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AMENDMENT
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE

TO: CS SB 371 (RES) AM

Page 2 line 2, following "previously been: 
INSERT: “fully considered and"



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE
TO: CS SB 371 (RES) am

Page 2 line 3 following “programs;”
INSERT: "except for activities discharging drilling wastes in state waters.”



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE
TO: CS SB 371 (RES) am

Page 2 line 3 following “programs;”
INSERT: "except for activities discharging drilling wastes in state waters."



OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE
TO: CSSB 371 (RES) am

Page 1, line 9 following “ranges”
Delete ", including active ranges”



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE
TO: CS SB 371 (RES) am

1 Page 1 line 1, following “Act”
2

3 DELETE: “exempting the use of munitions in certain areas from
4 waste disposal permit requirement of the Department of
5 Environmental Conservation; ”
6

7 Page 1 line 7 through page 1 line 10
8

9 DELETE all material
10

11 Renumber the following sections accordingly



& TH E  “FOREST O IL  AM ENDM ENT”

BEFO RE TH E ALASKA HOUSE RULES C O M M ITTEE 

PRESENTED BY 

BOB SHAVELSON 

CO O K  IN LET K EEPER  

JUNEAU, ALASKA 

MAY 12, 2002

Mr. Chairman, members o f the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before the 

committee today. My name is Bob Shavelson and I am Executive Director o f Cook Inlet Keeper. 

Cook Inlet Keeper was plaintiff in the lawsuit involving Forest Oil’s Osprey platform in Cook 

Inlet, where a unanimous Supreme Court held the State failed to review toxic drilling waste 

discharges prior to project start-up. Keeper is also a co-plaintiff in the lawsuit trying to bring 

5vme accountability to military bombing activities in the rich wetlands o f the Eagle River Flats 

estuary.

Let me start by saying I am a proud Alaska and a proud American. I believe in the values of 

justice, democracy, accountability, and the rule o f law. These are the values which have made 

our nation the greatest and most powerful country on earth. With the fall o f the Berlin wall and 

the defeat o f  communism, the American model o f democratic capitalism is without parallel 

across the globe. But with technology and international trade accelerating the process o f 

globalization, we Alaskans, and we Americans, have an obligation, a duty, to promote the ideals 

o f openness, fairness, competition, equality and a level playing field.

I am here today because an oil company incorporated in New York, doing business in Denver, 

and dumping toxic wastes into Cook Inlet fisheries, wants to circumvent our democratic process. 

Forest Oil has had three years to address its dumping issues in Cook Inlet, yet it chose to fight in 

court instead. And it lost. So now, in the rush o f the end o f session. Forest Oil has crafted a

TESTIMONY ON

BOMBING RANGE EXEMPTION (S.B. 371)



special interest amendment -  the Forest Oil Amendment -  to SB 371. The Senate took up the 

issue without any public review or comment the other day, and now, we are forced to deal with 

an issue with sweeping implications for our salmon fisheries and coastal resources with limited 

time and debate. This is not the Alaskan way, and it is not the American way. We are not a 

banana republic.

First off, and most importantly, there is no need for legislation on this issue. The Alaska Coastal 

Management Act already contains a process for exempting from permitting review activities 

which pose minor coastal impacts. It’s called'the ABC List and it’s a 3” thick document which 

includes dozens and dozens of permits and activities which do not require individual project 

reviews. But industry lawyers have created an illusion of confusion, arguing that the Supreme 

Court decision will create a permitting quagmire. We're hearing arguments that a family could 

not build a basement to a home in the coastal zone without a huge pile o f red tape and permitting. 

But this is false. The Supreme Court simply said that large polluting projects such as offshore oil 

platforms should undergo review to protect salmon fisheries and our rich coastai resources.

It’s important to note that industry has time and again insisted that a phased approach to oil and 

gas development will ensure that each step of development will receive meaningful 

environmental review. But now the phasing shell game has been exposed, because if the “Forest 

Oil Amendment” passes, oil platforms and other large scale polluting projects will not be 

reviewed against coastal laws designed to protect our fisheries and coastal resources. Industry 

can’t have it both ways -  it can’t evade comprehensive review at early, general stages o f 

permitting, and then evade review again at the project specific stage.

Forest Oil is already getting a big lift on the back o f Alaskans. At a time when we are staring 

down the barrel o f a widening fiscal gap, when income taxes and PFD cuts are common options 

for reducing the looming deficit, the Redoubt Shoals Unit will enjoy a royalty reduction -  from 

12.5% to 5% - on the first 25 million barrels o f oil and 35 trillion cubic feet o f natural gas.

In  C o o k  In le t ,  w e  a re  e m b a rk in g  o n  an  e x c i t in g  n e w  e f fo r t  to  b ra n d  a n d  m a rk e t  o u r  s a lm o n  to

c o m b a t th e  g lu t  o f  fa rm e d  f is h  o n  th e  w o r ld  m a rk e t. T h e se  f is h e r ie s  n o t  o n ly  s u p p o r t  im p o r ta n t

c o m m e rc ia l e n te rp r is e s , a n d  th e  fa m il ie s  a n d  c o m m u n it ie s  th e y  s u p p o r t ,  b u t a ls o  th e  c r i t ic a l



We do not believe tne Forest Oil Amendment should be linked to the military bombing range 

permit exception bill, and we oppose removing a basic permitting requirement from toxic 

bombing activities in a rich wetlands comple. -  Eagle River Flats - which supports Cook Inlet 

fisheries. Alaska should not be the first state in the nation to exempt the military from 

environmental laws. Congress has already considered this proposal for federal environmental 

laws and rejected it, and the President retains the authority to intervene in the case o f national 

security.

But in closing, we are realists, and if this legislation does in fact have to move, we could look 

beyond the Osprey platform exploratory drilling issue, and entertain an amendment to this bill 

which will give future exploratory drilling activities in the coastal zone a choice: if a company 

wants to dump its drilling wastes into the fisheries o f this State, it must undergo a coastal 

consistency review. In the alternative, if  it opts to reinject its exploratory drilling wastes -  which 

has long been technologically achievable and which is quickly becoming the industry standard -  

the State could exempt those wastes from coastal review. This is a big concession for us but in 

the interest o f protecting the fisheries o f Cook Inlet and beyond, we are willing to compromise. I 

hope this committee can see the logic in this proposal, and the fact that it is a win, win, win -  for 

Alaskans, for the oil companies and for the fisheries and families and communities they support.

re c re a t io n a l a n d  s u b s is te n c e  l i fe s ty le s  w h ic h  m a k e  A la s k a  u n iq u e . Y e t  a re c e n t E P A  s tu d y

s h o w s  w e  a re  s ta r t in g  to  see p ro b le m s  in  o u r  f is h . T h a t 's  w h y  i t  m a k e s  n o  sense  to  c a rv e  o u t a

s p e c ia l in te re s t w a iv e r  to  c o rp o ra t io n s  d u m p in g  to x ic  w a s te s  in to  o u r  f is h e r ie s .



& TH E  “FOREST OIL AM ENDM ENT”

B EFO R E TH E ALASKA HOUSE RULES C O M M ITT EE 

PRESENTED BY 

BOB SHAVELSON 

COOK INLET K EEPER  

JUNEAU, ALASKA 

MAY 12,2002

Mr. Chairman, members o f  the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before the 

committee today. My name is Bob Shavelson and I am Executive Director o f Cook Inlet Keeper. 

Cook Inlet Keeper was plaintiff in the lawsuit involving Forest Oil’s Osprey platform in Cook 

Inlet, where a unanimous Supreme Court held the State failed to review toxic drilling waste 

discharges prior to project start-up. Keeper is also a co-plaintiff in the lawsuit trying to bring 

some accountability to military bombing activities in the rich wetlands o f the Eagle River Flats 

estuary.

Let me start by saying I am a proud Alaska and a proud American. I believe in the values of 

justice, democracy, accountability, and the rule o f law. These are the values which have made 

our nation the greatest and most powerful country on earth. With the fall o f the Berlin wall and 

the defeat o f communism, the American model o f democratic capitalism is without parallel 

across the globe But with technology and international trade accelerating the process of 

globalization, we Alaskans, and we Americans, have an obligation, a duty, to promote the ideals 

of openness, fairness, competition, equality and a level playing Field.

I am here today because an oil company incorporated in New York, doing business in Denvc \  

and dumping toxic wastes into Cook Inlet fisheries, wants to circumvent our democratic process. 

Forest Oil has had three years to address its dumping issues in Cook Inlet, yet it chose to fight in 

court instead. And it lost. So now, in the rush o f the end o f session, Forest Oil has crafted a
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special interest amendment -  the Forest Oil Amendment -  to SB 371. The Senate took up the 

issue without any public review or comment the other lay, and now, we are forced to deal with 

an issue with swet. ' '»implications for our salmon fisheries and coastal resources with limited 

time and debate. This is not the Alaskan way. and it is not the American way. We are not a 

banana republic.

First off, and most importantly, there is no need for legislation on this issue. The Alaska Coastal 

Management Act already contains a process for exempting from permitting review activities 

which pose minor coastal impacts. I f  s called the ABC List and it's a 3” thick document which 

includes dozens and dozens of permits and activities which do not require individual project 

reviews. But industry lawyers have created an illusion o f confusion, arguing that the Supreme 

Court decision will create a permitting quagmire. We're hearing arguments that a family could 

not build a basement to a home in the coastal zone without a huge pile o f red tape and permitting. 

But this is false. The Supreme Court simply said that large polluting projects such as offshore oil 

platforms should undergo review to protect salmon fisheries and our rich coastal resources.

It’s important to note that industry has time and again insisted that a phased approach to oil and 

gas development will ensure that each step of development will receive meaningful 

environmental review. But now the phasing shell game has been exposed, because if the “Forest 

Oil Amendment” passes, oil platforms and other large scale polluting projects will not be 

reviewed against coastal laws designed to protect our fisheries and coastal resources. Industry 

can’t have it both ways -  it can’t evade comprehensive review at early, general stages o f 

permitting, and then evade review again at the project specific stage.

Forest Oil is already getting a big lift on the back o f Alaskans. At a time when we are staring 

down the barrel of a widening fiscal gap, when income taxes and PFD cuts are common options 

for reducing the looming deficit, the Redoubt Shoals Unit will enjoy a royalty reduction -  from 

12.5% to 5% - on the first 25 million barrels of oil and 35 trillion cubic feet o f natural gas.

In  C o o k  In le t ,  w e  a re  e m b a rk in g  o n  a n  e x c i t in g  n e w  e f f o r t  to  b ra n d  a n d  m a rk e t o u r  s a lm o n  to

c o m b a t th e  g lu t  o f  fa rm e d  f is h  o n  th e  w o r ld  m a rk e t. T h e se  f is h e r ie s  n o t o n ly  s u p p o r t  im p o r ta n t

c o m m e rc ia l e n te rp r is e s , a n d  th e  fa m il ie s  a n d  c o m m u n it ie s  th e y  s u p p o r t ,  b u t a ls o  th e  c r i t ic a l



We do not believe the Forest Oil Amendment should be linked to the military bombing range 

permit exception bill, and we oppose removing a basic permitting requirement from toxic 

bombing activities in a rich wetlands complex -  Eagle River Flats - which supports Cook Inlet 

fisheries. Alaska should not be the first state in the nation to exempt the military from 

environmental laws. Congress has already considered this proposal for federal environmental 

laws and rejected it, and the President retains the authority to intervene in the case o f national 

security.

But in closing, we are realists, and if this legislation does in fact have to move, we could look 

beyond the Osprey platform exploratory drilling issue, and entertain an amendment to this bill 

which will give future exploratory drilling activities in the coastal zone a choice: if  a company 

wants to dump its drilling wastes into the fisheries o f this State, it must undergo a coastal 

consistency review In the alternative, if it opts to reinject its exploratory drilling wastes -  which 

has long been technologically achievable and which is quickly becoming the industry standard -  

the State could exempt those wastes from coastal review. This is a big concession for us but in 

the irterest o f protecting the fisheries o f Cook Inlet and beyond, we are willing to compromise. I 

hope this committee can see the logic in this proposal, and the fact that it is a win, win, win -  for 

Alaskans, for the oil companies and for the fisheries and families and communities they support. 

Thank you.

re c re a t io n a l a n d  s u b s is te n c e  l i fe s ty le s  w h ic h  m a k e  A la s k a  u n iq u e . Y e t  a re c e n t E P A  s tu d y

s h o w s  w e  a re  s ta r t in g  to  see p ro b le m s  in  o u r  f is h . T h a t ’ s w h y  i t  m a k e s  n o  sense  to  c a rv e  o u t a

s p e c ia l in te re s t w a iv e r  to  c o rp o ra t io n s  d u m p in g  to x ic  w a s te s  in to  o u r  f is h e r ie s .



& TH E “FOREST O IL A M ENDM ENT”

B EFO R E TH E ALASKA HOUSE RULES C O M M IT T E E 

PRESENTED BY 

BOB SHAVELSON 

CO OK  INLET K EEPER  

JUNEAU, ALASKA 

MAY 12,2002

Mr. Chairman, members o f the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before the 

committee today. My name is Bob Shavelson and I am Executive Director o f Cook Inlet Keeper. 

Cook Inlet Keeper was plaintiff in the lawsuit involving Forest O il’s Osprey platform in Cook 

Inlet, where a unanimous Supreme Court held the State failed to review toxic drilling waste 

discharges prior to project start-up. Keeper is also a co-plaintiff in the lawsuit trying to bring 

some accountability to military bombing activities in the rich wetlands o f the Eagle River Flats 

estuary.

Let me start by saying I am a proud Alaska and a proud American. I believe in the values of 

justice, democracy, accountability, and the rule o f law. These are the values which have made 

our nation the greatest and most powerful country on earth. With the fall o f  the Berlin wall and 

the defeat o f  communism, the American model o f democratic capitalism is without parallel 

across the globe. But with technology and international trade accelerating the process o f 

globalization, we Alaskans, and we Americans, have an obligation, a duty, to promote the ideals 

o f openness, fairness, competition, equality and a level playing field.

1 am here today because an oil company incorporated in New York, doing business in Denver, 

and dumping toxic wastes into Cook Inlet fisheries, wants to circumvent our democratic process. 

Forest Oil has had three years to address its dumping issues in Cook Inlet, yet it chose to fight in 

court instead. And it lost. So now, in the rush o f the end of session, Forest Oil has crafted a
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special interest am endm ent-the Forest Oil Amendment -  to SB 371. The Senate took up the 

issue without any public review or comment the other day, and now, we are forced to deal with 

an issue with sweeping implications for our salmon Fisheries and coastal resources with limited 

time and debate. This is not the Alaskan way, and it is not the American way. We are not a 

banana republic.

First off. and most importantly, there is no need for legislation on this issue. The Alaska Coastal 

Management Act already contains a process for exempting from permitting review activities 

which pose minor coastal impacts. It’s called the ABC List and it’s a 3” thick document which 

includes dozens and dozens of permits and activities which do not require individual project 

reviews. But industry lawyers have created an illusion of confusion, arguing that the Supreme 

Court decision will create a permitting quagmire. We’re hearing arguments that a family could 

not build a basement to a home in the coastal zone without a huge pile o f red tape and permitting. 

But this is false. The Supreme Court simply said that large polluting projects such as olfshore oil 

platforms should undergo review to protect salmon fisheries and our rich coastal resources.

It’s important to note that industry has time and again insisted that a phased approach to oil and 

gas development will ensure that each step of development will receive meaningful 

environmental review. But now the phasing shell game has been exposed, because if the “Forest 

Oil Amendment” passes, oil platforms and other large scale polluting projects will not be 

reviewed against coastal laws designed to protect our fisheries and coastal resources. Industry 

can’t have it both ways -  it can’t evade comprehensive review at early, general stages o f 

permitting, and then evade review again at the project specific stage.

Forest Oil is already getting a big lift on the back o f Alaskans. At a time when we are staring 

down the barrel o f a widening fiscal gap, when income taxes and PFD cuts are common options 

for reducing the looming deficit, the Redoubt Shoals Unit will enjoy a royalty reduction -  from 

12.5% to 5% - on the first 25 million barrels o f oil and 35 trillion cubic feet o f natural gas.

In  C o o k  In le t ,  w e  a re  e m b a rk in g  o n  an  e x c i t in g  n e w  e f fo r t  to  b ra n d  a n d  m a rk e t o u r  s a lm o n  to

c o m b a t th e  g lu t  o f  fa rm e d  f is h  o n  th e  w o r ld  m a rk e t. T h e s e  f is h e r ie s  n o t o n ly  s u p p o r t  im p o r ta n t

c o m m e rc ia l e n te rp r is e s , a n d  th e  fa m il ie s  a n d  c o m m u n it ie s  th e y  s u p p o rt, b u t a ls o  th e  c r i t ic a l



We do not believe the Forest. Oil Amendment should be linked to the military bombing range 

permit exception bill, and we oppose removing a basic permitting requirement from toxic 

bombing activities in a rich wetlands complex -  Eagle River Flats - which supports Cook Inlet 

fisheries. Alaska should not be the first state in the nation to exempt the military from 

environmental laws. Congress has already considered this proposal for federal environmental 

laws and rejected it, and the President retains the authority to intervene in the case o f national 

security.

But in closing, we are realists, and if this legislation does in tact have to move, we could look 

beyond the Osprey platform exploratory dr: "mg issue, and entertain an amendment to this bill 

which will give future exploratory drilling activities in the coastal zone a choice: if  a company 

wants to dump its drilling wastes into the fisheries o f this State, it must undergo a coastal 

consistency review. In the alternative, if it opts to reinject its exploratory drilling wastes -  which 

has long been technologically achievable and which is quickly becoming the industry' standard -  

the State could exempt those wastes from coastal review. This is a big concession for us but in 

the interest o f protecting the fisheries o f Cook Inlet and beyond, we are willing to compromise, I 

hope this committee can see the logic in this proposal, and the fact that it is a win, win, win -  for 

Alaskans, for the oil companies and for the fisheries and families and communities they support. 

Thank vca.

re c re a tio n a l a n d  s u b s is te n c e  l i fe s ty le s  w h ic h  m a k e  A la s k a  u n iq u e . Y e t  a re c e n t E P A  s tu d y

s h o w s  w e  a re  s ta r t in g  to  see p ro b le m s  in  o u r  f is h . T h a t ’ s w h y  i t  m a k e s  n o  sense  to  c a rv e  o u t a

s p e c ia l in te re s t w a iv e r  to  c o rp o ra t io n s  d u m p in g  to x ic  w a s te s  in to  o u r  f is h e r ie s .



22-LS I748\C .A

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY TH E SENATE RESOURCES C O M M ITTEE

Amended: 5/10/02 
Offered: 5/6/02

Sponsor(s): SENATE STATE AFFAIRS CO M M ITTEE

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act exempting the use of munitions in certain areas from a waste disposal perm it 

requirem ent of the Departm ent of Environmental Conservation; relating to general or 

nationwide permits under the Alaska coastal management program and to 

authorizations and permits issued by the Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission; 

and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE O F THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 46.03.100 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(h) This section does not apply to the firing or other use of munitions in 

training activities conducted on active ranges, including active ranges operated by the 

United States Department o f Defense or a United States military agency.

* Sec. 2. AS 46.40.096 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(h) The reviewing entity may exclude from the consistency review and 

determination process for a project

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 371(RES) am

SB037 IC - I -  CSSB 3 7 I(R E S ) am
N o w  T c ' t t  U n d e - l i n e d  [ D E L E T E D  T E X T  B R A C K E T E D )



22-LS1748\C .A

1 (1) an activity that is authorized under a general or nationwide permit

2 that has previously been determined to be consistent with the applicable coastal

3 management programs;

4 (2) the issuance of an authorization or permit issued by the Alaska Oil

5 and Gas Conservation Commission.

6 * Sec. 3. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to

7 read:

8 RETROACTIVITY. Section 2 of this Act is retroactive to August 1, 1998.

9 * Sec. 4. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

10

CSSB 3 7 I(R E S ) -2-
N o w  T e x t  U n d e r l i n e d  [ D E L E T E D  T E X T  B R A C K E T E D ]
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22-GS2034VA

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY TH E SENATE RULES COM M ITTEE BY REQUEST OF TH E GOVERNOR

Introduced: 2/1/02 
Referred: Slate Affairs, Finance

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

1 "An Act relating to the issuance of state-guaranteed revenue bonds by the Alaska

2 Housing Finance Corporation to finance mortgages for qualifying veterans; and

3 providing for an effective date."

4 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

5 * Section 1. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section

6 to read:

7 GUARANTEE OF REVENUE BONDS. For the purpose of assisting the Alaska

8 Housing Finance Corporation to provide money for the purchase under AS 18.56 of

9 mortgages made for residences for qualifying veterans, revenue bonds of the Alaska Housing

10 Finance Corporation are unconditionally guaranteed as to principal and interest by the state in

11 the principal amount of not more than $500,000,000. The full faith, credit, and resources of

12 the state are pledged to the payment of the principal of and interest on these bonds, and the

13 principal of and interest on the bonds arc secured by the general obligation of the State of

14 Alaska. A statement of this pledge must be printed on the face of the bonds and must be

SENATE BILL NO. 268

SB0268A -1-
N e w  T e x t  U n d e r l i n e d  I D E L E T E D  T E X T  B R A C K E T E D ]

SB 268



1 signed in manual or facsimile form by the governor. The provisions of AS 37 15 do not apply

2 to the bonds. The guarantee authorized by this section is in addition to the guarantees

3 authorized by sec. 5, ch. 35, SLA 1982: sec. 1, ch. 81, SLA 1983; sec. 1, ch. 115. SLA 1984;

4 and sec. 1, ch. 134. SLA 1986.

5 * Sec. 2. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a nev. section to

6 read:

7 BOND AUTHORIZATION. If the question set out in sec. 4 of this Act is approved

8 by the qualified voters of the state who vote on the question, the Alaska Housing Finance

9 Corporation may issue not more than the principal amount of $500,000,000 of its revenue

10 bonds that are unconditionally guaranteed as to principal and interest by the state, the

11 proceeds of which are to be expended by the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation to provide

12 money for the purchase of mortgages made for residences for qualifying veterans. The

13 authorization in this section to issue bonds is in addition to the authorizations to issue bonds

14 that appear in sec. 6, ch. 35, SLA 1982; sec. 2, ch. 81, SLA 1983; sec. 2, ch. 115, SLA 1984;

15 and sec. 2, ch. 134, SLA 1986.

16 * Sec. 3. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to

17 read:

18 DEFINITION. As used in this Act, a "qualifying veteran" is a person who is a

19 "qualified veteran" as that term is defined, or may be subsequently defined, under

20 26 U.S.C. 143.

21 * Sec. 4. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to

22 read:

23 BALLOT QUESTION. The question of the state guarantee of bonds referred to in this

24 Act shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the first general election after the

25 effective date o f this Act and shall read substantially as follows:

26 PROPOSITION

27 State Guaranteed Veterans Residential

28 Mortgage Bonds $500,000,000

29 Shall the State of Alaska unconditionally guarantee as a general

30 obligation of the state the payment of principal and interest on

31 revenue bonds of the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation issued
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1 in the principal amount o f not more than $500,000,000 for the

2 purpose o f purchasing mortgages made for residences for

3 qualifying veterans, as defined by law?

4 Bonds Yes [ ]

5 Bonds No [ ]

6 * Sec. 5. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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