

mAlaska ELF
Alaska PPT

Government Take

1 - Nigeria
2 -Azerbaijan

3 - Angola

Total Costs (US$/boe, 2004)

1 Total cost includes capital and operating elements averaged over 10 year period (1994-2003)
2 source Wood Mackenzie 2004 "Global Oil and Gas Risk and Reward Study".
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Global Average Commercial Discovery Size

Average Commercial Discovery Size (mmboe)l
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1 Average commercial discovery size from 1994 to 2003.
2The average discovery size is calculated as total commercial reserves discovered (1994-2003) / total
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o
Norwegian Crude Production

Decline Continues Despite Higher Prices

Million Barrels per Day

e i

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 200

Source: Oil and Gas Journal
2005 is 11 month average
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Re-Investment Rates

1994 - 2004

250% T
g r i Industry Average Re-In\»strent Rate
WTI Price
200%
$
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2
i3 + $20 8
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50% -
0%
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Source: Evaluate Energy database.
Re-Investment Rate = Capex/after-tax Operating Cash Flows.
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Cost of Capital
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Majors Offer Important Benefits

Financial strength

Arctic development & operating experience

* Project management skills

 Heavy oil production & upgrading technology
« Commercial acumen

e Risk management skills

Long-term investment horizon

ConocoPhillips
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Majors Have Great Spending Capability

$9.0 Average Annual Upstream Spending ($B)
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Source: Merrill Lynch IITEE;P " M sjO fS
' Three year average spending (exploration, development and unproven property acquisition)
2XO0M, BP, COP.CVX, Shell
3 Anadarko, Apaehe, Devon. Kerr-McGee, CNR. Encana. Nexen, Talisman
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Key Messages

Proposed production tax increase is 200+%
- Only acceptable as foundation for oil and gas fiscal stability

« ANS Heavy OIl should be incentivized as key resource for mitigating
production decline

A 5yr transition plan for deducting recent capital expenditures is vital
for an equitable conversion

 Production tax rates at 20%+ may actually negatively impact Alaska’s
ability to attract investment

- Our Costs are Higher
- We Have Reduced Prospectivity - Our Targets are Smaller

- Our Environmental Protection is Superior
- Our Lead Times are Longer

ConocoPhillips
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HB 488 | SB 305 Testimony

ConocoPhillips Alaska
February 27, 2006

mim sm. i ConocoPhillips

Brian Wenzel
Vice President, Finance & Administration
ConocoPhillips Alaska

Marianne Kah
Chief Economist
ConocoPhillips

Darren Jones

Vice President, Commercial Assets
ConocoPhillips Alaska
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Exploration Activity

NPFiA

« *CooocoPhillipt Wall
0 +Non-ConacoPhillips Wall

27405 3d 4

ConocoPhillips Alaska

Alaska's No. 1 Oil Producer
2005 production: 314 MBOD
Alaska’s No. 1 Gas Producer
2005 production: !'70 MMCFD
Alaska’s No. 1 Explorer
5 exploration wells in 2005

7 exploration wells 2006
Largest Owner of State & Federal Leases
605,755 acres developed 05
2.8 million acres undeveloped 05
Largest Industry Community Supporter
2006 > $12 Million Contributions

Largest Royalty and Tax Payer
2005 Taxes and Royalties: $1.6 Billion

ConocoPhillips

19 Bbbl of production and $5 0B of
ravenuas beyond 1969 expectations

«1002 Arsu

AVWMR

North Slope Production
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North Slope Production

2.5
1.9 Bbbl of production and $5.0B of revenues
0 beyond 1989 expectations
a
6 15 It; r.in [BActual & Forecast
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{:/5
z 05
AK0ce- Fich Conocorttlllips

State of Alaska PPT Nominal Take (& $60 Real

x Gas Revenues (nol shown)
%k Ao 1 offset dedintng PPT
72500
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ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

» Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment
e Future oil production in Alaska dependent on existing fields
« Bill differentially impacts legacy production

« Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

» Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis

ConocoPhillips
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ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

» Balanced fiscal structure critr al for future O&G investment
e Future oil production in Alaska dependent on existing fields
« Bill differentially impacts legacy production

« Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

« Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis
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ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

« Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment
e Future oil production in Alaska dependent on existing fields
< Bill differentially impacts legacy production

e Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

e Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis

Future North Slope Production Profile

2006 2007 7008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Fiscal Year

Source del* AJeeke Dept Revenue fmt 2008 Scxiice i Buo* COﬂOCOPhi"ipS
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Heavy Oil Resource Potential

New Technology

IE 4 1) Technology
4 1) Development
Existing 1C 4 1D

Slope Resource KRU Resource Development
Status
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ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

» Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment
» Future oil production in Alaska dependent on existing fields
- Bill differentially impacts legacy production

 Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

» Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis

ConocoPhillips
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SoA Effective Tax Rate: Core vs. Satellites/New

Core fields will provide 65% of North Slope production over the next 20 years

SOA Effected average tax rate 2006-2025

*40 $50
ANS Oil Price (Real)

Qrelssts T —- StellitesNaaPPt Tl PPt Tl LR

PPT assosnptons 0% tanrate. 20% credit rate rorporate aHonerKe. start dale 7/1/2006. S-yr TIE
ini/wo* - w* 13 GonocoPhUllps

ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

» Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment
» Future oi' oroduction in Alaska dependent on existing fields
« Bill differentially impacts legacy production

* Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

» Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis
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Importance of Transition Plan

Fiord Capital & Production

2000 2002 2004 2000 2004 2010

10 H 1Kvd + Pndurtan |

minoun - sm 15

PPT without transition reduces
NPVI0 by $100MM

Increasing oil prices have impacted
material and labor costs

- Incr :
5&8&%‘/1%?%‘6% t}pér“éjeectc ; ?oned n

2005
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ConocoPhillips’ Perspective

« Balanced fiscal structure critical for future O&G investment

e Future oil production in Alaska dependent on existing fields

« Bill differentially impacts legacy production

 Importance of Transitional Investment Expenditure plan

« Alaska’s competitiveness on a global basis
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Marianne Kah
ConocoPhillips Chief Economist
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Global Total Cost Per Barrel

Total Cost per Barrel (J/boe)1l
14

Capital m Opex

. T
10

* Totatcoat nciudaa capital and opatalmy ~ ava<aua d ova» 10 yaar panod (1W 4 2003)
» Soutc* Wood Mac*aorta 2004 ‘Global Oil and Gaa e«k and Wwa'd Study*
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Alaska - High Cost High Tax?
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Low Cost- High Tax | High Cost- High Tax
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Global Average Commercial Discovery Size

Average Commercial Discovery Size (mmboe)l
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Norwegian Crude Production

Decline Cortinues Despite Higher Prices

Million Barrels per Day

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002

Source: Oil and Gas Journal
2005 is 11 month average
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Re-Investment Rates
1994-2004
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Source Evaiuale Energy database
Re-Investmem Rate = Capes/after ta* Operating Cash Rows
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Cost of Capital
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mindependents
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Source W**y'4«d Avwag* Coel o* Cap«al from JS
Harold de«mtk.iM
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Majors Offer Important Benefits

* Financial strength

« Arctic development & operating experience

» Project management skills

 Heavy oil production & upgrading technology
« Commercial acumen

« Risk management skills

 Long-term investment horizon
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Majors Have Great Spending Capability

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

e Menillyrth I+ E&P ii Majors 3
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Key Messages

 Proposed production tax increase is 200+%
- Only acceptable as foundation for oil and gas fiscal stability

¢ ANS Heavy Oil should be incentivized as key resource for mitigating
production decline

« A 5 yrtransition plan for deducting recent capital expenditures is vital
for an equitable conversion

« Production tax rates at 2u%+ may actually negatively impact Alaska's
ability to attract investment

- Our Costs are Higher
-  We Have Reduced Prospectivity - Our Targets are Smaller

- Our Environmental Protection is Superior
- Our Lead Times are Longer
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