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The Committee was briefed by Jim Souby, Deputy Director, Division of Policy
Development and Planning, Governor®"s Office, Murray Walsh, Program Coordinator,
Office of Coastal Management, P ill Ross, Deputy Coordinator, Office of

Coastal Management and Jon Halliwill, Mayor cf Haines and Co-Chairman of

the Coastal Management Council.

Jim Souby, stated that Mr. Walshwould outline the history, structure,
status, 1issues and solutions of the Office of Coastal Management.

Murray Walsh, stated that the original purpose of the Coastal Management
Program was outlined in the 1972 Federal Act. There arc significant values
in coastal resources and use of these values should be guided by a compre-
hensive resource management plan. Coastal Management 1is voluntary for _he
states. Thirty-four states have chosen tocreate an Office of Coastal
Management (OCH). The 1incentive for the States toparticipate is funding
from the federal government and also the fact that the Federal government
will abide by the rules and requirements of the States. The State of
Alaska has received $7-8 million in grants for Coastal Energy Impact and
$50 million was placed In the Alaska Mutual Bond Bank for impact loans,
$10 million of which has been used. The funds in the Alaska Mutual Bond--
Bank can be used by communities for any part of the community structure

that they can show would be Impacted If development occurs. The communities
have to epay the money but if development docs not occur, the loan Is
forgiven

In response to the question, what effect will President Reagan®s eliminating
CZM from the budget have upon Alaska®s 0OCM7 Mr. Walsh, stated that the
federal budget dates are such that th? Alaska OCM can carry on for another
full year, then it would be faced with either going out of business or
seeking State funding.



Hr. Welsh, stated t?.at in 1977 the legislature passed the Coastal Management
Act. In 1t the local governments .ire the primary managers of the coastal
resources and draw-up plans with t™-* guidance of the Coastal Policy Council.
The main function of the Coastal Policy Council 1is to approve the local
government®s program. Once it is approved by the Council, the State and
Federal governments abide by the locai program.

In response to the questioh, does the Coastal Policy Council view itself as
a regulatory body? Hr. Walsh stated that their function is to encourage
the development of the local program and approve the local plan.

In response to the question, was not the intent of the Coastal Policy Act,
that the Coastal Policy Council would recommend the local plans to the
legislature, who was to approve the plans by resolution, but due to the
ALIVE decision the Coastal Policy Council became regulatory? Hr. Walsh
stated that the Attorney General 1issued a decision, April 1980, stating
that the Coastal Policy Council 1is a regulatory body due to the ALIVE
decision, (see attached).

In response to the question, has the Attorney General®s decision placed a
strain on the coastal Policy Council? Hr. Walsh said yes.

In response to the question, is it true that the Federal government has
threatened to remove funding if a program is not done their way? Mr. Walsh
said, yes, the state plan needed some iImprovements or the Feds would remove
fund ing.

In response to the question, werr not these to be local rules without undue
pressure from the State or Federal government? Hr. Walsh stated that the
Federal agencies do participate and try to influence the outcome of the
plans.

Hr. Walsi stated le would request an amendment to the Act for legislative
oversight and a na-rower definition of "significant amendment to the plan."

Jon Hal 1iwlll, staced that the Coastal Policy Council acts as a buffer for
the local communities, between them and the State and Federal activities

In their area. He said that he thought it was unrealistic to eliminate OCM
because there is a need for some type of planning for development. He
further stated that consistency should be decided on a local level with
State participation.

In response to the question, is there an"thlng iIn the Haines Plan that
could not have been accomplished as a City Council 1in a zoning ordinance?
Hr. Hal 1iwill said yes and no. The Haines area is iIn a borough that has no

planning and zoning powers. The Haines plan encompasses these powers. It.rhas
no real authority outside the City limits but it does influence State and
Federal concerns outside the City limits. The Plans real authority Is only

<n the Clty limits.

In response to the question, as the City of Haines, was there anything that
you have an implementa “on authority over that you could not have done
under either your ordinances or under Title 29? Hr. Hal 1iwlll, stated no,
with the. exception of consistency.
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STATE
YEAR SALE No. DATE
1981 33 2nd Qtr
32 3rd Qtr
1982 35 1st Qtr
34* 2nd Qtr
36* 2nd Qtr
37 3rd Qtr
1983 38 1st Qtr
39 2nd Qtr
40 3rd Qtr
1984 41 1st Qtr
42 2nd Qtr
43 3rd Qtr
1985** 44 1st Qtr
45 2nd Qtr
46 3rd Qtr

* Same day Sales

**

* k%

ALASKA LEASING SCHEDULES

Upper Cook Inlet (onshore &
offshore, including the
Susitna Valley)

Cook Inlet south of Kenai River
(exempt acreage sale)

Lower Cook Inlet (offshore &
onshore)

Prudhoe Bay Uplands

2nd Beaufort Sea (submerged
lands)

Middle Tanana Basin and Copper
River Basin

Norto i Basin

3rd Beaufort Sea

2nd Upper Cook Inlet (offshore &
onshore, including the Susitna
Valley)

SW Bristo|l Bay Uplands
Minchuinina Basin
4th Beaufort Sea

Chukchi (nearshore & onshore)***
Hope Basin
Holitna Basin

1931 adoitions to the State 5-year lease schedule
The holding of the Chukchi Sales at this time is contingent upon a reasonable assumption that technology will be

SALE No.

60

57
70

71
61

75

83

85
86

available for exploration and development in the lease sale a'ea.

FEDERAL
DATE

9/81
12/81

9/82
12/82

2/83
4/83

10/83

12/84

2/85
5/85

Lower Cook Inlet
NPR-A

Norton Basin
St. George Basin

Beaufort Sea

Kodiak Shelf

North Aleution Shelf

Navarin Basin

Chukchi Sea***
Hope Basin



FIVE-YEAR OCS LEASING PROGRAM AND THE ALASKA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
January 30, 1981

Alaska's Coastal Management Program (ACMP) was approved on July 9, 1979 by
the U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Coastal Zone Management. This
approval granted the State the authority to review and approve all federal
activities occurring within Alaska's coastal zone for consistency with the
ACMP. The issuance of licenses and permits related to OCS exploration,
development, and production activities ere included in this consistency
review' process.

In addressing OCS oil and gas leasing schedules, the State's position is
that the Final Notice of Sale for each lease sale should be submitted to
the State for an offici 1 consistency determination. However, the State
has ir. the past and intends to continue providing written comments regard-
ing consistency with the ACMP to the Department of the Interior for all
major leasing steps lead-’-'o up to the Final Notice. The purpose cf these
comments is to keep the . .partment completely informed of any concerns
that the State may have relating to consistency with the ACWP.

The most significant adverse impacts that the State's consistency determini-
naticr. attempts to minimize include those to fin and shell fisheries, sea
mammals, birds, water-dependent industries, water quality, and impacts to
the residents and their local economies which are dependent on the coast for
their well being. For purposes of federal consistency, the Guidelines and
Standards of the AOWP are utilized by the State to assess these impacts.
However, ubon approval by the Alaska Coastal Policy Council, local district
programs w ill Drovide the criteria by which oil lease sales in adjacent OCS
waters will be measured for the purposes cf consistency with the ACVP.

Status of District Coastal Management Programs in Areas to be Affected by
the 0OCS Leasinn P"ooram

Below is c generalized description of the status of the local coastal
programs in areas where ar adjacent OCS lease sale is presently scheduled.
The imminency c* OCS leasing adjacent to sever., of the remote local
districts is forcing an extremely rapid timeframe. The timeframe is
particularly acute in t Bering Straits, Yukor-Kuskokwim, Bristol Bay,
and Aleutian/Priblof Islands Coastal Resource Service Areas (CRSA).
Program combDletion dates do not reflect approvals by the Alaska Coastal
Policy Council and the federal office of Coastal Zone Management - both of
which are necessary before a program car. be implemented.

1. l.o-th Slone Borough: The Coastal Management Program is scheduled
for completion anc approval in late 1982. The Chukchi Sea Sale 85
'February 1985) and the Beaufort Se? Sale 71 (February 1982) are in
the vicinity of the F-orouoh.



NANA Coastal Resource Service Area: The N-AA region has organized into
c district, elected a CRSA board, and initiated program development
efforts. A resource inventory and analysis is expected in June cf 1981.
The program is not anticipated to be completed and adopted until early
1983. the Hope Basin Sale PC (Nay 1985) tracts would lie offshore of
the region.

rering Straits Coastal resource Service A-ea: The Bering Straits region
has ilcently organized into a district and elected a CRSA board. The
Bering Straits CRSA is scheduled tc complete its program by the fall cf
1983. The Norton Basin Sale 57 is currently scheduled for September 1982
and will affect the region before the program is completed.

Cit” of Kome. The City of Metre lies within the Bering Straits region.
The City is developing a coastal management program which is scheduled

for completion arc approval in early 1981. The Norton Easin Sale 57 wiill
likely impact the city.

Yukon-Kuskokwim Coastal Resource Service :rea: The Yukon-Kuskokwim
Region has organized into a district, elected a CRSA Board, and developed
a work program. A thorough issue identification process is underway. *
The CRSA program is anticipated tc be completed and approved by early
1983. The Norton Basin Sale 57 (September 1982) could affect the
ncrtkern portion of the Yukon-Kuskokwim region before the local program
is completed. The Havarin Basin Sale 82, scheduled for December 1984,

is in the vicinity of the St. Matthew Island which is within the Yukon-
Kuskokwim CRSA. *ABristol Basin Sale, if held, could impact the southern
portion of the region.

Bristol Bay Coastal Resource Service Area: " 'e Bristol Bay Region has
not yet organized into a district. Efforts are under way-to organize,
-however, anc a district may be formed as early as the spring of 1931.
It is anticipated that a CRSA prcgrarr could be completed late in 1983
if organization occurs this spring. The -ristol Basin Sale, if held,
TTIl impact the region.

Bristol Saw Forouzn: The Bristol Bay Bc-turh lies within the Bristol
ley CRSA region and is developing a coastal management program. |t
has comoleted its resource inventory end analysis chase cf its program.
The program is scheduled to be completed in early 1982.

Aleutian/Prihilc.f Islands Coastal Resource Service Area: Educational
efforts are underway concerning coastal management. Public hearings
ere scheduled in February tc discuss subdividing the region into

2 sub-Coastal Resource Service Areas: 1' the Prihilrf Islands;

2' the Aleutian Island chair west e IM't.1 Pass; ar* 2' tre remainder
*' the chain east of Urima!: pass £*d *rs'ludiog the lower portion of
the Alaska Peninsula. |If districts r's c-gerized tMs spring, it is
anticipated that the programs could he oo-.pleted by nid 1983. The

Ft. George Basin Bale 7P. scheduled fo** .'sce-ber 1982, will occur
nefcre the program is completed, “ne 'r-tp Aleutian Shelf Sale 75
'Fertem.be- 1982), South Aleutiar She"" S-le /p:t currently scheduled),
and the St. Gec-nt. Basin F:le ‘'f'esemre- IFSI! Vill impact the rerion.



5. Kodiak Island Rorouch: Thedevelopment of the Kodiak Island Borough
program becan in late 198C. The program is anticipated to be completed
and adopted by late 1982. The Kodiak Sale 61 (Anri! 1983) is in the
vicinity cf the Borough.

0. Kenai Peninsula Borough; The Ker.ai Borouch has completed the resource
inventory/analysis phase of its program. An extensive public participa-
tion effort is underv'av tc refine thes» efforts. The program is scheduled
for completion and adoption by late 19°'1. The Cook Inlet Sale 60
(September 1981) and the Kodiak Sale 61 (arril 1983) could impact the
area.

Effect of Pistrict Coastal Manacement Dro-rans on PCS Planning

I’ary see the leasing process as cr.ly bavin? two distinct phases: presale and
postsale, with the act cf leasing by itself initiating anticipated imoacts.
Ir fact, there are three distinct phases to the CCS leasing and development
process, and State and lccal planning must be attuned to all cf thr;e. These
are presale, postsale exploration, end rostsale development, assuming there
is a commercial find. The amount and type cf information available to State
and local decision-makers during each given phase differs dramatically. We
do not believe that adequate information is available at the presale phase
tc clar. for the entire OCS scenario that concludes with commercial develop-
ment .

Curing the presale rerioo, the information available is of a very general
native, particularly off Alaska's coast where huge frontier areas are being
considered for leasing. It is difficult to ar.ticicate specific onshore
impacts when a much smaller number of tracts tkar those originally considered
in the presale Environmental Impact Statement nay actually be bid upon by
the industry. After the sale itself, State and local decision-makers know
which tracts have been leased, tut they do not know which w'llbe explored
first ard car. only partially estimate the impacts of this second, exploration
phase. There are impacts, of course, enshore as well as offshore, and to
some enter* tnese impacts can be planned *or in ? “encrel manner,

Turing the presale phase, v-hc* ’r '*he®r 2.°* r~ "esterr Maskr currently is
in the OCS nlenning process, tnore is much pressure for coastal management
planring to address the needs cr all participants ir the leasing process.
There is also considerable pressure tc resolve all conflicts at the time of
local program adoption. This is unlikely tc happen. The most likely type of
coastal management planning we foresee being undertaken ey e local government
or coastal resource service area along the v'estern coast of Alaska and the
Aleutian Chain, during the current presale phase, is to identify areas where
the'l do not vart imoacts to occur cr physical activity to take place. This
'epvid invcive preserving areas *ror impact: rathe* th,an selecting areas for
e-tacts. The letter aspect o* coastal "escc-c? rlanrirr ip, by far, mere
e-cc-rass’ng and uscfu" to tne public r.-d the irrustrv, bet there is simplv
rrt encug- infcrmatior at this time si"ce it is by no means assured twat the
explp-aticr v'll indeed result ir a cc—e-cia' r'r:. Only r find of that
ruanf’ty would justify the costs o* h*t' i"formatic-: nathsrinn anc resultant
:lanrinr which cculd realisticallv select sites -'or intact.



Hence, during the current presale phase in the OCS planning process, the
best local governments can do is to plan according tc hypothetical scenarios.
That is, they can develop a set cf likely futures and prepare plans for each
cf them. This is expensive, time consuming, and potentially inefficient
since the scenarios are based or, imited data. A better option is to ensure
that the three phases cf OCS activity be clearly identified in local, State,
and federal planning processes, and that adequate information requirements
and funding is available to ensure that proper planning occurs at the right
time. The key is to incorporate "local readiness"” to handle the impacts
associated with the actual phase of OCS activity in question into the federal
decision-making process at this time.

For example, during the presale phase, readiness could nean the existent
of lccal"piann'ino"capacity~v;ith adeouate'scurces' o*'funding'to’ prepare fo.*
explcraticn impacts, if indeed any tracts are leased by industry. To
continue the example, readiness during the postsale exploration phase could
be defined as local governments having the capacity to actively participate
in the review and aprroval of the exolcraticr. plans and associated permits
which industry must obtain prior to conducting exploration drilling.

The State of Alaska is attempting to support the development of local coastal
management programs with this concept in mind. Adeouate funding, as well as
the close coordination of industry and all levels cf governments, will be
essential if local coastal ; ns can positively influence oil development

at the right moment and properly mitigate community and coastal impacts.



MEMORANDUM  ° State of Alaska

TO:

FROM:

02-001A (Rov.10/79)

Thp Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp date: February 25, 1981
Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
FILE NO:
TELEPHONE NO!
C
Frances Ulmer, Director subject:  Summary of ACOVWP to date

Division of Policy Development
and Planning

Attached is a brief iuir/iary of selected pertinent information regarding
thr status and work efforts of the Alaska Coastal Management Program
(ACMP). In order please find:

(1) A description of district program development milestones,
and a matrix showing the status of each district.

{2) A nmep showing the proposed 5-year federal OCS lease schedule;
a table describing both the federal and State 5-year lease
schedule, i ajd an iinalysis of the development of district
programs impaev.ed oy these schedules.

(3) A report of federal consistency determinations tiu by DPDP
in fiscal year 1980, and an update to the present; a graphic
o0’ the type of consistency determinations mede in DPDP.

(4) A brief summary fact sheet on the special projects initiated
in the last year <'or the ACVP.

(5) An organization chart for the Office of Coastal Management,
and a detailed analysis of OCMs FY 82 budget.

(6) A copy of the correspondence between the Governor and Commissioner
LeResche on the wisdom and need for any repeal of the Alaska
Coastal Management Act.
Please feel free to contact Murry Walsh of Office of Coastal Management
at 465-3540 if any further information is desired, or any clarification
of the information presented is needed.
cc:  Senate Resource Committee Members

FU/BR/}j

>a
f\ "I'AfF . V.
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to: Murray VJalsh April 29, 1980
Coordinator
Office of Coastal Management J-66-506-80

Office of the Governor
465-3686
AVRbM M. GROSS

FHOM: ATTORNEY GENERAL Severability of

. Coastal Management

iJy: o .Act legislative
Assistant Attorney General ments.-. _
v LW

On February 25, 1980, you asked for our opinion as
to the effect of State vs. A.L.T.V.E." Voluntary, P.2d
(Op. No. 2022, February 19, 1980) on the legislative .
approval requirements (AS 46.40.080) of the Alaska Coastal
Management Act.- On March 6, 1930, this office, through a
letter from Rod Pegues to Senator Arliss Sturgulewski,
concluded that v> rious resolutions proposed under AS 46.40.080
were of no effect.
* Hg *
Subsequently, you orally requested us to expand on
our March 6 opinion to discuss the effect of the invalidity
cf that section upon the remainder of the Act. In our
opinion, AS 46.40.080 1is severable from the remainder of the
Alaska Coastal Management Act, and (1) council guidelines
take effect upon their adoption under the Administrative
Procedure Act (AS 44.62.180 et seq.) and (2) council action
on a district coastal management plan takes effect upon final
council disposition of the plan under 6 AAC 85.150 or AS 44.62.520,

The Alaska Coastal Management Act itself gives no
indication o” legislative intent with respect to the sever —
ability of any of its provisions. AS 01.10.030, however,
creates a presumption that stricken portions of a statute
are severable from the remainder.. As the court noted 1in
Lynden Transport, Inc”™ vs. State, 532 P.2d 700 (Alaska
*1975).there has been "a consisueat use of the general
severability statute to preserve valid portions of the state
legislature®s enactments.” 1d. at 713. . e

As the court noted in that case, the test of
whether a stricken portion of a statute is severable:

; is twofold. A provision will not
be deemed severable “unless it appears

both that, standing alone, legal effect
car. be given to it and that the legis—
lature intended the provision to stand,
in case others included in the act and

held bad should fall."

Id.

02-001A{flov.J0//0)



Murray Walsh, Coordinator April 29, 1980
Office of Coastal Management Page 2

First, it is apparent that the remainder of the
Coastal Management Act can stand alone without the separate
provision of section 080. That section deals with the
effective date of the Alaska Coastal Management program, and
states that portions of the program become effective upon
approval by concurrent resolution, of the legislature. Since
we have previously defined the Alaska Coastal Management
program to include both the council®s guidelines and district
programs 1/, it might be argued that the excision of that
section would provide no "effective date™ for the regulations
or local district programs. That, however, is not the case.
Council guidelines must be adopted under the Administrative
Procedure Act (AS 46.40.040(1)), and the pertinent portions
of the Administrative Procedure Act.(AS 44J62.180 et seq.). m
provide detailed standards for how, and when, regulations

become effective. Similarly, “the general "effective date"
of particular ageucy quasi-adjudicatory actions such as
approval of local programs -- is rather self-evident.

Indeed, AS 46.40.060, which deals with approval of district
programs by the council, contemplates that any dispute
between the council an 1 the submitting district will be
resolved through an adjudicatory hearing held in conformance
with the APA. AS 46.40.060(c). The pertinent provision of
the APA (AS 44.62.520) provides for the effective date of
agency decisions rendered after an adjudicatory hearing. <
Thus, excision of AS 46.40.080 creates no fata®"l mechanical
gap which would prevent the statute from standing by itself. 2/

1/ "1978 Op. A tty. Gen. , "Legislative Approval of Coastal
Management Program, May 5, 1978."

2/ A textual excision to AS 46.40.100(Ca) w. 11 additionally
be required. Bracketing the excised words, the subsection
will read:

Municipalities and state agencies” shall
administer land and water use regula—
tions or controls in conformity with
district coastal management programs
approved by tlie council [and the legis—
lature] and in effect.

The fact that the severing of an invalid provision
requires the deleting of particular words within a sentence
does not. make the statute any less capable of standing on
its own. Indeed, excising particular words within a sentence
was precisely that which the Supreme Court accomplished 1in
Lyndon Transport Inc. vs. State, supra.



Murray Walsh, coordinator April 29, 1980
Office of Coastal Management Page 3

A more weighty problem is posed by the second
prong of the severability test -- whether the.legislature
would intend the Coastal Management Act to stand absent the
removal of AS 46.40.080. Certainl}", where, unlike State
vs. A.L.I.V.E. Voluntary, supra, the legislature inserted a
specific legislative approval mechanism in a particular
statute, the provision was of obvious.significance to the
legislature. The legislative history of the Act indicates
that the offending section was inserted as .an addition to
legislation prepared by the so-called "HCR 123" Committeel
See HB 342, 10th Leg., 1st Sess.” 3/ The administration J7,
tried, unsuccessfully, to excise"the legislative approval
requirement. _ vy =";

-t i~ V" v.ViV-v.'-"f- P

To say thatethe section was of some importance to
t\ j. legislature, hox”ever, does not necessarily lead to the
conclusion that the legislature did not desire that the
state enact this coastal management legislation absent the

exercise of a legislative veto. Over the past several -1
years, the legislature has enacted several critical pieces
of legislation containing "approval" provisions. The legislatur

knew, at least, that these approval provisions raised grave
constitutional questions, and we cannot impute to the legist
lacure a general intent to hang the fate of critical legislation
on a provision of dubious legality. We have reviewed the
legislative findings and policies with respect to the Coastal
Management Act (88.1-2, ch. 84, SLA 1977), and find no *& =
indication that the legislature viewed its approval authority

as an integral and indispensable component of the legislation.
Indeed, although section 2(4) of the Act express®. , a legislative
concern for assuring the partic-.pa.tion of all interested

parties "in the development and implementation of the

coastal management program,”™ the language conspicuously -
excludes the legislature as an entitiy whose formal in—

clusion is necessary in the development of the program.”
Certainly, the remainder of the legislation, and the council®s
guidelines, provide for abundant opportunities for "public, = "

local governments and agencies of the state and federal ,
governments” (id.) to affect the development and implementation
of the program. In this regard, the findings and policy

statements contained in ch. 84, SLA 1977 are identical to
those contained in the draft legislation proposed by th ; "11CR
123 Committee™, which, as noted previously, vns the sta: r.ing
point: for Alaska®s coastal management legislation, find which
did not originally contain an overall legislative approval
requirement.

3/ A joint legislative/executive committee was created by
HCR 123 (9th Leg., 2nd Sess.) to prepare coastal management
legislation.



Murray Walsh, Coordinator April 29, 1980
Office of Coastal Management Page 4

In sum, vze believe that AS 46.40.080 is severable
from the remainder of the Coastal Management Act. Thus,
council guidelines take effect V7hen adopted in accordance
\-7ith the Administrative Procedure Act. The effective date
of council action on district programs is governed by the
council®s regulations, and AS 46.40.060.

IT you have any further questions, please feel -
free to contact us. . e _  _eee

JKT:dim . ) .



‘MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO

Thru:

FROM

Murray Walsh, Coordinator DATE. January 9, 1981
Office of Coastal Management

Michael Whitehead FIIE NO:
State-Federal Coordinator
TELEI'HOTr.'t NO
Rod Swope, Dave Mans Annual Report Update
State Clearinghouse soijj=ct: July 1, 1979 through

June 30, 1980

This document will serve as a brief summary of fiscal year 1979"SO
(July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980) activities under the Reimburs—
able Services Agreement (PSA) between the Office of Coastal
Management (OCM) and the State Clearinghouse (SC!!)* For convaiv-
ience and clarity, the information is presented in tabular and
graphic form in separate sections, proceeded by a brief explann”
tion of the information contained vithin each section.

PROJECT REVIEWS

During the period from 1 July, J979,to 30 June, 1900 (inclusive), a
total of 521 projects were acceptvd and circulated for review by the
State Clearinghouse. Additional projects wore received and not
reviewed when determined they w *: not within the const :1 rone,
er.ampt from ArMP review, or we; .djtermiued not to have a nig-I.fi-
ennt impact on coastal areas.

On the average, the Clearlnghouw receives several projects a

month which cont in insufficient information to conduct on adequate
review. In thes-c instances, the necessary additional information

is requested of the applicant h. "ore the project review- is officially
initiated, for review. Review;"g agencies also have access to
additional sources of infer/:- tion or deal Tilth the applicant directly
which also nerves to mini".lv.e re<e-.-str, for additional Information..

The p.rimr.ry State agencies whoso c,oir.re.its arid orpnrtir.a provide
tlie basis for the consistency dcterminrtion are the Depnr titer, trs
of Enviror .rental Conservation, Onr.unity and Regional Affairs,
Fish u (Janet, Transuovtat:"lun Public Taclfitic.=, Natural Rcsonrcvn
and Cocimucrco & Economic bnvolop-.vsr.

The Office of Coastal Mmr-gei-. (0CID) a,:.-lys.ei; «.".i- 7rts rue iw.d
and provid : a cot. wist.-.i.cy v .ion to the Director a2 the
Division of Valley Devoir.,.: ,ar. Planning (PL"DP).

Fedoval agencies such as the U.fJ. Fish Wildlife Service,
National Marin" Fli.horier. f.v.rvit. ar.d the. Environmental Protection
Agency also provide substantial ctv>..ontr. on regular basis.

Their concerns are frequently incorporated into federal consist"”
cncv <eterr’instions.



Murray Walsh -2- January 9, 198?

Statistics indicating the disposition of those projects which
underwent ACMP review in TYCO are as follows:

Projects determined to be consistent with the ACMP

with stipulations... ............ 124
without stipulations........... 347
Projects determined to be inconsistent with the ACMP.. 17
Projects withdrawn by the applicant... 39
Projects requiring indefinite e x tensions . . . 3
Total projects reviewed........ 521

REVIEW PERIOD

The minimum length of. time required to complete a nov il ACilP
review is 30 days from the tine the project is log;. (revi.vw
officially begins) in by the f'-.ate Clearinghouse... A, wovev, the
overall average review period in FY<>0 required appi.emimsttily 45
days to complete. Thin average 43 day re*.lew period appear;* to
be steadily increasing an the result of procedural chrr.vig
effected 15 May, 1980., requiring the receipt of a 401 Certifica—
tion (Certificate of Reasonable Assurance) from the beparfcannt
of Envi/anmental Conservation on certain projects before issuing
i consistency determination. DEC presently requires an c.verag

*64 days to sue a 401 Certification on those piejects requi—
ring a water "Stry permit: The State Clearinghouse has the
ability to at .pt an expedited review based on a reasonable
request by an applicant, thus possibly reducing the time required
to issue a consistency recommendation. The following table, and
graphic depletion shows, by month, the m.v/inum, tniviiMun and
average tir.ic required tio complete a normal review.

As indicated in the table, a greater volic of projects are
submitted in the fall ana spring in preparation lor the stnw -*
construction period. Vim inc.rente in purnit* applications (.

not appear to have r.uch .i"eet on the laag.th of the re.l. w y."<i".di
how r."er.

The notJce.d.ilie ir.ease 1in average review period an*! irmirl>*.i
review time for May and Jam? can be attributed 1o t.u procedure!
change requiring a 401 Certification from DEC before issu.l.g; a
consistency determination. The low minimum review times for
September and May refits T expedited review of a specific project.
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ACMP CONSISTENCY STANDARDS

The Alaska Coastal Management Program has established a set of
standards against which development activities in the coastal zone
are reviewed. The following is a listing of these standards with
an indication of the frequency to which each otic has been cited in
a consistency determination:

6 AAC S0.140 Air, land and water quality 121
6 AAC 30.130 Habitats 53
6- AAC 80.110 Mining and mineral processing 10
6 AAC 80.050 Geophysical hazard areas 8
6 AAC 80.040 Coastal development 3
6 AAC 80.100 Timber harvest and processing 8
0 AAC 80.070 Energy facili tier. 4
6 AAC 80.080 Transportation and facilities 4
6 AAC 80.120 Subsistence 4
6 AAC 80.060 Recreation 1
6 AAC 80.150 Historic, prehistoric and
archaeological resources 1
6 AAC 80.160 User, of state concern 1
6 AAC 80.090 Fish and seafood processing 0
Total 224

FEDERAL AGEHCT APPLICANTS

The State Clearinghouse has received proposals from 22 different
federal agencies requiring ACUIP review. The following is a listing
of those agencies and the number of tiues each one ha:; submitted a
project requiring ACMP review:

Corps of Engineers (0.1 204
Office cf Coastal Zone lianngauont: (OCZM-CniP) 40
Department of Housing arid Urban Development (liUD) 36
heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCI".S) 26
Federal highway Administration (FJIt'A) 21
Farmers Home Administration (FTdA) 19
Alaska Area Dative health Service (AAN1IS) 15
Envlirormoetal Protection Agency (EDA) 10
Federal. Aviation Administration (FAA) 9
Economic Development Ad*:inivtiIv:tion (EDA) 9
Municipality of Anchorage (W-A) 7
U.S. Cua®-t Guard (USCG) 6
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sexvies (USFCWS) 6
U.S. Forest Service (USES) 5
bureau of Land Management (ELM) 4
Federal Energy Regulatory Covsmiosion (IERC) 4
Departnei.t of the Army (BOA) 2
Department of Education (DOE) 2
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (MOAA) 2
National Pari* Service (NFS) 2
U.S. Air Force (I1JSAF) 1

Total projects reviewed 521



TYPES OF APPLICATIONS REVIEWED

There are four categories of federal functions which are reviewed
under the ACMP: 1) direct federal activities, 2) federal licenses
and permits, 3) CCS activities and A) federal assistance programs.

Wa have separated all ACF.P reviews into these respective divisions
in the following table.

federal licenses and permits ... 238
federal assistance, programs .... J.9
direct federal activities ...... 34
0CS activities ... ... .... A

525

APPLICATIONS BY REGION

At four request we have also separated the ACMP applications into
their respective land areas. Since our computer it; only prog/.a-.med
to classify applications by nativi regions, were not able to
provide you with a computer print-out by ACMP r _lon. Vnsrie f..\»
types of regions are., however, very close if not identical in i.cst
instances. Co we have enumerated the applications by Native region
(see attached rap) and projected the count by ACMP region:

NATIVE RECICV ACMP REGION

ttcr Nana Number Letter Native N Tl
Reg-1.on (r.)
A Ahtnn 1 A G 11!
b Aleut 23 B D 17
C Arctic Slope 98 C Eli* 48
)] Bering Straits 17 D BKT 46
r. Bristol Bay 20- E n 107
F calista 22 F I
a Chugecu 34 0 G. 04
li Coo!: Inlet 10/ u L 133
| Hoyon 0 1 1.
d Konirg 21 Ala <* 1
K KAMA 13 Witlid ran.n 24
1L Ccal- mm 123
\:I'thornun 14 Tots 1 V1

Total 52)
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Thru:
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Murray Walsh, Coordinator DATE: February 19, 1981
Office of C%gstal Management

7 | Itfc NO:
Ilruco Ikikev
Stato-Fc-.deral Coordlmato;/ It LI-UIIONr. NO
/-N BT N
Rod Swope, Dave Haas SUMIEC1 Special Report Request
State Clearinghouse * July 1, 1979 through

February 15, 1981

This document WH1 serve as a brief summary of activities under
the Reimbursable Services Agreement (RRA) between the Office of
Coastal Management (OCM) and the State Clearinghouse (SOl). As
requested by OCM, this summary is for the period from July 1, 1979
through February 15, 1981.

PROJECT REVH-WS

During the period from 1 July, 1979, to 15 February, 1981 (inclusive),
a total of 9A0 projects were accepted and circulated for review by
the State Clearinghouse. Additional projects were received and

not reviewed when determined they were not within the coastal

zone, exempt from ACM)* review, or wore determined not to have a
significant impact on coastal areas.

On the average, the Clearinghouse receives several projects a

month which contain insuffielent information to conduct an adequate
review. In these instances, the necessary additional, information

is requested of the applicant before the project review Is officially
Initiated for re*view. Reviewing agencies also have access to
additional sources of Inform itlon or deal with the applicant directly
which also serves to minimize requests; for additional. Information.

The primary State agent*.ie:. whose comments and expertise provide
the basis for the. connlst nicy determination are the Departments

of Environments | Conservation, Common ity and Regional Affairs,

Fish ft Cane, Transportation A Public. Facilities, Natural Resource;;
and Comm erce h Economic Development..

Tile Office of Coastal. Menagome.if (OCM) analyses comiients recei'.'.’d
and provides a consist:.4! rc -.o,amend:*.lion to the Director of the
IMvi.ji.oi) of Policy Dev ma., eni and Pl.nnnl.ng (DPDP)

Federal agencies such as the U.S. Fish f<Wildlife Service,

National Marine FlIshwi"le : Service and the Environmental Protection
Agency also provide substantial comments on a regular basis.

Their concerns are frequently incorporated into federal consist-
ency del el'min-itions.



Statistics indicating the disposition of those projects which
underwent ACME review from the inception of the program in July of
1979, to the present time (February 15, 1981) are as follows:

Projects determined to be consistent with the AC-IP

with stipulations................ 234
without stipulations........... 495

Projects deter. llnod to be inconsistentwith the ACi-iP.. 27

Projects withdrawn bythe applicant. ... ...... 45
Projects remauving 1INreview ..o oiiiiioiroaeeaanaannann 139
Total projects .............. 940

REVIEW PERIOD

The minimum length of time required to complete a normal ACMP
review is 30 days from the time the project is logged (review
officially begins) in by the State Clearinghouse, however, the
overall average review period since July of 1979, has required
approximately 45.9 days to complete. This average day review
period appears to he steadily increasing as taeresult of n
procedural change effected 15 May, 1980, requiring the receipt

ol a 401 Certification (Certificate of Reasonable Assurance)

from the Deportment of Environmental Conservation (DEC) on certain
projects before issuing a consistency determin iti™n. DEC has
indicated that they presently require an average of approximately
64 days to lIssue, a 401 Certification on those projects requiring
a water quality permit. The Stale. Clearinghouse, has the ability
to attempt an expedited review based on a reason-* hie request by
an applicant, thus possibly reducing the time required to issue

a cor.<istoney recommend at.lor..

The majority of time required to conduct an average revlow is

accountable to field Inspections and/or actual effovi Involved
in reviewing project material. Other factor-.., contributing to
the extension of a review arc as follows:

1) The average length of ti.nr* which elapse; between the date
DEC"s 401 Cert itle.it.loii Is signed and ih « Cti.e IL is resolved
by DPDP 1is approxLmnte.ly 2.9 day.".. Tills average figure 1is
based on a random sample: oi. fifty 40) Curt 1llc.itnavi rose Lweil
by DROP during the past several months.

2) The average length of time required by DPUP to complete the
ACER consistency do terminal. lon after a 401 Certifletl:inu Is
received, ir. approximately 5.8 days. This average figure in
based on the same random sample of projects (50) us discussed
above.



3) Once DPDP has completed the ACMP consistency determination, an
additional one to five days normally elapses (due to mailing
time) before an applicant receives notification. All consist—
ency determination letters requesting the applicant to adhere
to certain stipulations, are mailed directly to the applicant
via registered return receipt mail. OCM also extends the
courtesy of contacting an applicant to discuss any stipulations,
prior to DPDP mailing the consistency letter.

In special circumstances where an applicant is facing time
constraints, DPDP will contact the Corps of Engineers to inform
them of o-.n* consistency determination, prior to mailing. This
allows them to initiate their permit issuance process and thus
minimize any time delays due to mailing.



ALASKA COASTAL MANAGEMENT CONSISTENCY DETERMINATIONS

MADE BETWEEN JULY 1979 & FEBRUARY 1980



SPECIAL PROJECTS

Since the Alaska Coastal Management Program was approved, the Office of
Coastal Management (OCM has worked with local, state, and federal
officials to investigate major coastal management issues beyond the
immediate scope of any single district coastal management program.
Special projects supported with funds from the Alaska Coastal Management
Program (ACMP) focus on problems of regional or statewide importance and
seek to fully involve local, state, federal, private and public interests
in arriving at reasonable approaches to their soultion. Where problems
are of a more localized or regional nature, the support and endorsement
of local communities directly affected by the 's;ue proposed for review
is a prerequisite to funding by the ACVP. To o«ce, special projects
have included the following:

1. Wetlands Planning and Regulation: Regulation and development in
wetlands is 'a growing statewide issue with significant regional
implications in areas like the Kenai Peninsula and North Slope
Boroughs. At the request of the Coastal Policy Council, QM
prepared a wetlands management report which includes a strategy for
improving wetlands management and regulation. Using locally developed
wetlands management plans to satisfy state and federal legal require-
ments anJ guide state and federal wetland development decisions is
part of the strategy. QM is currently seeking agreement between
the City of Kenai, and appropriate state and federal agencies to
test the feasibility of this approach along the Kenai River. The
Coastal Policy Council has endorsed this approach as have state and
federal members involved in Wetlands regulation

2. Uniform Permit Procedures and .Appeals: Duplicative permit reviews,
excessivr7"proces'sing tiiiies, and ineffic;ont acSmnir.frativo proccdure?
have all been cited as problems with the way in which governmental
resource development authorizations have been administered. The
Department of Law, with assistance from OOM and Departments of
Natural Resources, Environmental Conservation and Fish «vd Game,
has reviewed these issues and promulgated uniform procedures for
permits and appeals in response. Legitii.iizin.j the role of local
goverirents to influence state and federal laid and water use decisions
is one major feature of the regulations. Assuring a single lead
agencv is 'csponsihfe for determining a project is consistent with
tin? AQWP another important aspects of the regulations.

3. Offshore Oil and Gas Tnforv»tion J"ograins: As state and federal
oil and gas leasing increases in offshore areas adjacent to Alaska's
western region, it is becoming increasingly important that local
and state officials be supplied with relevant and limoly information
on how oil and gas development can best be conducted in the region.
QM has prepared a report with the support of the U.S. Geological
Survey which identifies issues associated with the collection and
dissemination of information pertinent to oil and gas operations in
Alaska's Bering Sea region. The report describes current state and
federal information collect on and distribution systems, identifies
problems with the current systems, and suggests approaches to



solving some of these problems. The Coastal Policy Council wiill
review and consider the merits of these approaches at its April or
May meeting.

4, Unorganized Borough Management Alternatives: Recent legislative
and administrative studies have identified a number of problem
areas related to service delivery in the Unorganized Borough. To
work on possible solutions to identified problem areas, the De-
partment of Community and Regional Affairs, with funds from the
AQVWP and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developement, spon-
sored a three-day symposium Nov. 17-19, 1980 in Anchorage. As
background to the symposium, DCRA summarized issues and problems in
a report entitled, Problem Analysis: Service Delivery and Govern-
ment in the Unorganized Borough. In addition, a follow-up to the
symposium is being conducted where eight specialists from outside
Alaska who attended the symposium are being asked to prepare and
submit papers addressing specific problem area(s) related to service
delivery and government in Alaska.

5. Bristol Bay Resource Inventory: By November, 1903, major
resource management plans and decisions affecting the Bristol Bay
region will be completed by state and federal agencies. These
plans and decisions include; federal OCS oil and gas lease soles in
the Saint George Basin and North Aleutian Shelf, state oil and gas
lease sales in the Bristol uplands, a Bristol Bay Cooperative
Management Plan mandated in the Alaska Lands Act, and an area plans
for managment of state land and resources, in order to maximize
its influence on pending state and federal plans and decisions, the
Bristol Bay Coastal Resource Service Area needs to prepare its
district coastal management program at least at the same time the
state and federal plans and decisions are being made. The purpose
of this project is to provide the soon to be elected coastal re-
source service area board with the data and information required
for coastal management planning by June, 1902. The Department of
Natural Resources will load the data collection projects and co-
ordinate the efforts of other state and federal agencies. Local
representatives are expected to participate in work groups organized
to administer specific work efforts.

Additional information on any of the projects described above is available
directly from the Office of Coastal Management, Special Projects section.



Special Projects

Kurt I rederickv.on, Planner IV .
Group leader manag[mg speti. ptojo Ms to lesolve specific
coastal managemen Pmblcms. Special studies an* under*
token by In hause slalf, pfivalc consultants. Ot otlwef stale
ager}cglstall oil the lia%is ol (ethnical e pelt*0 needed and
available.

Amy Kyle. Plaimci Ill. Wetland* Pmiject

Organization of the Office of Coastal Management
Over Hie last yeai, the Office ol Cojslal Management has undergone minor reorganization. With the addition of staff since federal

a.overview of who Is responsible lor what within

apﬁ]roval cf the ACMP a year ago, reorganization b,eegme necessary to more clearlg define areas
Wi

District Programs

Tom Lawson, District Program Mahon

Group . leader _monltmlngC progress of disinct programs
prepanng findings and Concliisions on locally approved
dlstnct programs. and acting os liaison between Io,%al qovern
merits and”ACMP paiticipants, Diiectly icsponsiblc or th

lolloping prospective and active district programs, Nuilh

Slope UoMuigh: Vuldez, Juneau, Anchorage. Annette Isi .rids.
éleﬂtian* |ﬂke W|Z||am Sound1 Reg?gn. and Soulmast
egion.

Mu.helle Shook, ﬁm’e?l Assistant o
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gm iams MAMA CI'SA, Coidnva, Haines Mome, flering
(lj]_.tU|S CRSA. Sitka, CiulgKluwock. Kake. "Currently
editor.

riene Walsll, Planner Il )
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ngmm Kenai Peisin%t* Avlloiougli, Kodiak Island llujongh.
a ulr, Wrangell, Skagw ~ Maiaiju-ka Suulstna ||&IOUg|I,
Kelchllyul Gatewaﬁ llotoj,. . bethel, Yukon KuskokwIm
gK‘tS,A,blhhstol Hay Uomugh, hiKlol Ujy Region, Dilliuglum,
eteishn.d,

] ur grganization, the followin
of I'olicy. Development 0 Planning in the Ofl.ce ol the Gavernor, 0

of responsibility. To provide yon
chart Is provided. Rs a sectign of the D?vis%on

CM Is currently operating under this structure.

General Management

Mailt Thorseil, Administrative As-""ia.M I

Gioup leader for uvciseeil.g adrifnislta) ve hmetk n of OCM
and administrative suppait to the 8\ uncil, performin
mui%?s,eltmi\ll\é%rk and managing RSAs 0 federal *rant a

[ortalnc Marshall, Administrative Assistant | )
Cletlcul r.ilf su Jeivisol, responsible foi oflice wuik llow,
Ba_ ment ol b|||?,_and records and supgl% management.
rimary contact lui Council administrative maltvis.

Jiultic Jackson, Cleik IV o
0S 6 opt .itoi. lesonslhlc lot stall and Coe icll ti.ivel.

Clerk Typists;
am Lvuns
Lha Vounker

Susie lltoma*

Federal Consistency

Wendy Wolf Federal Liaison o

Gioup leader icsponrable for oveiseeing deleiminatlons ol
fedeiu| consistency with ACMP; selves as liaison between
ledcin! agencies and the ACMP.

Tom Hancs, Planner Il _ _ _
Pilmaiy reviewer ol project* tegulilng fedeial consistency
determination*.



The Fiscal Year 1982 Budget - Summary

The Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP)

This summary is presents the AOW budget by standard line item categories,
but contains annotations to show which agencies and entities will actually
receiving and using the funds from various line items. Except as noted for
line 700, the line item totals are the same as shown on page 5 of the Op-
erating Budget for the Development Category. All figures are in thousands
of dollars.

Line 100 - Pers. Serv. 593.6 This figure is salaries and benefits for
the Office of Coastal Management (OCM) only.
Other state agency participants in ACQW
have salaried positions as well that the
program pays for, but these appear under
line 300 in this BRU, and will be explained
in more depth below. QOOM has sixteen per-
manent positions, three of which are new
in FY 81 and must be ratified by the Legis-
lature for FY 82. QM is staff to the
Coastal Policy Council, lead agency for the
program overall, and responsible for a great
deal of liaison with the 35 participating
local governments, 10 participating state
agencies, and about 25 federal agencies.

Line 200 Travel 118.7 The travel figure includes the travel costs

of the 16 member Coastal Policy Council, which

meets about eight times a year, and the GM
staff which must travel extensively because
of the liaison responsibilities.

Line 300 - Contractual 2180.9 This figure combines three differ art types
of contracts important to ACMP. i. Office
service contracts for OCM like copying mae-
chines; ii. Special study or consultant con-
tracts directly to OOM which can either be
outside consultants or temporary personnel,
and, iii. Contracts with other State agencies
to provide a variety of services. A more de-

tailf'l breakdown of the contracts is shown >e-

| ow.
Office Service Contracts: 34.6 Telephone, Postage, Telegrams
46.1 Printing
55.2 Office space, utilities, janitorial
3.5 Typewriter service agreements
9.7 Copier rental, quick-copy
10.9 Typcwriter rcntal
3.5 Freight, conference registration

163.5 Total Office Service Contracts



FY 1982 AQWP Budget Summary- - Page 2 -

Line 300 Continued

Special Study Contracts: 207.5

State Agency Program Service
Contracts:

These figures do not include office
service contracts performed by state

agencies such as printing, so the
total is not tie same as the Inter-
Agency Transfer total in the BRU.

These contracts are for state agency
services obligated by the Coastal

Policy Council, existing law, or

denmand from the coastal local gov-

ernments. 400.0
134.9

Numbers to the right are QoM 95.8

estimates based on level funding 225.7

plus inflation. A quick survey cG24

of some of the RRUs which wiill
receive some of these funds
showed no specific estimates that
were clearly indicated as AQW
funds in the Revenue Detalil

lot ms (foiiu 22).

These studies are performed at the
behest of the Coastal Policy Council,
and at this point, represent something
of a contingency fund. The Council
has approved the OOM wetlands report
however, which calls for investigation
into ways and means to arrange land
trades for the public to acquire wet-
lands. Tliis is an example of of the
type of activity GOM might contract
"or. Contractors can be outside con-
sultants, state agencies, or temporary
personnel at OCM

Natural Resources

Transportation and Public Fac.
Commerce and Economic Development
Environmental Conservation

Fish and Gare

All five of the agencies above arc rep-
resented on the the Coastal Policy
Council, and all five have roughly simi-
lar responsibilities which break into
thrno rntooorior.:. il Coordination in-
sido and outside the agency on ACVP
matters, including staff support to the
agency's representative on the Council
(app. one-fifth of the amount shown for
each agency is docvoted to this); ii)
Assistance to the local governments in
development of their local coastal plans
(two-fifths); and, iii) assurance of
consistency of agency actions with AQW
(two-fifths). These three functions are
recurring and routine. Each year, an
RSA is negotiated to define the extent
of the service that year, and to make
general improvements. Each recipient
agency provides a 20" match to Lite RSA
face value.

Dept.
Dept.
Dept.
Dept.
Dept-



FY 1982 ACMP Budget Summary- Page 3 -
Line 300 Continued

State Agency Program Service
Contracts Continued: 293.6 Dept. Community and Regional Affairs

DCRA is the pass-through agency for

the grants to local governments using
the funds shown in line 700 below.

The figure shown here pays for coordin-
ation and support for DCRA's representa-
tive on the Coastal Policy Council, but
the bulk of the funds are used to admin-
ister the pass-through program.

54.4 Dept, of Law

The Coastal Policy Council and ACQVP

in general require the services of a
full time attorney. The Dept, of Law
acts as a contractor for this service.

92.6 Univ. of Alaska, Arctic Environmental
Information and Data Service (AETUC)

AEIDC provides a coastal resource infor-
mation service to AOVWP participants, and
is capable of providing short-turnaround
small-scale research projects for local

governments.

7.8 State Library
The State Library manages the coastal
management collections at GM and dupli-
collections in other locations for the
benefit of all AOW participants.

1809.9 Total State Agency Program Service

Contracts
Line 400 Commodities 8.1 This figure is OOM coinedities only
Line 500 Equipment 3.7 This figure is QOOM equipment only

Line 600 Lands/Bldgs -0-

Line 700 Grants/Claims 2° <0.0 Tiiis is the sum that is passed through to local
governments for the purpose of developing and
implementing local coastal management programs.
There is a distinction between development, or
the planning phase, and implementation or the
more tangible and visible phase. The switch
usually occurs at the time of Coastal Policy
Council approval of a local program, but grants
for implementation-type purposes have been nmede



FY 1982 ACMP Budget Summary- Page 4 -

Line 700 Continued in advance of approval of the local plan when

the circumstances warrented. This is usually
to meet an urgent need at the local level, and
where the outcome of the local plan will not be
harmed by pre-implementation in certain areas.
As might be expected, as the years pass, the
emphasis for local pass-thorough funding will
shift more and more to implementation. A table
below shows the history in general percentages,
as well as a forecast, of the split between
general coastal resource planning and implemen-
tation actions. (Forecast below dashed line)

General Planning Implementation

FY77 95% 5%

FY78 90% 10%

FY79 00% 30%

FY80 75% 25%

Fy8l 05% 35%

FY82 55% 45%

FY83 40% 60%

FY83 20% 80%
Total Expenditures: 4910.0
Revenue: 4450.0 Federal Coastal Management Program

460.0 State General Fund Match

Note: The federal grants must be matched one State o, local dollar for every

four federal dollars. The 460.0 shown is match that is used by OCM The
otilei State agencies and local governments supplv their oamn match for
the federal funds they receive. This has caused a problem for the local
governments, especially those which have no local taxing powers such as
the Coastal Resource Service Areas (of which there are now three, but
three more are expected to be formed by December of 1981), In light of
this, the Coastal Policy Council has asked for an additional 2130.0 of
state funds in order to offset half of the local match obligation for
taxing districts, and all o. the local match obligation for non-taxing
districts. An amendment to the Governor's budget will lie forthcoinming
in late February or March to include this amount, which should he added
to line 700.



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska”

to

rrioM

The Honorable Robert E. LeResche date December 5, 1980
Commissioner
Department of |1 sources ole no

TELEPHONE NO 465-3500
jay s. Hammond SURJECT Repeal of the Alaska
Governor Coastal Management Act

The purpose of thXjs memorandum 1is to unequivocably reject
your suggestion that | advocate repeal of the Alaska Coastal
Management Act. The suggestion that X announce my intent to
do so on Friday without either the opportunity to carefully
evaluate the program or to discuss such an evaluation with
the Coastal Policy Council, other commissioners, local
governments, other participants in the Alaska Coastal
Management Progrcim and the public, 1is clearly unacceptable.

I cannot envision a situation in which 1 would take such
drastic action without undergoing a thorough analysis of the
program and alternatives to the program, and a substantial
public review process. Certainly you would not advocate
such a drastic measure for other 1important programs, such as
oil and gas leasing and land disposal.

Although 1 am supportive of evaluating all state” programs

for their effectiveness, efficiency and continued usefulness,

I believe that a thorough review is the appropriate Tfirst

step, not a widely circulated memorandum trumpeting one
commissioner®s opinion of a program. If there is one thing

this Administration stands for it is our commitment to

analysis and evaluation before action, and to a Tfair opportunity
for all to be heard on any 1issue. The public .interest 1is

best served by this approach.

You list several reasons for your suggestion to wipe out
the Act, however, none of them are substantiated with examples
or facts that have come to my attention. Several of your

assertions conflict with my own understanding of the program®s
operation and impact.

X have been advised that nearly 800 consistency reviews have
occurred since August of 1979, and that in two-thirds of the
cases, the review has culminated in stipulations or conditions
that did indeed affect the outcome of the decision. These
reviews all involved notice, multi-agency participation,
affirmative recordkeeping, and balanced results. Whether

the permits and decisions thus issued would have been the

same 1is a matter of conjecture. Certainly, however, the
quality of the decisions have been improved as a result of



the process. In point of fact, some of these decisions have
been contrary to your own 1initial recommendations, notably
the March 31 drilling deadline that has been applied in
several cases. Conversely, your department®s position has
been accorded greater weight in state positions than might
otherwise have occurred if each agency was responding to
federal initiatives independently.

You say that coastal management consistency decisions create

an additional step or stage in the decision-making process.

My understanding 1is that in all but one of the 800 federal
cases, the consistency decision was rendered at the same

time or before other state agency decisions on the same

project. As for direct state ..agency actions, the coastal
management rules are simply additional rules to follow, and

in most cases, have been incorporated into routine agency
decision-making processes. While there was some concern und
confusion initially by agency personnel and those affected

by the process, you are the only commissioner who has complained
to me about this process or your agency"s ability to incorporate
standards into your decision-making.

I can appreciate your concern about procedures which lengtt nn
review periods or decision-making timeframes, but as long as
the additional time which may be required for interagency
reviews is not unreasonable, J think it is a price worth

paying to assure the best and most balanced decisions possible.
I believe that on balance we will make better ones if we
involve sister agencies which have appropriate expertise,

and if we clarify the criteria on which we base our decisions,
as the coastal management standards attempt to do.

The agreement to which you refer regarding the authority

to make federal consistency determinations has been briefly
described to me. I would like to remind you and others who
participated in "the agreement”™ that it is | who hoi#"the
responsibility and authority for those consistency decisions,
and I will be the one who decides which agency or agencies
will make those decisions for me. Although T intend to give
great weight to your collective judgment on the 1issue, |1
reserve the right to make changes in that "agreement.”

IfT you can be more specific about the problems you believe

your agency has; encountered with the program and if you

would make some specific suggestions with regard to changes

in either statutory mandate or program administration, I am
willing to analyze your ideas and obtain comment from other
participants in this progranm. However, 1 am not willing to
single-handedly dismantle programs based on perceived problems.
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My real concern in this entire issue is that personality
disputes may be overriding substantive problems which should
be addressed. The objective of the permit reform effort

which 1 unveiled today 1is to attack problem areas and develop
solutions to those problems. If key members of my Administration
are unwilling to assist me in this effort, | am willing to
unilaterally impose those solutions on the agencies. However,
I will only take this action after the completion of the
public review process | launched today, and if key officials

in my Administration cannot agree on a mutually acceptable
program.

cc: Lieutenant Governor Terry filler

Frances Ulmer, Director, Division of Policy Development
and Planning

Ron Skoog, Commissioner of Fish & Game

Ernst Mueller, Commissioner of Environmental Conservation

Lee McAnerney, Commissioner of Community and Regional
Affairs

Wilson Condon, Attorney General
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