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Departnent of Natural Resources (DOR)
Anchor age, Al aska

Uni t ed
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PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Provi ded a PowerPoint presentation during
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VI RG L UVPHENOUR, Master Guide 151
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DI CK ROHRER, Master Guide 69
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Kodi ak, Al aska
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PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of HB 158.

MARK WAGNER, Regi stered Guide 1222

Boot Bay Gui de Service

Edgewood, Washi ngt on

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 158.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

1: 07: 05 PM

COCHAIR ERIC FEIGE called the House Resources Standing
Commttee nmeeting to order at 1:07 p.m Representatives Hawker
Johnson, Seaton, Saddler, and Feige were present at the call to
order. Representative P. WIlson arrived as the neeting was in
progress. Representative Costello was al so present.

HB 129-O L & GAS EXPLORATI ON DEVELCOPMENT AREAS

1: 07: 23 PM

CO- CHAI R FEI GE announced that the first order of business would
be HOUSE BILL NO. 129, "An Act relating to approval for oil and
gas or gas only exploration and devel opnent in a geographica
area; and providing for an effective date."

1: 08: 04 PM

DANIEL S. SULLI VAN, Comm ssi oner, Depart ment of Nat ur al
Resources (DNR), offered to discuss how HB 129 will fit into the
broader strategic goals of the state. He has had an opportunity
to pre-brief a nunber of nenbers on the bill, but he understands
sonme questions remain.

COWM SSI ONER  SULLI VAN recalled from previous discussions that
the state has a conprehensive strategy focused on the Trans-
Al aska Pi peline System (TAPS) throughput issue and its desire to
reverse the TAPS decline. The DNR s strategy is conprised of

four key parts: First, the DNR wants to enhance the state's
gl obal conpetitiveness and investnment climte, the keystone part
being tax reform Second, the DNR wants to pronote Al aska's
resour ces and create positive i nvest nent opportunities
t hroughout the U'S. and world. Third, the DNR wants to
facilitate and incentivize the next phase of North Slope
devel opnment, whether it will consist of large fields, shale oil

unconventionals, small pools, and big or snall conpanies.

Finally, the DNR wants to ensure that the permtting process is
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structured, efficient, tinely, and provides certainty, which is
the main focus of HB 129, in particular, as it relates to oil
and gas rel ated devel opnent.

1:11: 02 PM

COMM SSI ONER SULLI VAN advised that part of the DNR s strategy
has been to contact potential investors, current investors,
including big and small conpanies. Certainly, the departnent
has heard during the aforenentioned discussion about the tax
issue and conpetitiveness. However, the issue of permtting
reform and noderni zation as it relates to efficient, tinely, and
certain permtting has also often been raised. In fact,

recently senior Repsol officials focused not only on neani ngfu
tax reform but also expressed desire for such a system for

perm tting. This bill and the broader permtting strategy
relate to many other things wth respect to the state's
i nterest, whet her it's t he TAPS t hr oughput , gas

commercialization of the North Slope, Cook Inlet oil and gas
devel opnent, or strategic and critical mnerals.

1:12: 24 PM

COWM SSI ONER SULLI VAN said HB 129 focuses nore specifically on
oil and gas activities. The DNR has found everyone interested
in a achieving a conpetitive environment, which is inportant not
only with respect to fiscal issues, but also to extend beyond
t hem Whether it is federal delays or the large nunber of
| awsuits, Alaska's reputation is not what is desired in terns of
its permtting system The departnent thinks that changes are

necessary; however, it's also inportant to enphasize the DNR
bel i eves desirabl e changes can happen w thout |essening the very
hi gh standards critical for the environnent and still achieve

responsi bl e resource devel opnent throughout the state.

COW SSI ONER SULLI VAN offered his belief HB 129 can achieve this

while still maintaining the inmportance of public input on these
i ssues. This bill maintains that it is particularly inportant
to receive input at the beginning of exploration and devel opnent
phases in geographical areas. This bill would allow deliberate
deci sion-making and bring certainty into the DNR s system This
woul d benefit everyone, including Al askans, the public, and
investors, which is primarily what this bill intends to do.

1:14: 54 PM
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WLLIAM C. BARRON, Director, Division of Gl & Gas, Departnent
of Natural Resources (DOR), stated that several years ago the
di vision began reviewing general aspects of its oil and gas
oper at i ons. The division continually attenpts to reach out to
citizens of the state as well as industry and discovered parties
have an underpinning desire to have a broader understandi ng of

all activities that mght be associated with exploration or
devel opnment in an area rather than to consider one project or
one plan at a tine. In short, comunities want to understand

holistically what is going to happen throughout an area.

MR. BARRON said the DNR s challenge in permtting has been
simlar to ones encountered during areaw de | ease sal e planning.
In that regard, communities and industry consider how to
progress the |ease sale, determne what areas to include, and
extend that process when it considers the exploration and
devel opnent phases. However, this not a question of whether oi
and gas activity will occur, but rather is an effort to identify
what kind of activity and how that activity will be perforned.
In fact, once the |ease sale occurs, the state has nmade the
decision that it's in the best interest of the state to proceed.
Thus, the next logical progression is to determne the |evel of
activity and howit wll be perforned.

1:17: 20 PM

VENDY WOCLF, Petroleum Land Manager, Division of QI & Gas,
Departnent of Natural Resources (DNR), stated she would discuss
how the division currently approves exploration and devel opnent
activities on state oil and gas |eases. Next, she would explain
how HB 129 will help the departnent to streanline its process
for approving exploration and devel opnent activities.

M5. WOOLF turned to slide 2 entitled, "Areawmde G| & Gas Lease
Sal es.” She began with a review of the division's current
system for leasing and permtting, such that the DNR offers oi
and gas leases in five geographical areas called areaw de | ease
sales, including the North Slope, the North Slope Foothills, the
Beaufort Sea, Cook Inlet, and the Al aska Peni nsul a.

1:18: 07 PM

M5. WOOLF said HB 129 takes the statutory requirenent to provide
notice at the beginning of each phase of a multi-phased project
and allows the departnent to review the phase across the entire
geographical area rather than to conduct finite reviews on
i ndi vidual projects [slide 3]. In this instance, it relates to
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oil and gas developnent, in general, and the phases include
exploration, developnent, and transportation. The initia
| easi ng phase occurs with the decision to offer |eases through a
public process, which is the oil and gas |ease sale process.
She identified the decision the departnent reaches at that tine

as the best interest finding (BIF). Again, at this stage the
DNR defines how oil and gas devel opnent will occur, not whether
it wll occur. The bill will allow the DNR to exam ne a broader

geogr aphi cal area when evaluating how that devel opnment should
occur.

M5. WOOLF explained how the process would change under HB 129

[slide 4]. The bill would allow the DNR to authorize oil and gas
exploration and devel opnent activities holistically across a
geographi cal area. The process would still preserve the

requirenent for public participation at the beginning of an
exploration or devel opnent phase, which she deened as being very
inportant. The public benefits since people can conprehensively
evaluate oil and gas activities within a geographical area and
have an opportunity for input at the beginning of the |ease,
before the devel opnment phase happens. In reality, this bill is
really about planning at the onset, which is something the
public has requested. Simlarly, the industry benefits because
it will know at the outset the paranmeters of the project so they
can submt plans accordingly, which gives industry predictable
results.

1:20: 21 PM

M5. WOOLF next offered to step through the oil and gas |ease
sale process [slide 5]. The first step in the proposed areaw de
oil and gas lease sale is to provide a broad public notice and
opportunity to conment. The DNR initially evaluates certain

statutory criteria and develops mtigation neasures for each
| ease. The oil and gas director issues a final finding which is
valid for up to 10 years. However, the final finding requires a
general - not site specific - public notice and an opportunity
to comment prior to the exploration phase, the devel opnent
phase, and the transportation or pipeline phase.

M5. WOCOLF stated that the best interest finding (BIF) is the
| easing phase, which defines the oil and gas exploration
al | owed. Additionally, subsequent notices are held at the
begi nni ng of each phase, as required by statute.

1: 21: 39 PM
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M5. WOOLF reviewed the life of an oil and gas |ease [slide 6].
After the final finding by the director is nmade the oil and gas

| ease is issued. Initially, an operator would submt the first
pl an of operation, for exanple, for a seisnic operation spanning
several |eases, with an opportunity to comrent. The DNR wil |
then issue an approval of the plan of operation, subject to any
speci al stipul ations. Next, once the seismic work is finished,
the operator would submit the next plan of operation, perhaps a
few years later, for an exploration well. Such a plan of

operation mght consist of an ice road with an ice pad, which
woul d require a public notice and coment period. Subsequently,
t he DNR woul d approve the plan of operation for the first well.

M5. WOOLF said if the operator was successful with the well, the
operator mght present a plan for a second well within the sane
| ease. The DNR woul d issue a public notice and hold a comrent
period prior to approving the plan of operation for the
exploration well. If the operator is successful wth a
di scovery, the |lessee would fornulate a developnent plan and
initially submt a conceptual developnent plan to DNR to outline
how the lease wll be developed, followed by an initia

devel opnment plan of operation for the first pad.

M5. WOCLF highlighted that once again, the DNR would issue a
public notice and would hold a comment period for the beginning
of the devel opnent phase. If the operator needs to nodify the
plan after this phase is approved, the operator would submt a
nodi fi ed devel opnent plan, which would require an additional
public notice and conment peri od.

M5. WOCOLF said that finally, once the operator is ready for a
pipeline that the operator nust cone in wth a separate
application for the pipeline. Under HB 129, the pipeline
process Wwll not change since pipeline applications wll
continue to be processed for common carriers under AS 38.35 or
for an easement under AS 38. 05. 850.

1: 24: 01 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON asked whet her she has been outlining the
current | ease process.

M5. WOOLF confirnmed the aforenentioned procedure is the current
process.

1: 24: 13 PM
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REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON asked the presenter to point out the
steps on the slide as she proceeds.

M5. WOOLF agreed to do so. She identified she is currently
covering year 8, slide 6.

1: 25: 00 PM

M5. WOOLF said in the wevent an operator had additiona
devel opnent plans or need enhanced recovery that once again, the
operator would be required to submt a plan of devel opnent, with
a plan of operation for the new pad and the DNR would issue a
public notice and comrent period prior to issuing a decision.

Even though this process still pertains to the sane operator,
the same |ease, and the sane reservoir being devel oped, each
piece wll require separate public noticing, which is how the

DNR has been inpl enenting | eases.

M5. WOOLF, in the even an adjacent |lease is issued, the
af orenenti oned process would begin again, with public noticing
necessary for additional exploration wells and the plan of
devel opnment, even iif the operation wll tie into existing
facilities. However, the transportation process is perforned
separately once the pipeline is constructed.

1:26:13 PM

M5. WOOLF expl ai ned changes to the |ease process under HB 129.
Primarily HB 129 wll allow an [oil and gas |ease] to be
eval uated over a broader geographical area [slide 7]. She
related a scenario, in which the geographical area on the North
Sl ope mght be defined as the Wstern North Sl ope. In fact
this area has been extensively developed and is separate from
the North Slope parcels that are not as well devel oped. She
pointed out potential geogr aphi cal areas for exploration
activities on the slide. Specifically, the proposed
geographical areas would consist of broader areas, but the
overall area would be smaller than the areawide |ease sale

boundari es.

M5. WOOLF explained that at the beginning of an exploration
phase, the DNR woul d provide a public notice with an opportunity

to conment. At this time, the public will be able to evaluate
where exploration should occur in the broader area and identify
any specific concerns. For exanple, on the North Slope the
activities would include such things as ice roads, ice pads,
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portable drilling equiprment, off-road vehicle use, and tenporary
housi ng.

1:27:40 PM

IVS. WOOLF said the geographical areas for devel opnent
activities, by definition, would be nore focused [slide 9].
Once an operator has reached the developnent phase, nore
permanent activities wll happen. Thus the geographical areas
are typically smaller and may enconpass a nunber of |eases that
are being planned for devel opnent. Furt her, the geographical
area may include an existing oil and gas unit with discussions
of future developnment. Additionally, the DNR may want to focus
on the core area that is already fully developed in a large
| egacy field such as Kuparuk or Prudhoe Bay.

1: 28: 37 PM

M5. WOOLF, for the purpose of discussion, suggested how | easing
woul d happen under HB 129 on a small area |ocated between sone
of the legacy fields to further denonstrate how the process
would work [slide 10]. The DNR woul d define the geographica
area and prepare a public notice and an opportunity to conment

for the exploration activities - defining what the activities
woul d consi st of. Meanwhil e, the DNR would solicit information
from other state, federal, and |local agencies, as well as the
industry with respect to the exploration phase decision. Based
on the input, the DNR would finalize and approve the exploration
phase deci sion. Once that happens an operator would submt a
pl an of operation. However, at this point the DNR w Il not

public notice each plan of operation since the geographical area
is included in the exploration phase.

1:29:59 PM

CO CHAI R SADDLER asked her to clarify the public notice process.
M5. WOOLF answered that the public notice process is tied to AS
38 and specifically to AS 38.05.945 (b) and (c), which is a 30-
day process. She further explained that AS 38.05.945 requires a
broad public notice.

1: 30: 43 PM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON related her wunderstanding that since

the oil and gas activities under the |ease would cover a
geographical area that the authorization is broad and would not
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necessitate individual public noticing for subsequent plans,
| argely since the public will have al ready provided coments.

M5. WOOLF answered that is correct; that individual plans wll
not be public noticed, but the geographical area plan wll be
public noticed. Further, individual plans nmust conply with the
mtigation neasures in the |ease and cover all of the parameters
and special stipulations in the exploration phase approval. In
fact, any tinme a plan of operation is submtted that does not
conply or is one that contains an exception, the DNR woul d need
to public notice since the plan of operation would not neet the
| ease paraneters. Therefore, nothing in HB 129 would prevent
the DNR from reviewing specific portions of a [plan of
operation] and request public conmment for specific activities
that are out of the norm

1:31:45 PM
CO CHAI R SADDLER asked for further explanation of the chart.
M5. WOCOLF explained that this means is that when the |ease plan

of exploration is submtted, public notice and opportunity to
comment does not need to be performed for each individual plan

of operation. The public notice portion will already have been
done. However, the plan of operation wll still require
approval by the division. O course, when the oil and gas
di vision approves a plan of operation - and the division is
currently working on its regulations covering the approval
process - it goes through an agency review. She enphasi zed that
internal review does not change under the bill. In fact, the
pl an of operation is subject to lease mtigation factors, which
have al ready undergone an extensive public process. In response

to a question, Ms. Wolf pointed out the purple lines on the
chart for "Exploration Phase" and for "Devel opnent Phase" on
slide 9 indicate points at which additional public notice and
opportunity are not required.

1:32: 51 PM

REPRESENTATIVE P. WLSON asked whether the reason the public
notice and opportunity to comrent is not required is that it has
al ready been done for the geographical area. She understood if
anyt hi ng changed, that a subsequent public comrent period could
be hel d.

MS. WOOLF said that is correct.
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1: 33:15 PM

M5. WOOLF resunmed her presentation. She predicted that the
devel opnent phase decisions would be tied to a nore specific
devel opnment, such as an operator mght submt a group of |eases
for an oil and gas unit that will be operated by one conpany.
First, the conpanies would come in with an overall conceptua

pl an for devel oping the |ease, group of |eases, or the unit. At
that point, the DNR would issue a public notice on the smaller

nore focused geographical area, indicating the type of proposed

activity for the oil and gas devel opnent, including any pads,
roads, or pipelines. At the time the DNR issues its decision,
it will have the paranmeters of how operators will submt their
pl ans of operation. So long as the operator submts plans of

operations in conpliance with the |ease nitigation neasures and
the devel opnment phase paraneters, the operator could proceed
wth its site specific plans of operation. In fact, the
operator can proceed with its site specific plans of operation
wi thout the need for additional public notice for each of those
phases.

M5. WOOLF highlighted that under HB 129, the public notice

periods will be deleted for the individual plan, the anended
pl an, and the nodified or enhanced recovery plan. However, the
bill wuld not change the public notice requirenent for

transportation, which, as nmentioned earlier is a separate not
addressed by the bill.

1: 35: 02 PM

M5. WOOLF enphasized the departnment wll continue to approve
plans of operation as part of the |ease requirenment, which
doesn't change under the bill. Additionally, the bill wll not
change any other permtting requirenents oil and gas devel opnent
is subject to such as permts from Alaska G| and Gas
Conservation Conmm ssion (AOGCC), |local permts, or permts from
the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). For
i nstance, the proposed changes will not affect wetland permts
necessary for dredge and fill, or other kinds of permtting
activities. In essence, what this bill does is to allow the DNR
to review oil and gas |leases nore holistically. |In essence, the
public will provide input on a geographical area rather than be
asked to react to an individual project.

1: 35: 55 PM
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M5. WOCLF discussed results [slide 10]. Again, HB 129 would
provide the state, the public, |ocal agencies, and industry an
opportunity for a holistic, conprehensive review of oil and gas
activities prior to exploration or devel oprent. The depart nment
woul d define a geographical area, prepare the public notice,
define the activities and types of activities allowed, and
request public comrent on the exploration phase. Once the
expl oration phase is approved, the division would approve
specific plans of operation in conpliance with the conditions of
t he approved exploration phase. Using the process established
under HB 129, it would not be necessary to seek additional
public noticing for each of the exploration phase activities.

1: 36: 52 PM

M5. WOOLF said once operators are successful and the |ease noves
to a devel opnment phase, the DNR would prepare a public notice
define the devel opnent activities for the geographical area, and
solicit public comments. Once the devel opnent phase approval is
conplete, so long as the operators are in conpliance with the

|ease mtigation neasures and all the stipulations in the
devel opnent phase approval, they can proceed wth the
devel opnent activities and their plans of operations wll be

approved by the division without the further need for additional
public notice. Again, the pipeline process would be dealt with
separately.

1: 37: 48 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON expressed concern that geographical areas
m ght be broad since they are not defined. For exanple, a
geographical area mght include all of Cook Inlet |ease area

He expressed further concern that the public would only have one
opportunity to coment prior to the seismc activity or other
activity through the devel opnment phase. In fact, the area for
t he devel opnent phase would be so broad that the public really
woul d not have an opportunity to comment. At the time public
comment is solicited, the pad |ocation would be unknown and they
won't know if developnent will occur in multiple places in the
basi n. Wthout some constraints, the public could assune there
could be 20 wells drilled at Anchor Point because the potentia

exists since the |eases exist. Consequently, the public wll
only have "one shot" at it.

MR. BARRON agreed that Representative Seaton has raised good

concer ns. However, he characterized Representative Seaton's
comments as "mxing some things in a bucket and stirring them
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around. " He said the aforenentioned activities wouldn't take

place in that way in Cook Inlet. First, the exploration phase,
by definition, would be a broader area than the devel opnent
phase. Second, the devel opnent phase could be the size of the

unit itself or smaller if the departnent chose to nake it so.
Finally, seismc activities currently undergo extrenme public
disclosure relative to the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), which is also part of the process. Hence, the public
woul d know what oil and gas activity would be occurring in the
speci fic geographical areas.

1:41: 39 PM

MR. BARRON highlighted that the division would establish, by
regul ation, the geographical areas for the exploration or
devel opnment using a public process. For exanple, the DNR woul d
identify the geographi cal areas in the Kenai area for
exploration, which mght enconpass the entire west side of Cook
Inlet, but it would likely also identify small discrete packages
for the actual exploration. He envisioned this would be done by
regul ati on. Additionally, the public process associated wth
establishing those geographical areas wll engage wth the
public upfront.

MR. BARRON characterized the process under the bill as "getting

ahead of the overall work activity." Certainly, this will allow
people to know a given area will be part of a broad geographica

area for exploration. Further, the developnent phase would
consist of a nore defined finite area. This is the process

departnment has devel oped to ensure public involvenent; however
Representative Seaton raises sonme very valid points on whether
the public will only have one tinme for a "bite at the apple.”
Keep in mnd that every decision the division nakes is
appeal abl e, he said.

M5. WOOLF confirnmed that is correct. The plan of operation that
would still require approval for the very specific activities,
whi ch an appeal abl e deci si on.

MR. BARRON concurred that the public will have an opportunity to
appeal the decision to the comm ssioner.

1:43:13 PM
REPRESENTATI VE SEATON [referring to slide 9], said the

exploration phase includes exploration wells on any of the
| eases. For exanple, Apache has | eases on the west side of Cook
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Inlet and has also been performng seismc operations from
Anchor Point to Kenai on the east side of Cook Inlet. Under the
bill as depicted on the slide, he understood Apache could
indicate the plan to perform seismc operations, exploration
pads, and wells for the entire area on nultiple |eases, but only
be subject to a single public noticing and comrent period for

the initial proposed oil and gas |ease exploration plan. He
expressed concern that Nnilchik residents would not Ilikely
coment on seismc or exploration pad activity on the west side
of Cook Inlet; however, they wuld want to coment if
exploration pads were planned for downtown N nilchik. In any
event, once, once the statew de |ease sales occurred the conment
period wll be closed. In other words, he predicted residents

would wish to comment on noise activity or exploration pads in
their own neighborhood, but not necessarily for activity in
renote areas. He wondered if the effect of HB 129 will be to
cause people to prematurely react when they normally would not
desire to conment.

VR. BARRON offered his belief it would verge on being
irresponsible for the division to put the entire Cook Inlet in
one geographical area. First, he pointed out unique differences
exi st between the east and west side of Cook Inlet. Second, the
division has held this discussion internally, and he recalled
suggestions that perhaps the two portions of the west side of

Cook Inlet wuld fall in different geogr aphi cal ar eas.
Meanwhile, he predicted the east side of Cook Inlet could
contain numerous geographical areas, even for exploration. He

understood residents on the east side of Cook Inlet mght be
interested in the west side of Cook Inlet but not know when to
comment; however, part of the public process wll be to
establ i sh geographical areas for the exploration phase in public
foruns so residents are infornmed of the size and |ocation of the
geogr aphi cal areas. Once the aforenentioned geographical areas
are established, the DNR intends to reach out to the public and
industry to evaluate what activities should occur on the west
side in each geographical area. Specifically, he envisioned the
process would occur in an open forumin order to determ ne which
activities should take place. For exanple, the discussion would
identify whether issues will arise with respect to subsistence
hunti ng and fi shing. Further, that type of activity could be
identified in smaller areas rather than over the entire |ease
sal e.

1: 47:43 PM
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MR. BARRON highlighted the intent of HB 129 is to initially
identify areas and concerns in a public process to inform the
public that certain areas are protected. Meanwhi l e, the
industry will also know what needs to happen to mtigate their
operations to satisfy the findings of the geographical area.
Actual ly, he envisioned the geographical areas for the
devel opnment phase wll be even nore fine-tuned. Once an
exploration well has reached total depth (TD) and the operator
seeks to identify a unit, the operator would need to submt a
devel opnment pl an. Perhaps the wunit mght actually be the
geographical area. Again, at that point, the public associated
with the geographical area could clearly weigh in while the
i ndustry will know exactly how to proceed in the specific area
Certainly, each area wll be different, such as North Slope as
conpared to Kenai

1:48: 51 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON allowed it would be nice if that process
happened, but he did not see anything in the statute that

requires the lease to unfold in that fashion. After all
currently, Apache has perfornmed seismc operations in the whole
Cook Inlet. Under the bill, their activity would not only

include the seismc program but the exploration pads and wells
in all of its |leased areas. He asked whether anything in this
statute constrains activities so an operator's activity wouldn't
enconpass the entire geographical area.

M5. WOOLF enphasized it is inmportant to remenber this process is
not required, but only represents an approach that could be
t aken. Keep in mnd that the Cook Inlet area and Southcentral
Al aska have already undergone an extensive planning effort on
state | ands. For instance, the Kenai Peninsula Area plan and
the Susitna Area Plan are finished, yet those plans will stil
undergo an extensive public process every 10 years. That's the
poi nt at which the state and |ocal government decides how shoul d
the state's surface |ands be used, she said. For exanple, the
area plan review considers the highest and best use and the
mul tiple resource val ues t hat need to be pr ot ect ed.
Specifically, all oil and gas developnment is subject to area
plans and nust be in conpliance with those plans. Basi cal |y,
the process wunder the bill represents yet another |ayer of
pl anning on top of the area plan. |In fact, at least in the Cook
Inlet, the base layer area plans lay out the foundation for
state |l and managenent, including wildlife habitat and industria
settlement. |If oil and gas devel opnent will be allowed, the oi
and gas | easing process w |l happen.
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M5. WOOLF highlighted that the way the division perfornms its
BIF, which is a phased review of the |ease, effectively
post pones exploration, developnment, and transportation phase
analysis reviews until a later date. This allows the departnment
to holistically consider the geographical area instead of
undergo i ndividual consideration. In terns of the previous
exanpl e of Apache's seismc activity, if Apache requested the
entire Cook Inlet area be considered and the division nmade a
decision that covers the west side of Cook Inlet, then Apache
woul dn't be included in the decision since the activity would
not cover the entire Cook Inlet geographical area. Furthernore,
anytinme a plan doesn't neet |ease mtigation neasures or any of
the paraneters, the division wuld need to hold a specific
public notice for that particul ar operation.

M5. WOOLF pointed out the public notice being used is the [AS
38.05.945] noticing, which neans that if the division described
the whol e Kenai Peninsula as an area, the statute is very broad,
whi ch would require notices be posted in all post offices in the
Kenai Peni nsul a Borough. The notice would state the entire
geographical area in the Kenai Peninsula, ranging from Honmer to
Sol dot na. It would be incunbent upon the resident to note the
pl anned activity at "their back door"” and to investigate and
comment on the plan. This is precisely why the division tied
the noticing to the AS 38.05.945 requirenents - to nake it clear
that the division wants public input from across the entire
geographical area, in particular, to identify any concerns prior
to exploration and devel opnent.

1: 53: 00 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON expressed additional concern that once the
| ease noves to the devel opnment phase, any nodifications nmade to
the operation plan would not be subject to further public notice
or comrent peri ods. He related a scenario in which one
devel opnent plan is approved, but subsequently nodified, which
woul d not allow for additional public comrent.

M5. WOOLF, with respect to the devel opnment phase, indicated the

operator will define a reservoir, which will be nore focused and
speci fic. By contrast this will allow the division to consider
the project holistically. She related a scenario in which the

geographi cal area included Anchor Point and Honer but the entire
area is underlied by oil and gas. The proposed plan m ght be to
devel op the area using three to four pads, with one pipeline and
feeder |ines, as well as build a processing facility.
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Certainly, all the aforenentioned activities would be listed in
the notice since it is very specific to oil and gas devel opnent.
If the public coment includes concerns about noise, truck
traffic close to residents, or the location of the pipeline
bi sects public recreational opportunities, it is inportant to
| earn those concerns at the beginning of the project. After
all, this allows the division to define the criteria in its
deci sion so the operator can plan around the public's concerns.
Furthernore, if the operator isn't able to do so, the division
would need to issue another public notice based on the
operator's inability to work wthin the paraneters of the
deci si on.

1:55:49 PM

CO- CHAIR SADDLER offered his belief the current situation has
substantial feedback | oops. He asked the departnent to
characterize the types of conmments the division receives and
whet her the comments are consistent or if new points are raised
t hroughout the process. He further asked how the comments are
processed by the division.

MR. BARRON answered that with very rare exception, the division

does not receive many coments on the plans. Typically, the
comments the division receives are usually extrenme ones opposing
any oil and gas developnment in the area. I ncidentally, the

comments on projects are not generally addressing |ocalized
concerns. Surprisingly, the vast mpjority of the projects have
al nrost no conments. As a matter of fact, the division started
exam ning the process and began wonderi ng whet her peopled didn't
under st and what was happening in the whole area or that it was a
| ocal i zed i ssue. Mor eover, the division wanted to find ways to
better represent the citizens and achieve better planning.
Utimtely, he said division is interested in acting as good
| and managenent stewards and seeks to enhance and expand its
knowl edge base to enconpass a broader base of the public in a
way that allows themto conment nore holistically.

MR. BARRON, in response to the second question, said that any
public comments nade under the current system are addressed by
t he decision, for exanple, when four or five people say the sane
thing, such as submtting a formletter. In the event only one
person comrented, the division's response would be to answer why
t he decision is being nade.
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CO CHAI R SADDLER understood that the division receives comments
and acknow edges them He asked whether the division integrates
or changes any pl ans.

MR. BARRON answered yes; the division has frequently gone back
to the industry to identify a reasonable concern and has
nodi fied the plan accordingly.

1: 58: 43 PM

CO CHAI R SADDLER asked how this system conpares to systens used
in other states, and for federal notices. He asked whether the
DNR s current systemis excessive or if it is insufficient.

MR. BARRON said it is difficult to do any significant conparison
to the Lower 48 because nobst of the land in the Lower 48 is
privately owned rather than being state | and. Wth respect to
the federal structure, he believed Alaska's structure is nore
oner ous. He related his experiences have been limted to the
Kenai Peninsula, in particular, to Bureau of Land Managenent
(BLM properties. O herwi se, the |ead agency had been the U S.
Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5). The division typically works
with the | ead agency on the process. Ironically, he stated that
one of the ideas for the bill originated with USFW5, since that
agency wanted to know upfront all of the activities that would
occur. In other words, the USFWS did not want to know "bite by
bite" or "year by year" what activity would happen. Again, the
division would like to establish the activities in advance.

2: 00: 05 PM

CO CHAI R SADDLER surmsed that criticism mght be that the DNR
is trying to avoid public's opportunity to conment. He asked
whet her the intent of the bill is to block public coment for
oil and gas exploration and devel opnent.

MR. BARRON answered absolutely not. I nstead, the DNR would
prefer to identify the public's concerns in advance of the
activity and let the public "lean in real hard" and "be very
specific" about the activities associated with the exploration
or developnent in an attenpt to holistically inform people
rather than informthem pi eceneal .

2:00: 41 PM
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COCHAIR FEIGE asked whether [the upfront comments are
preferable] rather than to have individual |easees react to
i ndi vi dual public coments throughout the process.

MR. BARRON answer ed yes.

2:00:49 PM

CO CHAI R SADDLER whet her he antici pated any neani ngful reduction
in public comrent.

M5. WOOLF replied that she expects nore public conments under

the bill, because it will allow the public to comment in the
begi nning and help plan and evaluate a project prior to noving
forward with |land managenent. She offered her belief that the
public finds that a much nore neaningful dialogue. She

suggested that there is a lot nore participation in the DNR s
pl anni ng processes than in the reaction to a specific plan of
oper ati on. She surmsed that one reason few coments are
recei ved so since people have the sense that their coments wll
not make a difference. However, at the initial planning point,
the division is defining the paraneters in which future
expl oration and devel opnent will occur.

[ MR BARRON nodded yes. ]

2:01:56 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON said it seened to him that this bill
would front-end load the permtting process. He wondered how
this change wll affect the departnment's workload. It seened as

t hough a I ot of work would need to happen initially.

MR. BARRON replied the DNR has discussed this aspect internally
and the description of "front-end l|oading" is an accurate one

He anticipated that projects would nove through the process nore
qgui ckly since the process currently includes a 30-40 day public
comment period, along with a 10-day public review at each step,
which is time consum ng. Additionally, it's time-consumng for
the DNR to answer comments on each phase. Thus he thought HB
129 woul d speed up the process by identifying the activities in
an area, which wll be nore neaningful. He suggested the
primary points as being to know in advance and to be able to
antici pate project managenent. Finally, it is better to plan
upfront rather than stop and plan again, which al so adds costs.

2:04: 12 PM
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CO-CHAIR FEI GE asked whether the DNR would have nore tinme for
permt enforcenent.

MR. BARRON answered that should be one of the benefits.
2:04: 37 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON asked whether different producers woul d
be working in the sane area.

MR. BARRON answered he identified part of the reason the
division is doing this now. He related a scenario in which
three | eases are adjacent to one another in a geographical area,
but the operators need to go through the entire process to
submt applications and obtain public coment on each |ease. |If
one operator undergoes the process and the next operator wants
to use the sanme rig, the second operator nust undergo the entire

process. He pointed out under the bill, it won't matter which
operator is involved, if the division establishes the right
geographi cal area and people know the activity that will occur

t he process works much snoot her.

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON wanted to nmke sure that is how it would
work and he said he is now satisfied.

2: 06: 36 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HAWKER inquired as to the reason this legislation
i S needed. He wondered whether the departnent already has the
authority and it's more a matter of regul ation than

necessitating a change in statute.

MR. BARRON answered that when this process was started a year
ago, the opinion was split in terns of whether the statutory
change was necessary.

2:07:42 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HAWKER queried as to who was giving the advice.

MR. BARRON responded the departnment engaged nunerous people in
the division, within DNR and in the Departnent of Law. The
division's goal has been to avoid court. However, since there

has not been a unified sense wthin the departnent, it was
t hought best to go the legislative route.
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2:08:49 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HAWKER under st ood. However, he highlighted his
concern, which is the exclusionary problem such that when the
statutes say sonething is allowed, inplicitly, it identifies
sonething that can't be done. He suggested that this wouldn't
be necessary unless the division is otherwise prohibited from
doi ng sonet hi ng. He expressed his concern that this validates
that the division is prohibited from doing "sonething." He
cautioned the DNR to be sure the departnent isn't inadvertently
conprom sing sonme other authority, since the departnent already

has the authority - in his view He characterized his question
as being a rhetorical question. He offered to support the DNR s
decision to pass the bill out of commttee. He further
requested the director to hold a discussion with him prior to
the bill going to the floor for a vote.

2:11: 01 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON shared Representative Hawker's concern

She suggested this wll give certainty to conpanies and the
public on what the DNR can do and if sonething different wll
occur, it means starting the process over in a certain area.
However, she anticipated some people would use this bill to
drive the process. She said she can see both sides, but was

concerned about uni ntended consequences.
MR. BARRON appreciated the coments.
2:12: 45 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON stated he is concerned about public
comment, such that there is one generalized comrent period but
not a specific coment phase. He asked at what point besides
the broad general area people would have the opportunity to
comment on devel opnent taking place in their area. He recalled
tenporary water use pernmts were allowed to be rolled over for
five years but general DEC air quality permts do not require
public coment. Additionally, an AOCGCC permt to drill doesn't
require public comment, he said.

MR. BARRON responded that when the DNR defines and works wth
the public on exploration activities, it can identify seismc
activities and exploration drilling. At that time, the public
can raise concerns about specific areas and identify areas that
need to be avoided or stipulate what needs to be put in place.
In fact, what's really inportant is to be able to consider on a
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broader basis the activities that could take place in the area.
Again, the fine tuning would happen with the devel opnment of the

geogr aphi cal area. In fact, it is focused and upfront comrents
on how to develop, but not whether developnent wll happen.
Furthernore, the lease sale identifies that oil and gas
exploration devel opnment will take place, which is why the parce

is up for |ease. He offered his belief that including the
public in the planning phase is nuch nore inportant than
under st andi ng each individual activity. He agreed there m ght
be three operators performng the activity, but what's inportant
is people wll know what activity will take place and what rules

govern the activity.
2:17:08 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON understood M. Barron's position is that
people in the central Kenai Peninsula wll have sufficient
understanding of the inpacts of a gas plant on the whole Kena
Peninsula if they know that type of facility is being planned.

MR. BARRON offered his belief it cones down to how well the
geographi cal areas are established. He characterized this as
the crux of the question. If the areas are established through
the public process when the DNR develops its regulations, the
public has yet another opportunity to weigh in and specify the
size, location, and purpose of a geographical area. He
anticipated that would be the type of engagenent with the public
t he DNR woul d encour age.

2:18: 44 PM

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON asked whether this bill would require the
DNR t o devel op regul atory conditions on geographical areas.

M5. WOOLF answered that the DNR has regulation requirenents

under the departnent's |ease sale provisions. It states that
when the departnment chooses to hold a phased oil and gas |ease
sale, public notice will be provided under regulations adopted
by the departnent. Consequently, the DNR has been actively
wor ki ng on regulations related to how the DNR approves plans of
oper ati on. If this bill were to pass, the departnent would
incorporate any additional regulations into the existing
regul ati on project. While the current regulation project isn't
specifically tied to this bill, it is how the departnent would

address the regul ations. She indicated this relates to a phase
under the DNR s |l ease sale, not a project phase under the plan
of operati on.
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2:19:40 PM

CO CHAI R SADDLER asked whether any exploration and devel opnment
woul d occur outside of the geographical areas or if it is all
covered under the bill.

MR. BARRON answered this activity would be associated with state
| ands that are part of a |lease sale so any state land that is
part of a |lease sale would be rolled into this package.

2:20: 23 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON asked to discuss the difference between
public notice and public notification. He offered his belief
that public notice requires a 30-day coment period. He related
a scenario in which in a well is planned, whether the public can
contest it after the comment period, perhaps on-line, so if the
operator decides to put in a platform the public can conment.

M5. WOOLF responded that the departnent is actively working on
t his. In fact, the DNR s decisions are public information and
the information on decisions, along with any non-confidential
information the departnent receives from the other agencies is
avai | abl e. Specifically, the departnent has been working
internally to try to nmake this infornmation nore accessible to
enable the public to readily view individual decisions on the
DNR s website. However, ©people <can currently obtain the
i nformation, she said.

2:22: 06 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON acknowl edged that 1is what he was
interested in hearing. Since the departnent has transparency
and is working to nake the process even nore transparent gives
hima certain anmount of confort.

2:22:43 PM

COCHAIR FEIGE, after first determning no one else wished to
testify, closed public testinony on HB 129.

2:23:08 PM
REPRESENTATI VE SEATON expressed concern that the bill wll
create public distrust of the process. For exanple, if a

geographi cal area enconpassed all of Southeast Al aska, W angel
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residents would not likely testify during the exploration phase.

However, if the operator nmade a subsequent decision to drill a
well in Wangell, he wondered if residents would have an
opportunity to weigh in [since the public coment period would
be closed at that point]. Overall, the changes could distress
peopl e, especially since the DNRs [statutes would] not limt
the scope of the geographical areas. He concluded that if the

geographical area an areawi de |ease sale on the Kenai Peninsula
is large, he will have problens with this [bill].

2:25: 03 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON shared Representative Seaton's concern;
however, he predicted an initial lawsuit wll charge that a
geographical area is too big. Therefore, he encouraged the

departnment to nake the geographical areas as small as possible.
He offered his support for the concept noting that this [bil

represents] good nega-project nanagenent, especially since
history indicates a project is nobst successful when all the
information is available upfront. He understood that each tine
a project is slowed it becones nore expensive. Anyway, he felt
certain nunerous people will challenge oil and gas projects if
the DNR goes beyond a |arge area. He supported the comittee
nmoving the bill along.

CO CHAIR SADDLER said he likes the idea of HB 129. He takes
confort in the departnent's testinony that a significant anount
of public testinony would not be cut off by the bill and that
di al ogue will occur. He predicted there would be nore public
comment upfront if people realize that they have the opportunity
to influence the process.

2:27: 12 PM

CO CHAIR SADDLER nmoved to report HB 129 out of commttee with
i ndi vi dual recommendati ons and t he acconpanyi ng fiscal notes.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON objected for the purpose of discussion.
He said he wasn't necessarily opposed to "getting a handle” [on
geographi cal areas]; however, he did not think "we' ve got enough

meat on the bones, currently.”™ For one thing, the conmittee has
not considered any anendnents since this is the first hearing
the on the bill. He was unsure whether the public even has an

awar eness of HB 129. Therefore, he objected, not because he's
opposed to |larger geographical ar eas, but because there
currently isn't any restraint on the size of the geographica
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ar eas. In conclusion, he did not think this would serve the
public well.

REPRESENTATI VE SEATON nai nt ai ned hi s objection.
2:28. 24 PM

A roll call vote was taken. Representatives Hawker, Johnson, P
Wl son, Saddler, and Feige voted in favor of reporting HB 129
out of the conmttee. Representative Seaton voted against it.
Therefore, HB 129 was reported out of the House Resources
Standing Conmittee by a vote of 5-1.

HB 158- DNR HUNTI NG CONCESSI ONS

2:29: 08 PM

CO- CHAI R FEI GE announced that the final order of business would
be HOUSE BILL NO 158, "An Act authorizing the conm ssioner of
natural resources to inplenment a hunting guide concession
program or otherwise limt the nunber of individuals authorized
to conduct big gane comercial guiding on state |and."

2:29:47 PM

REPRESENTATI VE HAWKER reported back to the commttee that as HB
4 was moved out of conmttee last week he had conmitted to
taking the regulatory provisions of the Regul atory Conm ssion of
Al aska (RCA), the AS 08.42 provisions to the RCA for coment and
revi ew. He confirmed the RCA held that hearing and the
comm tment has been fulfilled.

2: 30: 48 PM

VI RG L UWVPHENOUR, Master Cuide 151, Hunt Al aska, stated his son
Eri c Umphenour is also a nmaster guide [license nunber 184]. He
said they are both nenbers of the Al aska Professional Hunters
Association (APHA) and the GCP will stabilize the industry and
make it responsible. He offered his support for HB 158. He
said he averages about 20 clients per year and his son averages
about 15 clients. He explained his guiding operation consists
of 16 Al aska Natives and 5 Caucasi ans that operate in the Al aska
Range and Huslia, Kaltag, and Unal akl eet.

MR UWMPHENOUR offered his belief what this bill wll do is

stabilize the guiding industry. Most guides would like to have
sust ai nabl e busi nesses.
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2:32:23 PM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON requested whether he has a federal
concession or if he operates on state | ands.

MR. UWMPHENOUR responded that he has a federal concession in the
Koyukuk National WIldlife Refuge. He indicated state land is in
the mddle of the refuge, which is where his base canp is
| ocated so he also operates on state |ands. Addi tionally, he
and his son have Bureau of Land Managenent (BLM permts and his
son al so operates on state | ands.

2:33: 29 PM

ROBERT A. JEVETT, Registered Cuide 1231, said he has been in the
guide industry for 33 years, has worked as a registered guide
for eight years, and derives the mgjority of his incone from
guiding. He offered his viewpoint on how the bill would affect

the mpjority of the current registered guides. As previously
menti oned, about 400 guides sign contracts wusing |icenses.
However, under DNR' s plan only about 298 I|eases wll be

avai |l abl e. Under the DNR plan each guide will be able to apply
for three leases by qualification. This nmeans 100 gui des could
take up to three leases, or essentially obtain all of the DNR
| eases. Therefore, he surm sed that 300 of the 400 gui des would
not be eligible for |eases.

MR. JEVETT indicated substantial discussion has ensued relating
that fewer guides would manage the wldlife resources. Thi s
[ proposal] has many flaws, the biggest one related to contracts.
As pointed out by Steve Perrin, guides have contracts signed
contracts three years in advance. He stated that he signs a
contract with a client and accepts his deposit, which is
subsequent|ly spent on business, equipnent, fuel, and honme needs.
Two years |later, as per contract, he is supposed to guide the

client. If a bad w nter happens, he asked whether he would
cancel the hunt. He said he not think HB 158 addresses the
wildlife popul ations.

2:36:16 PM

MR.  JEWETT, regarding overcrowding, said he agreed conflicts
exist in sone areas. He said he has also guided in the sane
area as M. Unphenour in unit 20A, and specifically in guide use
area 20-04. He pointed out he has had several repeat clients,

which is an indicator that the <clients have had a good
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experience. Additionally, he has guided in unit 16, which is a
hi gh use area and he has al so experienced repeat clients in that
ar ea. In closing, he said that he qualified as a registered
gui de after working as an assistant guide for many years, then
tested to becone a registered guide. He offered his belief he
should be able to guide on state |land as well as all other [|egal
gui des who have undergone the testing. Furthernore, the bil
will not change the nunber of hunters in the field. He asked
menbers to please consider the inpact of renoving the livelihood
of 75 percent of the guides by putting them out of business and
creating a monopoly for 25 percent of the guides, but not
solving any of the real issues.

2: 37: 44 PM

WAYNE WOODS, Master Quide 108, indicated he would submt
[witten] testinony.

2:38: 10 PM

BRAD DENNI SON, Master Guide 138, stated he is a nmaster guide
living in Sitka. He said he is testifying in support of HB 158.
He also supported the testinony previously presented by the
Al aska Professional Hunters Association. He provided his
background, such that he operates on the Tongass National Forest
under a special use permt that allows him to conduct
approximately 25 hunts, including approximately one-third for
brown bear hunts and two-thirds for black bear hunts. He and
his wife live in Sitka and their assistant guides who help them
in their business reside in Sitka, as well.

MR. DENNISON said the current situation of overcrowding of
hunters and guides on state land is very simlar to the what
happened in Southeast Alaska on federal | ands, when a
proliferation of guiding activities inpacted the hunting
experience and eventually became a biol ogi cal concern for ADF&G
The U S. Forest Service (USFS) went to a restrictive permtting
system in the 1990s to |limt the nunber of guides, as well as
the allocation to each qualifying guide. That system has worked
wel | in Southeast Alaska, which has a healthy bear population,
good resident hunting opportunities, and a healthy guiding
i ndustry.

MR. DENNI SON said the DNR s guide concession program (GCP) for
state lands is simlar to what has worked in Southeast Al aska in
the Tongass National Forest. He indicated he does not operate
on state lands so the proposed GCP will not inpact him for the
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short term However, he could be inpacted over the long term
since big gane nanagenment may |lead to conpetitive drawing hunts
on a statewide basis, including on federal lands in which he
currently operates. He offered his belief that his guiding
business will suffer if drawing permt hunts are held. |In fact,
he was unsure if his business would be profitable if the state
changes to drawing permt hunts. In addition to the current
probl ens being experienced on state |ands, the long term inpact
of allowing guides unlimted growh on state |ands eventually is
likely to inpact the guiding industry all across Al aska. For
t hese reasons, he encouraged nenbers to support HB 158.

2:40: 41 PM

SAM ROHRER, Registered Guide 1098, Sams Al askan Adventures;
President, Alaska Professional Hunters Association (APHA),
stated that guiding represents 60 percent of his incone and he
is an APHA nenber. Additionally, he holds a federal concession

on Kodiak Island and he also hunts on state |and. He strongly
encouraged nenbers to support HB 158 and the devel opnent of a

gui de concession program (GCP) on state | ands. He stated that
he is a lifelong rural resident of Alaska and a second
generation hunting guide. It is through guiding that he
supports his famly. He reported that APHA represents

approximately one-third of the contracting registered guides in
Al aska.

MR. ROHRER offered his personal viewoint, such that the

proposed GCP will benefit long-term wildlife conservation and
will benefit resident hunters by reducing the nunmber of guide
operations in any given area. Additionally, the proposed GCP
will contribute to the long-term sustainability of the guiding
industry, which in turn, brings inportant |ong-term economc
benefits to Alaska's small comunities. He has heard sone
peopl e express concern that a GCP will elimnate opportunities
and entrance to the guiding industry for up and com ng guides.
However, he did not believe this is the case. He has

successfully conpeted for a federal area on Kodi ak, which is one
of the nobst conpetitive areas in the state. Even so, at age 21
he was successful in being awarded an area. He recalled M.
Becker's testinony on 3/13/13, that if a young guide commts
himself to the industry, works hard, and follows the | aw, he can
be successful in a concession-style program For these reasons,
he asked nenbers to support HB 158.

2:43: 08 PM
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M KE COMN, Registered Guide 1126, Crosshairs Qutfitters, stated
he has guided in Alaska for over 30 years, having acquired his
assistant guide license in 1981 and his registered guide |icense
in 2002. He said he guides fly-out fisherman and their famlies
each sumrer. Each year he contracts a m ninmum of 15 clients for
hunting and 350 clients for fly-out fishing on state I|and. He
stated that guiding provides 100 percent of his inconme and he is
a nenber of the APHA He agrees wth the APHA's |obbying in
many i nstances, but not with respect to HB 158.

MR. COMN said that the language and format of HB 158 is too
conplex, plus it does not entirely address the problem of
overcrowdi ng. He agreed that sonething nmust be done, but only a
smal| part of the problemis being addressed by the bill. It is
not just guides, but air taxis and transporters who al so inpact
t he issues.

MR. COMAN wondered why a study has not been done. He predicted
t hat reducing gquides in sonme areas wll hel p reduce
overcrowding, but it wll create other problens for air taxi
operators and transporters. He said there 1is significant
hearsay alleging too many guides; however, it is wunfair to
single out just the guides. Therefore, he cannot support a
concession program (GCP) since it is not conplete.

MR. COMAN recalled M. Spraker [Board of Gane] testifying that
there are way too nmany hunters. He said he couldn't have said
it better. "It's about conservation,"” he said. He asked
nmenbers to address the entire problem not just part of it.
Mor eover, non-resident hunters bring in significant revenue to
Al aska and hel p many progranms in communities. He predicted that
if the GCP is adopted, thousands of dollars will benefit the DNR
and not the state. As nentioned on 3/13/13, DNR cannot fix the
current problens, let alone take on a huge project like this,
which will cost over $1 nmillion each year to operate. He was
unsure of the source of funding, but he suspected the DNR is
banking on the outfitters and guides to book hunts each year in
order to fund the program He offered his belief that
currently, the econony is too unstable and unpredictable. Thus
sonme people are not booking hunts. He once asked M. Cox, DNR
once asked how nuch guide fees were. He al so asked whether it
is "all about the noney." He said he wasn't surprised when he
did not receive a response.

MR. COMN expressed his concern that the bill Ilacks of a
provision for enmergency transferability of a permit in case of a
gui de's death, heart attack or major illness. He wondered what
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happens to the clients, or to the guides and their fanmlies who
have worked so hard to build their business and are burdened by
t he program He predicted the DNR would just give the business
to the next guy inline. He felt this was unfair, that the U S
Constitution was based on free enterprise, liberty, and life.
He did not support nore governnent control. I n concl usion, he
said he would not sign any contracts wthout protecting the
busi ness he has worked so hard to build and he did not think the
GCP woul d provide any protection to businesses.

2:46: 53 PM

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON asked for clarification on his concern
about the bill's lack of permt transferability.

MR. COMN explained that the program only allows energency
transferability of permts due to death. Thus, the concession
would go to the next guide in line for a permt. For exanpl e,
in the event a guide has a mgjor illness, the program does not
have a provision for his/her guides to work the guide areas if
the guide is in the Lower 48 obtaining treatnent since by
statute the guide nust be in the area.

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON understood his point. She envi si oned
nunmerous scenarios, including an individual guide who does not
have a famly to fill in. She al so wondered how an i ndividua
concessi on woul d be handl ed in the aforenmentioned scenari o.

MR. COMN agreed in some instances it would be best to have the
concession transferred to the next person in line; however, he
would like a provision for a famly nenber to finish out the
season.

REPRESENTATI VE P. WLSON pointed out that sone guides do not
have famly nenbers who can take over for them so the program
woul d need to address sone situations.

MR. COMN agr eed.
2:50:10 PM

CLI FFORD SM TH, Regi stered Guide 1318, stated that he is not an
APHA nenber, but he conducts 100 percent of his business on
state land and derives 100 percent of his incone from guiding
He indicated he just received his license last year, but prior
to that he worked for nmany years to gain his |icense. He said
he has invested substantial noney in his area. He expressed
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concern that he could be put out of business if the state goes
to a DNR concession. Actually, the program is set up on
conpetitive process based on experience and the nunber of guides
who can operate in an area. He felt resigned to the fact that
he is not likely to get a concession, but if he does, it could
be a limted concession that would only allow him to take out
four hunters, which would not provide an adequate inconme for his
famly. In conclusion, he did not believe the GCP has any
biological or scientific data backing it. Wiile the APHA
acconplishes a significant nunber of positive things, he offered
his belief that the organization is working to create a
nonopol y. Wiile he's learned a great deal from sonme [ APHA]
menbers, he did not think it was right to elimnate new gui des.
He hoped nenbers would take this into consideration before
approvi ng the program

[ Co- Chair Fei ge passed the gavel to Co-Chair Saddler.]

2:52:30 PM

KEVI N ADKI NS, Assistant Guide 1132, expressed concern that the
|l egislature is considering a bill from a state agency's
standpoint that is not cohesive with other state agencies. He

said he is not a nenber of the APHA and he doesn't understand
the reason the conmttee would need to know his affiliation with
t he professional society. He stated that the bill is trying to
address | and use, but the permts would be awarded on the nunber
of animals the guides intend to take and other criteria over
which the DNR doesn't have any jurisdiction. Actually, the BOG
sets the bag |imts, the BGCSB sets up the paraneters for guide

oper ati ons. He encouraged nenbers to pass a bill in which al
the state agencies affected by the bill are al so invol ved.
2:54.26 PM

MR. ADKINS said represents the guide "living the nightmare" that
gui des predict will happen to themif the GCP is passed and they
don't get a permt. He explained that he obtained his
experience in the federal systemin Kodiak. He said he also has
a fishing lodge and a famly to support and earns 80 percent or
nore of his incone fromeither big game guiding or fishing.

MR. ADKINS said he doesn't want to overcrowd the area directly
behind his home so he's had to seek private |and. He has been
affiliated with different organizations. Sonetinmes he doesn't
go honme for nonths on end in order to continue to be a guide and
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act in a responsible, ethical, and respectful manner to the
peopl e al ready operating on state |and where he |ives.

MR. ADKINS indicated that Kodiak Island is a drawing permt hunt
area, and if the state goes to a drawing pernit area, not enough
private land wll exist. He encouraged nenbers to coordinate
bet ween departnments (ADF&G and DNR).

2:56: 39 PM
CO- CHAIR SADDLER asked whether M. Adkins currently has a
federal concession, the nunmber of clients he guides each year,

and the percentage of inconme derived from guidi ng.

MR. ADKINS responded that he has nmoved away from hunting big

gane and only signed one contract |ast vyear. He said he
currently guides 20 sportsnen each year on the Al eutian I|slands
to harvest reindeer. He said 100 percent of his incone is

derived from activity associated with guiding sportsnen, not
necessarily for big gane, although he took one bear hunter on
private land on the Alaska Peninsula. In response to
Representative Saddler, he answered that he does not have a
f ederal concessi on.

2:57:39 PM
[ Co- Chair Saddl er passed the gavel back to Co-Chair Feige.]
2:57: 44 PM

DI CK ROHRER, WMaster CGuide 69, Rohrer Bear Canp, Inc., asked to
testify in favor of HB 158. He said he contracts approximately
30 hunts each year, with approximately 50 percent for guided
brown bear hunts and the other half for Sitka blacktail deer.
He spends about six nonths in the field and earns approximately
75 percent of his incone from guide-related activities and the
remai nder frominvestnents. He recently served for two terns on
t he BGCSB. He cane to Alaska in 1965 at the age of 22 and was

introduced to the guiding industry. In 1976, he becane a
regi stered guide and a nmenber of the APHA and he has contracted
hunts since 1982. He characterized hinself as a "boots on the
ground” contracting guide. VWhat this neans is that he

personal ly guides all of his contracted clients in the field, he
sai d. For the past 20 years he has operated under the federa
conpetitive guide concession program on Kodi ak Isl and. He will
start his next 10-year federal concession period in the spring
under the same process. Since he will be 80 years old at when
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the next concession ends, it is unlikely that he'll personally
conpete for or financially benefit from guide concession
prograns on state |and. However, he offered his professional
opinion that the guide profession as a whole will benefit nore
under a guide concession program on all lands in Alaska, in
particular for current assistant guides who are interested in a
I'ifelong profession. He noted his son, Sam Rohrer, testified
earlier. He encouraged nenbers to vote in favor of HB 158 and
move it out of commttee today.

3:00: 34 PM

ROBERT FITHI AN, Mster @uide 126, Alaskan Muntain Safaris,
stated that 75 percent of his annual inconme is derived from a
famly qguiding operation. He has averaged eight nultiple
species clients per year for the past 25 years. He has
previously held a federal concession, but no |onger holds one.
He currently operates primarily on state lands with a couple of
private |and use authorizations.

MR. FITH AN said he is in full support of HB 158, which sinply
clarifies the authority of the DNR s comm ssioner to devel op the
much needed, |ong overdue, well-vetted guide concession program
(CCP). This bill would address and clarify the legislature's
historic concerns on whether the DNR has the authority to
provide the proposed stewardship oversight, as it does wth
ot her natural resource based industries. He said his coments
are based on a long history as a | eader of professional hunting,
and as a guide and wildlife advocate for Alaska, the U S., and
ot her countries throughout the world, as well as a personal 30-
year guide professional guide history in Alaska. He said he was
appointed to represent the guide, outfitter, and tourism
industries in Anerica by the Secretaries of Departnents of
Interior and Agriculture to serve on the bi-partisan Wldlife
Hunting Heritage Conservation Council under the U S. Fish and
Wldlife Service (USFWS).

3:02: 09 PM

MR. FITHI AN said his famly has a long history and affiliation
with Alaska's mning, forestry, agriculture, and natural
resources industries. Wt hout question, the GCP will provide
Al aska, rural conmunities, and professional guide service
providers with a viable and inportant |ong-term sustainable
future. He predicted that without the DNR s GCP, the state w |
have restrictions on non-resident hunter opportunities that wll
reduce and in many cases elimnate the viable future of the
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gui di ng prof essi on. He remarked that serving on a conmttee
commtted to enhancing, protecting and finding maxi num benefit
from our public trust resources has given nenbers the
perspective that a conpetitive commercial profession dependent
upon public trust resources cannot run unrestrained wthout
serious conservation, social, and industry stewardship failure.

3:03:43 PM

MR. FITH AN said the ADF&G s mission statenent reads, " ... to
protect, maintain, and inprove the fish, gane, aquatic plant
resources of the state, nanage their use, and devel opnent in the
best interests of the econony and the well-being of the people
of this state consistent with the sustained yield principle.”
He offered his belief that if menbers review the ADF&G s gui di ng
principle, core purpose, and goals, they will see that the state
cannot provide for these best-interest mandates w thout a system
like the GCP to provide for and protect them He hi ghlighted
that the problem lies with the inability of the state to
regul ate the amount of commercial enterprise from the hunting
guide profession that inpacts the state's wldlife, social
at nospheres, other wlderness wusers, law enforcenent, and
prevents Alaska from being able to obtain maxi mum benefit and
sust ai ned yield constitutional mandates.

MR. FITHI AN said as a person who has attended nore Board of Gane
(BOG) neetings than any other sitting BOG nmenber, he can assure

menbers that the BOG will have no choice but to eventually pass
restrictions on non-r esi dent hunt er opportunities W th
restrictive measures. He predicted such neasures wll close the

door on the economc viability of professional guide services
provi ders. He has seen this sane equation play out in numerous

Western states throughout the U S. In each case, elimnation of
| ong- establi shed guide businesses occurs, significant reduced
rural comunity econom cs, significant loss of inportant
conservation funding relative to non-resident |icense fails,
substanti al loss of Pittnman-Robertson WIldlife Restoration

mat chi ng funds occurs, and reduced overall wldlife conservation
and stewardship. Wen the state failed to develop a GCP program
or simlar program the federal agencies took over control of
the guided hunting profession on the majority of federal |[|ands
in Al aska.

3: 05: 06 PM

MR. FIFTH AN said his famly has provided guiding services in an
area that prior to 1988 was limted to three guides. Duri ng
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that tine the gui des devel oped a respected relationship with the
| ocal comrunities and experienced little or no conflict. Thi s
same regi on now averages eight operators per year, all vying for
what's left of dwindling harvestable surpluses, which has
deteriorated the quality of experience for clients, caused
considerable frustration to local residents, which has resulted
in costly law enforcenent efforts due, in part, to poor
accountability of guides. He said the failures go on and on

He said his sons and grandsons have grown up here but do not
have viable future to guide on state lands wthout this GCP
bei ng i npl enent ed. He encouraged nenbers to nove the bill and
hel p provide sustainability and viability of the guide industry.

3:06: 06 PM
MARK WAGNER, Registered Cuide 1222, Boot Bay Guide Service,

stated he earns about 20-25 percent of his inconme from guiding
and 100 percent of his income from a conbination of guiding,

trappi ng, and commercial fishing. In February 2009, he attended
a neeting between the guides and the DNR to consider a
concession program At the outset, interested parties were told
that any plan would need to be approved by the |egislature. He
stated he is opposed to HB 158 for several reasons. First, he
believes it is premature to consider a bill without a final plan
to consider. In fact, the public comment period ended for the
2013 proposal just ended two weeks ago so the final plan has not
yet been drawn up. At the very least, any legislative action

shoul d be tabled until the plan is available, he said.
3:07:58 PM

MR. WAGNER sai d he guides bear hunts on state |and on the Al aska
Peninsula and also has a federal concession on Adak Island in
unit 912, in which historically four to five guides have
oper at ed. However, he has not guided on Adak Island for the
past three seasons due to the poor trophy quality of the herd.
The 2012 proposed GCP plan would have allowed four fulltine
guides in the area. However, the DNR s current 2013 concession
plan has reduced that to one fulltinme guide and one limted
gui de. He expressed concern over the reduction so he asked M.
Cox the reason the unit had been reduced. He said that M.
Cox's response indicated the reduction was made due to a | ack of
demand for guided hunts in that unit as evidenced by such |ight
hunting pressure. He questioned why DNR woul d reduce the nunber

of qgui des. Basically, this makes no sense to him since there
is not any biological reason to do so. Further, he doesn't hunt
noose in the area since the local hunters need them | nst ead,
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he primarily hunts bears since a reduction in bears is wel coned

by |ocal residents. He previously held an APHA nenbership,
whi ch he dropped once he found out the organization did not
represent his interests. He urged nenbers to table any action

on HB 158. He suggested that the process should be started over
with |egislative oversight.

3:10: 05 PM
CO CHAI R FEI GE hel d over HB 158.
3:10: 41 PM
ADJ OURNVENT

There being no further business before the conmttee, the House
Resources Standing Commttee neeting was adjourned at 3:10 p. m

HOUSE RES COW TTEE - 37- March 15, 2013



