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- State agencies & coastal districts 

• It brings air and water quality back into 
project review 

• It restores state's rights 
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• 	The ACMP has always promoted development 
- Coastal districts have not stopped projects through 

the ACMP 
- Before 2003, <1% of projects appealed 
- All of coastal development since 1977 has been 

approved under the ACIYI 
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• The ACMP has lost its value to review 
participants 
-	 AgenEies and coastal district.s have expressed 

frustration with the ACMP 

- t , 

I 
solve 

conflicts that arise at the )local 
- The ACMP used to be a tool to if;l'

resolve conflicts early in the Droce: 
- Resolving conflicts early avoids lawsu 

• Few meaningful o'pport~.unities





- Enforce"able policies 
• 

Samp 
longer allow 

- Regulations More Strin(ent---=

.. 


• 	 2003 Legislative intent is being ignored 
- DEC Carve-Out 

• 2003 intent was to exclude only matters addressed by DEC laws 

• In practice, no air or water quality issues may be addressed 
:: during project reviews 
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sion 
- HB 191 (2003) directed DNR to "avoid regulato 

• DNR-DEC coordination procedures are confusing 

• There is no regulatory provision for public comme 
DEC f inding (draft DEC findings are only "advisory") 

confusion" 

- 2004 regulations are costly and confusing 
• The designated area requirement delays reviews 

- Subsistence impacts can't be considered unless they are in a 
designated area 

- DNR disapproved most district p .,-:. 
- oes project review processl$' 





• ACMP Re-evaluation .1 
- Announced in February 2008 

- Not initiated until July 2008 

- Extensive multi-stakeholder involvement in 2008 -." - ........ . ~ 
' of:' _ - -. < • -~• ..ctA .... . = 

- Process abruptly ended afte,t Dece.mber - -
noexpl~~n~t!O_l';~'" 

~ No way fo~Uj 
..:......- -~ - ~---

• Legislation 
l~;;;:': .. .. ~ .[eadership is needed to 
i ---=-_~- .. _ 
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S8 4 will promote coope 
responsible development 

• Congress requires states to have coastal 
programs in order to receive Coastal Impact 
Assistance Program (ClAP) funds 

- CIAP~-will bring $79.8 million .to AI 
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• Restores meaningful participation 

• Brings air and water quality back into project 

•review 

• Restores state's rights 





- Gives districts and agencies a seat at the tab 
- Restore checks and balances 

- More streamlined than the Coastal Policy Council 
• Fewer members (9 rather than 17) 

• 	Limited responsibilities 

- Approve coastal district pi 


» DNR would approve regu 

endorsement 


• The new board would not. h·
project "consistency reviews 

& regulations 

ave any oversight 





• District enforceable ~ol~ci~s 
- 58 4 would allow policies that: 

• Do not conflict with state or federal law 

• Address issues not D.reemiDtad by-~t~te.~~.~~~ 2.. : I 

- - ~- . 

• Address a local concern 





- Avoids confusion about scope of ACMP reviews 

- Reinstates public comments for OCS reviews 

• Currently because DEC has no permit for OCS waters, there 
is no opportunity for public involvement 

- Allows consi.deration of air- and water quality impacts 

not addressed by DEC's la~.:r?~ .. 
. It:. =«...." 

• For example, oils spill plans d 

- DNR's December 2008 draft statute.se'i'lminate 
DEC Carve-Out 
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• S8 4 Restores State's Rights 
- 2003-2004 ACMP changes removed some rights 

provided by the Coastal Zone Management Act 

- S8 4 would: 
- Allow review of all project 

impacts 

-HemaveJfi 

- Designated area req -
~~'t~~== _. ~ influence decas-;~ ....r ' ~.~""'~ ~~ ~"--~ _ ... ':so.... . ." ...,...~ VI.. .. -.uc: 
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• Restoring the ability for districts to influe'nc 
local projects is consistent with Alaska's position 
ag,ainst federal intrusion 

• Local communities know best what is works, 
and their expertise improves projects 

• Most project impacts are 

• Local involvement through e 
improves project desi2n.s a 
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