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DETAILED WRITTEN COMMENTS
OF THE
ALASKA OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION
N
«UNIFORM PROCEDURES FOR PERMITS,
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATIONS AND APPEALS
FEBRUARY 0, 1981

22 aac 10.020(a)(4)- Dalete this subsection. This shoull not be
justification for extending deadlines because any memorandum of
understanding entered into prior to or pursuant to these regulations
should not contain conflicting approval schedules, but rather should
provide for approvals within the time frame contained 1in these
regulations.

22 aac 1Q.020 (b)- Change to read: " (b) A certification under (@)

(L) of this section will only be made on a finding of extraordinary
circumstances and will specify...". As proposed this provision 1is
open-ended. We believe such certification should be made only under

unusual or extraordinary circumstances.

22 AAC 10.030(a)- Change first sentence to read: "...the agency will
notify the applicant within 15 days of receipt of a completed applica—
tion for a Class I or Class Il permit."” Strike remainder of sentence.

Fifteen days 1is sufficient for both classes of permits.

22 AAC 10. 040 (1)- Strike "responsible for the overall management of
the project or operation”. As is the case in (4) any duly authorized
employee should be allowed to sign applications.

22 AAC 10. 050 (a)--Change to read "An oral public hearing on a
Class | or Class Il permit application will be held if:".

22 AAC 10.050() (1)- Change to read: "required by statute; or for
Class 1l permits;".

22 AAC 10.050(b)(1)- Delete "or for Class | permits, likely".
Hearings on Class | permits should be held only if required by statute.

22 AAC 10.060(a)(2)--Delete this subsection. Include a new (2) which
would read: " (@) If at the end of the applicable time period the
deciding officer has taken no action, the application is deemed
approved and the permit granted pursuant to this chapter.™

Notwithstanding the comment in the Executive Summary, this section
should include a provision for automatic approval if the deciding
officer does not act within the specified time period. Existing
regulations on surface use permits provide for such automatic approval.
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22 AAC 10.510- Change first sentence to read: "When a direct federal
activity or a federal permit or license requiring a State consistency
determination necessitates preparation of an Environmental Imapct
Statement under 42 U.S.C. & 4332, except pertaining to state oil

and gas leases, the Office of the Governor, Division...". At the

end of the second sentence, add "excluding oil and gas activities".

22 AAC 10.520- Change first sentence to read: "Consistency determinations
on disposals of an interest in state land will be performed by the
Department of Natural Resources, 1including a joint state/federal oil

and gas lease sale where an EIS 1is required.” At the end of the second
sentence, add "including associated federal permits requiring an EIS."

The changes suggested in .510 and .520 are intended to make clear that
the Department of Natural Resources is responsible for consistency
determinations associated with disposals of interest in state lands,
including any EIS or Federal permits requiring an EIS.

Add new sentence to read: "The Department will conduct the
consistency determination on oil and gas activities occuring in
the Outer Continental Shelf adjacent to Alaska."

22 AAC 10.550- Delete (@) and (b); Change title to read: ACTIVITIES
NOT REQUIRING A CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION. As proposed, this section
would require that two consistency determinations be made for
activities not covered by previous sections. This is not in keeping
with the intent of these regulations.

22 AAC 10.570 (b)- Delete this subsection. Including a coastal resource
district with an approved CZM plan in the description of a resource
agency adds another layer to the approval process and authorizes 3 local
district to veto a project which is in the best interests of the

State. See also our comments on .920(12).

22 AAC 10.58Q--Change this section to read: "When an activity requires
more than one permit, the applicant, 1in order to obtain a conclusive
determination under secs. 510-540 of this chapter, should apply

for the appropriate permit under those sections prior to or contem—
poraneous with application for any other necessary federal permit or
license. IT an applicant applies for a federal"license or pernmit

prior to applying for a state permit which would provide the proper
forum for a conclusive consistency determination under secs. 510-540

of this chapter, the designated lead agency may render a consistency
determination which is limited to the scope of the activity contemplated
by the federal license or permit and contingent upon the issuance

of an ultimate conclusive consistency determination. Thereafter, an
applicant may either submit application for additional federal licenses
or permits and obtain further non-conclusive consistency determinations,
or may apply for the appropriate state permit under secs. 510-540 and
obtain a conclusive consistency determination."

As proposed, this section could require an applicant to submit all
applications simultaneously, which would be cumbersome, 1if not
impossible in some cases.



PERM2T REFORM REGULATIONS

January 27, 1981 Bextz Room
2:30 p.m. 211 Capitol

SENATORS PRESENT

Senator Fahrenkamp
Senator Bennettt
Senator Parr

An informal meeting with Deming Cowles, Deputy Commissioner
of 'Department of Enviornmer.tal Conservation, William Condon,
Attorney Generals Office.

Mr. Condon indicated that within the next day or so a letter from

the Governor will be going to Legislators outlining the Administration?
permit reform regulations which has been a joint effort by the
Department of Naturla Resources, Fish and Game, Enviornmental

Conservation and the Office of Costal Management. These regulations
are the result of Senator Bennetts bil? last year. He indicated

that there is a r :nge of permitting problems with: oil, timber, cabins,
gravel, trapping and firewood.

It had been recommended to the Governor that they would try to come

up with a workable set of regualstion, similar to the bill
originally offered by Senator Bennett. Personnel was assigned

full time in an atterap to solve the pr blem on an Administrative
level. The permit and land use (casual uses) regulations are out

of DNR. If adopted the regulations would tell you how to go about
doing whatever you wanted, and by following the regulations would
constitute obtaining the permit. The more complicated industrial
uses (oil, timber) regulations would apply to tha procedures, time
deadlines, appeal procedures wher<» the application hrd been unfavorably
acted wupon, and a determination 11 the application is consistent with
the State's Costal plan. Part of this type of permitis if itis
consistent with the Srates Coastal Plan. Before the Corpsof
Engineers can issue a permit they have to get a determination from
the State showing that it complys with the Plan. In the past Corp

had to go to the office of Coastal Planning, and sometimes different
Agencies would giv different determinations.

These regulations attempt to: 1. have the determination of
compliance witl) the Coastal Plan decision being made within
one Department-not two, the net effect, hopefully, is that it will
be sIlmplier for the individual applicant to get the permits.

The determination decisions will be spread out. 1. If the needed actic
results from a state permit Lthin DNR, they will make the consistency
determination - they would be the only agency; 2. If the activity
requires water or air quality permits from PEC, the determination
would be madt wit..in DEC; 3. Some projects can be initiated (purely
Federal) outside the State, in this case th.» responsibility would

remain within the Office of Coastal Manage'.ent, which is within
the Governor's Office, Division of Policy Development and Planning.



He further indicated that these reuglations will hopefully
reduce the number of times a person has to go back to an agency

to obtain approval for a project. Those persons with enviornmental
leanings would like to see some type of audit over DNR and DEC.

There have been some problems with oil permits. DNR would issue

a permit, then the Corp would need to issue a permit while before

the Corp another agency would say to the Corp don't like this

project. Which in essence meant that the Feds (Corp/ had final
approval of projects and took control from the State. The Oil Companies
would like to see a "lead Agency" approach.

We think through these regulations that we have the 0problems
worked out and do not need a legislative remedy, hopefully we will
be given a year to see it work. Under the new regulations if

DNR is making the determination or decision on a permit and

if F& or DEC has a problem with it, they go to DNR, which allows
them to know as they are Issuing the permit the possibility of
problems.

Deming Cowles: indicated that the work on the regulations by
the Administration started as the result of Senators Bennett,
Fahrenkamp and Parr's interest in permit. 2. The Administration

taw enough of a need for allof to do our business better and to
eliminate alot of problemes.

He further indicated that each Agency will issue permits in the sam
manner, follow the same procedures and utilize the same appeal pro-
cedures. And the Regulations establish some regerous time tables.

In response to questioning of Coastal Zone Management approving
timber and lining permits in the interior, Mr, Cowles indicated
that Coastal management is only f. r the coastal areas.

In response to the question that doesn't Coastal Management

use a elevation figure of 1,000 feet, while Fairbanks 1is at

400 feet which in essence is writing law via regulations -

he indicated that each agency has the authority to write
via the enabling legislation
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VEVORANDUM
TO: SENATE RESOURCES COVMITTEE vEVBERS

AROM JIM PALMVER
SENATE RESOURCES COVMITTEE STAFF

RE: SECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED COVMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FCOR SB 84

DATE MARCH 27, 1981

A committee substitute has been prepared for SB 84. A copy of this proposed
substitute is attached.

There are two main reasons why this substitute has been prepared. First,
Billy Berrier of the Legislative Affairs Agency suggested in a memorandum
to the Chairman that Sections 7, 8 and 10 which refer to approval of Alaska
coastal management programs create a single subject problem in the original
bill. He stated tlv.t "It can be argued that coastal management programs
relate directly to the permit process since in many instances permits must
b,i consistent with approved programs. The purpose of expediting permit
issuance would be served by having a clearly constitutional means of approving
these programs. While in my opinion our Court would hold that the single
subject rule had not been violated under the liberal construction it has
given that rule, this Inclusion would subject the bill to serious
constitutional attack."

Second, the establishment of the Permit Reform Commission was also deleted

from the original bill. The reason for this deletion was similar to the
reason for deleting sections 7, 8 and 10. The subject matter coei easily
be seen as constituting separate legislation. In addition, the controversy

surrounding permit reform is substantial enough without adding additional
items to this legislation.

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF PROPCSED COVMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SB 84

SECTION 1 FINDINGS. This section states that the development of resources

and employment of Alaskans have been retarded because of the current permit
system. The system causes delay and uncertainty because of the time requirements,
the complexity, the duplicity and the unjustified requirements of the current
permit process. The public interest will be served by a streamlined permit
system.




Memorandum
March 27, 1981

SECTION 2 adds new sections to AS 44.62, the Administrative Procedure Act,
which are titled Article 8A. ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Sec. 44.62.632 sets time limits on the processing of permits.

Subsection (a) states that theresponsible state agency shall issue a final
decision granting, denying or reasonably conditioning the issuance of the
permit within specific time periods unless the applicant and the agency
mutually agree to a different period of time. These time periods start
upon receipt by the agency of the permit application.

‘’he time periods are (1) any time period ‘specifically required by law; (2)
60 days if a public notice, hearing or comment period is specifically required
by law and; (3) 30 days in allother cases.

Subsection (b) states that thefinal decision on the uermit application
shall include (1) the conclusions of the agency wliicb . support its decision
including the factual basis and statutory authority for any conditions or
stipulations, and (2) the agency's statement of its decision on the permit.

Subsection (c) mandates that the final decision on the permit must bear
a fair and substantial relation to the object of the law.

Subsection (d) states that a permit may not be denied because of either the
lack of any other permit or be conditioned upon the acquisition of any other
permit.

Subsection (e) provides that the failure to make a final decision within the
time periods specified in subsection (a) under 44.62.632 constitutes approval
of the permit.

Sec. 44.62.634 requires an agency receiving a permit application for which it
does not have authority to issue a permit or for which it believes a permit

is unnecessary/ to notify the applicant within 10 days. Such notice is the final
decision of the agency. Subsection (b) states that an ugency which receives

an application which does not contain sufficient information for a permit
decision to notify the applicant within 10 days and specify all information
that is required.

Sec. 44.62.635 states that the final decision of an agency may bs reviewed
at the request of the applicant. The applicant is entitled to a review de
novo if requested in the original request for review, otherwise the request
is on the record. This request must be filed within 30 days after the
applicant has received the agency's decision.

The Commissioner or board shall issue a decision within 10 days of receipt
of the review request if the review is on the record. If the request is for
a hearing de novo, the hearing shall be held within 30 days of the receipt of
the request. The decision of the commissioner or board shall be made within
30 days of the hearing de novo.

Unless the entire agency decision is confirmed in toto, the decision must be
in written form and contain the commissioner's or board's findings and
conclusions in full.



Memorandum
March 27, 1981

Sec. 44.62.636 provides for the review of the final permit decision issued by
a state agency or commissioner by the state superior court. The applicant's
right to appeal to the superior court is not affected by the failure to seek
reconsideration or further review under AS 44.62.635-

Subsection (b) puts the burden of proving that the decision is in accordance
with AS 44.62.632 and 44.62.634 upon the agency which issued the final
decision. Subsection (c) provides that an appeal under this section takes
preference over other c'vil actions before the court and shall be decided
without unnecessary del ly.

SECTION 3 DEFINITIONS.

"Permit" is defined as a permit, license, certification, consistency determination,
comments on pending permit applications (including environmental impact statements),
plan review, and other authorization or approval by a state agency before
construction or operation of a project.

Permit is defined so as to exclude conveyances of interest in state land or
water and the provision of financial assistance.

"Permit Application" is defined to include a document submitted to a state

agency by a governmental entity which solicits comments in connection with

a permit being processed by that governmental entity. An application is a document
requesting the issuance of a permit which contains sufficient information

to allow the state agency 'determine if the project is in compliance with

state law.

"Project" is defined to include a new activity or expansion or addition to
an existing activity for which permits are required before constn otion or
operation.

"State Agency" includes local or regional air pollution authorities and
coastal resource districts and coastal resource service boards.
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April 10, 1981 Beltz Room
1:30 p.m. Room 211 - Capitol

VEVBERS PRESENT

Senator Fahrenkamp
Senator Fischer
Senator Mulcahy
Senator Sturgulewski

HEARING:

CSFil 173 An Act making appropriations for residential energy programs;
and providing for an effective date.

SB 187 An Act making a supplemental appropriation to the Division of Parks,
Department of Natural Resources, for the Youth Conservation Corps
program; and providing for an effective date.

CSSB 84 An Act relating to the processing of permits by state agencies and
to approval of Alaska coastal management programs; establishing the
Permit Reform Commission; and providing for an effective 9a|e.

SB 218 Ai. Act "elating to the use of waste heat produced by certain
pipeline facilities; and providing for an effective date.

Clariss.. Quinlan (Director, Division of Energy and Power Development, Department
of Commerce and Economic Development) spoke in favor of CSHB 173. She reviewed
the history of the Residential Energy Conservation Program, stating that it
consisted of three parts: (1) residential energy audits, (2) a grants and
refunds program and (3) a loan program. Auditors have been trained through a
series of one-week intensive courses in the community college system. The
Division began contracting for audits in mid-December, and all contractual funds
were committed statewide by mid-February. 7,000 audits will be completed in the
near future.

Senator Mulcahy put forth the motion to move CSHB 173, with individual recommendations.
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Chip Dennerlein (Director, Division of Parks, Department of Natural Resources)
spoke in favor of SB 187. He stated that the Youth Conservation Corps program
in Alaska has been effective, and required funding to continue. SB 187 would
provide state matching funds for federal funding for FY 1981 and 1982.

Senator Sturgulewski put forth the motion to move SB 187, with individual
recommendations.

Doming Cowles (Deputy Director,, Department of Environmental Conservation)
testified on behalf of the Administration against CSSB 84. He stated that the
administration had identified some of the problems with the permitting process,
but that CSSB 84 was not the solution. The Administration opposes the bill for
several reasons, including the basis of the class identification of permits, the
elimination of the requirement to exhaust administrative remedies, shifting of
t~e burden of proof to the agencies, application to other than resource permits,
automatic approval upon expiration of tlie processing time limits and the possible
violation of the single-subject rule by the reference to Coastal Zone Management.

Mr. Cowles stated that the Administration has developed new permit regulations to
resolve some of the problems. The regulations will be in effect before the end of
the fiscal year. There are other efforts in the AdiminJstration Lo expedite Lite

permit process, including improving the information flow to permittees, a master

application process, single permits by industry, general permits for D\R and DEC

and increased agency coordination.

Senator Stargu lewskl commented that SB 84 was similar to legislation prused by the
House last session, and suggested making amendments to the original hill (SB 84)
to match that .legislation and eliminate the problems under the single subject rule.
The Senator pointed out that substantive problems with CSSB 84 coulw lead to
extensive litigation if enacted.

Senator Strugulewskl put forth the motion Lo bring SB 84 before the committee for
the purpose of amendment. The Senator put forth the motion to move amendments to
SB 84 eliminating references to Coastal Zone Man.gemenL and the Permit Reform
Commission.

Senator Bennett testified that he had no objections to the amendments at that time.

The Committee recessed.

After recess, the Committee Look up SB 218.

Senator Kerttula spoke in favor of the concept of SB 218. lie cited a University of
Alaska study that determined that the waste heat from one of the trans-Alaska oil
pipeline could have heated 200 acres of land for agricultural productJon, He stated
that: he had sponsored similar legislation in Lhe past, and that SB 218 made sense
as a vehicle for the utilization of waste Beat on future projects. It would be
wasteful to require all facilities to he constructed to allow the utilization of
waste heat. On the trans-Alaska pipeline, for example, only two or three sites
wore feasible for the utilization of waste heat.
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The Committee took up SB 84.

Senator Sturgulewski put forth the motion to rescind the Committee’'s action on
SB 84.

CSSB 84 was before the Committee.

Senator Mulcahy put forth the motion to move CSSB 84 with individual recommendations.

The Committee was adjourned at 3:17 p.m.
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TESTIMONY BEFORE SENATE RESOURCE
COMMITTEE ON CSSB Of

by
Roland Shanks

1"d like to thank you for an opportunity to discuss these pro—
posed permit reforms included in the bill.

We support permit reform, but we do not support this bill. We"ve
been supporting it for six months. We"ve been cooperating with the
Govenor®s office in his permit reform proji ct. During a period of six
months they®ve had public meetings all over the strte. They"ve also
had private meetings with any interested party. Thsy"ve gotten input
from many more groups than have been able to Gravel here this week for
these hearings. That project is nearing completion and they are almost
ready to issue the new regs. |If this bill is passed we will have to
start all over again and it will push back any new regs from six months
to a year as we fight all these battles again. | don"t feel 5t"s in
anybod *s best interest to pass thic bill.

Sections 7 and 8 have nothing to do with permit reform. They are
basically housekeeping «unendments needed to clear up the confusion created
by the AG's opinion regarding concurrent resolutions. These sections
should be removed from this bill and passed seperntely or attached to an
applicable bill under consideration.

I can"t pass up an opportunity to comment on Section 1. Before
the legislature endorses these findings | hope there is some factua®
evidence offered. It"s become a real fad lately to scream about permit
regs. 1°d be interested in seeing a study outlining the number of
permits issued and the average length of time it took. 1°d also be interested
in seeing documentation of the loses noted in Section 1, paragraph (2).
These are all easy charges to make, but 1°ve never seen any factual evidence
to support them.

I don"t feel that the number of agencies involved in the permit process
is that oppressive. While some action requiring permits are quite simple

some are very complex. Those complex actions have impacts affecting many



disciplines, and all of these impacts must be considered and analysed. The
only alternative to multiple agency reviews is to put the expertise into all
the agencies; a wildlife specialist in DNR a hydrologist in ADF&S and a
coastal zone specialist in PRC This would create a lot of jobs but it sure
wouldn't streamline the bureaucracy. Time guidelines may be useful to insure
timely response, and they have been included in the Govenor's proposal. But we
must realize that tmnelines alone will not insure timely action. There are times
when the staffs are backlogged because of the number of permits pending. Part of
clearing up this backlog is to beef up those staffs. Because of the seasonal nature
of activities the permit loads tend to be cyclic. W may want to explore inter-
mittent staff positions that would come on when the load is high.

So, to conclude 1 would urge you not to waste all the time and effort that
has gone I'nto the Govenor's permit reform project by r«-in‘'/enting the wheel.

This legislation is not needed and shouldn't be passed.

RS/ats
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The Legislature finds that,

(1) The constitution of the State of Alaska provides

for "developement of it"s resources ... consistent with
the public interest". It futhe.r states that "The Leg-—
islature shall providtfor the utilization, devejlLopement,
and conservation of Natural Resources belonging to the
State, including land and water, for the maximum benefit
of it"s people. It also states thttffish, wildlife,and
water are reserved for common use. The consitution fur—
ther states thJyV"Fish, i jst, wildlife, grasslands and
all ether replenishable icsources belonging to the State
shall be utilized, developed, and maintained on the sus-—
tained yeild principle™.

(2) That the legislature has a duty to all the citizens
of the State to protect all resources from unreasonable
degradation while providing for the use and developement
of some resources.

(3 That the legislature has delegated this responsib—
ility thru statute to the many commissioners. Allowing
for the promulgation of regulations to carry ouf-tetoe- these
responsibilities.

(4) The commissioners of the many departments will co—
operate iIn a project to coordinate regulations and per—
mits to the extent possible to allow full use and deve—
lopement fo the State®"s many resources while still pro—
tecting the Public Interest as mandated by the the Con—
stitution of the State of Alaska.



UNITFORM PROCEDURAL REGULATIONS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. Intent: and Background of Regulations

The purpose of this executive summary is to describe
the background and intent of the uniform procedural regula—
tions (22 AAC 10) for which public notice of proposed adoption
was jointly issued by four state agencies on January 9,
19SG. This summary will also briefly discuss major areas of
concern which have emerged with respect to the regulations.

eThese regulations are the product of a permit
reform project established by Governor Hammond on June 17,
1980, and are intended to achieve these primary goals:

1. Establishment of the shortest feasible deadline for
the issuance of state Demits for natural resccrre
tevelopment.

The regulations provide that the departments of
Natural Resources, Fish and Game and Environmental Conserva-—
tion, and the Division of Policy Development and Planning
within the Office of the Governor, referred to in the regula—

tions as "resource agencies,”™ must .._.lassifv their permits as
either a "Class 1" or "Class 11" permit. The regulations
provide that Class 1| permits must be issued within thirty

days of receipt of a completed application. Class Il permits
must be issued within sixtyfive.Lcays. The published informa—
tive summary of the regulations contains the agencies”

proposed classifications. The regulations provide for
extensions of these deadlines in certain limited cases. As

part B of this summary discusses, the regulations attempt to
provide sufficient safeguards to insure that an extension /
will only be given when it is absolutely necessary. /

" 2. Establish uniform permit procedures.

Currently, permit rind appeal procedures vary
dramatically not only between, but within state agencies.
Uniform permit procedures make it far easier for applicants,
and the public in general, to do business with state govern—
ment. IT adopted, these regulations wduld supplant ail
procedural material contained in the regulations of the
particular agencies involved, and a host of administrative
orders, 1interagency agreements, and informal and written
understandings.. The Class 11 procedures, the most complex



in the regulations, replace this voluminous mish-mash with

a scan"t 1 1/2 pages of uniform regulations. The regulations
of each agency will state the permit requirement; describe
the substantive criteria under which that permit will be
granted, and will classify the permit. The regulations 1in
proposed 22 AAC 10 will govern administrative proceedings
for that permit.

3. Explicitly define the right's of the applicant, and
other persons 1in the remitting process.

Currently, some state agencies have no procedural
regulations governing the issuance of their various permits.
Other requirements which may significantly affect the outcome
of the permit application are four.d in administrative orders,
interagency agreements and other documents and understandings

not contained in the administrative code. "Sometimes, procedural
protections are left to agency "discretion™. This approach
causes two problems. First, it arguably contravenes the

A.laska Administra®.ive Procedure Act which provides, 1in AS 44.-
62.640(2), that all rules of general applicability should be

contained 1in regulations. Second, it promotes misunderstanding
between the agency and the public, and 1in the long run,
threatens unnecessary litigation. The proposed regulations

attempt to explicitly define the rights of all the parties
while avoiding unnecessary procedural burdens.

4. Streamlining the states coastal management decision
making process.

Under existing regulations (6 AAC 80.010(b))
implementing the state®s Coastal Management Act (AS 46.40),
before a state agency may 1issue a permit for an activity in
the coastal area, it must determine that the activity is
"consistent™ with the state coastal management standards
found in 6 AAC 80. Additionally, under sec. 307(c) of the
federal Coastal Zone Management Act- (16 U.S.C. & 1456),
federal agencies must obtain a "consistency determination”
from the state before federal permits or licenses in the
coastal area may be issued. The state®s requirement (6 AAC
80.010(b)) 1is intended to implement AS 46.40.200, which
seeks to insure that state actions, 1including permit and
license decisions, will be consistent with the state’s
coastal management program. The approach taken in 6 AAC
80.010(b), however, has created both unnecessary duplication
and the potential for inconsistent state positions on a pro—
ject. IT an activity needs four state permits, for example,
6 AAC 80.010(b) requires each of the four state agencies to
make "consistency determinations™ in the course cf 1its



permit proceeding. There 1is little reason for cne finding
to be .made four times. Moreover, under current procedures,
the state will make a fifth consistency determination when a
federal agency 1issuing a permit seeks state certification
under sec. 307(c) of the federal act. Compounding this
unwarranted duplication is the fact that these multiple
consistency determinations need net agree. In October,

1980, the Alaska Coastal Policy Council, by resolution,
requested the administration to devise an approach whereby
one determination, for both state and federal law purposes,
would be made on a project, with that determination being
made, to the extent feasible, within existing permitting
processes. Article 5 of the proposed regulations contains
the administration®s proposal. That proposal allocates
responsibility for making "one time"™ consistency determinations
in the following manner:

a. When an activity 1is of such significance as
to require the preparation of an environmental impact
statement by the federal government, a consistency
determination should be made by the governor®s office.
Accordingly, responsibility in these cases would be
vested with the Division of Policy Development and
Planning. This is a narrow sphere of responsibility.

b. Under existing law, the Department of Natural
Resources cannot dispose of an interest in state land
until i1t finds that the disposal would be in the "best
interests” of the state. AS 38.05.035(Ca)(14) . The
coastal management standards are essentially a subset
of the many factors which as a whole constitute the
"public 1interest". Thus, as a matter of law and practi—
cality, it seems most logical, except 1in cases involving
EIS preparation, to vest "consistency determination”
responsibility for state land decisions exclusively in
the Department of Natural Resources. Moreover, after

e many disposals, particularly for oil and gas leases,
the Department of Natural Resources will require a
"plan of operations™ to be approved by the department.
To provide continuity 1in this regard, the regulations
provide that the consistency determination on activities
authorized in that plan will also be done by DNR.

C. There are a wide range of activities occurring
in the coastal area which neither require the preparation
of an environmental impact statement, nor are authorized
by a state land disposal or plan of operations. The
primary impact which these activities will have on the



coastal area 1is often related to water quality, and
those water quality impacts r.ust normally be permitted
by either the Environmental Protection Agency or the
Army Corps of Engineers under the federal Clean Water
Act. Section 401 of that act requires that the Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation "certify" that the
issuance cf that federal license or permit will not
violate state water quality standards. By vesting
coastal management consistency determination authority
for this large residual of activities in the Department
of Environmental Conservation, the regulations will
allow than determination to be made within the already
necessary "sec. 401" process, and by the agency with
the primary expertise over the probable primary impact
of that activity.

An example of the functioning of the administration”s
proposal might be helpful. When rhe Department of Natural
Resources considers holding an offshore oil and gas lease sale,
that agency will make the only determination as to whether
the sale 1is consistent with the state standards. When a success
ful lessee seeks to construct an cffshore exploratory well,
it will apply to the Department of Natural Resources for ap—
proval of the plan of operations with respect to that well and

related facilities. DNR will then make a conclusive con—
sistency determination on the placement of that well and

related facilities. Some of these facilities obviously will
need other permits from other agencies. At a minimum,

placement of the well offshore will need a permit from the Corps
of Engineers. When a consistency determination is requested

of the state by the Corps of Engineers under sec. 307(c) of
the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, the Division of
Policy Development and Planning will utilize the determination
already made by the Department of Natural Resources. More —
over, 1if any other state permits are necessary for an activity
approved in the plan, the state permitting agency will not
conduct a consistency determination, since the question or
whether that activity 1is consistent with the standards has
already been determined by the Department: of Natural Resources.

It is the hope of the administration that these
regulations will result in major progress 1in making state
permitting procedures more efficient, explicit and fair.
Working sessions on these regulations have already been held
with industry, environmental and public interest groups.

All of these groups endorse the fcur goals of the regula—
tions. A December 3, 1980, working draft of the regulations
has been substantially revised to accommodate many of these
groups®™ recommendations. Inevitably, however, none of the



grcups are totally satisfied with the product. Several
serious 1issues regarding the regulations remain. Generally,
certain oil industry commentators are unsatisfied with the
regulations because they are perceived to (1) give unwarranted
recognition to the rights of the"public and local governments
in the permitting processmand (2) allow state renewable
resource agencies to comment on federal permit applications
and to have excessive 1input on state natural resource deci—
sions. Conversely, the federal Office of Coastal Zone
Management, and certain environmental commentators, believe
that the regulations give inadequate protection to all of

the above interests.

The second part of this summary discusses several
of the major areas of concern regarding the regulations, and
the rationale for the treatment of those concerns given 1in
the current proposal. These rationales, of course, should
not be taken as inflexible "positions™. The whole purpose

of the public notice process is to generate debate on these
issues.

B . Major Issues Raised by" che Regulations

1. Division of Policy Development and Planning
responsibilities.

As the previous section of this summary suggests,
the assignment of authority to make "conclusive™ coastal
management consistency determinations will result in par —
ticular state agencies taking, a role of primary authority on
coastal management issues. Interest groups, depending upon
their orientation and past experience, have come to view
particular state agencies as more sympathetic to their
interests than others. As a result, commentators to date
have offered quite variant positions on where that "ultimate
authority”™ should lie.

At the outset, the administration has attempted to
develop a "consistency determination”™ procedure which ensures.,,
true interagency consultacron. This process was developed
to ensure uniformity in the interpretations of the state
coastal management standards, and to lessen the practical
effect of the choice of actual decision-makers. This effort,
described in subsec. (2) of this section, has been alterna—
tively perceived by some industry groups as excessive, and
by the federal Office of Coastal Zone Management as insuffi—
cient.



Regs
tior.s, the question of the choice cf. decision-makers ha>
remained prominent. Certain oil industry commentators have
recommended that the Governor = Office should have no
responsibility for making consistency determinations where
a private applicant 1is involved. The rationale fcr the
adm nistration®s proposal has been previously stated.

Because of the narrowness of the DPD? sphere of
responsibility (see section (A)(4) \a) abcve), it will remain
almost universally true that the Department of Natural
Resources will have exclusive coastal management authority
over 1its own land disposal actions This aspect of the
draft regulations originated as the primary industry proposal
on coastal-management and was endorsed by the administration,
primarily because of the legal .and logical relationship
between the consistency determination and the "best interest
finding"” under AS 3S5.0.5.035 (a) (14) (see above). This al—
ternative has been criticized by environmental grcups, ard
by the federal Office of Coastal Zone Management, which be—
lieve that the Department of Natural Resources will face a
conflict of interest in making a consistency determine® ion
on its own proposals. Because in this 1instance an agency
will be reviewing the consistency cf its own activities, it
is particularly vital that procedural safeguards be placed
in the decision making process.

Little criticism has been offered to date"of the
placement of authority with DEC over the large "residual™
category of activities needing sec. 401 certification under
the Clean Water Act.

2. The, coastal management procedural protections.

There 1is a danger in "dividing™ coastal management,
responsibilities. The standards themselves (6 AAC 80) are
capable of diverse interpretation, although th< proposed
regulations attempt to tighten these standards by giving a
meaning to the phrase "feasible and prudent” which has

judiciax 1interpretation. Nonetheless, there will remain a
possibility that diverse bodies of administrative precedent
might develop as to the meaning of the standards. Second,

if the coastal management decision-making process is not
sufficiently disciplined, the statutory mission of the
particular agency having jurisdiction becomes substantially
more important, which makes, 1in tun, the possibility of a

realistic solution to the "duplication™ problem all but
impossible to achieve.



Several protections have been proposed 1in response

to these problems. First, a disciplined interagency review
process had been provided for Class Xl permits, where most
consistency determinations will be made. Section 130. The

regulations provide that if the deciding agency (for example,
DIIPv cn state land matters) rejects a recommended course of
action by a sister agency, the reasons for that rejection

must be clearly articulated. See sec. 160(3). Additionally,
the deciding agency must accord “fgreat weight™ to the comments
of its sister agencies, but only if those comments are

within the primary area of expertise”™ of that agency.

Seo~ion 130(c). This provision has generated both criticism
n- misunderstanding. The definitions section of the regula-
t. ms (900) makes it clear that this provision is not intended
to give any other agency actual or practical decd.sion-making
authority. This is because no commenting agency is deemed

to have "primary area of expertise”™ on the decision itself.
The most often used example cf the operation of this require—
ment is with respect to plan of operations approval by the
Department of Na ral Resources for an oil and gas lease.

Let us suppose that the Department of Fish and Game comments
that a particular drilling activity wxil have adverse wild—
life impacts, and that to mitigate those 1impacts a seasonal
drilling restriction should be imposed. The deciding agency
will normally be required to defer to Fish and Game comments
concerning actual or likely adverse impacts, since that 1is
clearly within that department®s "primary expertise".

However, deciding upon a seasonal drilling restriction
depends-upon a balance of the magnitude and likelihood of

the impact occurring, economic, engineering and other factors.
The balancing is solely the province of the deciding agency --
in this case DNR -- and, as a result, the Department of Fish"
and Game will not be entitled to "great weight"™ on 1its
recommended seasonal drilling restriction.

Oil industry commentators are. unhappy with this
safeguard -- even given the narrow definition of "primary
area of expertise”™, which was provided by the Division of
Minerals and Energy Management. They see the protection as
giving the Department,of Fish and Game, if not a "veto", at
least unwarranted new authority. Certainly, it gives no
commenting agency a "veto" (see above). Moreover, the
comments fail to recognize that"both sorn d administrative
practice, and federal law, require meaningf”? coordination
of all state agency interests in making coastal management
decisions. Presently, that "coordination™ occurs by virtue
of the ability of other agencies to make their own "consis—
tency determinations”™ on the same project reviewed by DNR.



They won"t be able to do that anymore, and a more substantive
rcla must be provided other agencies Lt fne form for making
the one determination which will bind the entire state.

Conspicuously, the federal Office of Coastal Zone
Management has forcefully urged that the state should, and
perhaps must go substantially further 1in ensuring adequate
consideration of the views of other agencies. Their primary
recommendation has been to require that, for example, DNR.
plan of operations decisions be atpealable to a multi-agency
board, on which Fish and Game would presumably sit, and
through which they would have a functional veto authority.

To ensure uniformity of interpretation of the
guidelines, the regulations provide (sec. 920(9)) that
interpretations of the meaning of the guidelines offered by
the Office of Coastal Management will be entitled to great
weight. This provision has caused little criticisnm. What
has been severely criticized, however, 1is sec. 570(b), which
provides that local governments with an approved coastal
management programs will be entitled to great weight on
guestions of whether a particular activity 1is consistent
with that program. Certain oil industry representatives
have 1insisted that even when a local government has an
approved program under AS 46.40, state agencies should not
defer to that local government on questions of consistency
within its municipal boundaries. The Office of Coastal
Management strongly believes that this view is inconsistent
with the intent of the act, which iIs to increase the voice
of local government 1in state decision-making once a progranm
has been approved. The disagrcament over sec. 570(b), then,
is as much one cf law a: policy, and the Department of Lav;
is researching the 1issue.

Finally, until recently, the oil industry has been
very critical of the fact that review of plans of operations
will be classified as a "Class 11" permit, sincr public
notice (sec. 120) 1is provided for Class Il permits. Currently,
public notice of proposed plans of operations 1is not provided
by the Department: of Natural Resources, and they have seer,
sec. 120 as imposing a new and unwarranted procedural
requirement. Public notice 1is being provided in certain
cases for plans of operations solely because it is uquired
by federal law. As noted previously, in the course of its
plan of operations review, Hu? Department of Natural Resources
will be performing a consistency determination which will
serve as the state®s "detenninaticn”™ for federal permit
purposes as well. 15 CFR &930.61 requires that a state



consistency determination on a proposed federal permit or
license must be predicated on public notice. Under the
proposal, however, public notice will net be provided even
when the activity is in the coastal area, if no related
federal permit is necessary. For these plans, then, a

de ?ision could be made immediately after expiration of the
tvrenty-cne day agency review period in sec. 130. Once aware
of this federal requirement, criticism cf this aspect of the
regulations has diminished.

Any significant dilution of these protections may
raise serious questions as to the continued legality of the
state®s program under federal Ilaw. The interests of the
public, and of local governments 1in particular, would be
severely injured if this were the case. =

3. Extensions of permit deadlines.

As no i previously, the regulations provide that
the Class | and 1l permit deadlines may be extended under
certain circumstances. These circumstances are:

a. Complex projects. Section 020(a)(l) and 020(b)
of the regulations provide that the permit deadlines
may be extended if the commissioner of the agency
certifies that the project 1is too "complex™ to be
adequately reviewed within the timeframe otherwise
allowed. There 1is little disagreement that a sixty-
five day review of, for example, the TransAlaska
Pipeline, 1is less than adequate to protect the public
interest. This exception was recognized and jointly
endorsed by industry and the administration in House
Committee substitute for S3 548, a p."rmit reform bill
considered in the last legislature. As a safeguard,
sec. 020(b) requires that the commissioner®s office
itself make the certification, and also requires the
commissioner to establish the 3Jhortest feasible time"”
in which review can be completed. Subsequent extensions
are not pei “ssible.

b. A maximum twenty day extension 1is possible if

aZpublic hearing is held on the project. Section 020(a)(2)

sec7TJ5TO0T:- There are two reasons for this provision.
First:, the agency will often not know whether a public
hearing 1is warranted until late in the decision-making
process. For example, with Class 1l permits, the
agency will often not know the intensity of public
concern until the close of its public notice process,
which will often be thirty-five to forty days*after the



application has been received. "See sec. 120(b)(3).
That would leave, r.t m, 3t, twenty-five days to decide
upon a hearing, provide adequate advance notice of the
hearing, hold the hearing and thoughtfully consider the
comments received. That is simply impossible to do.

By allowing the additional twenty days at most, the
agency can realistically hold a meaningful public
hearing. Additionally, as noted 1in subsec. (4),
criteria have been developed to limit the circumstances
under which a hearing will be held.

Another reason for the twenty day public
hearing "override"” relates to the classification of
permits themselves. Under S3 548, a third category of
permits would be authorized -- Class Il1l permits, which
coulu be 1issued in ninety days. The primary value of
the Class 11l permit category was to accommodate these
permits (for the reasons stated above) for which a
public hearing was periodically appropriate. The
regulations abandon the Class 111l option. The admin—
istration feels that it is preferable to applicants to
provide for an eighty-five day review period only 1in
those cases where a public hearing is actually held,
rather than lumping a whole class of permits into a
ninety day category, even though 1in individual cases a
public hearing would not be provided. Oil industry
commentators nonetheless want this provision deleted,
arguing that any public hearing should be held within
the sixty-five day Class Il period. That is not possible,
if anything approaching adequate notice of the hearing
is to be provided (see above). indeed, environmental
groups are deeply concerned that a twenty day extension
is itself insufficiert. If this extension were to be
removed, Class 11l procedures would have to be written,
and those permits now normally classified as Class Il
would be reclassified as Class 111 if there was any
reasonable Ilikelihood of a public hearing ever being
warranted on a particular application.

e
C. Section 020(a)(3) provides that the deadlines
can be extended by mutual agreement of the applicant
awd the department. This provision w"S originally

inserted .in SB 548 at the request of industry represen—
tatives, who envisioned certain circumstances where the
administrative record might r.ot be sufficient by the

applicable deadline to sustain a granting of the permit.



enter into memoranda of understanding with federal
agencies for the joint processing or applications even
though the joint processing nay “result in differing
deadlines from those imposed in regulations. However,
under sec. 085, these memoranda are authorised only
after the agency has weighed the impact of the differing
procedures on the applicant. It would be counter—
productive if these regulations precluded an agency
from entering into a joint permit processing scheme
with federal agencies simply because the existing
regulations of the state and federal agencies were not
compatible. This "exception" has generally been
supported to date.

e. The deadline for 1issuing a permit may be
"tolled” -- or suspended -- 1if the agency finds that,
because of the unique nature of the project, additional
information beyond that required in the application
form 1is necessary. Section 020. Again, this exception
was recognized in SB 548. Agency application forms and
generally required attachments will provide, 1in almost
all cases, enough information to reach a meaningful
decision. Occasionally, an activity will raise unique
issues which an agency must explore further if the
permit is to be lawfully granted. It i1s not the intent
of this section to allow or encourage fishing expeditions,
or to demand veritable iImpact statements from the
applicant. Any request for additional information must
be linked to some information gap which prevents a
sufficient assessment of the application under the
decision-making criteria of the agency as contained 1in
its statutes and regulations. Environmental groups
have criticized sec. 030 because 1it, one, affords only
one opportunity to request additional information and,
two, requires that the information be sought early 1in
the decision-making process. Oil 1industry spokesmen
oppose this provision as providing "another loophole™”
for extending the deadlines.

4.- Public hearings and Appeal.
A

Section 050 of the bill establishes the criteria

for holding a public hearing. Oil industry commentators
have expressed concern that this provision requires that a
public hearing be held in cases where hearings were not
authorized 1in the past. To the contrary, this section 1is
intended to constrain those situations in which permit
proceedings will be extended through the holding of a

-11 -



hearing. Currently, of course, any agency can held a public
hearing on any permit application, even if one 1is not re—
quired "by law. The administiation did not feel it sound to.
allow for a twenty day extension cf the permit deadline for
the holding of a hearing, without also limiting the situa-—
tions in which a hearing would be appropriate, first,

sec. 050(c) explicitly prohibits the holding of duplicative
public hearings. Second, in determining whether to hold a
hearing, the commissioner is explicitly required to consider
the effect of a twenty day delay cn the probable starting
date of project construction (050(b)(4)) and whether the
public concern for the project really has anything to do
with the jurisdiction of the agency. Section 050(b) (2),

From the applicant®s point of view, thest, are beneficial new
provisions”.

Similarly, one oil industry spokesman has criticized
the-appeals sections of Articles 6 and 7 at. -expressly "legit—
imizing™ the ability of a person other than the applicant to
appeal a permit decision if he is directly and adversely
affected. That criticism assumes that a member of the
public has no such existing right, which could not be more
wrong. A careful reading of secs. 610 - 620 in particular
will disclose that the regulations in fact impose new,
significant oblige ins on a potential public interest
appellant. These requirements -- particularly the require—
ment of sec. 620 as to active participation throughout the
decision-making process -- have been supported by industry.
Thus, the criticism appears to be that the regulations
should address limitations on the public™s existing right:

t? appeal, but should not "legitimize™ the right itself.

5. Permit amendments.

The regulations (sec. 080(c)-(d)) provide that
changes to a permitted operation which 1involve significant
new impacts require a new permit, while changes which do not
involve significant impacts are treated as amendments which
do hot need public notice. Oil industry commentators have
suggested that where the impacts are "insignificant”, no
communication with the agency should be necessary at all,
and the activity should be allowed to proceed. That pro—
posal would create a significant risk of misunderstanding,
and perhaps litigation. Initially, the permittee would
decide whether he fe;.t*. this change was "significant". IT he
felt that it wasn"t, he would proceed without notifying the
agency. The obvious question is this: What if the agency
detects the change, and disagrees s to its significance?
The agency would then be free to take enforcement action for
violation of its regulations.



0. "Automatic aoDroval".

The regulations co not provide that if a permit
deadline 1is missed, the permit 1is deemed "automatically
issued". Ho 1issue surrounding these regulations has caused
the administration more difficulty than this one. The
administration supports effective enforcement of the dead-—
lines imposed in these regulations. This is particularly so
because the deadlines imposed are achievable, and those
circumstances 1in which extensions are absolutely necessary
have been clearly delineated.

To provide that permits are deemed automatically
"issued™, an approac endorsed by certain oil industry
representatives an” .ontained in SB 548, cairies VIith it a

great deal of disturbing baggage. First, such a provision

would require a statutory.change. It is not, at this tinme,
a statutorily sufficient grounds for permit issuance that a
deadline has been missed. Thus, absent a change in the

IT-\ a decision to issue a permit simply because a certain
date has been missed would be arbitrary and capricious.

Even if a statutory provision was provided, problems would
remair . It could be argued that such a statute would be
unconstitution: "1 it would deny a “erson seriously
affected by the decision any real means -- ,m"ministrative or
judicial -- to influence the permit decision, ""Areover, an
agency with serious concerns over a permit near ti»w close of
the decision-making process might have no alternative b\it to
deny the premit rather than to allow the thirtieth or sixty-
fifth day to be reached. Third, 1if an agency should ever
desire to issue a permit, but could not justify its decision
pased on the record, it might simply let the time run inten—
tionally. Since the permit would be "automatically issued”
by operation of the calendar, there would be no meaningful
judicial review.

A suggestion has been made to alleviate this
third problem by providing that judicial review under
applicable criteria would still be permissible after the.
deadline had run, but that the court would review any
conflicting evidence or opinion in a light "most favorable
to the Tapplicant.” This suggestion has merit, but raises
additional concerns as to whether the court would feel
compelled to conduct a "de novo"™ review of the project, with
resultant substantial delays in project approval.

Host fundamentally, the argument for "automatic
approval™ assumes that state employees will not use their
utmost efforts to comply with their employers®™ rules and
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regulations. Given adequate staffing levels, we believe

that there v;ill be little difficulty in meeting the require—
ments of these regulations.- Before anything as difficult

and uncertain as "automatic approval” 1is attempted, we
believe that a year"s trial period with adequate staff

levels should be provided before mere severe alternatives

are attempted.

7. "State” Comments on Federal Permit Applications.

A serious 1issue not addressed 1in the proposed regula—
tions 1is the question of the degree to which state agency
comments on federal permit applications should be constrained.
Basically, the issue, as posed by the oil 1industry, 1is this:

The regulations do provide that the state will speak with one

voice on coastal management matters. However, an agency
disenchanted with the results of that decision may still
recommend its own terms and conditions -- or permit denial --
through comments on a federal permit application necessary

for the facility. For legal or policy reasons, the federal
permitting agency may feel compelled to accept that recom—
mendation. As a result, an admitted possibility for "inconsis—

tent" state positions remains.

It has been suggested that the agency with decisional
authority on coastal management 1issues (i.e. DHR on state
land matters) also have decisional authority on the text of
state comments on federal permit applications (other than
sec. 401 certifications by DEC) -- and that those comments
be compiled at the time the consistency determination is
made, sc that the applicant will receive a single, inclusive
and final "state position” on his project at that time.

The proposal would bring unquestioned benefits.
It also has problems. The departments of Fish and Game
(AS 16.05.020(2)-(3); AG 16 05.050(1)) and Environmental
Conservation (AS 46.03.020(9)) arguably have direct statu—
tory duties which this proposal could unlawfully impair.
Second, since the Department of Fish and Game is never given A~
the role of decision-maker on conclusive coastal management
matters under the proposed regulations, denying that depart—
ment i1ts remaining avenue of direct influence would be seen
by some as relegating that agency to a "second-class™ status
among its sister agencies. To the extent this perception 1is
justifiable, demoting advocacy of wildlife concerns in
Alaska to a subsidiary level 1is a policy decision of the
most profound proportions.






TO: Bl1)1ly Barrier

Services

Chairman

August,198Q1 drafted

Director
Division of Legal
* i0H: Botty* Fahrenka®mp,
DATE: Harch 7. 1981 *
RE: SB 84
Attached please find a copy of SB 84.
the “Permitting Bill -

as a Committee Substitute for

Senate Resources Committee,

Attachments

Room ail

SB 84 and

Capitol

returned to

I would [like

(In final form)
i«4a King,

Building.



BE@MITTING DILL - AUPUSEy 1980_ -
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the processing of
permits by state agencies; and providing for an effective
date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:*
* Section 1. FINDINGS. The legislature finds that

(1) the orderly development of state resources 1is
being unnecessarily delayed by the length of time required
to obtain permits from state agencies, by the complexity
of the permitting process, and by the number of agencies
involved in the permitting process;

(2, the uncertainties created by the lack of
specific time limits, the proliferation of agency reviews,
the nujiber of agencies involved in the permit process,
and unjustified agency requiremen.s upon the processing
of permit applications have cost Alaskans millions of
dollars in lost employment and higher prices;

3) the public interest has not been adv,jj”ced by
protracted delay in the processing of permit ap”l.”cat;,gps
by state agencies; -

4 by requiring state agencies to process jijy.rjn:>t
applications in an expeditious manner within 3 r&ﬂjpnablﬂ
period of time, the state will promote the socialj
economic and environmental health and well-being of
.wS citizens

= Section 2 AS 44.62 is amended by adding new sect”opa

to read



ARTICLE 9. ISSUANCE OF PERMITS

Sec. 44.62.632. TIMJ LIMIT ON THE PROCESSING OF PERMITS.

(a) Upon receipt of a permit application or receipt of a
federal agency request for state review of an application for
a federal permit; the responsible state agency shall 1issue
a final decision granting, denying or reasonably conditioning
the issuance of the permit, or issue a final response to the
federal agency®"s request for state review, within the following
time periods, unless the applicant and the agency mutually

agree to a different period of time:
(1) any time period specifically required by an Alaska
statute;
(2) days where a public notice, public hearing, or
comment period is specifically required by an Alaska
Statute in connection with the permit application;
3) 30 days where neither (l) nor (2) apply.
(b) The final decision on a permit application under
() of this section shall set out the following ir*frmation:
Cl) conclusions of the agency which support its
decision concerning the permit application, inching"®
factual basis and statutory authority for any concjij tippy

or stipulations to which the permit is subject]j* agtj;
(2) the final disposition of the permit appUp’\t-OH
by the agency.

>



Ic) The final decision under (a) of this section must
bear a fair and substantial relation to the object of the
legislation under which the agency is empowered to act.

(d) A permit applied for under (@) of this section

(1) may not be denied because of the lack of .any
other permit; and
(2) may not be conditioned upon the acquisition

of any other permit. -

(¢) A permit application which has not received a
final decision by the responsible state agency within the
time period specified in (a) of this section ij- approved as
submitted. The permit is presumed to have been issued 01
the last day of which the state agency could have announced
a final decision in accordance with (a) of this section.

Sec. 44.62.634. DEFECTIVE APPLICATION; NOTICE TO APPLICANT.

(a) If an agency receives a permit application requesting

a permit which the agency believes it does not have authority

to issue, or which it believes is unnecessary, it |Jijpll "
notify the applicant within 10 days of 1its receipt gq£ phe
application. A notice given under this subsection is the
agency decision. , & ) ‘

(b) If an agency receives a permit application WIKi).
it believes does not contain sufficient information
the location and nature of the project to allow the agency

to determine compliance of the project with state law, it



shall notify the applicant within 10 cays of "its receipt

of the application. The notice must specify all information
which the agency requires to detcrm.i”e compliance of the
project with state law.

Sec. 44.62.7635". REVIEW BY THE COMMISSIONER. An agency"s
final decision issued pursuant to AS 44.62.632 may be reviewed
by the commissioner of the 1issuing agency at the request of
the applicant. The request must be filed with the commissioner
within thirty (30) days of the applicant®s receipt of the
decision. The commissioner._shall issue a decision within
ten (10) days of the department®s receipt of the request,
unless the applicant has requested a hearing de novo, in which
case such hearing shall be h>ir. within thirty (30) days of
the department®"s receipt of the request, and the commissioner®s
decision shall be rendered within thirty (30) days of the
conclusion of the hearing. Unless the agency decision 1s
confirmed in its entirety, the commissioner shall issue *
written decision setting forth his findings and coii jlusions
in full. . I e -

"SecT44.62.636. REVIEW BY THE SUPERIOR COURT,

() Judicial review by the superior court of 3
decision issued by a state agency pursuant to AS 4t.62j.G33
or 44.62.634 or of a decision of the commissioner isft”q$
pursuant to AS 44.62.635, may be had by filing a notice of
appeal in the superior court in accordance with the appl.ig”jQ

rules of appellate procedure. The right to appeal 1is rjpfc

_4-



affected by the failure to seek reconsideration or Tfurther
review pursuant to AS 44.62.635. The review shall be governed
by the provisions of AS 44.62.560(b) - (e) and AS 44.62.570.
(b) On an appeal by the applicant to the superior court,
the agency which issued the final decision has the burden of
proving that the decision 1is in accordance with AS 44.62.632
and 44.62.634.
(c) An appeal taken under this section has preference
on the calendar of civil actions before the court and shall
be decided without unnecessary delay.
*.5ec. 3. AS 44.62.640 is amended by adding a new
re:. ﬁ. e O:F - r -
subsection to read:
(©) In AS 44.62.632 - 44.62.636,
(1) "permit application” includes the following
documents:
(A) a document requesting the issuance of
a. permit which contains sufficient information con—
cerning the location and nature of a project to allow
az- .. V1 S
the state agency to which it is directed to dete/piijic
compliance of the project with state law,
(B) a document, submitted to a state “jeppy
by a governmental entity, which solicits co*je”s y
connection with a permit being processed by “ha

governmental entity;



(2) "date of receipt” means the date on which an
agency actually receives an application requesting issuance
of a permit;

3) "disposition" means the grant, denial or
conditional grant of a permit;

(¢)) "permit" means a permit, license, certification,
consistency determination, comments on pending permit
applications before other governmental entities (including
environmental 1impact statement comments), plan revieM,
or other authorization or approval issued as a written
document which 1is required to be obtained or 1is solicited
from a state agency before the construction or operation
of a project; the term does not include conveyances of
interests in state land or water, but does include £11
authorizations and approvals, whether proprietary or
regulatory, necessary to undertake a project under a
previously conveyed property interest; the teﬁ{also does
not include the provision of financial assist”pce;

(5) "project" means a new activity or expulsion
or addition to an existing activity, Tfor-which p«,irmifs
are required before construction or operation? thj] -JjiFfi
does not include pursuing a trade or profession, EltpYjfl.iji-

public health service, or operating a financial inst?i;gp]-c



(.6) "state agency" means a state department,
.commission, board or other agency of the state; for the
purposes of AS 44,62.632 - 44.62.636, "state agency" also
means a local or regional air pollution control authority

established under AS 46.03.210, and a coastal resource

. district and a coastal resource service board established

*

-with

under AS 46.40.010 - 46.40.210.
Sec. 4. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance

"AS 01.10. 070 (c) -



t



FURTHER: Finance

1/21/81

Mr. President:

The Committee on RESOURCES has had SB 103

making a special appropriation to the Legislative Council for a salmon quality
control education program

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[/.] d° pass [ ] do not pass
[ 1] do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ ] same title
[ 1] replace with CS for [ 1 new title
and recommends
[ ] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note

[ ] reports it back without recommendation

[ ] referred to the Commi ttee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

_/ >> d’ oo -
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



JUNEAU,

ALASKA

TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairman Senate Res—
ources Committee

FROM: Senate Resources Subcommittee on Fisheries

REF: SB 103 "An Act making a special appropriation for
a salmon quality control education program"”

The subcommittee has taken testimony and reports SB 103
back to the committee as a whole with the following rec-
omendations.

Members o Recomenaation
Senator Mulcahy

Senator Eliaron /i /1

Senator Gilman
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ALASKA RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES

February 11, 1981°

Senate Resources Subcommittee on Fisheries Meeting

The meeting was called to order at 3:04 PM by Chairman
Mulcahy. Present were Senator Gilman and Senator Elia-
son. Senator Fahrenkamp monitored while SB 140, 141
were being considered.

Before the bills were considered, Mark Hutton, John Doyle,
anc\ Don Rosenberg from the University of Alaska briefly
summarized the plan for the improvement of fisheries and
fishery related marine affiars programs. Mark Hutton gave
the testimory. Mr. Hutton passed brochures and studies

of the program to the subcommittee, and briefly explained
the ten month study.

Senator Gilman asked where the program fit in with the
Institute of Marine Science. Mr. Hutton said the new pro—
gram was parallel with the present Institute of Marine
Science 1in most programs.

First on the agenda were SB 140, and SB 141 "An Act est-—
ablishing a fishery product revolving loan fund"™, and
"An Act making a special appropriation to the loan fund".

Chairman Mulcahy stated that because Commissioner Williams
of the Department of Revenue was out of town, the bills
would be held over.

Roger Painter of United Fisherman®s Association (tape read-—
ing 290) was the first to testify. He said that fishermen
were highly in favor of this bill. He was very qlad to

see it come along. He had only one concern with the bill.
He said that while i1t would be desirable to not loan money
to Japanese controlled companies, he didn"t want to stop

the bill if it is impossible to differentiate between
companies.

Chairman Mulcahy said he had had th .t concern expressed
to him from several sectors.

The next person to testify was Rick Lauber of Pacific
Seafood Processors Association (tape reading 435). He
said he was in favor of this Dbill, and felt it was good.
He said that it would benefit processors, Tfishermen, and
workers. Mr. Lauber said that it will not be low-cost



age two
Senate Resources Subcommittee on Fisheries Meeting
February 11, 1981

money to subsidize the industry, but the availability of
money would help greatly.

Chip Thoma, from the audience, asked what the definition
of facilities was. Did it mean shore-based processors only

Next on the agenda wa tape reading 580).

John P. Doyle, of the University of Alaska testified in
favor of SB 103. He felt that while the quality of Alaska
salmon is good, this program would make it even better.

He said that the initial effort was in the Prince Willianm
Sound, but that it would go statewide, and effect all
phases of the fishing industry eventually.

SB 103 was moved with individual recommendations. a

Chairman Mulcahy said SB 111 would be considered at a
later date.

The meeting was adjourned by Chairman Mulcahy at 3:36 PM
(tape reading 636).
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REQUEST
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Requested by_ Date 3-4-aT

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected ., Lofllelntlve Affnlra ARency

Program Category Affected. Central Covernnenc

URU, Program, or Subprognm(s) AlfcctcU Lcr.lalntlve Cornell

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate lirvvittm amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

FYy 01 FY 02 FY 83 ' FY 84 FY 85 FYB6
PERSONAL SERVICES
COMMO1)1TIIiS
EQUIPMENT
LAND A SI KUCTURES
_ GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
-0- -0- -0- -0-
m-0- m L -r- -n -0-

rrffffffSr f fTTli
OTIIFP. fSnecifv Fund Source)

BSHKES

FUI t TIME
I'AKT 1IMF
ILMILIRAHY e

n

v,

ANALYSIS (See Hisenl Note Preparation Instn ctlons, Section II1)

Contractual ari'angeacnt with Univernlty of Alauka or other uubjcct. to
Leglnla;lvo Council approval upon rncowiondatlon of Sooator Kerttula
(education auhcoenlttoa, etc.).

IMTU ,, FUILIPAHUL) v ip e g«rB. nif°ct __
ACIINCY Ldjilnllyj:JLU U tt.Aw ;iicx.
PHONE W -3B30



April 3, 1981 No. 28

FISCAL NOTE

REQUIIST

BiU/Rcwluluin No. CS Senate BI1', IS (Finance-)

Title An Act r-rpyrrilno special -in for Special Iducallon crnorses durlnn sur-v.'r
Requeued hv  Senate finance Date  3/27/01 ~

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Ueoartfffnt of Education____ __ __ _

Program Category AUeeicd Honentarv and Secondary tdncatlon

BRU. Program, or Subprogram(s) Afleeted loundailon Support Loryoi.onts Special (due.

(Note: If more thin one budget component it allccled, tepatalc hncdlcm stttounti and funding lor c.iclt
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Tltousinds of Dollars)
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300 CONTRACTUAL ... -
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M. ANALYSIS (See Flical Note rrepatallon Intttuellons, Section I11)

FY 01 Special education $23,476.4 X 251
Foundation * 123,476.4 - 16,000.1 X 331 * $1,936.0

FY 01 percentage of
total special education
population covered Oy
bill - 251
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e COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE

FURTHER: Finance

Date:

Mr. President:

The Committee on RESOURCES has had SB 111

fishing and hunting license fees and fishing permits

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

i Xi do pass [ ] do not pass

[ ] do pass with attached amendments(

[ ] same title
[ ] replace with CS for [ ] new title

and recommends

( 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ ] New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGN INC MEMBERS HAVING
DO TmSS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
AL, T " LmaA.
r & A
; w ct/
{ r !

) . mitf/ij.af/"il /" |l
J ' CHAIRMAN/



BETTYE FAHRENKAMP. CHAIRMAN
Vic FISCHER. Vice-Chairman

POUCH V
STATE CAPITOL

BRAD BRADLEY JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

DICK ELIASON

DON GILMAN

BOB MULCAHY

ARLISS STURGULEW SKI

(Emtmnttes mi ~srmrces

April 20, 1981 Beltz Room
3:00 p.m. 211 - Capitol

MEMBERS PRESENT

Senator Fahrenkamp
Senator Mulcahy
Senator Fi scher
Senator Sturgulewski
Senator Gilman
Senator Eliason

HEARING:
CSHB 237 An Act amending the Alaska Agricultural Loan Act.

SB 49 An Act relating to limited entry to commercial
fisheries.

SB 397 An Act establishing a Fishery Industrial Technology
Center as part of the University of Alaska

CSSSSB 111 An Act relating to fishing, hunting and trapp ing
license fees and fishing permits.

Senator Mulcahy, stated that SB 49 is an administr*. ion bill
that was requested by the Limited Entry Commission. The
Commission has asked that the time period in which a permit
has to be used prior to the Commission initiating revocation
proceedings be increased from 2 to 4 years.

Senator Mulcahy put forth the motion to move SB 49 with
individual ecommendations.

Senator Mulcahy, stated that SB 397 is the result of the

recommendation by the University of Alaska. The University
has been examining technological aspects of the fishing
industry.

Senator Mulcahy put forth the motion to move SB 397 with
individual recommendations.

(907) 465-3834
(907) 465-3635



The motion was made to hold CSHB 237 and CSSSSB 111 wuntil
the Committee's April 22, 1981 meeting.

The Committee adjourned at 3:30 p.m.



BETTYE FAHRENKAMP, chairman
VIC FISCHER. Vice-chairman
BRAD BRADLEY

DICK ELIASON

DON GILMAN

BOB MULCAHY

ARLISS STURGULEWSKI

(Imramttes an "ReSOUrces

POUCH V

STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 998t |
(907) 465-3834

(907) 463-3833

April 22, 1981 Be 1tz Room
1:30 p.m. 211 - Capitol

MEMBERS PRESENT

Senator Fahrenkamp

Senator Eliason

Senator SturgulewsKki

Senator Mulcahy

Senator Gilman
HEARING:
CSHB 64 An Act relating to the Alaska Energy Center
CSSSSB 111 An Act relating to fishing and hunting license

fees and fishing permits.
SCS CSHB 237 An Act amending the Alaska Agricultural Loan
Act.

Rod Pegues, Assistant Attorney General, stated that HE» 64
amends the statute to remove some technical and constitutional
prob lems.
Senator Sturgulewski put forth the motion to move CSHB 64
with individual recommendations.
Senator Eliason, stated that the purpose of CSSSSB 111 is to
repeal the salmon stamp program and increase non-resident
fishing fees.
Senator Mulcahy put forth the motion to move CSSSSB 111 with
individual recommendations.
Bob Palmer, Coordinator, Special Project, Office of the
Governor, discussed the purpose of CSHB 237. First, it
raises the interest rate from 6% to 8b on Toans for farm
development, irrigation systems and;:farm product processing,
and, secondly raises the revolving loan fund ceiling from
$20 million to $75 million.



Senator Kerttula, stated that he supports CSHB 237.

Senator Mulcahy put forth the motion to move SCS CSHB 237
with individual recommendations.

The Committee adjourned at 2:15 p.m.



Nzxizde
JUNEAL. ALASKA RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES

April 15, 1981

TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

FROM: Senate Resources Subcommittee on Fisheries

SUBJ: SSSB 111 "An Act relating to fishing and hunting lic -
ense foes and fishing permits.’

The subcommittee has taken testimony and replaced SSSB

111 with CSSSSB 111 and reports CSSSSB 111 back to the
committee as a whole with the following recommendations,

Members Recommendation

Senator Mulcahy

Senator Eliason”



JUNEAU, alabka RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES

April 15, 1981
Senate Resources Subcommittee on Fisheri eTliTg™NUJj]
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Mulcahy at N

3:.03 PM All members of the committee were present.

First on the agenda was SB 49 "An Act relating to Limited
Entry".

Commissioner John Williams, of the Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission, testified on SB 49. Commissioner Wil-
eliams explained the bill to the committee.

SB 49 was moved with individual recommendations.

Next on the agenda was SB 397 "An Act creating a Fishery
Industrial Center".

Don Rosenberg, Director of the Office of Fisheries and
Alaska Sea Grant for the University of Alaska, testifies
on SB 397. Mr. Rosenberg explained the bill, and the
method in which the program would be set up.

SB 397 was moved with individual recommendations.

Next on the agenda was SSSB 111 "An Act relating to fishing
hunting, trapping license fees".

Senator Eliason briefly explained SSSB 111.

Louis Bandirola, Deputy Director of the Division of Sport
Fish of the Department of Fish and Game, testifies on
SSSB 111.

SSSB 111 was moved with individual recommendations.

The meeting was adjourned by Chairman Mulcahy at 4:05 PM



juncau, alaska RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES
Cc

Summary SSSB 111

This bill repeals the requirement that a special permit
be obtained to take king salmon and steelheads when sport
fishing. < To make up for the loss, of revenue this would
entail, the price.of resident sport fishing licenses will
be raised by two dollars, and the price of non-resident

licenses will be raised by six dollars.
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5 16.05.260 Fish and Game § 16.05.340

anana 3| o uo ofcarl to kllled—

gaaonable baala or Board of Q/8

Sec. 16.05.260. Advisory committees.

ff%IEEd In State png Zﬁ&j’ Vei %

Sec. 16.05.290. Compensation ofboard members. Each member
ofa board is entitled to travel expenses and $150 per diem for each day
going to and from and for each day in actual attendance at board
meetings. For other meetings or conferences authorized by a board a
member shall receive $100 per day. (8 8 art | ch 94 SLA 1959; am § 6
ch 206 SLA 1975; am § 1 ch 81 SLA 1980)

f ect% mendm nt substltuted SEnience tgr(? g thﬁ presertl)tgseﬁ
];ﬁe dﬁ mE]utegggenmgo A $10

s sn ence s present seco... f.nct
e presen flrs

i

e end 0

Article 3. Licensing of Sport Fishing and Hunting.

Soctiqn Section
cens? d tag fees 400, Persons >iempt from  license
Pne‘% requiremen
er lications

Sec. 16.05.340. License and tag fees, (a) Fees for licenses and tags
are as follows:

(1) Resident sport fishing license . $10
However, the fee is 25 cents for a resident /ho is blind.

(2) Resident hunting lHCENSE ..ccccveieiere e 12

(3) (A) Resident hunting and trapping license.......cccceeennee. 15

(B) Resident trapping liCENSE ...ooveveieii i 3

(4) Resident hunting and sport fishing license........cccoeueee. 22

(5) Resident hunting, trapping, and sport fishing license ... 25

However, the fee is 25 cents for the head ofa family or a dependent
member of his family or one solely dependent upon himself for
support upon proof presented by the applicant that the applicant

(A) is obtaining or nas obtained assistance during the preceding
six months under any state or federal welfare program to aid the
indigent, or

(B) has an annual family gross income of less than $5,600 for
the year piecedirg application.

(6) Visitor's Bpjcial sport fishing license — valid for tho perioa
inscribed on the license
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§ 16.05 340 - Alaska Statutes Supplement § 16.05.340

(A) For 10-day liCENSE  .cvveerieiieeeee e, $15
(B) FOr one-day liCENSE . .cooiiiicire s 5
(7) Nonresident sport fishing liCENSe......ccccvvvvevivvivcierien, 30
(8 Nonresident hunting licenSe. .o 60
(9) Nonresident hunting and 6port fishing license....... 90

A nonresident may not take a big game animal without previously
purchasing a numbered, nontransferable, appropriate tag, issued to
him as provided in (16) ofthis subsection. The tag shall be affixed to the
animal immediately upon capture and shall remain affixed until the
animal is prepared for storage, consumed, or exported. A tag issued but
not used for an animal may be used to satisfy thetagging requirement
for any other animal of the specieB named for which the tag fee is of
equal or less value.

(10) Nonresident hunting and trapping license.......c.ccccoceeeenen. 200

(11) Repealed by § 2 ch 32 SLA 1968.

(12) Repealed by 8§ 2 ch 32 SLA 1968.

(13) Fur dealers:

(A) Resident fur dealer liCENSe ....ccccoevveveereieciceece 50
(B) Nonresident fur dealer license ........ccocoeviiiiininiicsiee 200
(14) Taxidermists:

(A) Resident taxidermy license................ 75
(B) Nonresident taxidermy liCENSEe .....cccoriiiiiieni i 200
(15) Fish, fur or game farming liCense......c.ccooeoniveincscnne. 100
(16) Nonresident big game tags:

(A) Bear, black, 8aCh ..o 100
(B) [deleted]

(C) Bear, brown or grizzly, each .......cccooviiiiiiiee e 250
(D) Bear, polar, eaCh ..o, ® s 250
(G) BiSON, BACK .o 250
(F) Caribou, €aCh ..o 200
(G) Deer, each ...cccooeeeiiiiiiieee 35
(H) EIK, €ACH i 125
(I) Goat, ACK .. 125
(J) MO0O0SE, €ACH oo 200
(K) Sheep, aCh .o s . 250
(L) Walrus, acCh ..cccoeeeveiiiieee e L 250
(M) WOIT, @aCH oo 50
(N) WOoIVering, €acCh ...c.covoeeececeee e 50
(O) Musk 0Xen, €aCN ..o 1,000

(17) Repealed by 8§ 2 ch 32 SLA 1968.

(18) Resident big game tags:

(A) Bear, brown or grizzly, each ......ccccccooviviieieiiesiiieieieins 25

(B) MUSK OXEN, BACN ..o 500
However, the Board of Game may by regulation reduce or eliminate the
fee for a resident big game tag for musk oxen for nn open season.
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§ 16.05.345 Fish and Game § 16.05.346

(19) Repealed by § 4 ch 57 SLA 1980.
(20) King salmon (oncorhynchua tshawytscha) and steelhead

trout (Salmo gairdneri) sport fishing perm it....cccccccvevviivneennn, 5

A person who possesses a 25-cent license under (1) or (5) of this
subsection may receive a king salmon and steelhead trout sport fishing
permit without charge. A king salmon and steelhead trout sport fishing
permit is nontransferable and must be signed by the bearer before use.
The permit shall be used in conjunction with an appropriate sport
fishing license. A person exempted from licensing under AS 16.05.400
may obtain a king salmon and steelhead trout sport fishing permit
without charge.

(b) The commissioner of fish and game may issue without cost
a permit to collect fish and game, including fur animals, subject to
the limitations and provisions he considers appropriate, for
scientific, propagative, or educational purpose. In addition, the
commissioner may issue a permit for (1) the collecting of wild fur
animals for fur farming, or (2) the recapturing of fur animals that
have escaped from fur farms. The annual fee for a permit for
collecting fur animals for fur farming purposes is $100.
(am 88 1, 2ch 73 SLA 1979; am § 2 ch 19 SLA 1980; am 88 1, 2,
4 ch 57 SLA 1980; am 88 16, 17 ch 94 SLA 1980)

amen ment* prn mph (n)(18), substituted. a, colon for
a ﬁlué %qm |ns pgm nﬂgr %ﬂ%ﬂc 0%5%\ o (i (3
ara ra h paragrap an Datagraphs %é) (Z
e Pt % el afﬁfer "r‘]”i'é} "
"Sﬂermlt rg uw W?( at on Pa p&?%%%“ ent tran err
QWIN ho,forme ?st sentenqﬁ sups @bj

e paragrap |n u Pagction o)tho end of pimgrnp
ol aﬁﬁgggg A el R

Sec. 16.05.345. Musk oxen.
Repealed by § 4 ch 57 SLA 1980.

Sl My B ORS
y

40t Ch. 1 ercw oro atutes an denve fromb 1ch 205
f‘”}'}; th }Na{sm{) 8 ['S nato ) eﬁ% section

See. 16.05.346. Permit applications. (a) If the Board of Game
declares an open season for muRk oxen nnd has not reduced or
eliminated the $500 resident tag fee under AS 16.05.340(a)(18), the
department shall conduct a drawing for permits to take the musk oxen.
If tho Board of Game declares an open season for inusk oxen for which

233



HSCAT NOTE .,

WGSMUIIO&N%e |at |nOr SpopssolrnSUbI-SItulrttltJltne“" L%trt %Bra11 W MSe FOES
Requested bv  Senate q%esources ! ! a ate

" Fl%%ALA[Rt%ngd Pepartment of Fish and Game
ora Cate or Aecte Na%tuected Resource M?]nagement

[ ort

Note I? ore t?tan orE %%tiq {gom onent |sa1%cted separatelmc -item amounts and funding for each
component In the analysis section.)

'EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

Fy 81l FY 02 FY8 FY84  FY .05  FYss-

TOTAL e N L 0

REVEN
tRLFN[IWE (Thousands of Do! lars)

PENERAL FURDS
AR 123 123 2.3 123 123

W v v e e

. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section Hiy
Sec Attached.

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80



CSSSSB 111

Section I11; Analysis

Based on 1980 figures for license sales, each section of the bill has been
costed |nd|V|du lly.

Section 1. increases », $2.00 the cost of resident sport fishing license.
52,06 % b 2,@33} icenses  s155 BER 0 " !

Section 2. mcreas v $2. ?0 the resident hunting and sport fishing license.
$2.00 X 29 711 licenses ~ $59,422.00 °

Section 3: rease by $2.00 the resident hunting, trapping and sport fishing

NC
W% 0,053 licenses # $19,906.00

Section 4; mcrease by 600 the nonresident s ort fishing license
note no re5| é 6 POW be stimu ated to b two 10 day licenses
% 8r } cense
X 14,114 licenses *» $85 044.00

Section 5: reSp&,)ag< 7§4>29an}1<62g Szz % 7%g.saelhead stamp.

In reviewing the draft Ie? ?Iatlon it aRBears that a section, has been omitted,

Licreyuing the nonresident fishin nting license consistent with Section
ﬁ % een agge here for the ke of cfar?

Section X: mcrease by $6.00 the cg t_of nonresident fishing and hunting licen
X 953 licenses - $5,718. 00

Summary
ection $165,
R
ection ,
Sub-Total $330,240 $330,240
RN $323400 6,570
Section X $5,718

TOTAL $12,288 $12,288



OFFICE OF THE*GOVERNOR

BILL ANALYSIS
Department Sponaar (anm') 9 Nurber
Fish and Game Eliason and Ray SSSB 111
Departrrent Patltlon
Support with Amendments
/7? [ /-/
(¢ ] GOVERNCRS OFHr : LBE
Commantt: /
Oda
O Poiltlon Noted i
1 &) Related BIP*(Smilar or Conflicting 1 b) Other Agenclet Affected by Bill
None Revenue - Fish and Game Licensing
2. @) Qrgpnizational Support for Bl 2. b) Qgpnizational Qppoaftionto Bill
Unknown Unknown - see comments received
for SB 111
3. Program Effecti of Bill

No major affects are expected to the Sport Fish programs, as the loss of
revenue due to the repeal of the king salmon/steelhead permit will be
essentially balanced by the increase in proposed fees.

4. Hacat Inrpect: O Nora £3 Hacal Nota Attached
S Amendmenta Propoied:

See attached

6. Commantt:

See attached

01-0C9IRev. B/BO)



TABLE 1. BASED ON 1980 CALENDER YEAR SPORT FISH LICENSE SALES

Effect of SSSB-111 Effect of
Sport Fish Number of Increase (Decrease) Proposed Amend



divrv-7nM-iv otaip ot AraskKa

10: Don W Collinsworth DATE March 31, 1981
Deputy Commissioner
Resource Management ALE NO

THEPHONE NO 465-4180

from: Rupert E. Andrcwi SUBJECT: SSSB-111
Director
Division of Sport Fish
Department of Fish and Game

This bill provides for the repeal of t’” five dollar king salmon/ steelhead
permit for a net loss of program revenue of $307,024 based on 1980 sales.
The bill also provides for an offsetting fee increrse in three sport
fishing license classes out of the seven existing classes. The license
fee increases will provide an estimated net revenue of $321,231, resulting
in a net gain of approximately $14,20" to the Fish and Game Fund.

Due to the public confusion resulting in the mid-season change in permit
requirements last year, not all anglers were aware of the need for the
special permit. Consequently, this first year sale of permits may have
been substantially lower than they should have been.

By not addressing all the sport fishing license classes in the fee changes,
a nonresident now receives a better bargan by purchasing several short-term
licenses than those who purchase a season license. Though the resident
and nonresident season license holders are picking up the added cost for
loss of revenue through repeal of the king salmon/steelhead permit, the
short-term nonresident who fishes as hard or harder on these stocks is

not picking up any of the costs.

The following amendments are recommended which would provide for a consistency
in license fees and provide some additional revenue to the Fish and Game
Fund. The incongruous aspect of this bill is the added increase in a tax
on only one user group during a period when the State is looking for ways
to return money to its citizens. Sport fishermen lave been asked to pay
for their programs (activities of tho Sport Fish Division) through ever
increasing license fees, even when a good part of their fees provide
premium benefits to the general public and the various communities. It
should lie noted that even with the proposed amendments, the increased
revenues will not buy any increase services and programs due to continuing
inflation.

Suggested amendments to SSSB-111 by adding the following:
16.05.340(a)

(5) Resident hunting, trapping and sport fishing
license 27 [25]

(6) Visitors special sport fishing license -
valid for the period inscribed on the license (M-HP

£ (ft1?7H E u -
J

02-00 1A(Knv.l1 0//'))

, tvepartMENT oF Fiui AK3 Giy;



(A) for 5 [10]-day license 20 [15]
(B) for one-day license 10 [5]

(9) Nonresident hunting and sport fishing
license 96 [90]

Table 1 shows the net effect of £ SB-111 and proposed amendments based on
1980 calendar year sales.

Provide for an effective date of January 1, 1982 to avoid mid-season
confusion of fee changes.

cc: Mary Jablonski
Phil Wall - Revenue



"CISLATURE OF THE STATE OF" " ASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

JIICAL-MLTL

Eﬁ]?ﬂesmutA " No.  SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SB 111

ct refating to fishing and hunting license fpps and fishinn
Requested / / Y Pps ot ke 04 {oR™

I ibié%cA%:A[?%cte part ent of ‘:ISh and Gaye
ram Cateeorv A ecte IUF desogrce Mana}geme t -
8 i ecte oort FI -

[
Note I? Ot. t%an orﬁ %%c? eE omponent is atfected, separatellne |tom7.rmoomranm‘onomg for each
compon. nt I the andlysis sect |on5I

EXPENDITURE | (Thousands of Dollars)
FY8l FY8  FY83 FY84 FT 85  .FYss

REVENUE
rcumrwo;  (Thousands of Dollars)

PEDEAL POl

OT ER Snem v Fund Source)
FISH A\D GAVE FND -0- -0~ (13.3). (13.3)  (13.3) (13.3)

POSITIONS

EngfﬂME 0 0 0 -0 ‘0- -

PORARY

Il ANALYSIS (See Flscal Note Preparation Instructions, S.ction I11)

Each sectlon th b||| has been priced qut below using 1980 figur

ection L x8 934 YESIS ent llgenses8 J $Ig6 §§g

ection % %x 29,11 res] ené |cense30 g A

ection x 14,174 nonresl gnt 1CeNnsess P4

Section 4. $5 x 64,734 Steelnead and King Salmon stamps0 (323,670

TOTAL $ (13,336

TOTAL STRAIGHT LINED for remainder of years.

V. DATE  March 24, 1981 russell 11/
'%EPNACR(ED BY "Department of FTsh and~Gai'm"

Orlglnal Le |sIat|ve Flnance PH — 47"6-4120

et and ement
Pr| e Sponsor ?E st Legislator Named

33-001 (Rev. 12/80



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

BILL ANALYSIS
Chpartment ior (Princi Bill Numbir
Fish and Game Sponior (Principe) Eliasoa and Ray SE 111
Capartment Poi'.tion
Oppose
3ivii.cn ca*
( 1jfto Rupert E. Andrews 2/9/81
GOVERNORS OFHICE UsE
Comment™:
B/ jott*
C Petition Noted
1 * Releteo BilP* (Similar or Conflicting 1 b) Other Agreie* Affected bv Bl
None None
2. 3 Organizational £ oport for Bl 2 b) Organizatioral Oppotition to Bill
Izaak n'alton League
Unknown Alaska Sport Fishing Association
Alaska Sportsmen Council
3. Program Effect, of Bl

Repeal of the king salmon/steelhead stamp *111 reduce the meeevenue to the Fish and Game
Fund for sport fish use by at least 83Cd,0CO/year for the £ xst year or two and some-
what greater thereafter. Loss of this revenue will require "her funding sources to

maintain needed data collection programs concerned with king t Iraon and steelhead trout
in Southcentral and Southeast.

4. Htcal Impact: Q Nom Fscal Nota Attached
5 Amondmenti Propoiad.
Option 1. Inc/ease general sport fishing license by 85.00

Option 2. Create a conservation fund similar to the permanent fund for Fish and Game
operating costs.

C.Ccempiinii:
This fee increase originally was due to the requests from Cook Inlet anglers for new
ar.d expanded research projects directed specifically at king salmon and steelhead

eventually to gain knowledge and allow expanded or continued angling opportunities fcr

these species. Funds accrued are currently being spent on Anchorage projects in Cock
Ir.let and also in the Taku River watershed near Juneau.

0i-C2.-&W. &80)



Introduced: 1/28/81
Referred: Resources and

Finance
1 IN THE SENATE BY ELIASON AND ?7AY
2 SENATE BILL NO. 111
3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
4 TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
5 A BILL
6 For an Act entitled: "An Act repealing the requirement that sport fishermen
7 obtain a permit to take king salmon and steelhead.”

8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
9 * Section 1. AS 16.05.340(a)(20) is repealed.
10
n
2
13
L
15
16
17
18
19
2
2
2
23
2
2
2
2
28

29
-1- SB 111



Hunting and Trapping License and Related Revenues - Calendar Tear 1980

Source Net Revenues
Resident License Fees $ 781,627
Resident Big Game Tag Fees 94,991
Prorated Resident Portion of

Permit Fees (89%) 141,639
Prorated Resident Portion of

Guide Fees (5%) 361

Total Estim<ted Resident Contributed $1,018,618

Nonresident License Fees $ 342,487
Nonresident Big Game Tag Fees 1,195,565
Prorated Nonresident Portion

of Permit Fees (11%) 17,506
Prorated Nonresident Portion

of Guide Fees (95%) 6,859
Total Estimated Nonresident

Contribution $1,562,~17
Total Revenues $2,581,035
No. of Residents licensed _o hunt - 74,485
No. of Nonresidents licensed to hunt - 7,289

Total no. of Licensed Hunters 81,774

Percentage of Total

30.2
3.7

5.5

60.5

100.0

(o0}
©
o o

100.0



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA-
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE
: EE\QFLQJesoIMoR No

>t eaI|n tns requirement-to—obtain—a King—saimon—ant—steeineac permu

Requested bv Senate Resources committee pdte February- '1" 1951

/Ftlgsency A%cfo‘ J‘ Department of Fish and Game

Program Cate or¥én[)ected N&tural Resoyrce Mn ement .

P(P%a r%% &1 Eg ected noré ame, Habitat 'PTOW

ote: [fmore't ano et.com one t is affected, separate Ting-item amounts and fundingforeach
component In the andlysis section.

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY80  FY#8l FY82  FYg  FYS4 FY 85

o e s t

1l il

Gy - RN S RUCTURES

700 GRANTS. CLAIMS, ETC, |
TOTAL -0- -0~ -0- -0~ e e

REVEN
XXIVXDINTX (Thousands of Dollars)

PEDERAL FODS

OT:II-IS%R gn e%%néoume) 0-  (3285) (3515) @e.) 1(@2.4) (40761
POSITIONS

FULI TIME -0-

PART TIME ° ° ° ° °

TEMPORARY

IIl. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

All FIOU -S based on f t ear Januar 1, 1980 thru December 31, 1980) conservative
704 growt per year. AII gures |nd|cae revenue reductims.

- 5307.024 40 Actual
D iz § é EsttJmate

Base Year

h stimate

g 4§§é 3 stimate

— L —

stimate

Estimate e Progra reductln associat

this re ea ave n?
s i ol ol
Fun na SOUfCG

¥ 0
IV. DATE Februa-.. 5. lgp) g)ggmpg D BY Fss H/

ark
Donar mnt t Firh rnd Ganp
Original: 1 cpislative, Finance 465- 41P0
€C. llydcet i."U Management

Prime Sponsor $F st L

islator Named)
Keith EeeM ?g %

fiice cf the Governor



Resident
1978-129,750

1979-130,458

1980-132,103

Cost of these

SPORT FISHING LICENSES

Non-resident
65,481

72,090

74,699

Total
195,231

202,548

206,802

licenses(net monies paid to Sport Fishing Fund)

1978-$2,108,693

1979-%$2,184,529

1980-$2,249,058

In addition

special

permits for

in 1980, $307,024 was paid by the purchase of
king salmon and steelheads.



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

BILL ANALYSIS
Departient Sporeor (Prinipel) Bill Nurvber
Fish and Game Eliason md Ray CS for SSSB 111
Departrrent Petition
Support with Amendments
Divitlon Director Gohminlorer Dete
Rupert E. Andrews Ronald 0. Skoog
govern6r SOFFICEUSE
Comrenta:
Dete
0 Fuiltion Noted B’/
I SUMVARY
1 8 Related Qlla(Sinilar or Qorflicting 1 b) Other Agandiat Affactad by Ol
None Revenue - Fish and Game Licensing
2.8 Qrgnizationel Support for Ol 2. b) Qranizatiorel Qppoeltimto Bl
Unknown Unknown - See comments received for SB 111
3 Program Effectt of O

No major effects are expected to the S[)ort Fish programs, as the loss of revenue
due to the repeal of the klnq salmon/ateelhead permit will be essentially balanced
by the increase in proposed fees.

4, Hical Inpect: G Nom [3 Hical Nota Attached
S Arondnnmu Propotodt

Please see attached

0 Conmranti:
Please see attached



Comments:

Due to the public confusion resultlnP in the mid-season change in pe/mit
requirements last year, not all anglers were aware of the need for the
special permit. Consequently, this first Kear sale of permits may have
been substantially lower than they should have been.

By not addressing all the sport fishing license classes in the fee changes,
a nonresident now receives a better bargan by purchasing several short-term
licenses than those who purchase a season license. Though the resident
and nonresident season license holders are picking up the added cost for
loss of revenue through repeal of the king salmon/steelhead permit, the
short-term nonresident who fishes as hard or harder on these stocks is

not picking up any of the costs.

The incongruous aspect of this bill is the added increase in a tax

on only one user group during a period when the State is looking for ways
to retdrn money to its citizens. Sport fishermen have been asked to pay
for their programs (activities of the Sport Fish Division) through ever
increasing license fees, even when a good part of their fees provide
premium benefits to the general public and the various communities. It
should be noted that even with the proposed amendments, the increased
revenues will not buy any increase in services and programs due to
continuing inflation.

Suggest amendments to CS for SSSB 111 by adding the following:

16.05.340(a)

(6) Visitors special sport fishing license -
valid Cor the period inscribed on the license

(A) for Ji (10)-day license 20 (15)
(B) for one-day license K) (5)

(J) Nonresident hunting and sport fishing
license 96 (90)

I'roviae for an effective date of January 1, 1982 to avoid mid-season
confusion on fee changes.

cc: Phil Wall - Revenue
Ron I.chr



(1)
(4)
(5)

TABLE 1. BASED 'N

Sport Fish
License Class

Resident Sport
Resident Hunting
Resident Hunting,

Trapping and Sport
Fishing

(6)(A) Visitors 10-Day

Amend to 5-day

(6)(B) Visitors 1-Day

(7)

(9)

(2C)

Total

*

Nonresident sport
fishing

Nonresident hunting
and sport fishing

King salmon and
Steelhead permit

1980 CALENDER YEAR SPORT FISH LICENSE SALES

Number of
Licenses Sold

Effect of CS for SSSB-111
Increase (Decrease)
(Est. Net.)**

88,958 *(2.00)

30,551 *(2.00)

9,953 x (2.00)

35,521 x (5.00)

17,187

x

(5.00)

14,i>4 x (6.00)

953 x (6.00)

64,734 x (5.00)

169,020

58,046

18,910

168,724

81,638

80,791

5,432

(307,C-4)

275,537

Includes nonresident military eligible to purchase resident licenses

ii( Net = license sales x fee (-) vendor commission @ 5%



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE
L REQUEST o
Bill/Resolution No.  CS f°r sssB 111
Title An Act Relating to Fishing, Hunting and Trapping License Fees
Requested bv Senate Resources Date 20 April 1981

Il.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Fish and Game

Proaram Category Affected Natural Resources Management

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected  Sport Fish

(Note: If more than one budqet,component IS aft%
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

TRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL 0- 0- 0- 0- 0-

—

REVENL'E
FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

FISH AND CAVE AUND -0- 275.537 Z75J)337 275r537
POSITIONS

FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 0

PART time:

TEMPORARY

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Population Instructions, Section I1)

IV. DATE 20 April 1931 PREPARED BY Louis S. Bandiro}
o o AGENCY Department 0f Fish and Gare
Original: Leglslatlve Finance PHONE 465-4180
ce: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)

cted, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

FY8G

275 j5.37
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST
B'I?Re lution No. " ** SSSB A .
let‘e '$Rnu /I-\ct relating to %i’lslhin'g—and—rr[m‘nm—ﬂre'n"sr' ' fees—amd fishimg—permits.”

Requesfed bv  Resources Date

FISCAL DETAIL _

Agency Affected Dept, of Fish and Game

Proaram Category Affected

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected

(Note: 1f more than one budqet_component IS affected, separate line-item amounts and funding Tor each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 35 FY 86

FUNDING  (Thousands of Doll;:rs)

EENERAL FUND
EDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Speci FulntljDSource)

f
FISH AND GAME F -0- 29,561 f 29,561 29,561 29,561 29,561

POSITIONS

IME
IME
R

UL
AR
EMPORARY

b—ir—

T
1
0

. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section Il1)

IV. DATE  4/22/81 PREPARED BY Louis S. Bnndivor.
N o AGENCY  Fish and Game

Original: Leglslatlve Finance PHONE 465-4150

cc. Budnct and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/30)



TABLE 1. BASED CH 1980 CALENDER YEAR SPORT FISH LICENSE SALES

Sport Fish Number of
License Class Licenses Sold

Corrected
Effect of CS for SSSB-111
Increase (Decrease)
(Est. Net.)*

(6)(A) Visitors 10-Day
Amend to 5-day 35,521 x (5.00)

(6)(B) Visitors 1-Day 17,187 x (5.00)
(7) Nonresident sport
fishing 14,174 x (6.00)

(9) Nonresident hunting
and sport fishing 953 x (6.00)

(20) King salmon and
Steelhead permit 64,734 x (5.00)

Total

168,724

81,638

80,791

5,432

(307,024)

29,561

* Net m license sales x fee (-) vendor commission t? 5%



"laska JSiate ~gislatur”"

BETTYE FAHRENKAMP, CHAIRMAN PoucH V
VIC FISCHER, VICE-CHAIRMAN STATE CAPITOL
BRAD BRADLEY JUNEAU: ALASKA 99811
DICK ELIASON (907) 463-3834
DON GILMAN (907) 465-3033

BOB MULCARY
ARLISS STURGULEW SKI

(Eonnutttee mt Resources

T0: Senator Eliason

FROM: Senate ResourcesCommittee Staff

DATE: April 21, 1981

RE: Nonresident fishing license fees in Washington,

I[daho and Montana

Per Lou Bandirola, Department of Fish and Game the following
are the nonresident fishing license fees in Washington,
Idaho and Montana: .
ft.A, /=  ft

Washington
Soft*, i/*
7 day license $7.50 e “
: /c?

Steelhead Permit 3.00
Montana
2 day license 4.00
Seasonal nonresident 30.00
ldaho
Presently:
7 day license 10.50
1 day license 4.50
Steelhead Stamp 2,50 0
Salmon Stamp 2.50 z. s U
Effective 1982:

. fd
7 day license 14.50

/. -0



JAYS. HAMMOND. GOVERNOR

IIGPAIR-TMENT OF RKVKNUE

POUCH S
OFFICE OF THE mm SW H E K JSNI:CAU. ALASKA 99811

April 15, 1981

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp

Chairperson N
Senate Resources Committee

Room 211 - Capitol Building

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:
Re: Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. |1l

Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. Ill, an Act relating to fishing

and hunting license fees and fishing permits, was introduced in the Senate
on March 17, 1981 and was referred to the Senate Resources and Finance
Committees.

For the consideration of the Senate Resources Committee, | am enclosing a
copy of a Fiscal Note prepared by Mr. Phil Wall, Director, Administrative
Services Division, Department of Revenue concerning the proposed

legislation.
Sincerely,
R. D. Stevenson-"
Special Assistant
RDS/rdh

cc: The Honorable Don Bennett
The Honorable M E. Dankworth
Co-Chairmen
Senate Finance Committee

Joseph K. Donohue
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue

Phil Wall, Director
Administrative Services Division
Department of Revenue

04-DJLH



Till- LEGISLATURE CP TUP. STATE CP ALASKA
twelfth legislature

Fﬁﬁr[\ﬂ IIc |—rrhrs—t%n-g—&—ﬁ'uﬂhrg—hvm— ro?s—t—ﬁeilﬁm—hnql%&

Il %ﬂ% Revenue

Revenue Collection A tinnaRcnanc

Noe If e then ' [ |'r3ﬁe1nunsardﬁm foreech
( nue wgﬁs aa‘r[r(rne)tlsaffaiajsqmam g

BEPENDITURES  (Thausacs of Ddlar)
] Pral | PY82 PY 1B ['vo4 Fr & .FYS8E
KD JIRDAIIVAS
TRAVEL

<

LANT 1A -
20 fiIKAMISXLAIMSXC,
TOTAL

FUNDNG  (Thousacs of Ddlars)

01U Rt oedifv Fund Soure
__Spuj-riiUmiaitcaimlmtd. -0 1,90

mmm.

run TIVE
TAITIM!
TEVPCRARY

. ANALYSIS (S= Fscd Noe Rgaadtion Instnudtiars, Sadtian 1) oy
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d ﬁn Imulﬁn lii connned an the attached Tribin 1.7 Tire ﬁgure* dmn

ere ot Incnvnacn,
liroro rro o additional mtrtrld rat e cratr.. |f
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\. DATE AttrUiaejm.  PREPAREDRY _ MHER'A Jill
Qigrd, legdrtise [Timiec PHONE _
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,Crp n crp

4 7Jr£ HAVMMOND, BOYERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

OFFICE OF THE COIHtlISSIOHEH \]U EAU, ALASKA %811

April 15, 1981

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp
Chairperson

Senate Resources Committee
Room 211 - Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:
Re: Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 11l

Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. Ill, an Act relating to fishing

and hunting license fees and fishing permits, was introduced in the Senate
on March 17, 1981 and was referred to the Senate Resources and Finance
Committees.

For the consideration of the Senate Resources Committee, | am enclosing a
copy of a Fiscal Note prepared by Mr. Phil Wall, Director, Administrative
Services Division, Department of Revenue concerning the proposed
legislation.

Sincerely,

R. D. Stevensor
Special Assistant

RDS/rdh

cc: The Honorable Don Bennett
The Honorable M E. Dankworth
Co-Chairmen
Senate Finance Committee

Joseph K. Donohue
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue

Phil Wall, Director
Administrative Services Division
Department of Revenue



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TVJELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE
EQUEST
esxlut 0N S3B 111 .
eIatlng to Fishing & Hunting License Fees & Fisimi
Requested bv Eliason Date A/2/81
Il FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Revenue
Program Category Affected Revenue CoTlection & Management

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Administration & Support:
(Note |f more than one bud%et component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in tiie analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 33 FY 84 FY 35  FY 86

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300  CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMEN

600 LAND &STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND .
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specifv Fund Source)
. Sport pish Management Fund . Vs . 156.2 162.5 169.0

POSITIONS

TIME
TIME
ORARY

—AoTm

ULL
ART
EMP

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section L)

The FY 82 increase assumes effective date of January 1, 1982. Details
of the increase is contained on the attached Table 1. The figures shown
are net increases.

There are no additional administrative costs.

IV. DATE  April Lp. 1981 PREPARED BY Philip A. Wall
AGENCY Revenue
PHONE 465-23.13

Original: Leglslatlve Finance
cC: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



Sport Fish
License Class

(1) Resident Sport

(A) Resident Hunting
and Sport Fishing

(5) Resident Hunting,
Tralﬁ)plng and Sport
Fishing

6)(A) Visitors 10-Da
(¢ )(A) Amend to 5-dayy

(6)(B) Visitors 1-day

(7) Nonresident sport
fishing

(9) Nonresident hunting

and sport fishing

(20) King salmon and
Steelhead permit

_Number of
Licenses Sold
95,958

30,551

9,953

35,521

17,187

14,174

953

64,73A

Effect of SSSB-111
Increase (Decrease)

(Est. 7et)

182,320

58,046

80,791

(307,024)

14,207

Effect of
Proposed Amend
(Est. Net)

18,910

168,724

81,638

5,432

274,704

Amend to 5da¥) license an
increase y 5. (_)0 10
cover king salmon fishing
Increase fee by $5.00 to
cove*- King salmon fishing



iginal Sponsor-: Eliason and Ray

IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMIITEE
CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL No. 11l (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL e
For an Act entitled: Mn Act relating to fishing, hunting, and trapping
license fees and fishing permits
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 16.05.34u(a)(1) is amended to read:
(1) Resident sport fishing license /oo $12 [$30]
However, the fee is 25 cents for a resident who is blind.
* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.340(a)(4) 1is amended to read:
4) Resident hunting and sport fishing license... 24 [22]
* Sec. 3. AS 16.05.340(a)(5) 1is amended to read:
(5) Resident hunting, trapping, and sport fishing
T o= 0 27 [25]
However, the fee 1is 25 cents foi the head of a family or a dependent
member of his family or one solely dependent upon himself for support

4

upon proof presented by the applicant"that the applicant

(A is obtaining or has obtained assistance during the
preceding six months under any state or federal welfare program to
aid the indigent, or

(B) has an annual family gross 1income of less than

$5,600 for the year preceding application.
* Sec. 4. AS 16.05..340(a)(7) 1is amended to read:
(7~ Nonresident sport fishing license............... 36 [30]

* Sec. 5. AS 16.05.340(a)(20) 1is repealed.

~1- CSFSSB 111(Res)

TN



WORK DRAFT PAPER WORK DRAFT PAPER WORK- DRAFT PAPER

Guthrie
4/16/8W

Original sponsors: Eliason and Ray

1 IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

2 CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. |1l (Resources)

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

6 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to fishing and hunting license fees

7 and fishing permits; and providing for an effective

8 date."

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

0 * Section | AS 1$.05.340(a)(1) is amended to read: P

il (1) Resident sport fishing liCENSE s $12 ($10]

© However, the fee is 25 cents for a resident who is blind.

B *Sec. 2. AS 16.05.340(a)(4) is amended to read:

u ) Resident hunting and *oort fishinglicense!....... 24221

5 * Sec. 3./AS 16.05.340(a)(7) is amended to read:

0 (7) Nonresident sport fishing lHCENSE i 26 (30]

v * Sec. 4.CAS 16.05.340(a)(9) is amended to read:

(9) Nonresident hunting am' sport fishing license .. 9£[90]

A nonresident may not take a big game animal without previously pur-
chasing a numbered, nontransfcruble, 'appropriate tag, issued to him an
provided in (16) of thin subsection. The tag shall be affixed to the
aniinnl immediately upon capture and shall remain affixed until the
animal is prepared for storage, consumed, or exported. A tag innucd
but not used for an animal may be used to satisfy the tagging require-
ment for any other animal of the species named for which the tag fee is
of equul or less value,

* Sec. 5. AS 16.05.340(a)(20) is repealed.

* Sec. 6. Thin Act takes elrect January 1, 1982,

R B RBRR BB 5

BN B B

1- €SSSS*J 111 (Ren)
L 20A
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ZUniau, . 9927/

Dear Senator Eliason:

Ke, the undersigned, support passage of S3 111 repealing the $5.00
king salr.cn and steelhead trout tax levied on sportsfishermen.

h'e feel the tax to be unfair in that the revenue generated would be
insignificant as a whole, ard that considering the additional law
enforcement required to ensure compliance, and the accounting and

recordkeeping paperwork it would generate, it amounts to nothing
more than a nuisance tax.

Respectfully,

Rame Address

=T <?
/CUyZ"/S"

/H /-, Vhn-11V. 5|||Z f|X, ¢9&3'$

/ "bliijyA

= I'jjjtQy 1(jJiu



0402LH

JAY 5. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

OFFICE OF m  COHWSSWNFR JU EAU ALASKA 99311

April 15, 1981

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp
Chairperson

Senate Resources Committee
Room 211 - Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:
Re: Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill N. Il

Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. Ill, an Act relating to fishing
and hunting license fees and fishing permits, was introduced in the Senate
on March 17, 1981 and was referred to the Senate Resources and Finance
Committees.

For the consideration of the Senate Resources Committee, | am enclosing a
copy of a Fiscal Note prepared by Mr. Phil Wall, Director, Administrative
Services Division, Department of Revenue concerning the proposed
legislation.

Sincerely,

R. D. Stevensorr'”™
Special Assistant

RDS/rdh

cc: The Honorable Don Bennett
The Honorable M E. Dankworth
Co-Chairmen
Senate Finance Committee

Joseph K. Donohue
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue

Phil Wall, Director
Administrative Services Division
Department of Revenue



