HOUSE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 1, 2013
9:06 a. m

9: 06: 00 AM

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Stoltze called the House Finance Conmittee neeting
to order at 9:06 a.m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representative Al an Austerman, Co-Chair
Representative Bill Stoltze, Co-Chair
Representative Mark Neuman, Vice-Chair
Representative Ma Costello
Representative Les Gara

Representative Lindsey Hol nes
Representative Scott Kawasaki, Alternate
Representative Cathy Minoz
Representative Steve Thonpson
Representative Tanm e WI son

VEMBERS ABSENT

Representative Bryce Edgnon
Representative David Guttenberg

ALSO PRESENT

Lisa Wissler, Self, Juneau; Janes Sullivan, Southeast
Al aska Conservation Council, Juneau; Ruth Hamlton Heese,
Senior Assistant Attorney General, Environnental Section,
Depar t ment of Law; Ed Fogel s, Deputy  Comm ssi oner,
Depar t ment of Nat ur al Resour ces; Lynn Kent, Deputy
Comm ssi oner, Departnent of Environnmental Conservation.

PRESENT VI A TELECONFERENCE

Ni kos Pastos, Center for Water Advocacy, Anchorage; Martha
Itta, Native Village of Nuiqsut; Sanuel Kunaknana, Native
Village of Nuiqgsut; Rosemary Ahtuangaruak, Self, Barrow,
Paul Metz, Self, Fairbanks; Kristin Carpenter, Executive
Director, Copper River Watershed Project.
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SUMVARY
HB 4 | N- STATE GASLI NE DEVELOPMENT CORP
HB 4 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD
HB 129 O L & GAS EXPLCRATI OV DEVELOPMENT AREAS

HB 129 was HEARD and HELD in conmmttee for
further consideration.

SB 27 REGULATI ON OF DREDGE AND FI LL ACTI VI TI ES

SB 27 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

#sb27
#hb129
SENATE BI LL NO. 27

"An Act establishing authority for the state to
evaluate and seek primacy for admnistering the
regul atory program for dredge and fill activities
allowed to individual states under federal I|aw and
relating to the authority; and providing for an
effective date.”

#hb129
HOUSE BI LL NO. 129

"An Act relating to approval for oil and gas or gas
only exploration and developnent in a geographical
area; and providing for an effective date."

9:08:14 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze OPENED public testinony. [Public testinmony
was opened concurrently for both SB 27 and HB 129.]

LI SA WEI SSLER, SELF, JUNEAU, testified on HB 129. She
reported that she was an attorney with particul ar expertise
in natural resource l|law. She believed the bill was
probl emati c. She referenced an Alaska Suprenme Court
decision from the prior week related to oil and gas that
she thought would affect the |egislation. She elaborated
that the decision affected the Departnent of Natural
Resources (DNR) oil and gas project reviews. She explained
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that currently a conprehensive best interest finding was
required at the |ease disposal phase of a project. Statute
mandated that the |ease disposal finding had to include
"consideration of +the reasonably foreseeable cumnulative
effects of exploration, developnent, and production and
transportation of oil and gas" for the later phases. The
findings nust include the effects on subsistence fish and
wildlife populations and historic and cultural resources.
She continued that according to prior Al aska Suprene Court
decisions, "a cunulative inpact analysis did not require
specul ati on about unknown and unpredictable future events”
but was a whole project analysis done in the context of
exi sting devel opnent. The best interest finding phase was
limted to the information known at the tine. Recently, the
court ruled that the state was "constitutionally required
to consider cunulative inpacts throughout all phases of a
project.” She quoted from court docunents: "DNR was
required to continue to analyze and consider all factors
and material relevant to what is in the public interest
after the | ease sal e phase including the cunul ative inpacts
of the project and to provide the public the tinely and
meani ngful notice of its cunulative inpacts assessnent in
order to ensure the constitutional principle of naxi mum use
consistent with the public interest is given effect.”

She related how the court ruling wuld affect HB 129.
Provisions in HB 129 authorized blanket approval of
expl oration and devel opnent in geographic areas before the
identification of specific projects. The approvals were in
the sane situation as the best interest findings; they were
going to proceed w thout knowi ng the potential inpacts of a
project. The departnent intended to halt public notice for
t he conprehensive plans of operation for projects. Yet, the
court required tinmely notice of the cumulative inpacts of a
project for the public. She stated that the decision
"created a hole in the law" Currently plans of operation
were conprehensive but do not include cunulative inpact
assessnment. She indicated that DNR needed to inplenent a
procedure for cunulative inpact analysis and public notice
"when exploration and devel opnent projects were proposed.”
She cited Article 8, Section 2 of the Constitution that
stated the legislature was tasked wth the duty to
det erm ne t he pr ocedur es necessary to neet t he
constitutional requirements to "develop Al aska's resources
for the maxi num benefit of the people.” She recomended
that the committee table the bill and develop |egislation
that nmet the courts nandates.
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Representative Gara asked where the provision in the
legislation was that deprived public comment over the
cunmul ative inpact statenment. Ms. Weissler replied that the
plan to elinmnate public notice was not contained in the
bill. The legislation did not address the cunul ative i npact
phase of developnment. She heard of DNR s plan through DNR
testinmony. She stated that the departnent's intention was
to do a general analysis of exploration and devel opnent
before detailing specific activities. Plans of operation on
specific projects would subsequently be issued. Currently,
DNR did provide public notice for plans of operation. It
was DNR s intent to discontinue public notice. She
concluded that currently there was not a nethod to anal yze
cunul ative inpacts on projects as a whol e.

Representative Gara wondered where the bill stated that
public notice was limted. M. Wissler restated that the
exclusion was not contained in the bill. She stated that
currently public notice was not statutorily required but
that DNR provided public notice. In essence, DNR was
changing its practice which did not require a statute
change. She summarized that DNR wanted authorization for
broad based approvals in order to elimnate site specific
project reviews. She opined that the bill was potentially
benign if DNR conpleted general approvals and retained the
practice of public notice afterwards. She reiterated her
suggestion to table the bill and deal wth the court
deci si on mandat e.

9:18: 28 AM

JAVES SULLI VAN, SOUTHEAST ALASKA CONSERVATI ON COUNCI L
(SEACC), JUNEAU, spoke in opposition to SB 27. He
communi cated that the council found the bill very
problematic. He urged the commttee to exam ne the issues
and better determ ne what 404 Primacy would get the state;
he believed there was not a clear picture. He identified
that navigable waters, coastline in Alaska, and adjacent
wetl ands to the coastline were not included in 404 Prinmacy.
The state was conprised of 33 thousand nmles of coastline
and adjacent waters. He questioned why Alaska needed to
assune 404 Primacy. He felt that the few reasons stated by
the adm nistration were not conpelling. The CD5 delay at
the Colville River would always remain under the federal
Rivers and Harbors Act. Primacy would not affect such
del ays. He noted that the Point Thonpson permtting delay
was anot her stated reason for prinmacy. He argued that there
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were no delays over 404 permtting. He stated that
litigation which began under the Mirkowski Admnistration
in 2006 caused the delay. The issues were resolved and
permtting imediately restarted in Mirch 2012. He felt
that Point Thonpson permtting exenplified how efficiently
the Arnmy Corps of Engineers handled permtting. The corps
signed off on the permitting in Cctober 2012 and the state
conpleted additional permtting the follow ng nonth. Exxon
Mobi |l began its Pt. Thonpson project on time in January,
2013. He was concerned that the state would enbark on a
project with unknown costs.

M. Sullivan related that the Arnmy Corps of Engineers had
54 enployees in the Alaska district with a budget of
approximately $7.9 mllion. The federal governnment would
not authorize primacy unless the state proved it could
performas well as the corps. In light of the corps budget,
primacy was a huge bureaucratic "ranp up" and would
significantly increase state spending by mllions of
dollars. He relayed that 404 primacy would take eight to
ten years to inplenent but necessitated hiring additiona
enpl oyees immediately. He opined that the admnistration
failed to define any problenms that occurred that prinacy
could resolve which nade primacy an inperative for the
state. He concluded that the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) retained wultimate veto authority if 404
Primacy was aut hori zed.

Representative Minoz stated that the bill provided for a
study period of two years. She discerned that one of the
results of assumng primacy was that the state would gain
the ability to litigate appeals of permts. She asked if
SEACC had an opinion or was aware of state prinmacy
litigation or litigation wth the federal courts. M.
Sullivan replied that the council was aware of the issue.
He pointed out that throughout the process if any issues
arose, the Fish and WIldlife service would go through the
EPA. The federal agencies can bypass the state. He believed
that the bill represented a huge cost for little reward.

9:29: 03 AM

JAVES  SULLI VAN, STAFF, SOUTHEAST ALASKA  CONSERVATI ON
COUNCI L, testified in opposition to HB 129. He stated that
the bill created confusion for the public, who would not be
able to predict what effects a project mght have in their
region of a geographic area. The council believed that it
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was particularly troublesonme in nulti-use areas such as
Cook Inlet. The legislation placed an undue burden on the
public. He believed that the bill was antithetical to the
permtting reform effort; HB 129 created problens rather
than efficienci es.

NI KOS PASTCS, CENTER FOR WATER ADVOCACY, ANCHORAGE (via
tel econference), spoke in opposition to SB 27. He stated
that the bill was nebulous and he was concerned about
potential inpacts on mgratory birds and the wetlands
ecosystem He thought that SB 27 was an expensive
undertaking and the costs were not properly neasured. He
furthered that federal agencies with oversight of wetlands
permtting were obligated to consult wth tribes. He noted
concern that the bill was curtailing public participation
and notification.

M. Pastos spoke in opposition to HB 129. He relayed that

pr oposi ng a ten year best i nterest finding was
"unwor kabl e.” Many changes occurred in a ten year period
t hat effected economic devel opnent as well as the

environment. The center believed HB 129 curtailed public
review and skirted public participation or involvenment in
oil and gas exploration issues and devel opment activity.
The bill was vague and could affect the subsistence and
comercial economes of rural comunities. He urged the
committee to oppose the |egislation.

MARTHA | TTA, TRIBAL ADM NI STRATOR, NATIVE WVILLAGE OF
NUI QSUT (via teleconference), spoke in opposition SB 27.
She voiced that the bill would change the process for
devel opment. The legislation would have nmajor inpacts
across the state and especially on native communities. She
poi nted out that the community was |ocated on the Coleville
Delta and was surrounded by wetlands as well as oil and
gas. Any building on wetlands required permts. She spoke
to the inportance of permtting in the area when the oil

industry wanted to build infrastructure. Permtting
provided protection for native lands. Public input was
equally inportant. She stated that projects would

significantly inpact the village's surroundings. Currently,
federal law required that federal agencies consult wth
tribal governnent during the wetlands permtting process.
No simlar state law existed in Alaska. She urged the
commttee to vote agai nst SB 27.
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Ms. Itta addressed HB 129. She spoke in opposition to the
| egislation. She stated that the bill would greatly inpact
her village. The legislation curtailed public participation
and local input on natural resource decisions. Natural
resource decisions should benefit all Al askans. Her
comunity was greatly inpacted by oil and gas devel opnent.
She offered that a "blowout” had occurred in Nuiqsut in
February 2012 in a well operated by Repsol. The conmunity
did not receive any help. The state did not assist the
community. The blowout released benzene at harnful |evels.
She reported that high levels of benzene were related to
| eukemia. Two children in the village were stricken wth
| eukem a since the accident. She stressed that a ten year
bl anket approval over natural resources was inappropriate
and unsafe. She stated that "one best interest finding for
the North Slope's 5 mllion acres cannot cover the varied
| andscape of the region.™ She continued that the Artic
environnment was rapidly changing. A ten vyear approval
period was too long and unpredictable. She nentioned the
possibility of unconventional drilling nethods such as
shale oil fracturing. Public input could not predict future
technologies ten years in advance. Developnent deserved
"robust" public review. She furthered that currently DNR
allowed for public notice on leasing and |ater phases for
exploration and developnment. The bill renoved public
involvenent in the later phases and did not work in the
best interest of Alaskans. She advised that the conmttee
vote against the bill.

9:42: 49 AM

SAMUEL KUNAKNANA, NATIVE VILLAGE OF NUQUT (via
tel econference), spoke in opposition to SB 27. He stated
that the bill would take away the village's right to have a
voi ce on oil devel opnent in the area.

Co-Chair Stoltze asked whether he was opposed to both
bills. M. Kunaknana replied in the affirmative.

ROSEMARY AHTUANGARUAK, SELF, BARROW (via teleconference),
was opposed to HB 129. She stated that the bill abrogated
the public's ability to participate in the process of
nat ur al resource devel opnent . She bel i eved t hat
participation was crucial to voice concerns over natural
resource issues that could adversely affect the traditional
way of life. [The phone connection was | ost.]
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PAUL METZ, SELF, FAIRBANKS (via teleconference), spoke in
support of SB 27 wth one inportant reservation. He
di scussed the legal definition of wetlands. He quoted from
that Arny Corps of Engineers 1987 pernmafrost manual "if the
active layer of permafrost was l|less than 50 centineters
than by definition the soils are not wetlands." He
contended that large areas of Al aska were underlined by
permafrost consisting of active |layers under 50 centineters
and should not be classified as wetlands. He reported that
the Arny Corps of Engineers classified areas of shelf
permafrost as wetlands. He wondered whether the state of
Al aska was attenpting to assune 404 Primacy as a way to
waive its right to challenge the corps classifications of
wetl ands. He thought that the state should not assune
primacy if it conpronmised the state's ability to chall enge
the corps’' wetland classifications in court. Oherw se, he
was in favor of the |egislation.

KRI STIN  CARPENTER, EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR, COPPER RI VER
WATERSHED PRQJECT (via tel econference), urged the commttee
to vote no on SB 27. She spoke in opposition to HB 129. The
group was concerned about the inpact on wetlands and the
state's fi nances. She not ed her experience Wi th
construction projects. The group encouraged consideration
of fish habitat and pronoted sustainable devel opnent in the
Copper River drainage. She conmented that the region had
multiple fishing economes. She agreed wth previous
testinmony that 404 Primacy was a "huge fiscal undertaking”
and added to the state's financial obligations. She
furthered that the bill could have a "huge inpact" on rural
Al aska. She questioned DEC s ability to carry out the 404
permtting process. She related that wetlands on smal
streans were critical fish habitat for sustaining salnon
popul ations. Salnmon fisheries were the state's |argest
renewabl e resource. The legislation's inpact on sustaining
sal non fisheries would be felt in future years. She wanted
the state to protect famly and small rural fishing
busi nesses. She recommended bringing back coordinated
permtting that existed under the forner coastal managenent
program if the governor believed that there was a problem
wWith permtting.

Co-Chair Stoltze asked whether she was opposed to both
bills. Ms. Carpenter replied in the affirmative.

9:53: 36 AM
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Representative Gara asked whether M. Carpenter had
experience wth the Arny Corps of Engineers current
permtting process. He wondered whether the corps

decisions were tinmely. M. Carpenter replied in the
affirmati ve. She nentioned cul vert replacenent projects and
stated that "the corps had always been good to work with."
She added that she had been in situations in which the
corps was in opposition to her groups desires.

Representative Gara asked whether the corps nade decisions
in a timely manner. He wondered whether the corps

engi neers lived in Alaska or Washington D.C. M. Carpenter
replied that everyone she dealt with at the corps lived in
Al aska.

Co-Chair Stoltze CLOSED public testinony on SB 27 and HB
129.

Representative WIson referred to public testinmony that
related to the definition of wetlands. She requested
clarification.

RUTH HAM LTON HEESE, SEN OR ASSI STANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
ENVI RONVENTAL SECTI ON, DEPARTMENT OF LAW addressed the
definition of wetlands. She Ilisted the jurisdictional
exceptions to 404 Prinacy: Navi gable waters, tidally
i nfluenced waters, and wetlands adjacent to navigable and
tidally influenced waters. The exceptions were prescribed
by the federal Commerce C ause that regulated foreign or
interstate comrerce. The state would gain control over
water and wetlands within their boundaries. She nentioned
"EPA gui dance docunents" referencing state control over the
majority of waters and wetlands outside of the exceptions
withinits borders with the assunption of 404 Prinmacy.

Co-Chair Stoltze clarified that the question related to the
"evol ving" definition of wetlands.

Representative WIson wondered whether the state would | ose
the ability to challenge the definition of wetlands rel ated
to permafrost if primacy was acquired. M. Heese replied
that the definition of wetlands was not solidified. She
reported that the Suprenme Court had "visited" the question
and also whether the federal agencies had properly guided
federal jurisdictional wetlands policy. She stated that the
issue would be examned when evaluating primcy. The
Department of Law (DOL) wanted the distinction made so not
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al | per maf r ost | ands wer e consi dered federally
jurisdictional wetlands. Representative WIson wanted to
ensure that other rights were not relinquished under
pri macy. Ms. Heese agreed.

10: 01: 35 AM

Co-Chair Stoltze asked whether the wetl ands issues were due
to political or environnental changes.

ED FOGELS, DEPUTY COW SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES (DNR), answered that the intent outlined in the
Clean Water Act was in favor of the state assuming contro
over nmost of the wetlands. The state shared that opinion.
He conmented that the wetlands issue would domi nate the
eval uation process. He t hought t hat "political
considerations from <changing admnistrations” dictated
federal policy over wetlands which was an argunent for
gaining regulatory authority based in the state.

Representative Gara understood that if the Suprenme Court
ruled in favor of states and interpreted the Comrerce
Clause to allow the state to define and regulate its own
wet | ands away from navigable waters or ruled in opposition
taking over primacy would not affect the ability of the
state to manage its wetlands. Primacy would not natter in
regards to that issue. MVs. Heese answered in the
affirmative. She replied that the federal governnent had
the "prerogative" to determne how the state regulated
wet | ands.

Representative Gara restated his question. He wondered
whet her gaining primacy rescinded the states right to
define its wetlands if the Suprenme Court ruled in favor of
the states. M. Heese replied in the negative.

Representative Gara cited exanples given in prior testinony
as an argunent for state assunmed 404 Primacy. He noted the
CD5 decision. He stated that CD5 was |ocated in navigable
waters and was exenpt from 404 Primacy. Pt. Thonpson
permtting delays were cited as another exanple. He rel ayed
that the delays were due to litigation and also related to
navigable waters so were separate from the issue of
primacy.

Co-Chair Stoltze remarked that the testinmony was from M.
Sul livan with SEACC.
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M. Fogels answered that the state cane close to losing two
years in delays with the Pt. Thonpson EI'S (environnenta
I npact statenent) permtting process.

Representative Gara understood that the EIS process had
taken a long tinme. He asked whether the EI'S process would
continue wunder primacy. M. Fogels responded that the
guestion would be addressed during the 404 Prinmacy

evaluation process. |If a project was under the state's
wetlands jurisdiction the process should progress wthout
federal involvement. Wthout a "federal hook" the Arny

Corps of Engineers likely would not be involved in an EI'S
Most of the large projects were likely to have a "federa
hook." The departnent guessed that "a good portion of the
Pt. Thonpson project may have been delegated to the state"
under primacy.

10: 08: 28 AM

Representative Kawasaki asked whether the entire Pt.
Thonpson project would have needed an EI'S. He wondered what
projects would be wunder the state's jurisdiction under
primacy. M. Fogels could not provide a clear answer. He
stated that the purpose of SB 27 was to seek definitive
answers. The point was to work with the federal governnent
to determne what wetlands the state would gain
jurisdiction over. He informed the commttee that soon
after inplenmentation of the Clean Water Act the EPA
(Environmental Protection Agency) "clearly" indicated its
expectation that states would receive primacy over the
majority of its wetlands. He surmsed that there was sone
portion of wetlands in the Pt. Thonpson region that the
state would likely gain jurisdiction over. He reiterated
his uncertainty about EIS requirenments in the Pt. Thonpson
region under state assunmed prinacy. However; under 404
Primacy the state was required to carry out the 404-Bl
process which mandated an environnmental analysis in order
to choose the environnentally safest alternative.

Representati ve Kawasaki wondered whether a state had ever
negotiated a primcy agreenent as a first step. M. Fogels
answered that the evaluation stage was necessary to provide
nore clarity on what wetlands the state would assune
jurisdiction over. Evaluation included discussions with the
EPA and Arny Corps of Engineers. He disclosed that
di scussions were currently in progress.
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Representative Kawasaki surm sed that the departnent was
already going through the process of negotiations. He
wondered why the bill was necessary at this tine. M.
Fogels replied that discussions were very prelimnary. The
di scussions were fact findings centered on setting up the
eval uation process. The EPA indicated that the SB 27 fiscal
note was sufficient to nove forward with the evaluation
process.

Represent ati ve Kawasaki asked whether the |egislation would
address the permafrost issue.

LYNN KENT, DEPUTY COMM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMENTAL
CONSERVATI ON, communi cated that the bill allowed the state
to examne the "potential" to assume 404 Prinmacy. Besides
the exceptions, prinmacy related to waters of the United
States, which were defined by the Cdean Wter Act,
i npl enenting regulations and through court cases. She
mai ntai ned that "there was nothing in the bill" that would
limt the state's ability to challenge the federa
definition of "waters of the U S." She added that wetlands
were considered waters of the U. S

Co-Chair Stoltze asked the departnent to follow up with a
nore detailed definition of permafrost in relation to
wet | ands.

10: 15: 44 AM

Representati ve Kawasaki asked whether "a wuseful tool in
programmatic permtting” existed for placer mning in the
Fai rbanks area and why it wasn't used nore "actively." M.
Fogels responded that wthin the guidelines of the
programmati c general permt DNR currently had the authority
to "take over" permtting certain classes of activities
that have lower levels of inpact. Placer mning mght fit
into that category. Programmatic general progran ng was
anot her tool besides primacy for the state to gain nore
control over wetlands permtting. The state was exam ning
what other "tools" were avail able besides prinmacy to garner
control over wetlands permtting. He guessed that the state
woul d adopt sone of the other tools if primacy wasn't a
vi abl e opti on.

Co-Chair Austerman referred to M. Fogel's testinony about

the federal governnment having a "hook”™ on a project. In
relation to the Pt. Thonpson project permtting he asked
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about the environnmental analysis under primacy as opposed
to an EIS. He asked for clarification. M. Fogels replied
that he did not want to inply that an EIS for Pt. Thonpson
woul d not have been necessary under primcy. He restated
that sone of the project likely would have fallen under
federal jurisdiction for Pt. Thonpson nmneking an EIS
necessary. He expounded that the hope for 404 Primacy was
the departnent would be a cooperating agency; therefore,
pl aced in a stronger position related to EI'S oversight. He
stated that the EIS issue required thorough exam nation

Primacy required the state to analyze the environnental
i npacts of a project.

Representative Gara had received a docunent from the Arny
Corps of Engineers that provided permtting statistics. He
rel ayed that over 80 percent of the corps' general permts
were decided in 60 days and less than one percent of
permts were denied. He wondered whether the informtion
was accurate and if primacy was worth the financial costs.

M. Fogels responded that seeking primcy was not related
to a backlog, it was about the quality of permtting, the
stipulations placed on the permts, and the kind of
l[itigation required. The admnistration believed that
primacy provided greater state control over permt
stipulations and litigation.

Ms. Kent added that the information canme from a pie chart
provi ded by the corps. She detailed that the admnistration
viewed the <corps information differently. The corps'
statistics were counted from the date the application was
conpleted. The permt process to conpletion could take
nmonths to years. She explained that 84 percent of the
general permts fell into a category of small in scope or
m nor dredge and fill activities. The activities had
[imted cunulative inpact and could be covered under an
exi sting general permt. The pernmts were issued in |ess
than 60 days. She pointed out that 109 general permts for
smal|l projects took nore than 60 days to issue. She stated
that 67 percent of the permts had been issued under 128
days. The departnent was concerned about the 33 percent of
projects that took longer to issue and wondered how nuch
nore time was necessary. She reiterated that seeking
primacy was not just about a backlog or length of
permtting. The goal was to ensure that the state had a
role in the permtting and decision making process and was
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setting the priorities. Timely issuance of permts
represented real jobs to Al askans.

10: 23: 55 AM

Representative Moz relayed that the Kennsington m ne
received a 404 permt, which was challenged by the EPA and
litigated by the US Suprene Court. She wondered whether the
result mght have been different if the state had 404
Primacy. M. Fogels stated that he could not provide a
clear answer. He opined that wunder primcy the project
woul d have fallen under state jurisdiction. One of the
benefits of primcy wuld nean that admnistrative and
judicial challenges would remain in the state. He renmarked
that seeking prinmacy was not neant to disparage the corps.
An Al askan process woul d benefit Al askans.

Co-Chair Stoltze commented that the role of the |egislature
was to engage in political and policy discussions regarding
t he states wor ki ng relationship W th t he federa
gover nnent .

HB 129 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

SB 27 was HEARD and HELD in conmmittee for further
consi derati on.

#hb4
HOUSE BI LL NO. 4

"An Act relating to the Al aska Gasline Devel opnent
Corporation; making the Alaska Gasline Devel opnent
Cor por ati on, a subsidiary of the Alaska Housing
Fi nance Corporation, an independent public corporation
of the state; establishing and relating to the in-
state natural gas pipeline fund; neking certain
information provided to or by the Alaska Gasline
Devel opnent Corporation exenpt from inspection as a
public record; relating to the Joint In-State Gasline
Devel opnent Team relating to the Alaska Housing
Fi nance Corporation; relating to judicial review of a
right-of-way |ease or an action or decision related to
the devel opnent or construction of an oil or gas
pipeline on state land; relating to the lease of a
right-of-way for a gas pipeline transportation
corridor, including a corridor for a natural gas
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pipeline that is a contract carrier; relating to the
cost of natural resour ces, permts, and | eases
provi ded to t he Al aska Gasl i ne Devel opnent
Corporation; relating to procurenent by the Al aska
Gasline Devel opnent  Corporation; relating to the
review by the Regulatory Conm ssion of Alaska of
natural gas transportation contracts; relating to the
regul ation by the Regulatory Comm ssion of Al aska of
an in-state natural gas pipeline project devel oped by
the Al aska Gasline Devel opnment Corporation; relating
to the regulation by the Regulatory Conm ssion of
Alaska of an in-state natural gas pipeline that
provi des transportation by contract carriage; relating
to the Alaska Natural Gas Developnent Authority;
relating to the procurenent of certain services by the
Al aska Natural Gas Developnment Authority; exenpting
property of a project developed by the Al aska Gasline
Devel opnent Corporation from property taxes before the
commencenent of comercial operations; and providing
for an effective date."

HB 4 was SCHEDULED but not HEARD

#

ADJ OURNVENT

10: 27: 06 AM

The neeting was adjourned at 10:27 a. m
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