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04/ 25/ 03 (H -- Meeting Postponed to Mon.
April 28 --

W TNESS REG STER

DOUGLAS MERTZ

Prince WIIliam Sound Regional Citizens' Advisory Council

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Expressed concern that proposed CSHB 191,
Version 4/22/2003, jeopardizes l|locally enforceable policies, in
parti cul ar.

MARTY RUTHERFORD, Consultant

to the Admi nistration

and to the Departnent of Natural Resources (DNR)

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT:  Answer ed questions about proposed CSHB 191,
Version 4/22/2003; expl ai ned Anendnment 1.

PATRI CK GALVI N, Petrol eum Land Manager

Division of Gl and Gas

Department of Natural Resources

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Assisted M. Rut herford in answering
guestions relating to proposed CSHB 191, Version 4/22/2003.

BRECK TOSTEVI N, Assistant Attorney General

Envi ronnental Section

Civil Division (Anchorage)

Depart ment of Law

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Answered questions on proposed CSHB 191,
Version 4/22/2003; explai ned Anendnent 1.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 03-35, SIDE A
Number 0001

CHAIR HUGH FATE called the House Resources Standing Conmittee
neeting to order at 2:05 p.m Representatives Fate, Masek,
Hei nze, Lynn, Morgan, Guttenberg, and Kerttula were present at
the call to order. Representatives WIlf and Gatto arrived as
the neeting was in progress.

HB 191- COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS
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[ Cont ai ns di scussion of SB 143, the conpanion bill]

CHAI R FATE announced that the conmttee would hear HOUSE BILL
NO. 191, "An Act relating to the Al aska coastal mnmanagenent
program and to policies and procedures for consistency reviews
and the rendering of consistency determ nations under that
program relating to the functions of coastal resource service
areas; creating an Al aska Coastal Program Eval uation Council;
elimnating the Alaska Coastal Policy Council; annulling certain
regulations relating to the Al aska coastal nmanagenent programn
relating to actions based on private nuisance; relating to
zoning within a third class borough covered by the Alaska
coastal managenent program and providing for effective dates.”
[HB 191 was sponsored by the House Rules Standing Conmittee by
request of the governor.]

Nunmber 0085

CHAI R FATE announced that before the conmttee was the proposed
commttee substitute (CS) |abeled 03-0069 bil2.doc, 4/22/2003,
1: 30 pm [which had been discussed at the previous hearing].

CHAIR FATE inforned the commttee that although he'd closed
public testinony, the commttee would hear from M. Mertz, who'd
waited to testify previously. In addition, an anendnent had
been requested by the Cty & Borough of Juneau (CBJ) and anot her
had been prepared by the adm nistration.

Nunber 0278

DOUGLAS MERTZ, Prince WIIliam Sound Regional Citizens' Advisory
Council, told nenbers:

The only real point that | wanted to nake to you is
that we have tracked the changes in the various
versions of the CS as they've been devel oped over the
| ast week or week and a half, and conpared their
provisions with the actual provisions of the |loca
enforceabl e standards, which are available on line, to
see whether the optimstic view of them that the
adm nistration ... testifiers are giving us is
justified.

And, in fact, what we have concluded is that al nost
all of the current locally enforceable policies would
be in jeopardy. And the ones that are nost inportant
to the |ocal people - the ones that affect subsistence
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resources, commercial fishery resources, other aspects
of habitat preservation - would alnost certainly fall
if this language were enacted as it is.

Now, we appreciate what they are telling us about
their intentions as drafters, but if it doesn't match

the | anguage of the bill, it doesn't work. So what we
are suggesting is that the conmttee nmke its own
decision on the policy question. Do you want to

continue the present system of letting |ocal coastal
districts have l|ocal enforceable policies? Do you
want to let it continue with maybe sone tweaks? Do
you want to basically do away with that power at all?

If it's the last, the present bill mght work. | f
it's one of the first two - if you want to continue
sone of that authority - you really need to tell the

drafters that that 1is vyour decision and have it

redrafted, probably by [Legislation Legal and Research

Services], which can clearly and unequivocally match
the words in the bill with that intention.

Nunber 0451

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA request ed exanpl es of specific
enforceable policies that districts are concerned they wll
| ose.

MR. MERTZ answered that alnost all have |anguage - sonetines
specific, sonetines general - about preserving critical habitat
areas, which typically has to do with fish-rearing habitat for
subsi stence and comrerci al uses. Because they'd come within the
prohibition on duplicating the permtting authority of the
Department of Environnental Conservation (DEC), those probably

woul d fall. He suggested that is probably the nost critical
area of all.
Number 0523
MR. MERTZ, in reply to a question from Representative
GQuttenberg, explained that under the bill DEC and DNR basically
woul d continue the functions they've had all along, including

those wunder the ACWMP [Alaska Coastal Managenent Prograni,
statewide and nationw de considerations within their purview,
and anything else they'd be doing anyway such as DEC wastewat er
di scharge permtting. However, they wouldn't pick up the | ost
| ocal enforceable policies; those would drop out.
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Number 0599

REPRESENTATI VE  GUTTENBERG nentioned the regional coast al
managenment groups and the proposed elimnation of the Al aska
Coastal Policy Council (ACPC). He asked whether M. Mertz sees
those as vital to local input and inquired, "How do you see
being able to interact with thenf"

MR MERTZ answer ed:

| am aware that many of the |ocal coastal districts
believe that the continued existence of the [ACPC] is

vital, although I will have to tell you, to ne, it is
not as vital as continuation of the |ocal enforceable
pol i ci es. It gives everybody sonme unease that,

essentially, DNR, in nost instances, would becone the
final arbiter, and they wouldn't have the statew de

coastal policy council as, in a sense, the voice of
coastal districts ... and interests in general.
Number 0686
REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA said as she reads it, DEC is "conpletely
broken out,"” that there is no need for or envisioning of DEC s
participation in coastal nanagenent anynore. She asked M.

Mertz whether he reads it that way as well.
MR. MERTZ answered in the affirmative.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked what M. Mertz thinks this wll
mean for comunities with activities or permts at stake that
are "DEC-oriented,” as well as other portions of projects that
will be part of coastal nmanagenent. She asked whether the
result will be two disparate permtting paths.

MR. MERTZ replied:

There will be the traditional DEC permtting path.
And then the question is, what happens on ... a loca
| evel . In the local areas that ... have planning and

zoning powers - hone rule boroughs, first class cities
- then there would be one based on those powers, but
it would be different from DEC because it's different
permtting authority. And anything that the CSRA
[ Coastal Resource Service Area], the local coastal
district, could do would be extrenely limted. And in
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ternms of the DEC process, they basically would be able
to corment |ike any of the rest of us - but no nore
wei ght than any of the rest of us.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked whether the problem is that now
the permtting process is starting to be broken apart; rather
than streamlining, now there wll be not only DEC coastal

managenent, but also "the ever-confusing ... Title 29 nunicipa

authorities, which are so varied across the state, and which are
very difficult to mesh wwth any kind of permtting."

Number 0835
MR. MERTZ replied:

It is worth bearing in mnd that one of the original
purposes of this program this statute, was to
coordinate, to streamine, to make it sinpler for
everybody i nvol ved. And ... in attenpting to renove
sone of ... the features of the program that increase
costs, increase delay, we may be tossing out sone of
the streamlining at the sane tine and bringing back
sone of the confusion and nulti-channel permtting
t hat existed before the ACVP.

Nunmber 0883

CHAI R FATE explained to Marty Rutherford that there had been a
real concern, because the Ilocal policy councils have been
deleted [in the legislation], that |ocal districts would have no
enforceability and would lose the ability to nmake changes,
especially in areas of environnental concern. He asked Ms.
Rut herford whether she had dealt with this, and requested that
she respond to the concern.

Number 0962

MARTY RUTHERFORD, Consultant to the Administration and to the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), responded that districts

wi | | be able to have I|ocal enforceable policies except
pertaining to activities subject to DEC s air, |and, and water
qual ity standards. Noting that nine exanples had been prepared

at the commttee's request, she referred to a docunent titled,
"Exanples of District Enforceable Policies that neet the
requi renents  of CS FOR HB 191/SB 143 (RESOURCES), AS
46. 40. 070(aa) (2) (A -(B)(section 14)."
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VS. RUTHERFORD also acknowl edged a concern that | ocal

municipalities won't be able to continue to inplenment ordinances
that deal wth air, land, and water quality standards.

Referring to page 19, Section 38, paragraph (3) of the proposed
CS, she said nunicipalities won't be negatively affected
what soever, since it says that nothing in this chapter shall be
construed to "(3) dimnish the zoning or planning authority of
municipalities under AS 29." She offered her belief that |oca

enforceable policies are protected "in npbst areas except for the
air, land, and water quality standards,"” but that "separate from
this bill, | ocal municipalities - Title 29 entities,
corporations - wll be able to maintain their |ocal ordinances
dealing with air, land, and water quality."

Nunmber 1098

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA suggested that in Section 14, however

it isn't just DEC standards that the |ocal enforceable policies
run up against. Rather, it is anything that addresses a natter
regul ated or authorized by state or federal law unless [the
enforceable policies relate specifically to a matter of |ocal
concern]; she noted that it is narrowed to a local concern with
a specific coastal use or resource in the defined portion of the
district's coastal zone. She requested confirmation that
potentially it's nmuch broader than DEC.

V5. RUTHERFORD repl i ed:

There is a test inbedded in Section 14. You are
correct. ... Let ne be very clear here. ... Activities
subject to air, land, and water quality standards

are conpletely excluded from ... |local enforceable
pol i ci es. However, for anything else, whether there
is state or federal law dealing with it - if, in fact,
you're goi ng to promul gat e or devel op | oca

enforceable policies that address issues that are
dealt with in state or federal law - then there's this
test that you nmust go to.

Nunber 1194

M5. RUTHERFORD referred to the docunent setting out nine
exanpl es and sai d:

These all were pulled fromdistrict policies. | mght

note that there were situations where we refined the
| anguage of existing enforceable policies to neet the
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test in Section 14. ... And | think it's really
inportant to note that they are both addressing
specific locations wthin particular districts and
generally defined portions ... of a district coastal
zone. So they are broad.

As you can see, it allows for quite a lot of breadth
in local enforceable policies, even under this bill

These were created by the team that | have with ne
here today, and have had at previous neetings. And

after we went through and devel oped these that we
thought, ... in a fashion, that net the test wthin
Section 14, we did clear them ... with the Departnent
of Law and with the chief of staff, where we got
approval . So these are a reflection of what the

adm nistration feels. They're very broad. They allow
a great deal of flexibility within |ocal enforceable
policies. They just sinply require that they be nore
concise. ... You nmake the argunment that they are
addressing areas that are sensitive to devel opnent -
all the other elenents in the test.

Nunber 1294

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked where the changes had been nade to
the policies to nake them neet this test, and what kind of
changes those were.

M5. RUTHERFORD referred to the third exanple under "Specific
Location Policies" in the docunent that sets out nine exanples.
It read [original punctuation provided]:

3. Fl oat hones shall be recognized as an approved use
of private and state tidelands in all residential
zones identified on Map 3-B where:

1) Adequate sewage treatnent (marine sanitation
devices) and/or tidal flushing exists;

2) The floathonme is noored in at |east 15 feet of
wat er at nmean | ow wat er;

3) The presence of a floathone wll not
j eopardi ze access to another's upland property; and

4) the floathone is not an obstruction to use of
navi gabl e wat ers.

M5. RUTHERFORD, recalling that the foregoing is a Ketchikan

district policy and noting that changes would be to nake
sonmething nore specific, if appropriate, explained in this
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i nstance that the enforceable policy already references

residential zones. "The only thing that we noted is that it
would be linked to a mapped location, say, of ... where those
residential zones would be," she said. "Qther than that,

not hi ng was changed in that particular policy."
Number 1373

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA brought attention to the reference to
sewage treatnent and marine sanitation devices in the third
exanpl e just discussed. She said DEC clearly regul ates those
and asked, "Does the district have the authority now to be able
to do this when you' ve broken DEC out ?"

M5. RUTHERFORD replied that it just notes that [the district]

will allow, wunder its enforceable policies, float hones wth
adequate sewage treatnent, whether approved by DEC or sinply
tidal flushing. She added, "It just nakes reference to it; it

doesn't nmean that they're going to second-guess the quality
standards that are inposed by DEC "

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked whether ultimately DEC nakes all
t hose deci sions.

M5. RUTHERFORD said she wasn't sure DEC required certain types
of sewage treatnment on float hones. She added, "Qbviously,
there are situations where there are none required. They j ust
have to assure that there is enough tidal action to make ... it
safe.”" She went on to say that if there were a sewage treatnent
facility regulated by DEC required, then DEC would nake a
determ nation itself as to whether that neets its standard.

Number 1470

REPRESENTATI VE MASEK suggested that Section 14 of the bill says
the plan nust nmeet DNR regulations and not address issues
already regulated by the state unless it is a specific |ocal
concern. She asked whether that is the proper reading.

MS. RUTHERFORD answered that she believed so.

Number 1587

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA referred to the "DEC breakout" and asked
what the interaction will be. For exanple, if a project has DEC

permts and other permts at stake, won't there be two
permtting processes going on? O is it envisioned that the
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consi stency determnation will bring in DEC so that everybody is
at the table?

M5. RUTHERFORD requested that Patrick Galvin, past director of
[the Division of Governnmental Coordination (DGC)] join her at
the table. She then said:

The answer is that there will be a consistency review
where DEC wll be brought to the table,
particularly if +there are other |ocal enforceable
policies pertinent to that project that are outside
the paraneters of activities regulated by DEC s air,
| and, and water quality standards.

Nunmber 1639

PATRI CK GALVI N, Petrol eum Land Manager, Division of Ol and Gas
Department of Natural Resources, explained:

What you have to recognize is, right now, when we talk
about a consistency review, we talk about it as a
coordi nated review And in theory, at Ileast, the
permt issues that each of the departnents has to nake
will be nmade sinultaneously wth the consistency
determ nati on. However, that's not the way it works
in practice on a project-by-project basis.

The distinction is that ... today when we do a
consistency review, DEC has to fully decide its
permtting deci si ons bef ore t he consi st ency
determ nation can be issued. Under the bill, while
the permtting wll still be coordinated as best it
can be through the consistency review, and DEC s
permts wi | | be br ought in, t he consi st ency
determ nation could proceed along its own tinefrane.
And ... if DEC s permt has an issue that cones up
that's specific to the DEC issue that doesn't pertain
to ot her coast al - managenent i ssues, t hen t he
consi stency determnation can proceed and conclude
W thout having to wait wuntil those DEC issues are
resol ved.

The reason why the DEC provisions are still considered

enforceable policies of the program - rather than just
saying, OK why don't we elimnate the DEC problem by
not having the DEC standards apply - is because we
want to have the DEC provisions apply to federal

HOUSE RES COW TTEE -11- April 28, 2003



projects, OCS [outer continental shelf] projects. e
don't want to lose that application. Even though
DEC s permts are still required within the state and
there's no real value added having them in that
process, we want to nake sure that those standards
still apply to offshore.

Number 1755

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA began di scussion of Amendnent 1. Noting
that there had been an amendnent to [SB 143, the conpanion
bill], she asked whether there was a plan to offer the same one
here, and whether the intention was to try to bring [DEC] "back
on" to those projects. Amendnment 1 read [original punctuation
provi ded] :

Page 8, line 10:
Del ete "a new subsection”
| nsert "new subsecti ons"

Page 8, line 13 follow ng "purposes.” through |ine 22:
Delete all material and insert:

"For those purposes only,

(1) the issuance of permts, certifications,
approvals, and authorizations by the Departnent of
Envi r onnment al Conservation establishes consistency

with the Alaska coastal managenent  program for
those activities of a proposed project subject to
t hose permts, certifications, approval s, and
aut hori zati ons;

(2) for a consistency review of an activity that
does not require a Departnment of Envi r onnment al
Conservati on permt, certification, approval , or
aut hori zation because the activity 1is a federal
activity or the activity is located on federal |ands
or the federal outer continental shelf, consistency
with AS 46.03, AS 46.04, AS 46.09, and AS 46.14 and
the regul ati ons adopted under those statutes shall be
established on the basis of whether the Departnent of
Environnental Conservation finds that the activity
satisfies the requirements of those statutes and
regul ati ons.

(c) For a consistency review described in (b)(2)
of this section, the departnent, in addition to its
review under AS 46.40.096 of all other enforceable
policies applicable to the project, shall coordinate
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with the Departnment of Environnental Conservation and
issue the Departnent of Environnental Conservation's
finding of whet her the activity satisfies the
requi renents of the statutes and regul ati ons descri bed
in (b)(2) of this section.™

[ End of Anmendnent 1]
Number 1769

M5. RUTHERFORD reported that there had been conmments received
from several <coastal districts about the third sentence of
Section 11; the concern was that Section 11 prevented any
district enforceable policies on the outer continental shelf.
She expl ai ned:

That was not the intent, nor do we feel that was the
effect of Section 11. However, in order to clarify
that the districts can have |ocal enforceable policies
that are applicable to federal activities, federally
permtted activities, and activities in the outer
continental shelf, we prepared that anmendnent. And it
basically says the DEC standards are not the exclusive
standards that would apply to those types of
consi stency revi ews.

Nunber 1834

CHAIR FATE rem nded nenbers that public testinony was closed
except for answering questions. He also noted that a second
anendnent had been suggested by the CBJ.

Nunber 1867

REPRESENTATI VE HEI NZE noved to adopt Anmendnent 1 [text provided
previ ously].

The conmittee took an at-ease from2:33 p.m to 2:34 p.m
Nunber 1902

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA called attention to [Section 46], the
transition section, and asked what happens in the interim She

acknow edged testinony that the prograns will stay the sanme, but
noted that page 22, lines 15-16, says it's only "to the extent
the regulations are not inconsistent with this Act". She

expressed concern that it is circular, since it says it only
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stays in effect to the extent it's not inconsistent, but that
the inconsistencies would be huge because of the "DEC breakout,
if nothing else.” She asked, "Do we have to be consistent with
the Act to have a district enforceable policy to remain in
effect during transition?”

MR. GALVIN answered no. He offered his understanding that this
is standard drafting |anguage from [Legislative Legal and
Research  Servi ces] to provide for the continuation of
regul ations when there has been a statutory change in the

overarchi ng program He added, "It's to the extent consistent
also with the transitional parts of this statute, which |eave
the district policies in place. And they will remain a part of

the program until either they are amended by DNR through the
anmendnent process or they sunset.”

Nunmber 1984
REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA asked, when it says "not inconsistent
with this Act,"” whether it is referring back to the original Act

or program

M5. RUTHERFORD deferred to M. Tostevin.

Number 2013
BRECK TOSTEVI N, Assi st ant Attorney General, Envi r onnment al
Secti on, G vil Division (Anchorage), Depar t ment of Law,

indicated there are two occurrences of "not inconsistent with" -
one with the Act, and the other with the program AS 46.40.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA said the problem begins on line 12
[ page 22, subsection (b)], where it talks about "sec. 45 of this

Act". She suggested it mght be a technical nmatter and that the
commttee can be sure that the |language is drafted appropriately
to keep the programin effect until transitioned out. She said

that seens to be everyone's intent.
M5. RUTHERFORD added:

Wwe'd heard Representati ve Kerttula's concerns
previously. W absolutely want to keep the programin
effect, as pertinent to the sections of the bill that
talk about the timng for the transition. That was
our intention. M. Tostevin went back, worked wth
the regulatory attorneys to assure that, in fact, this
was as good as we could make this |anguage, to give
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you that confort. But | can assure you, that's how
the departnent will be inplenenting it.

Nunmber 2088
CHAI R FATE returned attention to Arendnent 1.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA objected in order to request an
expl anati on.

Number 2133

MR. TOSTEVIN noted that Section 11, page 8, beginning on I|ine
11, reads, "AS 46.03, AS 46.04, AS 46.09, AS 46.14, and the
regul ati ons adopted under those statutes constitute the
exclusive enforceable policies of the Al aska coastal managenent

program for those purposes.” He informed nenbers that the
foregoing are referred to as "the air, land, and water quality
standards.” He explained that Amendnent 1 [deletes the rest of

Section 11 and] inserts |anguage that says, "For those purposes
only", which refers back to those statutes and regul ati ons.

MR. TOSTEVIN explained that there are two provisions. One
relates to issuing permts and so forth. The second addresses
situations involving federal activities, activities on federal
| ands, or activities on the outer continental shelf; consistency
is based on whether DEC finds that the activity satisfies the
requirenents of those statutes and regulations, since DEC
doesn't issue a permt for those. Noting that the reference in
subsection (c) to the departnent refers to DNR, he said the idea
behind that subsection is to clarify that a project can have
ot her activities beyond those regul ated by DEC

M5. RUTHERFORD added that a district could develop |ocal
enforceable policies specific to the outer continental shelf,
for exanpl e.

CHAIR FATE said it had seened to be a big concern voiced
consistently throughout these hearings.

M5. RUTHERFORD replied, "It is, and we want to protect that."
Number 2280

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA wi t hdr ew her obj ecti on.
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CHAIR FATE, hearing no further objection, announced that
Amendnent 1 was adopt ed.

The commttee took a brief at-ease at 2:40 p.m
Nunber 2318

REPRESENTATI VE HEI NZE noved to adopt [Conceptual] Anendnent 2, a
handwritten anmendnment that read [original punctuation provided]:

New (4) -

If the applicant fails to respond in witing to a
witten request for additional information within 14
days of receipt of such request;

Number 2319

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA objected for discussion purposes. She
requested an expl anation and asked what pages it applies to.

CHAIR FATE said it is Section 22, page 15, line 2.

M5. RUTHERFORD explained that if an applicant fails to respond
in witing to a witten request for additional information
within 14 days [of receipt of such request], it allows the 90-
day tinmeline to be tolled under certain circunstances, as do
par agraphs (2) and (3).

Nunber 2423
REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA wi t hdr ew her obj ecti on.

CHAIR FATE announced that the objection had been renoved.
[ Conceptual Amendnment 2 was treated as adopted.]

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA inquired about the proposed anendnent
fromthe Cty & Borough of Juneau nentioned previously. [ There
was no further discussion of this anendnent on the record.]

The conmttee took a short at-ease at 2:45 p.m

Nunber 2454

REPRESENTATI VE HEI NZE noved to report CSHB 191 [Version 03-0069

bil 2. doc, 4/22/2003, 1:30 pm, as anended, out of conmttee with
i ndi vi dual recommendati ons and t he acconpanying fiscal note(s).
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Nunmber 2483

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA objected. She thanked the team fromthe
adm nistration for its hard work on this, acknow edgi ng the huge
step forward. However, she said it is alnost inpossible to put

into words the difficulties she believes the bill wll present
to the state. For exanple, the "breaking out of DEC' is a huge
step that will greatly inpact not only districts, but also the

permtting process; it will take a long tinme to discuss.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA noted that this program has been in
pl ace alnost 30 years, and that there are good and bad things

about it, including delays and inconsistencies in standards.
However, at its heart, it is how the state - in rural Al aska
particularly - has dealt with |ocal areas and the control over
their resource devel opnent. She pointed out that standards in
sone districts allow greater resource devel opnent. For exanpl e,

on the Kenai Peninsula there are standards that actually go a
step further than the state in encouraging developnent in
certain areas. Simlarly, Juneau has areas where people want to
see devel opnent, balanced against areas |ike wetlands that
peopl e want to see protected.

Number 2559

REPRESENTATI VE  KERTTULA highlighted some  of the issues,
including noving the DEC standards conpletely out and not
understanding how it w Il balance when a district enforceable
standard conmes up against any other |aw She suggested this
should be of interest and sone concern not only to people who
are concerned about preservation, but also to those concerned
about devel opnent, because what will be allowed isn't clear.

REPRESENTATI VE KERTTULA expressed hope that over the interimthe

districts will come forward, after having tine to review this
and understand the issues, and wll cone back to the legislature
next session. She suggested that eventually sone of it m ght
conceivably work, but said some won't. She conveyed concern

about having duplicative and confusing processes, rather than
bringing things together, and said she cannot support the bill
in this format because there are too many issues and it is too
conf usi ng.

Nunber 2632
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REPRESENTATI VE MASEK said even though it is difficult to
understand, it seeks to put managenent and devel opnent policies

into DNR, she suggested this will help pronpote organization in
coastal comunities, ultimately allowing nore |ocal input and
managenment of zones. She proposed the need to further devel op

statewi de coastal managenent guidelines that include input from
affected zones and yet don't adversely affect managenent
obj ecti ves. She said she feels that the chair, the conmttee,
the admnistrative staff, and the industry have done a good job
of creating a partnership that includes the needs and concerns
of local communities as well as the need of the state to grow.

REPRESENTATI VE MASEK remarked that curtailing developnment in
Al aska's coastal zone is not a reasonable option in these
difficult economc times; if the need to protect the coast isn't
recogni zed, however, there is a risk of danage that affects the
standard of living and livelihood of Al aska's coastal residents.
She highlighted the ongoing challenge of managing use of the
coast so that undesirable inpacts are mnimzed and growth and
devel opnent are enabled. Regarding the unorgani zed borough, she
said she believes the state is obligated to nmanage the coastal
areas to ensure protection from harmin addition to devel opnent
for the future. She enphasized the need for a shared purpose
and cooperation anong governnent, industry, and the comunity in
order to ensure sustainable developnment and managenent of
Al aska's coastal zones. She offered her belief that this
| egislation can pronote that cooperation, and said she feels
pretty confortable noving the bill fromconmttee.

Number 2792

CHAIR FATE observed that consistency review with regard to
coastal managenent has been a thorn. He suggested this is a
"new skeleton" to build on, one that is nuch better than the
system of the past. Comrending the conmmttee, he echoed
Representative Masek's support for the work on the bill and said
it is one of the nost inportant bills the conmttee wll see
during the session.

Nunber 2840

REPRESENTATI VE GATTO, remarking on the alnost overwhel mng
nunber of versions and changes, surmsed that there will be a
| ot of controversy. He asked the conmmttee to renenber that the
bill is designed to affect the residents of Al aska, and that the
public process requires a lot of input [from those residents].
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He expressed hope that over the interim what is |earned can be
incorporated to inprove the bill

Nunmber 2953

REPRESENTATI VE GUTTENBERG expressed amazenent at the anmount of
work that has gone into this, recognizing that the process has
been in place 30 years and that while sonme people have problens
with it, others have enjoyed the ability to influence what
happens in their conmunities. He said he'd have been nore
confortable with the bill if a stakeholders' group had cone
forward with it.

TAPE 03-35, SIDE B
Nunmber 2988

REPRESENTATI VE GUTTENBERG i ndicated he'd mssed the process of
[ having all groups at the table]. Although he doesn't live in a
coastal community, he said he wants this process to go forward
and work. He expressed concern that instead of streamining and
making it go forward in a snoother manner, this wll stop a |ot
of things; people will need to |earn the process all over again,
and many of the disputes will be decided in court, which is the
sl owest way to get answers. He went on to say that although
he'd like to see economc developnment, he believes this wll
hurt the process instead of helping it.

Nunber 2906
REPRESENTATI VE HEINZE referred to the saying, "If it ain't
broke, don't fix it." She opined that this has been broken for

years, and suggested [the current version] is sonmething to be
proud of.

REPRESENTATI VE WOLF said his hat is off to the adm ni strati on.

A roll call vote was taken. Representati ves Masek, G@Gtto,
Hei nze, Lynn, Mrgan, Wl f, and Fate voted in favor of reporting
CSHB 191 [Version 03-0069 bil2.doc, 4/22/2003, 1:30 pm as
anended] out of commttee. Representatives Kerttula and
Quttenberg voted against it. Therefore, CSHB 191(RES) was
reported from the House Resources Standing Committee by a vote
of 7-2.

ADJ CQURNMENT
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There being no further business before the commttee, the House
Resources Standing Committee neeting was adjourned at 3:01 p.m
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