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TENTATTIVE AGENTDA

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

October 14 and 15, 1976
Rooms 519 and 527 F r\l mn

State House

October 14, 1976 - Room 519-S

10:00 a.m. -- Proposal No. 63 - Intrastate 0il and Gas Production
and Distribution

10:05 a.m. -- Representative Keith Farrar

10:20 a.m. -- Bob Alderson Chle%\COunsel Kansas Corporation
Commission \ |

10:40 a.m. -¥\, ar "Bud'" We er{iﬁérector, Kansas Energy Office

n |V _‘ \ } .
11:00 a.m. --/Wack AL i1 y £§terstate 0il Compact
1 W OanLs '

'--J

- T \

ion \i
Mltchel%}} ttorney, Hutchinson

11: h Ern Mosherl/ League of Kansas Municipalities
\ N\

12:00 nogp ~§Efch

1:30 3.8, — Bill P‘ 3e and John Williamson, Kansas Power and
Light—Company ,

1:50 p.m. -- Bob Anderson, Mid-Continent 0il and Gas Association

2:10 p.m. -- Don Schnacke, Executive Vice-President, KIOGA;
R.D. Randall, Petroleum, Inc., Chairman of
KIOGA Lpglslatlve Committee; Bob Williams,
Imperial 0il Company, Chairman of KIOGA
Natural Gas Committee

2:50 p.m. -- Committee discussion




October 15, 1976 - Room 527-S5

9:00 a.m. -- Proposal No. 16 - Conservation Easements

John Flicker, The Nature Conservancy

10:30 a.m. -- Proposal No. 14 - Monitor Solar Energy Activity
in Kansas

Myron Reed, Division of Architectural Services

Legislative Research Department staff (property

tax staff)
12:00 noon -- Lunch
1:30 p.m. -- Consideration of Preliminary Draft of Committee

Reports on Proposals No. 14, 15, and 16 and
Instructions to Staff
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October 14, 1976

TO: W. Robert Alderson, General'Counsel
FROM: Noel W. Salisbury, Chief Engineer

SUBJECT: Proposed Common Carrier Legislation

This response is in reply to your request for total system
design, average and peak day capacity of the natural gas utilities
‘Jurisdictional to this Commission. :

It is my opinion, based upon my interpretation of the proposed
common carrier legislation, the requested total system design,
average and peak day capacity of any system is irrelevant at this
point in time. T cannot visualize, except in a very rare case, any
natural gas utility's total system being used under this legislation.
In most instances only a portion of the utility's system could or
would be used and at that point in time the additional capacity

avallable for use will depend on the following: '
1. Design Capacity of the portion of the system to be used.

2. Actual Capacity being transported at that particular
time through any portion of a system. -

3. Actual Pressures being applied for transporting preéent
capacity. Additional compressors available for use in
any portion of the system and additional pressures that

could safely be applied. (Maximum allowable operating
pressures) | ,

L, Additional capacity and pressures required by the utility
- for service to its present customers under peak demand
periods. Weather conditions and time of year cause day to
day and hour to hour variations in service to existing or
Jurisdictional loads.

5. Additional supplies available to the utility for its
customers.

As you can see by the above there are many different variables
involved so that total system design, average and peak capacity
figures are meaningless in any instance of serving or transporting
additional natural gas under a common carrier situation.

However, should this information still be required, the
Utilities Staff can obtain it from the jurisdictional natural gas
utilities. : :

NWS:sw
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October 1, 1976

TO: W. Robert Alderson, General Counsel
FROM: Noel W. Salisbury, Chief Engineer

SUBJECT: Proposed Common Carrier Legislation
Re: Selected Jurisdictional Natural Gas Utilities

The selected jurisdictional utility transmission line summary
that follows is in the Staff's opinion the gas utilities most
likely to become involved should any type of common carrier
legislation come out of the upcoming legislative session.

The following summary is the total miles of transmission
line within Kansas. A breakdown of miles of pipe by size can
also be furnished. -

System ‘ - S k " Miles of
Classification ' ‘ ‘ Transmission
Intra-state  Anadarko Production Co.

{(Cimarron River Div.) _ g - 238.9
Inter-state Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company ' 219.0
Distribution Central Kansas Power Company : 49.7
Distribution The Gas Service Company ' : : NONE
Distribution Greeley Gas Company : . 206.1
Inter-state Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Company . 2,875.4%,
Intra-state  Kansas Gas Supply Corporation : 7 129.9
Intra-state The Kansas Power and Light Company : 1,786.6%%*

Distribution Peoples Natural Gas:Div.of Northern Nat. Gas Co. NONE
Intra-state  Skelly Gas Gathering, Inc. ' S 86.8
Distribution Union Gas System, Inc. : ' 403.5
_ *%% 48.4 miles of 5"-12" pipeline reported

as distribution lines.

*1,535.0 miles of 2" pipeline and under.

*¥*¥175.6 miles of 2" pipeline and under.

In my opinion the gas utilities classified "“intra-state" would
be the most likely candidates affected by common carrier legislation.
Also Kansas Gas Supply could possibly be considered in a common
carrier situation presently by "Wheeling” natural gas for Wichita
Enexgy. :

The systems classified as "inter-state" are principally
interstate transmission systems that also distribute natural gas
at retail in Kansas. The systems classified "distribution" for
the most part purchase at town bordexr stations and distribute
to individual communities and surrounding vicinities. These two
classifications could possibly become involved with any common
carrier legislation in isolated instances. :
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There are eleven smaller gas utilities, also serving communit-
ies and/or rural areas, a portion of which could also possibly
become involved with any common carrier legislation in isolated
instances but it is more unlikely due to the size of communities
served. :

NWS/dna
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WRITTEN STATEMENT

Lamar Weaver, Jr., Director
Kansas Energy Office

This written statement, pertaining to-Proposa1 Number 63, is submitted
to the Special Committee on Energy and Natural Resources in lieu of my appear-
ing personally due to a conflict in schedule. I respectfully ask that this

written statement be accepted by the Committee.

I am familiar with Proposal Number 63 only inasmuch as I héve received
and read the statement by Don Schnacke, Executive Vice Président, Kansas Inde-
pendent 0i1 and Gas Association, presented to this Committee on August 19, 1976.
If there is any drafted 1egi§1ation which has been developed from Mr. Schnacke's
cocnceptual proposal, I am unaware of it. I find it difficult to offer much in
the way of meaningful comments, having only a concept, rather than specific
language of a bill to address. I am also troubled as to the dearth of informa—

tion pertaining to the procedures envisioned and the benefits anticipated.

The Kansas Energy Office has, since its inception, carefully monitored
the natural gas supply-demand situation in Kansas. I share the concern expressed
by KIOGA that the declining supply and availability of natural gas represents a
serious problem for the state, even though we are the 5th ranked gas pfoducing
state in the nation. I am also convinced that the dedicated reserve system
(comnitment which determines whether gas is "inter" or "intra" state) and the
transportation system (marketing) are elements of the ovéra]] problem which add
to the complexity. Therefefe the transportation of natural gas deserves study
to ascertain if the full potential of this state's resources are being realized.

To this extent I support the KIOGA efforts to explore all avenues.



The basic question is whether or not it is premature or precipitous
to attempt to devise legislation without first establishing the parameters
of the overall problem and ascertaining certain facts. This would include a

research of federal regulations bearing on natural gas supply and transmission.

Disregarding the technical aspects that would be applicable in
Proposal 63, I believe that some basic information or at Teast some good esti-
mates are needed to answer the following quesiions:
1. How much Kansas natural gas would 1ikely move through intrastate

transmission lines were such lines performing as common carriers?

2. A corollary question is what capacity do all the intrastate transmission
systems offer on the "limited common carrier" basis? If it is assumed
such common carrier service would be utilized when the lines have
26%-50% spare capacity, what volume of gas does this represent for

any given time?

3. How frequently, if at all, do systems now classified as "intrastate"

operate at less than 75% of their design capacity?

These questions are considered germane for there would undoubtedly be gathering
Tine or hookup costs involved on the part of producers or purchasers in order
to enable "intrastate" common carriers to accept offerings for transmission.

Yould the investment for sporadic availability be attractive?

Another problem might be created by the "limited" provision. A hypo-

thetical case will serve to raise the point. A purchaser arranges for common



carrier transportation of natural gas and bases his operations on this source --
his employment, expansion plans, etc. Subsequently his tenders to the carrier
are refused because the pipeline system builds its own operqting capacity back
above the 75% level by virtue of new acquisitions. The purchaser is thus

abruptly cut off.

The Committee may wish to examine what means are presently open to
producers énd users of natural gas in Kansas. Under FPC Order 533, certain
industrial users are permitted by the FPC to purchase gas from intrastate pro-
ducers and use interstate pipelines to transport the gas;. Admittedly there
are many restrictions and certain pitfalls to this arrangement. A recent
FPC Opinion 777 rules that industrial customers may purchase intrastate gas
and transport it through interstate pipelines and avoid having to comply with
FPC restrictions provided the gas does not cross any state Tines. The KCC
could in such cases choose to regulate such sales. This latter opinion is
cited for it seems to open far greater opportunity for transporting gntrastate
gas in Kansas than has been heretofore possible. A cursory comparison of the
interstate pipeline systems with the intrastate systems in the State of Kansas
reveals how much more fTexibi1ity the interstate systems offer. Finally,
individual contractual arrangements between Kansas purchasers and certain intrastate
lines do exist and offer a means of transporting producers gas to the user.
These arrangeiments are voluntary agreements, however, and the pipelines are
not required to accept tenders as would be the case were they CTésSified as

common carriers.

I realize that I have posed questions rather than provided answers or

information relative to the Pronosal 63. However as I indicated at the outset



of this statement, it is difficult to do othecrwise when there is only a concept
to address. I have formulated these questions in the hope that they might sug-

guest direction in which to proceed in these hearings.

Lamar Weaver, dJr.

§ c.,tx‘.bs‘::,%\ \Q ﬁ%ﬁ%\ - E\\
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Written statement provided by the Director, Kansas Energy Office, to the
Special Committee on Energy and Natural Resources pertaining to the hearing

on Proposal Number 63, November 4, 1976. :
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STATEMENT OF PEOPLES NATURAL GAS DIVISION
OoF ' ‘
NORTHERN NATURAL GAS COMPANY ON
KANSAS LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL NO, 63

We find it difficult to offer substantive comments on Proposal
63 since to date we have been unable to examine any written outline
of the proposal. '

As we understand the measure, it would compel intra-state
pipelines operating in Kansas to transport natural gas for third
party purchasers when the pipelines have excess capacity. Peoples
Natural Gas operates an intra-state pipeline system in Kansas 1in
connection with its retail gas distribution operations and presumably
would be affected by the proposal.

Since specific details of the proposal are lacking, we can offer
only these comments on the difficulties we would foresee with the
concept of Proposal 63 as we presently understand it: :

1. Supporters of Proposal 63 have stated the intra-state pipe-
lines would become common carriers without the Kansas Corporation
Cotmission regulation that accompanies that designation. We find it
difficult to comprehend how Proposal 63 could be enforced without
regulation by the KCC or some other state agency.

2. The proposal is designed to make additional natural gas. .
available to Kansas users. We question how the proposal could con-
stitutionally be limited to Kansas purchasers.

3. We believe the enactment of Proposal 63 into law would make it
increasingly difficult to direct natural gas to high priority users in
Kansas. :

4. The added competition for gas purchases that Proposal 63
would bring to Kansas would complicate the efforts of Kansas natural
gas utilities and the Kansas Corporation Commission to maintain a
reasonable level of natural gas prices in Kansas.

5. We are concerned because the effective implementation of
Proposal 63 would probably require construction of new facilities
by the intra-state pipelines. We believe any facility required would
have to be paid for by the gas producer.

Wbt 4 T o
Robert A. Eide
Peoples Natural Gas Division of

Northern Natural Gas Company



Testimony of
John G. Williamson
Executive Vice President
The Kansas Power and Light Company

Before the Interim Study Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources

November 4, 1976

Mr; Chairman and Members of the Committee., I am John
Williamson, Executive Viée—President in cbarge of The Kansas
Power and Light Compény's Gas Operations. I am appearing in
opposition to proposed legislation imposing common carrier
stétus on those gas pipelines which operate exclusively within
the State of Kansas. Our oppositioh, simply put, is béttomed
on the awareness that this proposal, should it become 1aw,
would encoufage rapid depletion of our States gas reserves
while jusf as rapidly increasing the well—ﬂead prices of natural
gas, at the expense of Kansas citizens. It would not - and
this is important to-stress - it would nbt make any contribution
to SOiving the central energy problem facing Kansas and the
nation - the gfowing shortage of natural gas. This is not a
bill that woulﬁ add to supply, on the contrary, it would hasten
the depletion of reserves. It is a bill that would raise natural"

gas prices,.



At issue here is the question of whether a commitment
should be made to the conservation of natural gaslas a
'valuable eéonomic resource or whether it should be State
policy to encourage its rapid depletion.

The Kansas Independent 0il and Gas Asséciation (KIOGA)
has requested this legislation. A year ago, as the producihg
segment of thegas industry, they vigorously resisted a
suggestion that there should Be some regulatory control over
the prices they can charge for_natural gas at the-well—héad.
Now they propose that Kansas gas utilities submit.ta co&tréls
for the financiai advantage of their membership and other
producers, If this kind of législation_is found to have
merit, i.e.VOne industry given by law, the right under certain
'cifcumstances to use the property of other industries, then
companies and munigipalities who generate electricity, as
well as other industries in the State who use fuel oil,
should advocate legislation requiring the oil refineries
in Kansas-to prpdgce #6 fuel oil, a product always needed,
whenever it is found that these refineries are not operating
&t-fuil capacity.

Stop and think just what it is KIOGA wants. Assume a

producer has gas available. He wants the highest price he



can get. Today he is limited to the price established by.
competition from those who_have madé the investment to build
gathering lines and piﬁelines into the gas fields, but if
everyone in the State,'every business, every ihduétry, every
power generatlng mun1c1pa11ty, could compete, coﬁld bid up
the price by having the right to use the pipelines belonging
to the utilities, the result would be higher prices. It should
be remembered that of all this group, the bnly entity represénting
the residential customer, the only entity regulated to operate
in the public intefest, would be the gas distribution companies.
The interstate companies would also compete,_but thisj
bill, of coﬁrse,‘would not.reach them. I£ will affect only
Kénsas pipelines. Bidding for gas would become fevered andll
prices would éky—rocket. The high successfui bidder, if not
the uﬁility in the area, woulq go to the intrastate pipeline
cbmpany,-ascerfain the excess capacity, if any, of its pipeline,
and after the dust of argument settles over how capacity is ‘to
be determined, then the plant or factory willing to pay the
highest price, could demand that the pipeline transport the gas
to them. Administratively it would be an impossible situation.
Another Ffar reaching effect of this proposed legislation would
be the impact of a single sale upon the price of all gas coming

from a field. This comes about because many contracts for

-3~



natural gas céntain provisions requiring annuai or.bi—annual.
price re-negotiation based upon the highest pfice paid for gas
in a particular region. So one sale of a small quanﬁity of
gas could drive up the price of a vast amount-which is anothe-
way of saying the homeowner WOﬁld end up paying more for gas

for his furnace.

KIOGA has stated fheré are certain benefits to this
proposal. First; they claim it caters to the needs of Kansas
municipalities, and expanding and growing industries. This
flies in the face of the plain policy of the Federal Go@ernment‘
and the State of Kénsas; Conservation of gas is the public
policy of both our nation and State. Indeed, the Federal
Energy 6ffi§e has ordered that the use of gas for electric
generation'be curtailed and saved, or used for higher priority
customers such as those who use gas in homes for heating and
cooking. For mj company, this has meant a commitment of $15-7
million to convert our Lawrence and Tecumseh electric generating
plants from gas to coal-fired operafibn. In fact, the Kansas
Corporation Commission (KCC) has retained a éonsulting firm to
study priority uses and to make recoﬁmendations felative to
the use of gas in our State. Wﬁile it is true municipalities
and industries could use more gas, they should not be permitted
to deplete reserves which cannot be replaced and which should

be husbanded to meet the needs of residential customers who,



after all, have no way of burning alternate fuels, as do
industfial firms.

Next KIOGA says it cateré to the long time demand of
keeping "Karéas.gas in Kansas" by providing a better market
and distribution system. Keeping "Kansas gas in Kansas" is
an interesting philosophy. Had it been fdllowed thirty years
ago, thefe woul& be no gas industry in Kansas to speak of.

Its like saying keep Kansas wheat in Kansas, a Statement

‘which createsrallikinds of political overtones. Let's suppose
other o0il producing states felt the same way about oil.; What
_ would Kanéas refineries dé for feed stock? Or for that matter
ﬁhat would they do for gas, since it won't bé.long before‘
Kansas becomes a net impprter of gas. Assume Wyoming felt

that way about coal - what would electric genérating plants

in Kansas do for fuel? The only "better ﬁarket" KIOGA has

in mind is the higher price the producers will receive if

this proposal becomes law, and the only "distribution system"
that. should concern fhe Legislature is that built to serve
residential and commercial customers who have been and are
entitled to first call on the capacity of established transmission-
and distribution systems.

KIOGA also claims it would stimulate purchasers to

keep their lines full and, in addition, increase purchasing

s G



activity in Kansas. KPL dbes not presume to spedk for other
intrastate pipelines - and aécording to data we have received,
KIOGA SQyS there are 17 others - But our lines are full now.
We operate as close to maximum capacity as we can. It!s the
efficient, economical way to operate;

We do not deny KIOGA's claim that it will increase
purchasing activity - indeed that is exactly what it will do.
Competition for gas supplies, of course, is already at the
highest level Qe've ever seen. Those who control natural gas
reserves in this State élready énjoy a Seller's market.‘ They .
have raised fhe price of gas 700% to 1000% in just the last
7'2 or 3 years. This is an effort to raise it even higher.

Next they say it provides transportation for some drilling
areas, not horﬁally served, brqadening domestic gas production.
It would'appear that economic feasibility is to go out the
win&ow. Apparently intrastate companies are being condemned
fof not paying premium prices for gas from wells located at
unreasonable distancés from pipelines. 7Today producers are
always free to contact pipelines énd advise them of £he'
availabiiity of gas and thenrnegotiate contracts free of
any price regulation.' Speékiné for KPL we stand ready to
connect any quantifies of gas available that we can reach

economically.



The proponents also claim their proposal would help
defray fixed pipeline costs to consumers, who pay for theée'
costs whether the lines are full or not. Such "help" is
like askiﬁg the fox to guard the chickens. The economics
of the gasrpipeliné business are simple, The firm customer
creates the need for the capacity to Serve.him on the day
wﬂen he will‘use the facilities to the fullest extept.r
.During thelrest of the year; that excess capacity is sold
to customers for less, to make use of the system to the fullest.
But ﬁhose paying less have.to "get off" when it gets exgreﬁely
cold and the_firm residential customer's needs haﬁe to be mét._
We already operate at a high load factor. What we.could use
is more gas to put.thfough our pipeline not more people using_‘
bur pipeline to-biq up the price of the gas already available
to us. Uﬁder these circumstances, we will have litﬁle trouble
defraying fixed costs. The producers! proposed "help" is no
more than "self-help".

Enough about KIOGA'S claims. Every ufility is today
doing everything possible tolmaintain reserves to meet its'
commitments and market obligations for as long a period as
possible., Natural gdé_is a non—renewablé diminishing resource

that is a unique raw material for certain products in the



petrochemical industry. It would be a tragic mistake
to encourage the éonsumption of gas under a scheme that
would raise its price. What is called for is ldng term
planning, particularly for maximum possible line capacity
and availability of gas on'those extremely cold days when
top priority customers must be served, primariiy residential
cuétomers. It may also entail some economic sacrifice,
somethingrwe feellappropriate in the midst of an energy
crisis,

A pipeline should nof be required to_contract away
its line capacity. If required to do so it might well
have zero capacity available at a time when it might be
otherwise able to compete for tﬁe purchase of gas Por the
benefit of its customers in order to replace depleting supplies
from another section of its system. If system capacity is
contracted away, long range-plans for peak.shaving, such as
underground storage, could be completely destroyed.

In summary, this‘proposéd 1egislati6n is no.more than
a raid on the property of intrastate pipelines in furtherance
of a scheme to drive the price of natufal gas even higher than
it is now, This propoéal would.deplete gas reserves by encouraging
practices in direct opposition to energy conservation. It would

propose market tedhniques in opposition to practices and policies



espoused by thé KCC, and deny residential consumers the
right to the best possible long term gas suppliés at prices
rthej can éfford to pay.

-In closing, the need in this State is for more natural
gas - to develop more reserves. This proposal won't add one
foot of gas to the supply. It will most éertainly add to the
price, a price which has increased‘many fold already in the
recent pasf. We have been told higher prices would bring
onto the market more reserves.'.We have had the higher prices,
we are waiting for the reserves,.

Thank you.



STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. WILLIAMS, CHAIRMAN,
KIOGA COMMITTEE ON NATURAL GAS AND OWNER,
IMPERIAL OIL COMPANY, WICHITA, KANSAS

November 4, 1976

Re: Proposal No. 63

It is the intention of this Statement to address the very
real problem of maximizing the future supply of natural gas
available to the Kansas consuwer, including household, insti-
tutional, small business and Kansas industry.

We have all heard much about this problem during the past
several years, but I have seen little, if anything, done abéut
it. It surely must seem to the members of the Kansas legisla-
ture that the various state agencies who should be responsive
to the problem, have been unable to develop any positive and
effective solutions to date. 1In the sense that Kansas gas
producers are suffering from a 1éck of a market, not only from
their present shut-in gas wells but also for having little
confidence in a market for gas reserves which they may discover
in the future, we must appeal direct to the State Legislaturé
and the Governor's Office for solutions--solutions to the
curtailments being suffered by the‘Kansas communities and
industries, and solutions to the lack of marketing oppﬁrtunities
for the gas producers. These solutions must be compatible;
otherwise the solutions for either the consumer or producer

could well be jeopardized.
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Gas producers currently active in the search for gas in
Kansas are aware of the gas-producing potential of several
hundred thousand acres of lands within the borders of our
State which have never been adequately drilled and tested for
gas production, and that these lands probably will eventually
produce several hundred billion cubic feet of gas. The factor
which will determine whether or not the producer will aggres-
sively search for these undiscovered gas reserves will be the
availability of a reasonably prompt market for the product. .

Gas producers are frustrated in knowing they probably will
have no alternative other than to dedicate and sell a large

part of any newly discovered gas to Interstate pipelines .because

of the inherent uncertainties, and whereby little if any of the
broduced gas will be delivered to Kansas consumers (see attached
reprint of newspaper clipping).

The reason for the preponderance of newly discovered gas

being dedicated to Interstate is that by far the largest por-
tion of potentially gas producing fields are located in the

southwest quadrant of the State, and only one Intrastate line

extends beyond the Kiowa County-Ford County line, compared to

multiple lines owned by each of seven Interstate gas purchasers.

Thus, it is obvious that any given newly discovered gas reservoir

in far Southwest Kansas will probably be located out of the reach



of the one Intrastate line, but probably near an Interstate

line. This marketing problem is not generally true in Oklahoma

or Texas because of their expanse of Intrastate lines.

During the early part of this year, our Company had three
"shut-in'" gas field discovery wells--wells that were drilled
in 1974, and early 1976. One field in Seward County, discovered

in 1974, has this year been dedicated to an Interstate line, due

to an excessive distance from the one Intrastate line that serves

that general area; the two. other "shut-in' fields, located in
Clark and Kiowa Counties, are ten miles and four miles, respec-

tively from Intrastate lines, however, Interstate lines are

located within a few hundred feet of the discovery wells. ' We

now have two additional discovery wells, shut-in, within eight

miles of two Intrastate lines, with no interest being expressed

on their part to secure the gas reserves for Kansas consumption.

| Further commenting on three of the above-mentioned "shut-in"
gas fields, there i1s a good probability of five to ten billion
cubic feet of gas.reserves being developed within the immediate
area of the wells, and roughly ten to twelve miles of pipeline

by either of the two Intrastate lines should connect to all of
the wells.

It may come as a surprise to the members of this Legislative

Committee that neither of the_two Intrastate lines have expressed
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any interest in acquiring the rights to purchase this substantial
volume of gas for ultimate consumption in -Kansas. However, several

Interstate lines are anxious to secure this gas.

I trust I have established three points:

1. There currently is substantial new gas available and

accessible to Intrastate lines for Kansas consumption.

2. There remains highly potential areas for future gas

discoveries, although the preponderance may be out

of reach of presently existing Intrastate lines.

3. Interstate lines are aggressively seeking connections
to newly discovered gas.

4. Some Intrastate lines are not aggressively seeking

comnections to newly discovered gas.

It becomes obvious that in order to prevent continuing cur-
tailments of deliverieé of gas, the éonsumers, primarily the gas
distribution compénies, the communities and industries within
Kénsas, be permitted by statute to purchase gas difect from the
producer, construct gathering lines from the gas wells to avail-

able Intrastate lines, and require the Intrastate line to deliver

an equal volume of gas to such consumer.
Another important consideration is the recognition that

public policy is developing to permit Intrastate gas to enter

Interstate pipelines for Intrastate consumption. Responsible

state officials should aggressively be pursuing this for the

benefit of all Kansans.



REPRINT FROM WICHITA FEAGLE

October 28, 1976
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Natural Caa Stopped |

To 11 Kansas "Towns

JETMORE, Kap. (UPl) — North-
ern Natural Gas Co. has cut off the
natural gas supplies to 11 wesiarn
Kansas towns on interruptible con-
tracts,

The towns are Garden City, Jet-
mare, Meade, Plains, Fowler, Monta- -
zuma, Moundridge, Subletta, S8atanta, .
Hugoton and Elkhart,

At Jetmore, City Superintendent
Elmer Hickey said higher priced die-
sel fuel probably will add 80 cents to
the cost of every 100 kilowatls of
power produced by the city power
plant. The increase will be passed on .
lo consumers.
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Amendment to Solar Energy Credit to Clarify Election
Chapter 434, Section 2, 1976 Session Laws

Any taxpayer who completes installation of a solar energy system
upon reai property located within this Sgate.prior to Jﬁly 1, 1983,
which real property is either used in a trade or business or held for

the production of income, or any taxpayer who acquires title to real

property located within this state prior to July 1, 1983, which real

' property is used in a trade or business or held for the production of

ihcome and is equipped with a solaf.energy system for which the credit
allowed by this section or amortization provideq by Section 3 has never
been claimed, shall be entitled either to claim an-ineeme-tax shg credit
iﬂ—an-amaunﬁ—eQﬁa&—ﬁe—tweﬁfy—five—pereeﬁt—{%é%}—e£-fhe-eesf—e£—séth-sysfem,‘
inciuding-iasfa&iaEien—eesfs;-ef—ﬁhfee—theﬁsaéd—deiiar3*£$ﬁ;999}7—ar—an ‘
emount-equal-to—the-texpayeris-ineeme—tax—liability-in-the~taxable-year
fer-vwhieh-the-eredit-is-elaimed;-whichever-is-less;-against-the—tax
iiability-imposed-against-sueh-taxpayer-pursuant—te-Artiele-32-of-Chapter-79

ef-the-Karsas-Stetutes—-Annetated as provided in this Section, or, in

lieu thereof, to amortize the adjusted basis of the solar energy system

as provided in Section 3. If the taxpayer elects to claim the income

tax credit, that credit shall be an amount equal to twenty-five percent

(25%) of the cost of such system, including installation costs, or three

thousand dollars ($3,000), or an amount equal to the taxpayer's income

tax liability in the taxable year for which the credit is claimed,

whichever is less, against the tax liability imposed against such taxpayér

pursuant to Article 32 of Chapter 79 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated.

If the taxpayer elects to claim the credit, Sueh such tax credit shall

be deducted from the taxpayer's tax liability for the taxable year in



which such system is acquired and placed into service by the taxpayer.

Section 3 Any taxpayer who completes installétion of a sola; energy
system upon real pfoperty located within this state prior to July 1, 1983,
which real propertf is either used in a trade or bﬁsiness or held for the
production of income, or any taxpayer who acquired title to reai property
located within this state prior to Jﬁly 1, 1983, which':eallpropertﬁ is used .

in a trade or business or held for the production of income and is equipped

with a solar energy system_fof which the credit provided in Section 2

or amortization provided by this section has never been claimed, may

elect to amortize the adjusted basis of the solar energy system based

upon a period of sixty (60) months. If the taxpayer elects.to amortize,

as provided in this section, the tax credit provided in Section 2 may

not be claimed. In computing Kansas taxable income, sueh the amortization

provided in this section shall be allowed as a deduction from Kansas

adjusted gross income ratably over such sixty (60) ménth period 5eginning
with the month in which such solar energy system is compleﬁed or acquired

and placed into service by the téxpayer. The election-of the taxpayer to
claim the amortization deduction allowed by this section shall be indicated
in an appropriate statement attachea to the taxpayer's iﬁcome tax return -
for the taxable year in which such solar energy system was completed or
acquired and placed into service. As used in this section, "adiusted

basis of the solar energy system" shall mean an amount that is-prppgr;y

attributable to the construction, reconstruction, remodeling, installation

or acquisition of such system.



New Section

If a taxpayer, hereafter referred to in this section as "transferor",
shgll haye qualifiearuﬁdef Section 3 and elected to amortize the'adjustéa
basis of a solar energy system as proyided in Section 3, and if the real
property equipped with such solar enérgy“system is acquired by anothe;
taxpayer, hereafter referred to in thié section as "transferee", and if
the transferor has not fully amortized thé adjusted basis of such solar
eﬁergy system as prb@ided in“Sect10£73,-the tranéféfee—éhall be entitledilr
to amortize that pbrtion of the tran;férof's adjusted basis of the sdiar
energy system femaining unamortized. The transfe;ee shall aﬁortize such_
amounﬁ based upon the remaining portion of sixty (60) month period unused‘

by the transferor.



