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— State agencies & coastal districts

* |t brings air and water quality back into
project review

It restores state’s rights







SB 4 Does Not Stop Development

* The ACMP has always promoted development

— Coastal districts have not stopped projects through
the ACMP

— Before 2003, <1% of projects appealed
— AII of coastal development smce 1977 has been







The ACMP is Broken

e The ACMP has lost its value to review
participants

— Agencies and coastal districts have expressed
frustration with the ACMP

* Few meaningful opportunities to resolve
conflicts that arise at the local level

— The ACMP used to be a tool to identity and
resolve conflicts early in the process

— Resolving conflicts early avoids lawsuits






SB 4: Legislative Intent

* 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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— HB 191 (2003) directed DNR to “avoid regulator'y‘ "
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 prop %sed S

)sistence use areas

— OCS project review process is r.nt clear 5'%\

L

. DNR—DEC coordination procedures are confusmg ';; -

DEC finding (draft DEC ﬁndn_ngs, are only "advnsorv,”)‘







SB 4: Leadership Needed

e ACMP Re-evaluation

— Announced in February 2008
— Not initiated until July 2008
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respon5|ble development

e Congress requires states to have coastal
programs in order to receive Coastal Impact

Assistance Program (CIAP) funds
-~ —CIAP W|II brmg $79 8 mllllo to / Alaska







25 Years of Growth Under ACMP

Oil Development in America’s Arctic
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What SB 4 Does

* Restores meaningful participation

* Brings air and water quality back into project
review

* Restores state’s rights
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— Gives districts and agencies a seat at the tabl' Sl
— Restore checks and balances

— More streamlined than the Coastal Policy Council
* Fewer members (9 rather than 17)
* Limited responsibilities S

— Approve coastal district pIa , gra

» DNR would approve regulaﬂgﬂs after Bgard aasy
endorsement . ’

 The new board would not have ariiy‘ ‘oversight over
project “consistency reviews” ‘
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Restoring Meaningful Participation

* District enforceable policies

— SB 4 would allow policies that:
* Do not conflict with state or federal law

* Address issues not preem
~* Address a local concer
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Ilmmatmg the DEC Carve- o uf

— 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 consideration of air and water quality impacts
not addressed by DEC’s Iaw%, )

.‘-_ .

 For example, oils spill plans do noﬁddress effect "b_[m&;
— DNR’s December 2008 draft statutes eliminate the .~
DEC Carve-Out







SB 4: State’s Rights

* SB 4 Restores State’s Rights

— 2003-2004 ACMP changes removed some rights
provided by the Coastal Zone Management Act

— SB 4 would:
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“One size fits all” does not work for Alaska
Restoring the ability for districts to influence

local projects is consistent with Alaska’s position
against federal intrusion

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

Most project impacts are felt;at the local level

Local involvement through enforceable pollmes

improves project designs and reduces I|t|gat|q!_;!: =5
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