
Monday, May 3, 2021 

Dear Members of the House Fisheries Committee: 

Kachemak Bay Conservation Society is writing on behalf of our members in strong opposition to 
the HB 82. This bill will re-write the rule book on oil and gas extraction in all areas closed in the 
state. According to section 1 of the bill: 

“Unless specifically provided, a statute that restricts the surface use of an oil and 
gas lease or a gas only lease in specified acreage does not also restrict subsurface 
use for oil and gas resource development that can be accomplished by drilling 
from acreage that does not have surface use restrictions.”  

This includes State Game Sanctuaries, State Game Refuges, State Parks, and State Critical 
Habitat Areas. Lateral drilling technology allows companies to drill and frack up to ten miles into 
closed areas from outside platforms. Alaska’s Legislature closed our rich public lands and waters 
to oil and gas extraction to protect them from significant risks to fish, wildlife, and habitat. While 
we allow drilling elsewhere in the state, we have created this system to balance the the diverse 
and sometimes competing interests of our state. It is important that we maintain this balance if 
we want to continue to be a state with wild salmon, big game and a subsistence lifestyle. Our 
protected lands and waters are are essential for maintaining Alaska’s cultural identity, our 
subsistence and commercial harvests, as well as the health of our tourism industry. This bill 
upends those essential protections. The legislature protected Kachemak Bay and other 
public lands for a reason, and it was not to allow lateral drilling and fracking. Please put a 
stop to it. 

Note that while the Kachemak Bay Critical Habitat Area was set aside by the legislature to be 
managed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to protect fish and wildlife, the 
Department of Natural Resources and the Govoner’s office has not consulted with ADF&G on 
this proposal—indeed the managers of our critical habitat area were completely unaware of the 
proposal when we contacted them. This is not the way to protect our fish and wildlife and their 
critical habitat.  

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society’s mission is to protect the environment of the 
Kachemak Bay region and greater Alaska by encouraging sustainable use and 
stewardship of natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and 

collaboration.



According to the EPA and 
USGS, there are a wide range 
of risks associated with 
hydraulic fracturing that will 
impact our protected lands and 
waters:    1

• Stress on surface water and 
ground water supplies from the 
withdrawal of large volumes of 
water used in drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing; 
• Contamination of 
underground sources of 
drinking water and surface 
waters resulting from spills, 
faulty well construction, or by 
other means; 
• Adverse impacts from 
discharges into surface waters 
or from disposal into 
underground injection wells; 
and 
• Air pollution resulting from 
the release of volatile organic 
compounds, hazardous air 
pollutants, and greenhouse 
gases. 
• Induced seismicity from the 

injection of waste fluids into 
deep disposal wells 

 https://www.epa.gov/uog; https://www.usgs.gov/faqs/what-environmental-issues-are-1

associated-hydraulic-fracturing?qt-news_science_products=0#qt-news_science_products 

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society’s mission is to protect the environment of the 
Kachemak Bay region and greater Alaska by encouraging sustainable use and 
stewardship of natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and 

collaboration.

Fracking infrastructure. Illustration from article in Nature, Sept. 15, 
2011, Natural Gas: Should fracking stop?, by Robert W. Howarth, 
Anthony Ingraffea, & Terry Engelder. http://www.nature.com/
nature/journal/v477/n7364/fig tab/477271a F1.html



Water withdrawals: 

The average water withdrawal in a fracking operation is 3 million gallons per well and can be up 
to 16 million gallons.  Where will the water come from? In this case, most likely from The 2

Anchor River, which has it’s own Critical Habitat Area upstream, that would be impacted from 
these significant withdrawals. This means lower water levels—in turn, warmer waters, and direct 
harm to salmon and trout. Across the state, we can expect enormous freshwater withdrawals on 
the perimeter of areas closed to oil and gas drilling will have significant negative impacts on the 
protected areas; in some cases this will mean withdrawing water from those protected areas when 
an aquifer crosses the boundary of the protected area. This will harm the protected areas by 
drawing down essential aquifers, removing water from salmon streams and lakes, damaging 
wetlands, peatlands.  As you know, Alaska’s waters are already warming, threatening our the 
foundation of fisheries. Such additional stress in our protected lands and waters is completely 
unacceptable.  

Backflow and spills: 

The 2005 Energy Policy Act exempted fracking from the Safe Drinking Water Act – this 
regulatory exclusion is often referred to as the Halliburton loophole and it means that the 
“produced water” that comes back out of the well is highly toxic and presents undue risks to 
protected lands and waters nearby. This is no small mater, when according to studies by Duke 
University, up to to 16% of hydraulically fractured oil and gas wells spill liquids every year, 
according to new research from US scientists. 

Leaks and groundwater: 

The casing which ring the well bore and which goes through underground aquifers and 
groundwater flows is meant to act as a barrier between underground water and the shaft through 
which the toxic frack fluid and gas flow.  But casings are known to fail or break during the 
fracturing process, allowing the frack fluid or naturally-occurring contaminants to contaminate 

 https://environmentamerica.org/reports/ame/fracking-numbers-02

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society’s mission is to protect the environment of the 
Kachemak Bay region and greater Alaska by encouraging sustainable use and 
stewardship of natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and 

collaboration.



groundwater.  When that happens, frack fluid and methane can leak from the well bore directly 
into the water supply, causing dangerous gas buildups, and making water unfit to drink, which 
has occurred all around the country.   We cannot allow this in our precious protected lands and 3

waters.  

Seismic drilling in the Critical Habitat Area 

This bill will bring seismic exploration into our protected lands and waters. Seismic surveys can 
be done year after year, as the results of any one proprietary study are not available to any other 
company. These curves threaten marine mammals, and even kill large numbers of zooplankton, 
disrupting the food web. We cannot allow seismic surveys to be conducted in Kachemak Bay 
Critical Habitat Area, or Alaska’s State Parks and reserves. These areas are protected for a 
reason, and they should stay that way.  

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please also see the attached signatures 
opposing HB 82. 

Sincerely,  

Roberta Highland, 
President Kachemak Bay Conservation Society

 Abrahm Lustgarten and ProPublica, “Drill for Natural Gas, Pollute Water,” Scientific American, 3

11/17/2008

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society’s mission is to protect the environment of the 
Kachemak Bay region and greater Alaska by encouraging sustainable use and 
stewardship of natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and 

collaboration.





 

 

May 4, 2021 

 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

(representative.geran.tarr@akleg.gov) 

 

Representative Geran Tarr, Chair 

Alaska House Fisheries Committee 

State Capital Building Room 120 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 

 

RE: OPPOSITION TO HOUSE BILL 82 

 

Dear Chairwoman Tarr: 

 

Cook Inletkeeper is a community-based nonprofit organization formed by concerned Alaskans 

in 1995 to protect the Cook Inlet watershed and the life it sustains. Please accept these brief 

comments on behalf of Inletkeeper’s more than 8500 members and supporters in opposition to 

House Bill 82. 

 

Kachemak Bay boasts spectacular resources that in turn support strong, sustainable local 

economies around tourism, commercial and sport fishing and personal use and subsistence 

harvest. 

 

In the 1970’s, Alaskans strongly opposed oil and gas development in Kachemak Bay, and in 

response, the Alaska Legislature created the Kachemak Bay Critical Habitat Area, which closed 

the area to oil and gas activities. 

 

Later, in the debate over areawide oil and gas leasing in Cook Inlet in the mid-1990’s, Alaskans 

again spoke out for protections around Kachemak Bay, and in response, the Alaska Legislature 

pushed oil and gas activities away from the Critical Habitat Area, and out of most of the entire 

Kachemak Bay watershed. 

 

Now, the Dunleavy Administration seeks to undermine this long-standing desire to protect 

Kachemak Bay with HB 82, which represents the camel’s nose under the tent for new oil and 

gas development in what are now protected areas. 



Under HB 82, there are no safeguards built-in that protect the lands and waters of the surface 

estate from subsurface drilling, and as a result, the state and its residents would be ill-equipped 

to address any problems that may ensue. Furthermore, if the waters of the Kachemak Bay 

Critical Habitat Area open to oil and gas activities, there will invariably be a desire to conduct 

seismic operations to better-define hydrocarbon resources in the area, which can have a 

deleterious effect on marine life. 

 

As the state confronts a historic fiscal crisis, we are watching sharp cuts to our resource 

agencies undercut their ability to effectively protect the public interest. While HB 82 would 

create the need for heightened monitoring, oversight and enforcement to protect the 

Kachemak Bay Critical Habitat Area – and the countless families and businesses it supports – HB 

82 does nothing to empower our agencies with the additional funding, staffing or authority 

they will need to do so. 

 

Accordingly, we strongly oppose HB 82, and we urge you to reject it.   

 

Thank you and please do not hesitate to contact me with questions at bob@inletkeeper.org or 

907.299.3277. 

 

Yours for Cook Inlet, 

 

 
Bob Shavelson 

Inletkeeper 

 

 

Cc: House.Fisheries@akleg.gov

 



 Representat ve Geran Tarr, Cha r                   May 4, 2021 
House F sher es Comm ttee Members 
A aska House F sher es Comm ttee  
State Cap ta  Bu d ng Room 120  
Juneau, A aska 99801  
 
VIA EMAIL 
 House.F sher es@ak eg.gov   
 
 
RE: Oppos t on to HB 82 
 
 
Dear House F sher es Comm ttee Members: 
 
I have stened to the two hear ngs he d by House F sher es Comm ttee on HB 82 and the are some po nts that are 
be ng m ssed n the exp anat ons on the ntent of th s B . 
F rst and foremost th s w  perta n to the ent re state to open the sub-surface doma n for deve opment from a 
surface doma n that an o  and or gas product on fac ty cou d be ocated. My percept on of th s means that a 
subsurface doma n can a so be deve oped from a offshore ease, IE, a product on p atform offshore w th the ab ty 
to d rect ona  dr  under pr vate property onshore wh ch the State of A aska owns the Sub-Surface Doma n. Th s 
can a ow dr ng e ther way. The d stance may make th s un ke y, however th s B  wou d perm t t. 
 
The h story of the Kachemak Bay Cr t ca  Hab tat Area and the w thdrawa  of sub-surface and surface o  and gas 
deve opment n the Cr t ca  Hab tat Area was a negot ated agreement between the State of A aska and A askan 
C t zens.  The Kachemak Bay O  Lease buy-back was a major effort by c t zens and the Kachemak Bay Defense 
Group. The def n ng nc dent that preceded th s act on was when the Jack-Up Dr ng R g George Ferr s became 
stuck n the mud east of the Homer Sp t, resu t ng n a major structura  fa ure to a r g’s jack-up eg. The resu t was 
the sea eve  rose up around the r g structure and resu ted n fue  sp ed a ong w th weeks ong sa vage effort. 
 
Th s buy-back of o  eases n Kachemak Bay was negot ated after th s nc dent and was the resu t of peop e 
work ng together w th the State of A aska. 
 
Br ng ng th s B  forward to nc ude the current y w thdrawn, sub-surface doma n under The Kachemak Bay Cr t ca  
Hab tat Boundary s a d sserv ce to efforts of those who worked on th s buy-back. 
 
The ma n purpose of th s B  s to a ow d rect ona  dr ng from the H corp Sea V ew Pad n Anchor Po nt to 
penetrate the surface doma n nto the pr vate y he d sub-surface doma n then d rect ona  dr  out m es to a target 
zone under Cook In et and The Kachemak Bay Cr t ca  Hab tat Area. 
 
The subject of we  fractur ng procedures was touched on and po nted out that t has been used for years n the 
Cook In et Bas n. The subject that was not d scussed was the fresh water needed and where t w  come from. To 
fracture numerous we  zones cou d take m ons of ga s. of water wh ch cou d affect the aqu fer n the Anchor Po nt 
area. The chem ca s and qu d used to frack a we  w  a so have to be recovered as produced f u d and d sposed 
of n a manner cons stent w th regu at ons. 
 
Finally, I hope this Committee considers the history for the exclusions of development in or under 
Kachemak Bay and will reject this Bill as written. 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
Robert Archibald 

 
Homer, AK  99603 
 



Greetings House Fisheries Committee Members 
 
At the last public hearing on HB-82, I spoke in opposition. 
 
My opinion has not changed.  
 
When the Kachemak Bay oil and gas lease sales were bought back by the state, it was for good reasons. 
The public rose in opposition after the collapse of the jack up oil drilling rig George Ferris in Mud Bay, 
just east of the Homer Spit. 
This was another example industry’s lack of understanding of the environment they operate in. 
 
The oil industry has proposed to drill from a permissible, shoreside drilling pad and reach out under 
Kachemak Bay. If this Bill passes it just goes to show the disregard for the past decisions which were 
made with vast public support. 
 
The operator of the drilling pad proposes to directional drill out under Kachemak Bay, perforate in many 
places and use fracturing methods to develop natural gas. This may be good for the state and the 
operator but sets a bad president for going against past decisions which were made as the Kachemak 
Bar Critical Habitat Area was created. 
 
I urge you to look into the reasons and justification for the moratorium on drilling into the Kachemak 
Bay Critical Habitat Area by means of sub surface, directional drilling. 
 
Again, I do not support this Bill. 
 
Respectfully 
 
Robert Archibald 
 

 
Homer, AK. 99603 
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