M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 23, 2007
2:12 p.m

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Bert Stednman convened the neeting at approximately
2:12:55 PM

PRESENT

Senat or Lyman Hof f man, Co- Chair
Senator Bert Stedman, Co-Chair
Senator Charlie Huggins, Vice Chair
Senator Kim Elton

Senat or Joe Thonmas

Senat or Fred Dyson

Senat or Donny d son

Also Attendi ng: SENATOR GARY STEVENS, TOM IRWN, Conmm ssioner,
Departnment of Natural Resources; PAT GALVIN, Conmm ssioner,
Department  of Revenue; ANTONY  SCOITT, Commer ci al Anal yst
Division of Ol and Gas, Departnent of Natural Resources.

Attending via Teleconference: There were no teleconference
partici pants.

SUMVARY | NFORMVATI ON

SB 104- NATURAL GAS PI PELI NE PRQIECT

The Committee heard a presentation from the Palin-Parnell
Adm nistration. The bill was held in Conmittee.

#sb104
2:13:08 PM
SENATE BILL NO 104
"An Act relating to the Alaska Gasline |Inducenent Act;

establishing the Al aska Gasline |nducenent Act matching
contribution fund, providing for an Alaska Gasline
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| nducenent Act coordinator; making conform ng anendnents;
and providing for an effective date.”

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

2:13: 17 PM

Co- Chair Stedman announced that the Commttee would begin its
hearings on the Al aska Gasline |Inducenent Act (AGQ A).

2:13: 36 PM
TOM | RWN, Comm ssi oner, Department  of Nat ur al Resour ces

recognized and appreciated the efforts expended by the
Legi sl ature thus far on AG A

M. Ilrwin stated that AJA was "all about business", and
utilized a common practice in business. The bill defined what
the State would offer as inducenents, and what would be required
of oil and gas producers who opted to participate in the

construction of a natural gas pipeline.

2:16: 33 PM

M. Irwin infornmed that the Departnent of Natural Resources
estimated the identified gas reserves at approximately 250 to
260 trillion cubic feet. He voiced that the producers were not

in Al aska because they loved the State, but rather for business
and profit. He likened the oil and gas conpanies' responsibility
to their shareholders to the Adm nistration's responsibility to
protect the interests of the people of Al aska. He stressed the
i nportance of access to gas reserves as a "nust have" in the
AG A process.

M. Irwin stated that the contract negotiated by fornmer Governor
Mur kowski resulted in the State being placed in a "highly
| everaged position'. M. Ilrwn referenced coments nade by
producers that indicated |ack of support and notivation to
construct the gasline in a tinely fashion. The previous contract
woul d have positioned the State in an "untenable" arrangenent,
and the legislature appropriately refused to ratify the
contract.
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2:19:26 PM

M. lrwin furthered that the rejected contract was inconplete.
The State should not be forced to concede its judicial,
legislative and admnistrative rights in exchange for a
comm tnent from producers to build a gasline, as the previous
contract proposed.

2:20: 20 PM

M. Irwin discussed the mnmethods by which the State could
progress on the construction of a gasline. He rejected the
notion that the State should nodify the contract negotiated by
t he Murkowski Adm nistration, stating that the contract was "not
t weakabl e". Thus, the Palin Admi nistration opted for the conmon
busi ness practice of investing in its own project.

2:22:08 PM

M. lrwin continued that the $500 million offered as incentives
in AQQA represented the State's investnent in the gasline. That
investnment could potentially generate hundreds of billions of
dollars. He cautioned that the State should not advance a
cl osed, isolated basin. AGA would provide Alaska with a fair,
open process.

2:23:45 PM

M. Irwin asserted that the State was not respected or trusted
by the oil and gas conpanies that were party to the previous
negoti ati ons, which was another factor in the necessity of State
investnment in the gasline project. He coomented that little risk
was associated with AQJA as it was a dollar-for-dollar
investnment, and if a producer withdrew from the project the
State would retain the nonies invested. The Request for Proposal
(RFP) process would allow business to conpete fairly and
equi tably.

2:25:23 PM

M. Irwin shared that conpani es  trust in the Pal i n
Adm nistration's commtnent to a fair and open process. AGA
would allow oil and gas conpanies to do business in a "safe

American environnment”, and he expected continued support of the
bill.
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2:26:48 PM

Co-Chair Stedman requested the aforenmentioned quotes attributed
to oil and gas producers indicating their reluctance to build a
gasl i ne.

M. Irwn wuld provide the docunentation.
2:27:19 PM

PAT GALVIN, Conmi ssioner, Departnment of Revenue, indicated he
woul d provide a "condensed sunmary" of SB 104 wutilizing an
overhead and handout titled "The Palin-Parnell Admnistration
presents AG A The Alaska Gasline Inducenent Act, Senate
Fi nance, 4/23/2007" [copy on file].

2:27:59 PM
Page 2
AG A Overvi ew

* Is a comercial vehicle that creates a conpetitive playing
field

* Provides a pipeline on Al aska's terns
* |Is a transparent process, with transparent inducenents.

M. @Glvin summarized the page, noting that AG A would all ow gas
conpani es to nmake individual determ nations of what was in their
organi zation's best interest.

2:29: 26 PM
Page 3
Commerci al Vehicl e

* AGQ A uses conpetitive bidding, not negotiation

» Successful bidding process requires AG A s inducenents
o0 Wthout inducenents, no third-party bidders
o Wthout third-party bidders, state has no ability to
get a pipeline on its desired terms

M. Galvin overviewed this page.

SFC- 07 (4) 04/ 23/ 07



PM

2:30: 35

Page 4

Commerci al Vehicle

AG

M. Gl
from pr
maxi mum

A' s inducenents:
M dst ream i nducenment of $500 mlli on:
0 Reduces | i censee's pr oj ect devel opnent risks,

especially an i ndependent pipeline |icensee

Upstream tax and Royalty inducenents:
0 Coupled to the licensed mdstream project to nake
Ii cense nore val uabl e, by
 Encouragi ng open season participation

e Ensuring that State wll stick wth its
i censed partner

Requirenment to obtain pipeline certificate reduces
overal | pr oj ect risks, i nproves state's strategic
position

vin highlighted the page, explaining that applications
oducers would include the portion of the $500 nmillion
that they were applying to receive. The upstream

incentives, including a ten-year tax "conmtnent” by the State
were designed to encourage participation in a successful open

season.

PM

2:34: 29

Page 5

A project on the State's Terns

. By

creating a nore conpetitive playing field, state can

speci fy sone "nust haves"
e State's "nmust haves" focus on its future:

SFC- 07

o] A pi peline sooner
o] A conpetitive and vibrant oil and gas industry
o] Jobs and careers, not only from the pipeline

itself, but also froma conpetitive oil patch
o] Gas for Al askans
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M. Galvin spoke to the State's "nust haves" under AQ A
2:36: 31 PM
Page 6

A project on the State's Terns

« State's "nust haves" all obtained through pipeline tariff

and access terns that ensure a conpetitive oil and gas
i ndustry
o Conpetitive oil and gas industry can flower if
pi peline ownership gives no upstream conpetitive
advant age
o Jobs and careers for Alaskans will be nmaximzed by
ensuring a conpetitive upstreamindustry
0 Cheap gas for Alaskans will be enjoyed if pipeline

regul arly expands
M. Galvin sunmari zed t he page.
2:37: 04 PM
Page 7

A project on the State's Terns

A pi peline sooner

* Required mninmum 70/ 30 debt/equity ratio ensures reasonable
base tariffs

* Expansion requirenents ensure that gas found by any party
can access the pipeline

* Rolled-in rate requirenents ensure that all parties have an

econonmic incentive to explore for gas, conpetition for oi

and gas, and all of Al aska's gas can get into the pipeline

M. Glvin reviewed the page, indicating that one of the primary
means for the State to receive revenue from the project was
t hrough the "net-back"” value on gas in the form of |eases and
production taxes. This revenue stream depended on the market
price of gas, as well as the tariff levied on the gasline. The
tariff rate was dependent on the debt to equity ratio.

2:41: 22 PM
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ANTONY SCOTT, Conmercial Analyst, Dvision of QI and Gas,
Departnent of Natural Resources informed that he had been

involved in the developnent of a natural gas pipeline since
2003.

2:42:11 PM
Page 8
Gets a Pipeline Sooner

Losses to State for Each Year Del ay
D scounted at 5% per Year

[ Line graph depicting delays of one year, tw years, and
three years in billions of dollars at sustained gas prices
bet ween $3.50 and $10. 50. ]

M. Scott explained that there existed "real values" to the
State if the gasline progressed quickly, and conversely, there
would be |osses due to delays. He exanpled a benefit to the
State of $1.8 billion if a pipeline was conpleted one year
earlier than projected, at gas prices of $5.50.

2:44: 03 PM

Page 9
Tariff and State Revenue Effects of Debt-Equity Structure
[ Chart depicting the foll ow ng:

Debt % 80%

Equity % 20%

Tariff: $1.47

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions: 37.4

Debt % 75%

Equity % 25%

Tariff: $1.56

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions: 36.9

Debt % 70%
Equity % 30%
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Tariff: $1.65

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions:

Debt % 65%
Equity % 35%
Tariff: $1.74

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions:

Debt % 60%
Equity % 40%
Tariff: $1.84

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions:

Debt % 55%
Equity % 45%
Tariff: $1.95

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions:

Debt % 50%
Equity % 50%
Tariff: $2.06

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions:

Debt % 45%
Equity % 55%
Tariff: $2.18

Present Value State Revenue $ Billions:

AG A protects the states interest
ensures that no less than 70/30 wll

36.

35.

35.

34.

33.

33.

in
be

50/50, with associated tariff benefits

state revenue benefits of $2.5 billion.

M. Scott spoke to the exanples on the page,
that the debt-to-equity structure was an inportant factor in the
tariff calculation due to the fact that debt
than equity. The proportion of debt to equity would therefore be

a significant consideration in the overall
2:47: 38 PM

Page 10

1]
low tariffs. | t

used rather than
of 41 cents and

and conmmuni cat ed

is |l ess expensive

cost of the project.

Expansi on Provi sions Cost-of-Delay to Explorer

SFC- 07 (8)
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Expected Net Present Val ue (NPV 12)
Ceneric North Sl ope Prospect

[ Bar graph depicting expected negative net present value in
mllions of dollars for each year of delay to first-
production. For exanple, a two year delay would result in a

net present value of negative $8.7 nillion. A five year
delay would result in a net present value of negative $23.1
mllion.]

M. Scott noted that AG A required expansion of the pipeline in
an "engineering increnent” as nore gas was extracted. The
pi peline capacity would be expanded within the basic design of
the project, by increasing conpression or "looping" using the
same pipe size. He set forth that the 2004 enabling federal
legislation for the project provided the Federal Ener gy
Regul atory Commi ssion (FERC) the unprecedented authority to
order an expansion of the pipeline. The process to request an
expansi on through FERC woul d cost a producer "dozens of mllions
of dollars,” and would likely result in extended litigation.

2:52: 03 PM
Page 11
FERC Lower 48 Expansion rate policy
[ Bar graph depicting Lower-48 FERC policy, Oiginal (2016)
Shi ppers' Rates, Lower-48 FERC policy, 1st Expansion (2018)
Shi ppers' Rates, Lower-48 FERC policy, 2nd Expansion (2021)
Shi ppers' Rates, and Lower-48 FERC policy, 3rd Expansion
(2023) Shippers' Rates for the years 2016 through 2026. ]
M . Scott overviewed the page, detailing the effects of
expansion on shipping rates in the contiguous United States. He
opined that the type of policy exanpled would discourage
expansion of the pipeline to full conpression.
2:55:03 PM
Page 12

AG A Expansion rate policy
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[ Bar graph depicting Lower-48 FERC policy, Oiginal (2016)
Shi ppers' Rates, Lower-48 FERC policy, 1st Expansion (2018)
Shi ppers' Rates, Lower-48 FERC policy, 2nd Expansion (2021)
Shi ppers' Rates, Lower-48 FERC policy, 3rd Expansion (2023)
Shi ppers' Rates, and AGQ A policy for the years 2016 through
2026. ]

M. Scott contrasted the AG A policy to the previous FERC
exanpl e, comenting that rolled-in rates as provided for in A A
woul d provide nore incentive for pipeline expansion.

2:56:11 PM

Page 13
Rol | ed-in Rates Encourage Exploration
Exanpl es:

Scenario 1:

Add 1 Bcf/day with conpression (from4.5 to 5.5 Bcf/day)
Rolled-in: $6.0 mllion

Incremental: $6.5 mllion

Scenario 2:

Add 1 Bcf/day with conpression (from5.5 to 6.5 Bcf/day)
Rolled-in: $4.3 mllion

Increnental : -$5.4 mllion

Scenario 3:
Add 700 Mvcf/day with looping (from6.8 to 7.5 Bcf/ day)
Rolled-in: $.9 nmillion
| ncremental : -$25.5 million
M. Scott addressed the conparisons of rolled-in rates and
increnental rates illustrated on this page. He sunmarized that
rolled-in rates made additional gas prospects nore profitable
and thus encouraged expl oration.
2:58: 38 PM
Page 14

Transparent Public policy
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 AGA creates a conpetitive process, not a negotiated

process

e Bids will be submtted, comrented upon by the public, and
eval uat ed

* Awnner will be chosen by the Comm ssioners

e The Commissioners' decision wll be reviewed by the

Legi sl ature

M Glvin reviewed the "transparency”" of AGA The initial
request for applications would be made July 1, 2007 with a due
date of Cctober 1. The public comment period would |ast 60 days,
and upon conpletion the conm ssioners would select a w nning
appl i cation.

3:01: 02 PM
Page 15

Transparent Public policy

e The value of AGA s inducenents are wup front and
t ranspar ent

e Contrast: AG A s $500 nmillion versus SGDA contract $10
billion+
o Much of SGDA <contract value was hidden and
unquanti fi abl e

0 AQ A s benefits are explicit and quantifiable

M. Galvin spoke to the information on this page.

3:02:11 PM

Page 16

Sunmary

 Wthout conpetition, and the forward novenent that AQA

provi des, Al askans will have to wait, and watch, until the
Producers do the pipeline on their tineline and on their
terns.

* Ad A changes the playing field.

* AGA is a comercial vehicle that creates a conpetitive
playing field, provides a pipeline on Alaska's terns, in a
transparent manner.
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M. Galvin highlighted this page.
3:04: 09 PM

Co- Chair Stedman asked about the "breakdown" of the $10 billion
figure quoted on page 15. He also requested analysis of the
negoti ation requirements under the Stranded Gas Act.

M. Galvin asked for clarification of the question.

Co-Chair Stednan reiterated his request for the Departnent's
interpretation of whether negotiations were to be held publicly
or in private under the Stranded Gas Act.

3:05:20 PM

Co-Chair Stedman referred to page 10, and asked for further
expl anation regarding the cost of delay. It appeared that a one
year delay would cause the project to produce a negative net
present val ue, thus discouraging construction.

3:06: 57 PM

M. Glvin explained that the slide was intended to represent a
generic North Slope prospect, and the inpact of delay of
expansion wunder AG A The purpose of +the exanple was to
denonstrate that the expectation of expansion by the explorer
would drive the decision of whether or not to drill an
exploratory well. The expansion provisions of AG A would provide
assurance to the explorer, therefore encouragi ng exploration.

3:09: 26 PM

Co-Chair Stednman assuned that in the event of a one year delay
an explorer would not continue, as the net present value would
be negati ve.

M. Glvin specified that w thout the expansion requirenents in
AG A a producer would have to consider the probability that a
FERC ordered expansion would occur, and factor in the |ikelihood
of a delay in the expansion. He suggested that the "nust haves"
within AGA would reduce that wuncertainty, as the bill would
provi de assurance that the pipeline would expand if gas was
di scover ed.
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Co-Chair Stednan requested the supporting data used by the
Department to generate this exanple. He remarked that previous
information differed from the current exanple, and that he was
not convinced that a one year delay could turn a profitable
project into one wwth a negative val ue.

M. Galvin would provide the requested information.

3:11: 38 PM

M. Scott explained that the delays referenced by Co-Chair
Stedman were assuned in the analysis. The representation spoke
to delays due to the FERC expansion process, which included

litigation and other major financial expenses in addition to the
del ay.

3:13:43 PM
Co- Chair Stedman again requested the background anal ysi s.

M. Scott asserted that the "downward trend was unm stakable,"”
and woul d provide the infornmation request ed.

3:14: 21 PM

Senat or Huggins asked if the 70/30 tariff rate of $1.65 depicted
on page 9 was an actual projected rate.

3:14: 57 PM

M. Scott responded that the $1.65 projection was based on a
scenario of a $20.5 billion project into Alberta, Canada wth
particul ar financial assunptions.

Senator Huggins asked for the assunptions wused in this
projection, as well as a projected tariff rate for a $30 billion
proj ect .

Senat or Huggins understood that the gas treatnent plant was
excluded fromthis scenario.

M. Scott assuned that to be true, but wuld provide a
definitive answer.
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Senat or Huggi ns requested a projected scenario that included a
gas treatnment plant, and asked that other exanples in which the
treatment plant was excluded be reconsidered to determne the
i npact of a treatnent plant.

3:16: 28 PM
Co- Chair Stedman repeated Senator Huggi ns' request.
3:16: 53 PM

Senator Huggins referred to pages 11 and 12, and related the
listed dollar anobunts to those on page 9. He asked if the
amounts were rounded for illustration

M. Scott communicated that the differences in the projections
were due to the inclusion of a gas treatnent plant in one
exanple but not the other. The consideration of the gas
treatment plant changed the value by approximately 40 cents. The
projection also analyzed construction costs at a |evel higher
than $20.5 billion, as the exanple accounted for subsequent
costs of expansion of the pipeline.

3:18:12 PM

Senat or Huggins stated that conparisons could be nade nore
appropriately if the nodel wused the same assunptions and
figures.

3:18: 25 PM

Co- Chair Stedman requested "reconstituted" charts and consi stent
application of a gas treatnent plant inclusion or exclusion.

3:19: 21 PM

M. Scott was "happy to do that". He rem nded that the exanples
provided were sinply an attenpt to illustrate for the conmmttee
possi bl e outcomes under AGQ A He could not predict the exact
final project, and was trying to explain the dynamcs in
general .

3:20: 23 PM
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Co- Chair Stednan asked for symretry anongst the slides, and told
that disclosure would assist the Commttee in understanding the
mat eri al s.

3:20: 33 PM

Co-Chair Hoffman appreciated acknow edgement of the State's
obligations to the citizens of Al aska. He shared that Governor
Palin intended to "turn dirt" in the summer of 2008, and pointed
to the claim on page 7 that AG A would produce "a pipeline
sooner”. He asked what provisions in the bill would contribute
to achieving those goals. He wunderstood that current |oan
guarantees would expire in the near future, and an increase in
the project cost could require a greater guarantee. He asked if
the Adm nistration had requested an extension of the guarantees.

3:22: 07 PM

M. Glvin replied that AGA could expedite the erection of a
gas pipeline through the requirenent of tine comnmtnments and the
establishment of conpetition. He recognized that the State and
the gas producers had different inperatives regarding the
production of North Slope gas, and expected that the conpetitive
envi ronment fostered by AG A could encourage progress on the gas
pi pel i ne.

3:23:47 PM

M. @Glvin was not aware of an expiration provision in the
federal |oan guarantee. He explained that the tineline related
to the federal governnent's ability to take over t he
construction of a pipeline project. He understood that AG A had
the support of the federal government and would be allowed to
move forward under the auspices of the State. Retraction of the
federal |oan guarantees was unlikely, but the value of such
guarantees may need to be anended as cost increases continued.

3:26:24 PM

Co-Chair Stedman asked for further information on the | oan
guar ant ee.

3:26:34 PM
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M. Ilrwin recounted a visit he and M. @Glvin nade to
Washington, D.C. to neet with FERC, the U S. Departnent of
Energy, and a senior advisor to Vice President D ck Cheney.
During a presentation before FERC explaining the details of
AG A a FERC official exhibited great enthusiasm for the
project. M. Glvin attended neetings wth FERC and reported its
support.

M. Ilrwn continued that he net wth representatives of the
Department of Energy during the sane visit and requested a
meeting with the Assistant Secretary. He was initially told that
the Assistant Secretary was unavailable on such short notice;
however, after giving the presentation on AGA M. Irwin was
granted a 15 mnute neeting wth the Assistant Secretary the
following day. The neeting with the Assistant Secretary | asted
approximately four hours and was characterized by eager support
of A A on the federal |evel.

3:29: 26 PM

Co- Chai r Hof fman recognized that the oil conpani es had
opportunities to invest outside of Al aska, but opined that the
tentative agreenents negotiated with the previous admnistration
indicated the producers’ wllingness to invest in a State
gasline. He asked if M. Irwin concurred with that statenent.

3:30: 52 PM

M. Irwin did not agree with that position, citing that the
| anguage governing the creation of a limted liability conpany
(LLC had not been conplete the previous year, and upon passage
of the Petroleum Profits Tax (PPT), an oil and gas producer
requested an additional one billion dollars before proceeding.
There currently existed an agreenent in the form of a State
constitution delineating Al aska's ownership of the gas, and
| eases held by the producers requiring them to develop the
product when it was "econom c, not npbst econom c".

3:32: 33 PM

Co-Chair Hoffman pointed out that changes had occurred since
former Governor Murkowski began negotiations wth the oil
conpanies and the "contentious time" that resulted in the
previous legislature's approval of higher tax rates under the
PPT legislation. He assuned that the higher tax rate rendered
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the producers unwilling to conmt to the construction of a
gasline, and asked if M. Irwin agreed that the oil and gas
conpanies would have signed a contract at Mrkowski's |ower
negoti ated tax rates.

3:34: 41 PM

M. Irwin responded that he could not speak for the oi
conpani es. He observed that the previous negotiation did not
produce a guarantee for an open season, did not result in define
"offtake rates" wunder the Alaska Ol and Gas Conservation
Comm ssion (AOGCC), and failed to nmke progress in nany other
facets of the project.

M. Irwin contended that "real differences" existed between the
oil and gas conpanies potentially involved in the project. One
conpany was investing and exploring extensively in Al aska, while
others were not as involved. The previous proposal contained a
"clear and convincing evidence" standard that the State nust
meet in denonstrating that an oil conpany was not advancing the
project, which would have placed too nuch of a burden on the
State in arbitration proceedings. AG A would provide the State a
di fferent mechanism for constructing a pipeline by encouraging
investnment in the project using conmon business practices. The
project would not be biased for producers or against the
construction of a pipeline. He expected the oil and gas
producers woul d object to AG A due to their experiences with the
former adm nistration.

3:38:15 PM

Senator Elton asked if the process was designed to |icense only
one entity, or if multiple entities could be |icensed.

M. @Glvin replied that one |icense would be issued by the State
and would allow the licensee access to the inducenents under

AG A The Admnistration anticipated that the |icensee could
build alignments or consortiuns with other entities based on
mutual interests. Thus, one I|icense would be issued, but

mul ti pl e conpani es coul d be invol ved.
3:40: 08 PM

Senator Elton asked if additional business arrangenents nmade
after the issuance of the initial license would require the
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licensee to return to the State for approval or accommobdation of
t he arrangenent.

M. Glvin affirned, noting that the comm ssioners would have to
approve any assignment of interests under the |icense.

Senator Elton assuned that the decision would be made by the
Executive Branch

M. Galvin affirned.
3:40:58 PM

Senator Thomas described the oil producer-constructed Trans
Al aska Pipeline System (TAPS) as "tremendously profitable", and
pointed out that AG A would create an opportunity for a party
not invested in oil and gas exploration to conpete to build the
gas pipeline. The State was "in a pickle" to identify new
revenue sources due to waning oil production, and the producers
had an incentive to delay construction of a gasline to |everage
the State in negotiations. He asked how AG A could assist the
State in the erection of a gasline.

3:42:59 PM

M. Galvin agreed that tine was not "on the side" of the State,
and as time progressed the State would becone nore exposed
financially, and could be forced to accept I|ess attractive
terms. AG A recognized the situation and attenpted to change
t hat position.

M. Galvin spoke to the second piece of the question, the value
of an integrated project. The business structure associated with
TAPS allowed the oil industry to add value to its investnent
That integrated system was currently involved in litigation
regarding tariffs and other aspects, and had been exam ned as it
related to the gasline. The alternative to an integrated
pi peline was one that was built by a company that specialized
solely in pipeline construction and was not a producer-shi pper
of gas. AGQ A addressed both the tine constraint concerns and the
i nt egrat ed ownershi p concerns.

3:47:16 PM
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Co-Chair Stedman assuned that the Departnment would prepare a
timeline depicting optimstic and pessimstic AGA outcones to
overlay with the fiscal position of State to illustrate to
Commttee nenbers the potential i npact of the proposed
| egi sl ati on.

M. Galvin affirned.
3:48: 03 PM

M. Ilrwin comented that Senator Thomas' and Senator Elton's
guestions related to one another. Wile the State was in a tine-
sensitive position, significant gas potential existed within the
State. The State had selected one route, but should not exclude
one route over another in a long-term projection.

3:49:17 PM

Co-Chair Stedman announced that the Committee would begin a
sectional analysis of the bill at the follow ng hearing.

#sb 104

ADJ QURNIVENT

Co- Chair Bert Stednan adjourned the neeting at 3:50:49 PM
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