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Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):

Title Oil Spill Response Cost Recovery
Sponsor Sen. Olson
Requester Senate Resources

Expenditures/Revenues

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2004
Personal Services 0.0
Travel 0.0
Contractual 0.0
Supplies 0.0
Equipment 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0
Grants & Claims 0.0
Miscellaneous 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0
CHANGE IN REVENUES (1052 Oil & (223.0)
Haz. Substance Response Fund)
FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0
1004 GF 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0
1037 GF/Mental Health 0.0
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate) 0.0
0.0

TOTAL

Estimate of any current year (FY2003) cost:

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version: SB 44
() Publish Date:

Dept. Affected: Environmental Conservation
BRU Spill Prevention and Response
Component Response Fund Administration

Component No. 2259

(Thousands of Dollars)

Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2004 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: tAttach @ senarate oaoe if necessarv)

DEC is required by statute to seek reimbursment for its expenses in cleaning up or containing a
discharge of oil or hazardous substance. This bill would establish blanket exemptions for certain types of
discharges and set a threshold below which the Department could not recover costs. Currently the

Department may take into account the ability to pay, the nature or cause of the discharge, the potential

costs to the State of pursuing reimbursement, or any other mitigating factor in determining whether to
pursue cost recovery. By removing the flexibility of the Department to make such determinations, and
establishing in law responsible parties who are categorically exempt from liability for the costs of a
discharge and a threshold below which no recovery is authorized, the costs incurred by the State in

responding to spills is expected to increase.

Prepared by: Larry Dietrick, Director
Division Spill Prevention and Response

Approved by: Kurt Fredriksson

Agency Dept, of Environmental Conservation

(Raisl 0ROV

Phone 465-5255
Date/Time 3/11/03 2:57 PM

Date 3/11/2003
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0.0 0.0 0.c 0.0 0.0
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(223.0) (223.0) (223.0) (223.0)1 (223.0)
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SB 44
2003 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION

The bill proposes using the federal Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to obtain reimbursement for those
situations proposed for exemption. Since the federal criteria forjudging claims includes such factors as
impacts to navigable waters, significant threats to the environment, and other site-specific considerations,
it is assumed that in the overwhelming majority of cases such federal reimbursement would not be
possible. Moreover, the federal government may pursue cost recovery itself if a claim for reimbursement
is accepted. Therefore, regardless of their exemption from State liability proposed by this bill, responsible
parties would still be subject to federal cost recovery actions.

The Department estimates that an average of at least $223,042 per year has been incurred by the State
since fiscal year 1999 in responding to oil or hazardous substance discharges from responsible parties
that would receive a blanket exemption under this bill. Because of the way data is collected, this number
includes only spills from single residential tanks, villages, and spills for which costs incurred were less
than $3,000. Since there are other categories proposed for exemption, this is a conservative estimate of

revenues that would be lost to the State under this bill.
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SPONSOR STATEMENT

SB 44, Oil Spill Response Costs

I introduced SB 44 in response to concerns that in certain circumstances the
Department of Environmental Conversation (DEC) needed to have more flexibility in

the recovery of the state’s actual costs in oil spill containment and cleanup activities.

Current statues (AS 46.04.010 and AS 46.08.070) require DEC to promptly seek
reimbursement for the state’s oil spill response costs from the persons or entities that
caused or are liable for the spill. The statues do not allow for the department to
adjust or waive the reimbursement requirement in those situations where the costs far
exceed the financial resources of the individual or entity responsible. As a result,
financial constraints could be imposed on a small community or individual which

could cause severe social impacts that counteract essential local government

programs.

Currently the department utilizes the broad scope of the Attorney General’s Authority

to waive or reduce oil spill recovery costs. An Attorney General has to determine



these actions without specific regulatory guidelines or standards that are known and
available to the public with inconsistency being the result. For example, the village
of Little Diomede has been placed on a payment plan for $200 a month for the next
34 years; whereas the villages of Tetlin and Steven’s village received waivers. In
both waivers, the Attorney General decided not pursue further since the villages were
complaining bitterly and felt bis efforts would be more beneficial elsewhere. There
arc many cases where individuals and small communities could not afford the

recovery costs of an oil spill; however, they did not receive this same treatment.

SB 44 provides a process for DEC to consider reducing or waiving the reimbursement
requirement in special circumstances in a consistent manner. The process relics on an

explicit, “public interest” finding by the department that the reduction or waiver is

warranted.

The provisions outlined in SB 44 allows the department to consider waiving costs in
the following situations: the expenses are not recoverable from a federal source of
funds; the responsible party is an individual with a lank system containing residential
heating oil for fewer than five families; an unincorporated community, a village, or a
municipality with a population under 5,000 or the expenses incurred by the

department were less than $3000.

Senator Donald Olson, Page 2
Sponsor Statement, Oil Spill Recovery Costs
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

SB 44, Oil Spill Response Costs
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If the person responsible for the oil spill is an individual and the discharge
occurred from a tank system for fewer than five families. A tank system for
fewer than live families would include four complexes.

If the party who would be responsible for the reimbursement is an
unincorporated community, a village or a municipality with a population
under 5,000.

In both circumstances, the discharge must be from a tank system containing
residential heating oil and the discharge cannot be a result of overfilling a
tank. This requirement eliminates waivers for fuel and oil providers who

cause the spillage.
OR

The expenses incurred by the department were less than S3000.



Subsection (c) states that the department should continue to seek reimbursement of
expenses unless the department finds that it is in the public interest to waive costs

under subsection (b).

Section 3 ofthis bill amends AS 46.08.070 by referencing the two added
subsections (c) and (0O under Section 5.

Section 4 is a conforming amendment to AS 46.08.070 for the exceptions stated in
Section 5.

Section 5 of this bill amends AS 46.08.070 by adding two new subsections (e) and
(0.

Subsections (e) and (f) state the same requirements as in Section 2.

Since both sections require cost recovery by the department, they must both be
amended if the legislature wishes to make exceptions.

Section 6 & 7 amends the uncodified lav ofthe Stale of Alaska by adding
applicability and transition that are intended to apply this legislation to existing
payment plans and pending recovery actions as well as to future spill situations.

Sectional Analysis, Page 2
SB 44, Oil Spill Recovery Costs
Senator Donald Olson



Senate Resources

Senate Bill 44
"An Act relating to the recovery ofthe expenses ofthe DepartmentofEnvironmental
conservation that are incurred when containing or cleaning up a discharge, release, or
threatened release ofoil; and providingfor an effective date"

Testimony of Larry Dietrick

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Spill Prevention and Response

March 12, 2003

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Senate Bill 44.

DEC is required by statute to seek reimbursement for its expenses in cleaning up or containing a discharge
of oil or hazardous substance. Alaska statutes, like the federal laws and laws of other states are based on
the principle that the “spiller pays” for the costs of cleanup. It is a self sustaining mechanism by which
costs incurred by the state are recovered from the spiller and returned to the state’s response fund to
ultimately avoid the use of public funds for cleanups.

The Department appreciates being able to work with the sponsors of this legislation to examine ways to
provide exceptions to the “spiller pays” self sustaining principle established in existing statutes.

This bill would establish blanket exemptions for certain types of discharges and set a threshold below
which the Department could not recover costs.

Currently the Department may take into account the ability to pay, the potential costs to the State of
pursuing reimbursement, or other mitigating factors in determining whether to pursue cost recovery. The
Department currently exercises this discretionary authority on a case-by-case basis.

After careful consideration the Department has concluded that establishing exemptions for certain classes
of “spillers” and a threshold below which no cost recovery is authorized will shift the costs for cleanup to
the State along with the corresponding fiscal impacts.

Categorical exemptions or thresholds will increase the costs to the state and remove the flexibility of the
Department to seek recovery of costs based on the circumstances of each case.

While we appreciate the scrutiny and good faith efforts to improve the system we have concluded that the
legislation as currently drafted will increase costs to the state and eliminate existing flexibility to consider
extenuating circumstances on a case by case basis.



M EMORANDUM State of Alaska
Department of Law

to: Michele Brown date: October 6, 1999

Commissioner
Department of Environmental Conservation  file no.: 661-00-0116

TH.NO: 269-5274

suBJECT: Foregone Earnings on
Money Expended to
Contain and Cleanup an
Oil or Hazardous
Substance Release As a
Component of Cost
Recovery

from: Craig Tillery
Assistant Attorney General

The State of Alaska has long considered the lost or foregone earnings on
amounts expended by the State to contain or clean up a release of oil or a hazardous
substance to be a recoverable cost. Recently severa: responsible parties have questioned the
legal basis for recovering lost earnings in addition to the actual amount of state expenditures.
You requested our opinion as to whether, and at what rate, lost earnings are a recoverable

cost.

Cost Recovery Statutes

AS 46.03.822 provides that the owner and person having control over a
hazardous substance, as well as the owner and operator of a vessel or facility from which a
hazardous substance is released, are strictly liable for the damages resulting from the release
of the hazardous substance, including the costs of response, containment, removal, or
remedial action incurred by the state. Damages are defined broadly to include “injury to or
loss of persons or property, real or personal, loss ofincome, loss of the means of producing
income, or the loss of an economic benefit.” Compare AS 46.03.822(1:) with AS 46.03.824.

The discharge of oil and hazardous substances is prohibited by AS 46.03.740
and AS 46.03.745, respectively. Under AS 46.03.760 a person who violates those provisions
is liable to the state for a sum, not to exceed $100,000 for the initial violation and $5,000 per
day. The amount is to reflect a number of factors including “reasonable costs incurred by the
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state in detection, investigation, and attempted correction of the violation

AS 46.03.760(a)(2). Further, AS 46.03.760 provides that a person who violates
AS 46.03.740 or .745 is liable to the state under AS 46.03.822 for “the full amount of actual
damages caused to the State by the violation, including (1) direct and indirect costs
associated with the abatement, containment, or removal of the pollutant . . . and (4) all

incidental administrative costs.” AS 46.03.760(d).

Under AS 46.08.070(a) the Commissioner ofthe Department of Environmental
Conservation (hereinafter “DEC” or “the Department”) is required to seek reimbursements
for the costs incurred in the cleanup or containment of oil or a hazardous substance that has
been released. In addition AS 46.08.070(b) requires the Attorney General to seek to recover
money expended from the Oil and Hazardous Substance Release Prevention and Response
Fund for purposes of containment and cleanup of oil or a hazardous substance.

Lost Earnings Are a Recoverable Cost

The cost recovery and damage statutes described above consistently require
that the State fully recover its damages and costs arising out of the unpermitted release of oil
or a hazardous substance. One ofthe economic losses that the State incurs as the result of
an oil or hazardous substance release is the lost opportunity cost related to the money it is
required to expend for containment and cleanup of the release. AIll public monies and
revenue that come into the state treasuiy constitute the general fund ofthe State. See 1969
Op. Att’y Gen. No. 5 (April 15, 1969). Money held by the State in the general fund which
is excess to that needed for immediate expenditure is invested by the State. AS 37.10.070;
see 1987 Inf. Op. Att’y Gen. (Jan. 5, 1987) citing to Alaska Const., art. IX, sec. 16 (“The
governor shall cause any unexpended and unappropriated balance [presumably of the general
fund] to be invested so as to yield competitive market rates to the treasury.”). Earnings
which accrue on general fund investments are available for appropriation for state
expenditures. With respect to money expended from the State’s general fund in response to
a release, potential earnings are no longer available to the State and thus constitute a direct

loss to the general fund of the State.

The expenditure of money from accounts within the Oil and Hazardous
Substance Release Prevention and Response Fund (“Response Fund”) to respond to a release
directly adversely impacts the money available to the Response Fund for prevention and
response activities. The Response Fund is composed oftwo accounts, the prevention account
and the response account, which are available to contain, clean up, and take other necessary
action related to a release. AS 46.08.040(a)(1)(A) and 46.08.040(a)(2)(A). The prevention
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and response accounts are funded through various mechanisms, such as a surcharge on oil
produced within the state (AS 43.55.201 and 45.55.300) and monies recovered by the State
for fines, penaldes, or damages for costs incurred by the State as the result of a release of oil
or a hazardous substance. AS 46.08.020. Significantly, earnings on accounts within the
Response Fund are credited to the prevention account and, upon appropriation, are available
for expenditure from that account. AS 46.08.020(c). As aresult of this statutory scheme,
the lost earnings attributable to money expended from the Response Fund as the result of a
release constitute not only a cost to the state treasury, but a direct loss of monies available

to the Prevention Account within the Response Fund.

Recovery for the lost potential earnings on money owed is based on the notion
that, to make a party whole, the party must be compensated for the earnings it could have
made on the money for which it had a rightful claim during the period when the money was
not available to it. See McConkey v. Hart, 930 P.2d 402,405 (Alaska 1996). The economic
rationale for compensating a party for losses attributable to that party’s inability to use money
is grounded on “the economic fact that money awarded for any reason is worth less the later
it is received.” State v. Phillips, 470 P.2d 266, 273 (Alaska 1970); accord Ebasco
Constructors, Inc. v. Ahtna, Inc., 932 P.2d 1312, 1317 (Alaska 1997); Farnsworth v. Steiner,
638 P.2d 181, 184 (Alaska 1981). “All damages then, whether liquidated or unliquidated,
pecuniary or nonpecuniary, should carry interest from the time the cause of action accrues,
unless for seme reason peculiar to an individual case such an award of interest would do an
injustice.” Bevins v. Peoples Bank & Ttvst Co., 671 P.2d 875, 881 (Alaska 1983).

Alaska courts often analyze the legal nature of a claim for the lost use of
money in the context of prejudgment interest, finding that the concepts rest on the same
economic rationale. Thus, courts hold that a party may recover the lost use of money either
as a damage or as prejudgment interest, but not both. See, e.g., Power Constructors v. Taylor
& Hintze, 960 P.2d 20, 37 (Alaska 1998); Tookalook Sales and Service v. McGahan, 846
P.2d 127 (Alaska 1993); Pratt & Whitney Canada, Inc. v. Sheehan, 852 P.2d 1173 (Alaska
1993); Stevens v. F/VBonnie Doon, 713 F.2d 1433, 1438 (9th Cir. 1984).

In Alaska “prejudgment interest is a substantive right of an injured party, to
allow that party to recover for economic loss occasioned by his inability to use the award of
damages between the injury and judgment.” City and Borough ofJuneau v. Commercial
Union Ins. Co., 598 P. 2d 957, 958 (Alaska 1979). For that reason, awarding interest for the
lost use of money due is properly classified as “an item of damage.” Ginn v. Ha, 591 P.2d
1281 (Alaska 1979); Farnsworth v. Steiner, 638 P.2d 181,184 (Alaska 1981). In Davis v.
Chism, 513 P.2d 475,481 (Alaska 1973) the court noted that a plaintiff was entitled to “the
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amount to which he has been damaged by the defendant from the date his cause of action
accrued.” The court went on to state that “it may be argued that plaintiff was entitled to the
use ofthat amount from the same date and the use of that money has real economic value,
of which the plaintiff has been deprived.” Id. The court concluded by saying that “pre-
judgment interest is necessary to compensate the plaintiff, not only by the amount by which
he has suffered damages in the usual sense but also for the loss of the use of the money to

which he has been entitled.” Id.

As described above, Alaska statutes confer an explicit right, and obligation, on
the State to recover its damages, including costs, resulting from a release of oil or a
hazardous substance. See, e.g., AS 46.03.824 (damages include “the loss of an economic
benefit”). Alaska law explicitly recognizes that the potential earnings on money due are a
compensable item of damages. Thus it is clear that the State has the authority, and indeed
the duty,1to seek to recover the foregone earnings on monies it is required to expend in order

to respond to a release of oil or a hazardous substance.
Measurement of Lost Earnings

As discussed above, there are several ways in which the lost earnings due the
State can be measured. First, they can be measured by a fixed “legal” rate of interest, such
as that found in AS 45.45.0102and former AS 09.30.070. Although this method has the
benefit of simplicity and ease of application, it is less likely to accurately reflect the actual
cost to the State of the lost potential earnings. See Dan Dobbs, Law o fRemedies Sec. 3.6(4)
(2d ed. 1993); accord, Report o fthe Governor's Advisory Task Force on Civil Justice Reform
p. 28 (December 1996)(“The task force concluded that a fixed rate can create inappropriate
incentives to delay or accelerate payment of a judgment or settlement, depending on the
current interest rate environment.”). A more accurate measurement is derived from a market

AS 46.08.070(a) provides that the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental
Conservation “shall seek reimbursement promptly” for costs incurred in the cleanup or containment
ofa release. Subsection (b) of that section provides that the Attorney General shall “immediately
seek to recover money expended by the department” from the Response Fund. This language is
mandatory and does not allow discretion by the State to simply ignore reimbursement opportunities.
However, by requiring the State to “seek” recoveries the law recognizes that in some instances other
factors, such as the inability of a responsible party to pay for costs or legitimate issues concerning
the strength of the State’s legal position, may cause the State to accept less than a full recovery.

2 See 18 AAC 60.720
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rate then current. Dobbs, supra, at 256. The market rate approach more closely

approximates the actual costs to the State and is preferable.3 However, once one determines
to adopt a market rate, the question remains as to how closely that rate is figured taking into
account the differences in times of accrual of costs and the daily changes in interest rates.

In order to measure the exact losses attributable to the expenditure of State
monies for response, one would establish the date of expenditure from a State interest-
bearing account for each cost and, using the precise daily return rate for that account up until
the date ofrepayment, calculate the earnings to which the State would have been entitled less
any incremental costs of obtaining those earnings. This method would result in a calculation
of the earnings equivalent to what would have been earned had the State not been required
to expend the money. The primary problem with this methodology is the administrative time
and expense required to track each cost from the particular date of expenditure through the
date of repayment and to correlate that information with historical earnings ofthe account
from which the money was expended. In most instances such costs will be incurred on a
daily basis, creating a complex background for cost tracking and additional expense for both

the State and the responsible party.

In the alternative, DEC may simply require payment of costs at a rate
prescribed in a formula that approximates the potential lost earnings. This approach has been
used in state statutes and approved by courts in Alaska for determining prejudgment interest
rates. While the DEC is free to create a formula for this purpose it may want to consider
those already in use in Alaska. The most familiar formula, AS 09.30.070(a), provides for
prejudgment interest at a rate three percentage points above the 12th Federal Reserve District
discount rate in effect on January 2 of the year in which the judgment is entered. As a trade-
off for the ease of application of this formula, a certain precision is lost. For example, the
rate in effect at the beginning of the year may be substantially higher, or lower, than the
average rate for the year. In addition, the rate at the beginning ofthe year in which judgment

Some courts approach this problem through a restitution analysis. That is, they look to the
gains ofthe person who retained the money and attempt to capture that benefit. See Dobbs, supra,
at 255. Alaska courts recognize this element of prejudgment interest. See Farnsworth v. Steiner,
638 P.2d 181,184 (Alaska 1981); Anchorage AsphaltPaving Co. v. Lewis, 629 P.2d 65, 69 (Alaska
1981). Although in many cases this analysis would yield a higher number, based on the internal rate
ofreturn of responsible businesses, the complexity and cost of administering this approach militates
against its use. Moreover, its focus on the gain to the responsible party is inconsistent with the

statutory emphasis on recovery of costs to the State.
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is entered may not accurately reflect the average rate in effect for the period between when
the loss occurred and when the judgment is entered. Nevertheless, the Alaska courts
routinely apply this method as an acceptable approximation ofthe damages suffered through
the lost use of money. Cf,Power Constructors, Inc. v. Taylor & Hintze, 960 P.2d 20 (Alaska
1998)(court approved statutory prejudgment interest rate of 10.5 percent under former
AS 09.30.070 even though it varied from the actual rate of 11.5 percent incurred by the

plaintiff).

Similarly, the formula in AS 09.30.070 provides an adequate approximation
of the lost potential earnings to the Response Fund. For example, in calendar year 1998 the
prejudgment interest rate under the formula in AS 09.30.070 was 8 percent. The overall rate
ofreturn for the State’s General Investment Fund for the year was 6.96 percent. Assuming
that the lost-eamings calculation for State costs begins to run at the time of billing, rather
than at the time the expense is incurred, the prejudgment interest rate would come very close

to the State’s actual cost.4

In implementing the approach established for prejudgment interest, questions
also arise as to what date to use in determining the applicable interest rate and on what date
the interest begins to accrue. Since there is no judgment on which to base the date of the
prescribed rate, we recommend that the interest rate for monies due for each calendar or
fiscal year be determined based on the 12th Federal Reserve District discount rate on January
2 of each calendar year or July 1ofeach fiscal year in which the cost is due. By adjusting
the rate each year, a closer approximation ofthe actual costs will be achieved. We believe
that interest should begin to accrue on the date on which notice is provided to the responsible
party that money is due or owing. In most circumstances this date will be the date on which
a bill or other notice is sent to the responsible party that identifies the expenditure and
requests payment. To advance the State’s interests in obtaining prompt repayment of costs,
it is acceptable, but not required, for the DEC to agree to forego interest for the first 30 days

The statutory prejudgment interest rate is a simple interest calculation. See Alyeska Pipeline
Service Co. v. Anderson, 669 P.2d 956 (Alaska 1983). As noted in Dobbs, supra, at 257, “if
compounding of interest is the practice in the relevant market for borrowing or lending money, a rule
against compound interest will insure that the interest awarded will fall short of compensation or
restitution. In that case, compounding should be permitted.” However, while it would be
permissible to compound the interest calculation, as demonstrated by comparison of the statutory
prejudgment interest rate with the General Investment Fund rate of return, the statutory formula
allows for a sufficient return to account for the effect of compounding.
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if payment is made promptly.
Conclusion

Alaska statutes permit and require the Department to recover the lost potential
earnings on monies expended to contain and cleanup a release of oil or a hazardous
substance. To establish the recoverable cost DEC may use the prejudgment interest formula
ii AS 09.30.070. DEC may base the formula rate on the appropriate discount rate on either
January 2 of each calendar year or July 1 ofeach fiscal year for which the cost is owed. The
date on which interest begins to accrue should be the date on which DEC provides notice to
the responsible party that identifies the expenditure and requests payment.
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Stevens Village Tribal Council
P.O. Box 16
Stevens Village, Alaska 99774
Ph. (907)478-7228, Fax (907)4787229

October 3,2001
Kay J, Rawlings
Litigation Assistant
Dept, of Law

Jle: Stevens Village Spill-Cost Recovery

"liank you for you letter of September 19,2001. Whereby you informed us
tf a continuing financial obligation to the State of Alaska in the amount o f
512,329.74. Itis our understanding based on the support documents that you
sre charging us for Stale employee wages, travel, rind contractual assistance.
You are also charging 8% interest annually.'

1s you know from out previous correspondence the svs council has very

i nited discretionary funding. We are depended almost exclusively on
«?deral and State grants that are for specific contracted work-related

n sponsibilities. We find it extremely difficult if not impossible to raise
independent funds to pay for State activities. Should any of your State

I jencies have access to funding that would cover these expenses we would
zj preciate having such information so that we may solicit their assistance in
I ying this bill. You 9hould also know that the Tribal Council it-selfhas
lad to pay an exces9 of $20,000 from existing program dollars to provide
si in power and materials to the clcan-up effort. Unfortunately we don’t
have anybody to send bill to, so therefore we have had to cut back on some
tii >a members services as a result from this disaster.

V1idont appreciate receiving threading notices that indicate that collection
aaicies will be employed to squeeze blood out of the preverbal turnip. We
ai< in direct consultation with the governor’s office and are active

pi oticipants in the Gov't to Gov't recognition and respect process and plan to
bii ig this issue before the joint taskforce. We folly agree with you that these
ty:3s ofsituations must be addressed and resolved to the state and Tribal
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Councils satisfaction. We just don’t believe that an arbitrary and capricious
exchange of documents is the way to resolve this issues.

Thank-you for your continued bookkeeping and oversight in this matter and

we will keep you informed ofour process in successfully completing this
process,

Thanks

.landy Mayo, Tribal Administrator
itevens Village Council

<b. Governor Knowles
Bruce Bothello

. 03
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Alakanuk

Ambler

Anaktuvuk Pass February 10, 2003
Atqasuk

Barrow MEMORANDUM

Brevig Mission

ill
Browerville To: Senator Scott Ogan

Buckland )
Chevak Senate Resource Committee

Deering
Diomede From: Senator Donald Olson
Elim
Emmonak
Gambell

Golovin
Hooper Bay I respectfully request a Senate Resource Committee hearing of SB 44 at your

Kaktovik : . O
aktovt earliest convenience. My sponsor statement and support documentation is

Kiana
Kivalina forthcoming. Please contact me if you need additional information.

Kobuk
Kotlik Thank you for your attention to this request
Kotzebue

Koyuk

Mountain Village
Noatak

Nome

Noorvik

Nuigsut

Nunam Iqua
Pilot Station
Pitka's Point
Point Hope
Point Lay
Savoonga
Scammon Bay
Selawik
Shaktoolik
Shishmaref
Shungnak

St. Mary's

St. Michael
Stebbins

Teller
Unalakleet

W ainwright
Wales

W hite Mountain

Re: Schedule hearing for SB 44, Oil Spill Response Costs



