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ers and their employees have participated in every
estimony opportunity in 2011/2012
Dowell Report confirmed the facts we’ve presented

nce companies average between 70% and 90% Alaska hire

e companies employ non-residents who were formerly
Alaska residents

= Record employment on the North Slope has not led to a reduction
- inthe production decline



1ssion statement is to “promote

sible exploration, development and

~ production of oil, gas and mineral resources for
" the benefit of all Alaskans”



companies are looking for work, resulting
ly relocating or shifting resources and

nent to the lower 48 (CIRI, Solsten,

ather, Builders Choice, Northern Industrial
Training, Carlile, Lynden, Peak Oilfield Services,

- Cruz Construction...)



in the McDowell study, record
t on the North Slope does
lving oil industry

ual production for every job

res

2000 — 108,000 barre
010 - 28,000 barrels of a

highly trained professionals to outside
etition

wal production for every job

Io ion of jobs based in Anchorage and

Fairbanks like engineers, fabrication work, etc.
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gan: om production-related activity
1aintenance activ at do not increase
ction '

S outside of Alaska are concerned about our
current tax policy and its potential impact on future
inancial forecast of our service company



The futun‘ ot /

t address the following:

- New compames and investment in the Alaska
market



roduction)

o is reasonable. It is maybe
y on the high side.” (PVM slide 28, presentation to
upport Industry Alliance)



endation of Dr. van Meurs: “the 60-
or more costly new light oil

sonable level from an international perspective.”

slide 38)

van Meurs includes in-field drilling of existing fields
1ew high-cost light oil production (PVM slide 16)

. van Meurs “The main reason for major companies to
be in a harvest mode is that projects outside Alaska are
more attractive. No large attractive projects available in

Alaska under current fiscal terms for major oil
companies” (PVM slide 15)
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ion, continued...

inidad applied an approximate 12

to attract new investment in an
roduction (PVM slide 31)

in Gabon at $100/bbl is 52%
inal government take in Alberta is 57 %

ginal government t

inal government take in Alaska under ACES is
80%
Energy, slide 49)
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= Will this result in the required investment to bring
new discoveries to production under the current
ACES tax structure?
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est in new markets and it

oes not compete well when developing
r cost light oil (PVM slide 37)

= “ACES inhibits the development of new projects and
- resources that might help stem or even reverse
- decline.” (PFC slide 28)
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y partnership should exist on both
ends of the price spectrum
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be in the State’s best interest if it is
industry

is bill, in its current form, does not
e a significant shift in

gh we have touched on several points from Dr.
urs on different types of production and
ponding tax rates it would be difficult to

ent the approach

- @ The method and levers to be adjusted is the challenge
before the senate but we support a magnitude of
change that would place us in the middle of a
comparative chart produced by PFC Energy
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