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SUMVARY

HB 300 APPROP: OPERATI NG BUDGET/ LOANS/ FUNDS
HB 302 APPROP: MENTAL HEALTH BUDGET

#hb300

#hb302

HOUSE BI LL NO. 300

"An Act making appropriations for the operating and
| oan program expenses of state governnment, for certain
prograns, and to capitalize funds; making suppl enental
appropriations; nmaking appropriations under art. |X
sec. 17(c), Constitution of the State of Alaska; and
providing for an effective date."

HOUSE BI LL NO. 302

"An Act making appropriations for the operating and
capi tal expenses of t he state's i nt egrated
conprehensi ve nmental health program and providing for
an effective date."

1: 36: 29 PM

Co- Chair Hawker discussed housekeeping. He indicated that
he was expecting a high level overview on what funds the
departments had available for spending at the beginning of
FY2010; what the nobney was spent on in FY2010, what was
still avail able, and what the agency was requesting for the
next fiscal year. He requested that a clear, witten
definition of an "encunbered expense" be provided at a
| at er date.

Representative Kelly requested that the speaker tie
toget her expenditures with statutory law as the committee
exam ned the various expenditures.

Co- Chai r Hawker restated that when asking for an
appropriation item the committee was requesting a
description of where that appropriation was sourced, and
why it had been originally appropriated.

DANI EL T. SEAMOUNT, JR., COW SSI ONER, ALASKA O L AND GAS
CONSERVATI ON  COWM SSI ON, DEPARTMENT OF ADM NI STRATI ON,
expl ai ned that the comm ssion was requesting an addition to
the budget to fund the 3 conmssioners, 2 geologists, 5
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engi neers, 6 inspectors, and support staff that conprised
t he conmi ssi on.

Co- Chair Hawker pointed out to the conmittee the handout
provided by the Alaska Ol and Gas Conservation Conmi ssion
(AOCCC), titled "AOGCC Gas Studies FY2010 Progress and
Future \Work" (copy on file). He noted the AOGCC
appropriations that were listed in the "H storical Summary
Gasl i ne Rel at ed Appropri ations FY2004- FY2010". The
appropriations were |ocated on Page 1, Line 3, and Page 3,
Li ne 28.

M. Seanount continued. He stated the funds would be used
to enbark upon studies to mtigate oil |osses due to gas
production in the mmjor fields on the North Slope. He
referred to handouts; "AOGCC Gas Studies FY2010 Progress
and Future Wrk"(copy on file), and "AOGCC Funding
Hi story".

Co-Chair Hawker highlighted the FY2010 expenditure of
$121,985 to the law firm Gaffney, Cine & Associates. He
asked what services they were providing.

M. Seanpbunt responded that the conmission had a |limted
nunber of engineers to cover the anount of work that needed
in to be done in all of Alaska's oil and gas fields. The
firmwas an internationally recognized petrol eum consulting
firm specializing in engineering, geology, and geophysics.
The contract was to assist AOGCC with the review and
analysis of the wunit at Point Thonson. The firm was
assisting the commssion in ensuring that the nodels being
used were accurate and could be used to determne the
i mpacts on oil production via gas production.

CATHY  FOERSTER, COW SSI ONER, ALASKA OL AND GAS
CONSERVATI ON COWM SSI ON, DEPARTMENT OF ADM NI STRATION (via
tel econference), added that given the firns worldw de
experience, the findings could validate sonme of the
assunptions Exxon was making i.e.; how wells would behave
in particular situations, and well spacing. The experience
of the firm would be beneficial in determ ning whether or
not Exxon was creating a good devel opnment pl an.

Co- Chair Hawker summarized that the conmm ssion was using

the firmas part of the regulatory authority in evaluating
the utility of information nade available from industry
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when meking regulatory decisions. M. Forester replied in
the affirmative,.

Co- Chair Hawker nentioned that the same consulting firm had
done work for the Departnment of Natural Resources (DNR),
and The Departnent of Revenue (DOR), and that other
agencies had wused the sanme consultants to politically
notivate the |egislature. He wondered iif there was
potential for a conflict of interest.

1: 52: 26 PM

Ms. Forester felt that there was no conflict of interest
for several reasons: the consultants that the conm ssion
enpl oyed wer e reservoir engi neers, geol ogi st s, and
geophysicist, and a major consulting firm of this kind was
very careful to avoid conflicts of interest. The firm had
al ways checked wth the conmission when they felt a
conflict m ght be apparent.

Co-Chair Hawker asked if there were witten conflict of
interest rules. M. Seanpbunt did not believe so.

Co-Chair Hawker war ned t hat in order to mai ntai n
credibility the commssion should wary of conflicts of
i nt erest.

1:55: 07 PM

Representative Austernman cited the "AOGBCC Gas Studies
FY2010 Progress and Future Wrk" handout. He noted that the
conmi ssion received $1.2 mllion in 2005 and $2.2 nillion
in 2007. The expenditures for FY2010 were $121, 985. 00;
$228, 363. 64 which was currently encunbered. He asked if the
wor k done in 2010, plus the encunbered anount, totaled what
was renmaining from the original $3.4 mllion, or had all
the $3.4 mllion had been spent and the request was for an
additional $1.1 million.

Co- Chair Hawker referred to page 3, line 28, as a reference
to the question.

M. Seanount replied t hat t he ori gi nal operating
appropriation was for $2.2 nmllion; $121,985.00 had been
spent and $228. 363. 64 was encunbered, which left $1, 150, 900
as the appropriation request.
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Co-Chair Hawker clarified that at the end of FY2010, the
AOGCCs funding would | apse. The commi ssion would then seek
reappropriation of the funding. He asked if the conm ssion
would be spending the entire $150 mllion in the comng
fiscal year.

M. Seanobunt replied that it was uncertain. It appeared
that activity was beginning to happen, and that industry
was becom ng nore cooperative. Mire would be spent than in
the past, however, the conm ssion would work to spend as
little as possible. He warned that if the funds were not
appropri ated, any gasline project would be del ayed.

1: 59: 49 PM

Ms. Forester added that the commssion had a |lot of work
left to do. Woirk that had been conpleted had taken tine
because of the volatile relationship with Exxon. It had
been a challenge to predict the rate at which the Point
Thonmson analysis would be conpleted. Currently, two new
wells were being drilled at Point Thonmson which would be
brought on-line as a gas cycling pilot. Data gathered from
drilling, and producing, the wells would need to be
incorporated in the analysis. In Prudhoe Bay nore oil was
bei ng produced and mitigation neasures were being tested in
preparation for a gas off-take. As the data was collected
the conm ssion needed to be prepared to incorporate the
data into a revision of its studies, and eventually gas
of f-take hearing would need to be held for both areas, as
well as a pool rules determ nation for Point Thonpson. The
conmm ssion woul d need contract experts available to testify
at the hearings to ensure that the public had a conplete
under standi ng and so that the record was accurate.

Co-Chair Hawker cited Page 1, Line 3, of the historical
summary. He said that in 2008, the conm ssion received a
reservoir depletion study appropriation for $1.5 mllion,
none of which had been spent to date. He wondered why the
fundi ng had not been used.

Ms. Forester thought that was a question best answered by
the Departnent of Adm nistration (DOA), as the departnent
had been nanagi ng t he conmm ssion's noney.

M. Seampunt interjected that the funds not only included
the Prudhoe Bay and Point Thonson fields, but other oil

House Fi nance Conmmittee 5 02/ 24/ 10 1:36 P. M



fields that would be under consideration for adding to the
pi peline, and other future exploration discoveries.

2:03:53 PM

Co- Chair Hawker asked if the comm ssion exhausted the Point
Thonson noney, would the appropriation |anguage of the $1.5
mllion be sufficient to avoid accusations of interfering
with the forward devel opnent of a gas project. M. Seanount
did not believe that $1.5 mllion would be enough for the
comm ssion to do all the work that it needed to do, and
that the total operating, plus capital, mght not be
enough. 1If the comm ssion were to conduct its own study the
request would be significantly higher. He added that the
comi ssion hoped that it would not have to conduct its own
study. Many experts had already begun the study, a |ot of
information had been gathered, and it would be tine
consuning to go through the process again.

Co- Chair Hawker asked what the constraints were on the $1.5
mllion that had been sitting unused since 2008. M.
Seanount replied that the funds could be used for the Point
Thonmson and Prudhoe Bay field studies.

2: 05: 56 PM

Representative Gara wanted assurances that the field study
process would be successful. He understood that the AOGCCs
main mssion was to wuse oil and gas efficiently. He
wondered if the AOGCC had to stick to the academc rule,
which was the maxinmum use in theory, or go by the reality
of not putting sonmething in the pipe by a certain tinme and
killing the project. M. Seanount believed that by not
producing the gas, billions of barrels of oil equivalent
woul d be wast ed. He believed that the gas was a resource
t hat woul d al ways be usef ul

Representative Gara voiced concern with the ongoing field
studies. He wondered if the point would be reached where
the acadenmic view trunped the reality of the situation. He
hoped that AOGCC could provide a nore reliable answer in
the future.

Co- Chair Hawker interjected that he did not understand the
guestion Representative Gara was attenpting to ask. He
requested that the question be put in witing and submtted
to the agency for a formal response.

House Fi nance Conmmittee 6 02/ 24/ 10 1:36 P. M



Representative Gara said that he did not want to find out 8
years from now that the state cannot go ahead wth a gas
pi pel i ne because in theory nore oil could be drawn fromthe
field, when in fact, the window for noving ahead with the
gas pipeline was going to pass. M. Seanobunt replied that
there was nore energy equivalent in the gas that was |eft
that in the oil that was left. He felt if the oil could not
be produced out of the production of the gas the project
was a waste.

Representative Gara said he would submit the question in
witing to the conm ssion.

Ms. Forester interjected that the comm ssion was supposed
to prevent the waste of both oil and gas. If to preserve a
half a billion barrels of oil, four billion barrels of
equi val ent gas had to be wasted, the plan was a failure.

2:12: 44 PM

Co- Chair Hawker summarized that the |egislature was being
asked by the conm ssion for continued authority to use the

$1.1 million that would be |apsing soon, and the comn ssion
was hoping to nove it forward one year. At the same tine,
there were still the other million and a half that had been

appropriated that had yet to be used.

BOB SWENSON, PROIECT MANAGER, ALASKA | N STATE GAS PI PELI NE
COORDI NATOR, referred to the panphlet, "Alaska In-State Gas
Pi peline Project, Budget Summary, February, 18, 2010", copy
on file), which he presented as background information for
further discussion.

Co- Chair Hawker pointed out to the commttee that the
appropriation being discussed could be found on Page 4,
Lines 37 and 37 of the historical sumary sheet.

M. Swenson continued. He shared that Page 5 of the budget
summary outlined the tasks that had been ongoing since
FY2010, and what would be happening in FY2011l. Page 6
provi ded the breakdown of the FY2010 expenditures and what
t he bal ance was as of January 15, 2010. The work conpl eted
to date included the route alternative analysis of the
Par ks Ri chardson Hi ghway routes and associ ated conparative
pi peline cost estimtes, and environnental surveys of the
alternative routes. The initial project description was
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required for the initial application for both the right-of-
way and the Environnental Inpact Statenent (EIS) process.
Anot her cost was for the commercial group scoping for the
upstream and downstream i ssues associated with the in-state
gas pipeline. Initial review of the ENSTAR capital cost
estimate was influenced by data that the original bullet-
line partners; Anadarko and ENSTAR had conplied. This
included orthoinmagery and Light Detection and Ranging
(LI DAR). Mney had been encunbered, wth the Bureau of Land
Managenent and the Corps of Engineers, to cover the cost of
the applications. Wrk that was currently underway, and
would continue into FY2011, was the cost estinmations
associated with the pipeline and facilities. There were 16
separate facility scenarios being evaluated. The scenari os
had variations of the configuration of the gas handling
facilities, the conpressor stations, and the through-put of
250 mllion cubic feet to 1 billion cubic feet per day.
Al the facility cost estimations and configurations would
be provided at the end of the fiscal year in a conplete
report. He stated that the work had just recently begun and
referred to Page 6, which illustrated that as of January
15, 2010, $2,214,968 had been spent, leaving 6 mnmllion.
O her work currently being done included; updating of the
pi peline cost esti mat es, devel opnent of facilities,
continuing preparation of a detailed project description,
continued engineering and support of the EIS process and
the right-of-way process, developing the data package for
economc analysis, facility scenarios, comercial group
mar ket anal ysis, and cost of transport.

2:20: 11 PM

M. Swenson explained that the $3.9 mllion in encunbrances
was for the different contracts that were still out. The
personal services, travel, and commobdities listed on Page
6, were associated with his office. The request in the
FY2011 budget was for $6.5 mllion to continue wth cost
estimation. Page 13 detailed the activities planned for
2011:

1. Conpletion of environnental and permitting for United
States Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE) and state and
federal right-of-way approvals.

2. Engineering data acquisition for detailed engineering
desi gn of the project.
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3. Refinenent of Cost of Services estimates and Tariff
nodel i ng.

4. Prepare conplete project docunmentation of in-state
pi peline asset for consideration by private pipeline
devel oper.

M. Swenson asserted that the state did not plan to build
the pipeline. The state planned to reduce the risk
associated with building the pipeline by identifying the
permt ability of the pipeline through the EIS and ROW
process. Additionally, the state would spend noney to
sanction the project and sell the acquired data package to
the third-party pipeline conpany, who would ultimtely
strike the deal with producers on the North Slope and the
consuners in Cook Inlet.

Co- Chair Hawker asked about the tw conponents of the
appropriation that was nmade in the current fiscal year on
Lines 36 and 37, $4,322,000 and $3,967,000, respectively.
The $4,322,000 was a cash appropriation and had been easy
track, the specific intent for the funds had been in the
2009 suppl enental budget. The appropriation from 2009
i ncluded the provision that any funds |left over froma 2008
Department of Natural Resources grant would roll into the
project. It was estimated at budget close-out |ast year
that the anpunt would be $2.7 nmillion, however, the
roll over had been approximately $4 nillion. The funding for
the project had a |apse date of February 28, 2010, which
meant that the funding would expire in 4 days. He said that
$1.8 mllion of the aggregate had been expended, and all of
t he bal ance appeared as encunbered. If the funding |apsed
in February the project would stop. He expressed concern
that the project had encunbered all the funding it had
received, which neant that it could spend infinitely. He
questioned the use of encunbrance for personnel service
costs and travel .

2:27: 23 PM

M. Seanount replied that the anmount of noney that had been
appropriated had not been enough to conplete the job. He
added that the personal service and travel costs were
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conprised of his wages and those of his assistant through
the end of the year.

LETA SIMONS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF SUPPORT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, stated t hat t he
Rei nbursabl e Services Agreenent (RSA) from the Ofice of
the Governor and the Departnment of Natural Resources had
been |ooked at for funding for the project manager
position. It had been inportant that only the actual
expected expenditures and obligations through the end of
February 28 be encunbered. Several offices working together
established a spreadsheet determ ning that the appropriate
amount would be $6.8 million. The departrment had advised
the governor's office that and anmendnent for the RSA shoul d
be included in the appropriation in order to reduce the
total to the $6.8 mllion. The $3.9 mllion that appeared
on the budget overview were task orders that were out, and
were legitimte encunbrances. The intent of the anmendnent
was to reconcile the funds and list the correct encunbrance
nunber on the RSA

Co-Chair Hawker asked if the intention was to encunber the
personal service cost and travel. M. Sinons replied no.
Co- Chair Hawker wondered what was going to happen to the
position of project manager when the appropriation |apsed.
Ms. Sinons answered that the actual project nanager
position was under DNR and had been budgeted for in FY2010.
The departnent still had the ability to pay the position
sal ary.

Co- Chair Hawker understood that the technical conplications
woul d not inpede the progress of the project. M. Sinons
replied yes, and reiterated that the encunbrances in the
overview were |legitinmate.

Co- Chair Hawker asked about the $$2,493.7 mllion in
encunmbrance found on Line 36. He said that the added
encunbrance nunbers on Lines 36 and 37 totaled $6,460.7
mllion. Ms. Sinons replied that the anmobunt was correct.
She explained that the anendnment would reduce the total to
$6.8 mllion total RSA, which included all expenditures and
encunbrances t hrough February 28, 2010.

Co- Chair Hawker expressed unease with the lack of detai

concerning what exactly the encunbrances were for, and if
the encunbrances were in accord wth the accounting
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policies and laws of the state. M. Sinons said that she
woul d provide the information to the conmttee.

2:33:35 PM

Represent ati ve Doogan requested the information as well. He
asked if the anmount of nobney being requested was expected
to fund the conpletion of a gasline project that would be
conpliant with AGA and provide gas for South Central
Al aska.

M. Swenson replied yes. He expounded that one of the first
issues with the bullet line to Gubik wth Anadarko and
ENSTAR, was still a viable option. The stream of gas that
could conme from the North Slope was al so being exam ned

The project was in full conpliance with AGA and was a
backup plan in case the process fell through. M. Swenson
the said that the intent of the work was to craft a permt
package, cost estimates for the entire route, and the cost
of facilities and services. The hope was to pass the entire
project on and then pay back both ENSTAR, and the state for
t he expended funds.

Representati ve Doogan wondered about funding the project
when there were no assurances that it would be economcally
successful. M. Swenson replied that the package that was
being created included 16 different options, which would
all be vetted for economc viability before going into the
permt process. He believed tine was of the essence to
supply natural gas to South Central Al aska.

Represent ati ve Doogan voi ced apprehension to conmitting the
funding for a project when it was unknown if corporations
could even afford to partici pate.

2:40: 10 PM

Co-Chair Hawker interjected that the funding that was in
the operating budget currently in effect had been requested
by t he Pal i n Adm ni strati on, not t he exi sting
adm ni stration.

Representative Gara shared that the fornmer in-state gas
pi peline czar stated repeatedly that if a big line were to
be built it would provide cheaper in-state gas for
consuners than a small line. M. Seanount said that that
was correct.
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Representative Gara expressed frustration with the popul ar
m sconception that in-state gas would be cheap. He believed
that the state needed to reconcile that the big gasline
would not be built in tine to alleviate pressing energy
problens in the state. The forner oil czar had conmtted to
eval uati ng whether or not the in-state gasline nmade sense.
He wondered why the state was working on acquiring right-
of -way for a pipeline that mght |lead to nore expensive gas
for consuners, rather than working toward the [arger
pi pel i ne.

M. Swenson pointed out to the coonmittee the if there was a
spur-line in the distance of the pipe, a dianeter distance
in cost was associated with it, and travel to the North
Sl ope considerably increased that cost. He stated that it
woul d nmake sense to build an additional line to the Prudhoe
Bay area, because of the area's abundant natural resources.
He expressed belief in AIGA as good plan to get gas to the
Cook Inlet region. However, he stressed the inportance that
the state should maxim ze its resources. If it turned out
t hat everything worked snmoothly with AGA the state would
have the initial right-of-way and EIS work done, and if the
package sold to another entity that was getting access to
gas el sewhere, it would nmake sense to maxim ze the recovery
of state resources.

2:45: 21 PM

Representative Gara understood that the overarching answer
was unknown. He cautioned that people could end up paying
twice as much for gas comng from a small pipeline in
Anchorage and Fairbanks, while the cheaper gas flows right
by them in the big pipeline. He probed the two other
tenporary solutions; subsidizing the higher cost production
of Cook Inlet gas until the big line was built, or building
a pipeline from Cook Inlet up to Fairbanks.

M. Swenson said the admnistration was working wth
vari ous agencies and organi zations to conbine efforts going
into the spur routes, as well as the stand al one routes. He
stated that a range of options in various conbinations was
being explored. The fiduciary request would fund the
project that would bring all the conponents concerning the
natural gas pipeline together in order to determne a plan
of action.
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Representative Gara asked if ideas were being assessed, and
the subsidizing of Cook Inlet gas would be the cheapest
option, why was a cost anal ysis bei ng perforned.

M. Swenson believed that the reason that the permts were
initiated prior to the cost analysis was because of timng.
There was trepidation about the amount of available
resource in Cook Inlet.

2:49: 50 PM

Co- Chai r Hawker asked if the intent | anguage that
acconpanied the appropriation gave the admnistration
specific directions concerning a smaller gasline.

M. Swenson replied no. If a corporation wanted to go ahead
with the small line, the right-of-way and cost estimation
studi es could be used for the project.

Co- Chai r Hawker clarified t hat t he adm ni stration
acknowl edged that there was specific |egislative intent
that constrained its activities. M. Swenson replied in the
affirmative. He added that there was the possibility the
AGd A could fail, which would nmake the research devel opnent
project nore inportant.

Co- Chair Hawker queried the three potential nunbers being
exam ned by the adm nistration of the anobunt of gas that
could be delivered; 1/4 billion, 1/2 billion, and 1 billion
per day. M. Swenson replied that there was a fourth option
of 750 mllion per day.

Co-Chair Hawker said that under AG A, anything over 1/2
billion would trigger treble damages. He wondered how it
woul d be reconciled if the nbst economcal option was in
violation of AG@A M. Swenson clarified that the four
options were a holdover from the Gobik option. Because it
was a small line the econom cs were inherently chall enged.

Co- Chair Hawker wunderstood that the artificial constraint
established by the legislature on the 1/2 billion per day
triggering treble danmages mght not have been in best
interest of the successful conpletion of a stand-alone
line. M. Swenson reiterated that the stand-alone |ine was
a back-up plan and m ght not present any conflict at all.
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Co- Chair Hawker thought there could be a problem wth
statutory regul ati ons.

2:55:29 PM

Representative Sal non asked how far along the state was in
the developnent of an in-state gasline. M. Swenson
answered that the state was farther along now than in the
past. Because of the decline of resources in Cook Inlet,
the necessity had grown for the exam nation of the energy
supply within the inlet and the Rail belt region. Access to
devel opment of the natural gas on the North Slope was
immnent. The state's position on AG A process was farther
al ong towards the devel opnent of North Sl ope resources than
ever before. He argued that the stand al one pipeline was
al so farther along than in the past.

2:57:44 PM

Representative Kelly asked how the scheduling was com ng
along. M. Swenson replied that scheduling was a big
concern. The administration was exam ning what the breadth
of schedules mght be, but was pushing for fast track
scheduling. One possible option |ooks at a 2014-2015 tine
frame, with access to dry gas. The gas in Prudhoe Bay was
dirtier and would require a significant anount of
conditioning. Incorporating the Prudhoe Bay facility into a
pipeline of this nature would require nunerous sea-lifts,
whi ch woul d extend the conpletion date. The recent release
of federal regulation from the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on carbon dioxide could also inhibit progress.

Representative Kelly asked if the adm nistrative team was
on schedule. M. Swenson replied that they were ahead of
schedul e. Cost estimations and facilities design were being
finalized with the initial facilities design conpleted by
May 1, 2011.

3:02:11 PM

Representative Salnon wunderstood that there were many
conponents to a project of this size. He asked what the
perfect conbination of variables would be needed in order
to guarantee a gasline. M. Swenson replied that there were
three inportant tenants; the cost of the construction of
the pipeline and facilities, identifying the resource on
the North Slope, and working with the producers.
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3:05:10 PM

Representative Doogan |isted several energy sources in the
state. He hoped that the state was not wasting time and
noney on an energy project that would ultimtely be a
failure.

Co-Chair Hawker said that a defined route needed to be
pi cked and pursued.

M. Swenson responded that the confusion concerning the
gasline was understandable. He assured the conmittee that
his nmandate was to coordinate the gasline efforts. He noted
that Alaska had nore options than nost other states for
energy devel opnent. He thought that the enphasis should be
on gathering the correct data in order to have inforned
conversations about how to nove forward in the future.

3:09:54 PM

Representative Kelly stated that the gas |ine between the
two largest conmmunities in the state could be started soon
and without regret.

M. Swenson  believed that the Alaska Natural Gas
Devel opnent Authority (ANGDA) was |ooking at that line as
the stand alone Beluga to Fairbanks route, and were
performng economc projections. A pre-build in the
scenario would be difficult to "pencil out on the back of
an envel ope", given the market capacity in the Fairbanks
region. He believed econom c projections were chall engi ng.

Representative Kelly expressed hopes that there would be
enough noney and opportunity to build a successful line. He
expressed frustration that the smaller pipeline was not
novi ng forward nore quickly.

Representative Joul e asked whether an in-state gas |ine was
nore economical in the long run than sinply inporting gas.
M. Swenson did not know.

Representative Joule felt that the question would be of
primary concern before spending a considerable anount of
state dollars.

M. Swenson replied that the state would nmake a significant
anmount of revenue from the developnment of the resources.
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Long-term prices and infrastructure devel opnment should be
consi dered as wel | .

3:15: 58 PM

Representative Joule thought that in the end, people would
care about the price of the gas, and not who owns the |ine.

Co- Chair Hawker noted that Page 1, Line 6 of the historical
summary, illustrated that the Department of Labor and
Wor kf orce Devel opnent (DCOL) was halfway through a nulti-
year grant on the Al aska Wrks Partnership. Pages 5 and 6
list a nunber of smaller grant awards wth the unspent
bal ances of approximately $1 mllion.

DAVI D STONE, DEPUTY COW SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT, referred the commttee to Guy Bel
for further details.

Co- Chair Hawker reiterated that the departnent had received
appropriations in the past and had been a |arge conponent
of the gasline strategy. He pointed out to the conmttee
that DOL had $3 mllion left of a $6 million appropriation
for the Alaska Pipeline Wrks Partnership, and nunerous
ot her appropriations w nding down, yet the departnent was
not asking for nore funds. He wondered why the |egislature
did not need to make any further investnment in DOL this
year .

3:20: 09 PM

GUY BELL, ASSISTANT COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT, responded regarding statutory basis
mandate in AG A, that DOL develop a job training program
for Alaskans in pipeline related job opportunities. The
conmi ssioner convened a steering commttee conprised of

hi gh-1 evel individuals wthin the industry including
representatives from the Alyeska Pi pel i ne Conpany,
TransCanada Al aska, British Pet r ol eum Exxon, Price

Construction, and a nunber of private individuals. The
steering conmttee had been influential in developing the
training program that the departnent was responsible for
i npl enenting. Strategies had been presented which would
increase opportunities for Alaskans in gasline related
occupations, with an enphasis on the imrediate availability
of | obs.
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M. Bel | referred to i nformation detailing t he
appropriations that had been received to date, and the
expendi tures including; capital appropriations, fiscal year
2009 operating appropriations, and fiscal year 2010
appropri ations.

M. Bell <cited the one-page narrative titled "Gasline
Funding Hi story"(copy on file). In fiscal year 2011, the
departnment had no requests in the gasline appropriation
section of the budget bill. However, the departnment had
incorporated in the FY2011 budget request sone of the itens
that had been included in FY2009 and 2010. That was done by
| ocating noney within the agency budget, and novi ng general
fund dollars within that budget, to continue the training
program The re-allocation of the nobney being was being
reviewed by the House Finance Sub-Conmttee and the
departnment was awaiting the results.

Co- Chair Hawker noted the departnent's core mssions had
been internalized into the operating budget, and not viewed
as an increnment in addition to the regular operating
budget. M. Bell said that transfers had been made w thin
the operating budget wthout requesting an increase in
fundi ng. Because the noney had been noved from one program
to another they were identified in the budget as
i ncremental increases.

3:25: 05 PM

Co-Chair Hawker said that the department had received $6
mllion in 2008, and had spent $860,000, with $2 mllion
encunbered. He wondered why the noney had not been spent as
of yet. M. Bell replied that the funds had been a capita
appropriation; $3 nillion in federal authority, and $3
mllion state funds. The federal dollars were based on a
f eder al aut hori zation bill t hat had passed through
congress, but was a contingent appropriation. The pipeline
training center had not yet received any funds. The
departnment was working wth the governor's office in
Washington D.C. and with the congressional delegation, to
work for the release of the funds. Some of the activity at
the training center, specifically the construction of the
central training facility, had been delayed because the
federal funding had not been forthcom ng. The center was
operational and there were further plans for a central
trai ning center and housing.
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Co- Chair Hawker asked if the wunspent balance were the

federal funds that had yet to be received. M. Bel
replied no. He stated that the total unspent balance was
the sum of the $3 mllion plus the encunbered anount of

$2.1 mllion.

Co- Chair Hawker reworded his question. Was the $3 mllion
unencunbered bal ance all federal dollars. M. Bell replied
yes.

Co- Chair Hawker queried the probability of the departnent
receiving the federal $3 mllion. M. Bell said that the
departnment was hopeful. A problem was the contingent
| anguage surrounding the funds. The departnent was worKking
to convince the delegation that the authorization |anguage
needed to be changed.

3:30:10 PM

Co- Chair Hawker asked if a new federal pipeline coordinator
woul d be hel pful. M. Bell replied yes.

Co- Chair Hawker di scussed housekeepi ng.
#
ADJ OURNNVENT

The neeting was adjourned at 3:33 PM
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