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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

-ASCAL. NOTE
REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. S.B. 189

Title Trails. Waterways, and Campsites System and Local Assistance Progra
Requested bv Sen. Vic Fischer Date 4/21/81

ll.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Al'fccled Natural Resources - Parks
Program Category Affected Parks b Recreation
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Park O perations
(Note: 1f more than one bud%et component is affected, separate h.ie-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 .FY 86

100 . PERSONAL SERVICES 39.8 43.8 48.2

200 TRAVEL 3.6 4.0 4.4

300 CONTRACTUAL 3.1 3.4 3.R

400 COMMODITIES LT T 0.6 0.6

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

.700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC, 6,104 .0 6,714.4 7,385.8

6,151.0 6,766.2 7,442.8

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dolla.s)

6,151.0 6,766.2 7,442.8
GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
1.0 1.0 1.0
FIILL. TIME
PART TIME.

TEMPORARY

[l ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructipns, Section |1} . - .
Ino 308 ?hrough 4Bbpcosts are Por a %ul’-}lme position to work v/ith

municipal governments and State agencies in developing the system plan
and the agreements necessary to implement the system plan.

The .line 700 monies are for the assistance program to local communi-
ties. A base figure is $3,052.0, based upon the mid-level mandatory
fundmg identified in AU41,20.355-375, the past five-year average
8adjus ed for inflation) of ap8roprat|ons identified “in AS41.22.010-
30 (the "Outdoor Recreation, Open Space, and Historic Properties
Development Fund") , and F_Yf%Z estimated levels of Land and Water
Conservation Funds and Historic Preservation Funds available to
local governments. The base figure is then doubled to bring a
backlog of community fundlnq requests down to a minimum of a
seven-year funding program to implement community requests.

IV. DATE 4/29/01 prePARED Hv Chjp Dcnnorlein, l)Plrochor
AGENCY Nntural. Resources < PATirn

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-24 21

cC. Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/80



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE.

l. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. SS-SB 189 Providing for a state historical, recrpat.inn.il and
Title wilderness traiis, waterways, and campsite system.
Requested bv Senate Resources Committee Date 4/74/81

>

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Program Category Affected
BRU, Program, or Subprogrcm(s) Affected _
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)
TXPENDI1TURES (Thousands of Dollars)

1 FY:81 FY8 2 FY83 FY84**  FY 85 FY'8 6
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
700 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
500 EQUIPMENT *

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GKNF.RAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Snccifv Fund Source) LI
L
| n
POSITIONS
FULL TIMF.
PART TIME
EMPORARY

I1l.  ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

There would be no substantial fiscal impact on the Department's budget by the
passage of this bill.  The intent is to assure that in an%/ future constriction,
mainténance and repair plans, consideration is given to the construction of
access points to identitied trails and waterwayS. Those access considerations
would be 1 part of any budget established for & given facility plan.

[t is not possible to give a dollar figure for such activjties at this time, but
they alc prO{ected to Do only a small Fercentage of any glven project. It 1Is
expected that the Department” of Natural Resources would Do appropriated the
funds related to these projects '11.20.080(d) and (f).

IV. DATE vV ~IB I PREPARED BY danies f. Wiedoinari/Ron B. LiiitL

AGENCY R Buhl if—fac-LLi-Upi;—
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE "1@3d8E0
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

A

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

RECQUEST )
Bill/Resolution No. SSSB 1 8 9
Title Trails, Waterways, and Campsites system

Requested by Sen. Fischer pate 4/4/82
1. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Natural Resources - Parks

Program Category Affected NRVEC - Parks

BRUJ Program, Or Subproaram(s) Affected Park Operations

(Note; If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EFENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

¥ & Fr &8 FY 8 FY & F 8 Fr &

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPVENT

600 LAND & STRUICTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAINS,ETC.

TOTAL -0-

RNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GaNERAL ALND
FECERAL. AUNCB
OHER (Specify Source)

PCSITIONS

R TIME=E
PART TIME
TEVRCRARY

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 111)

IV. DATE 4/4/82 FREPARED BY Hilton Wolfe

ACENCY Natural Resources - Parks
Original: Legislative Finance PF{ONE 465-2421
cC: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Naned)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

éﬁQUEST, |
Bill/Resolution No. ~ SSSB 1B9 , _
Title  Trails, Waterways,—and CampsIites SySIem

Requested bv Senate Resources -~ Date 5/7/81
II.  EISCAL DETAI
AgencyA%cf%aL Natural Resources - Parks

E
Proaram Category Affected NRMEC - Parks" & Recreation J
BRU, Program, orSubprogram‘s)Affected Park Qperations - Park Demgfn/DeveIopment

(Note: If more than one budg{e .component is affected, separate line-item amounts andfunding for each
component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars) Cw
m i - d FYgL FYe2 FYs3  FYst Ry . Y6
%b PERSONAL SERVICES 39.8 43.8 48.2
TRAVEL 3.6 4.0 4.4
300 CONTRACTUAL . 3.1 b@ b%
400 COMMODITIES 0,5 : :
500 EQUIPMENT ) )
600 LAND & STRUCTURES 3,000.0
100 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. ’
TOTAL .. o o 30470 51.8 57.0

PUNSINE  (Thousands of Doftars) " E0&338 See discussion below of, gpgrational

EEBIEFE{N__ EHNL[))S o N A 51.8 57.0 : .

OTHER (Specify Fund Source) '
POSITIONS

FULL TIME 1.0 1.0 1.0 J

PART TIME

TEMPORARY

. CA(‘J[\SI%SLYglsSso(%%eaEIeS%al '\)lv(?ittehpret%afasno linlsltru\(f\}l)oﬂlfds%cgqu”Pnto two categories: adminis-

trative and operational.

Administrative costs are identified in lines 100 through 400 -a total *
of 47.0 for Fi 12.  Those monies would fund a full-time”Park Planner Il
position to function as "trails system coordinator" by working with
.municipal governments and State agencies in developing the syStem, plan
and the agreements necessary to |mE|ement the plan and to fu lfill other
duties, such as developing the marker system, workln% with the Department
of Transportation and Pulblic Facilities to incorporate trailheads and
waterways access in the design and development of all State highway _
p_roge_cts which affect the system plan, establishing regulationS concerning

distribution of operational funds to municipalities, and preparlngz and .
maintaining the five-year development plan and the annual report 1o the
vpaTe  H/B/81 PREPAREDLY Hilton Itolf, U ta . j
o — AGENCY Natural Resources - Parks 3

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE  465-24 21
cC.. Budget and Management .
Prinie Sponsor (First Legislator Named) J

33-001 (Rev. 12/S0



tion would also insure, for

participate in the activitie

with Federal agencies e
€9

e
vities
and priva

world-class trail”is legally recorde

se. m :

This posi
| IOt

—t

Given our understandmg that the intent of the Senate Res
Committee is to have the system Elan developed in FY82, t
grlorlt units of the system |n Y82, and to consider a f
gmnln% in FY83, a figure of $3 million has been identifi
60 Y82 operational.costs, although it.is recogn
level of fundln for operational costs would be de ermine
Legislature. the present time, prehmmary nominations f
to be |nc|uded |n the system would carry development costs o
5 million.  Without khowing what additional nominations w il
submitted and in the absencé of a completed system ﬁlan with a
recommended five-year development plan - all ot which are requwed

—"-Coo

_— =

by this le glslatlon - it is difficult to |dent|fy a reasonable or
reliable figure for operational costs of the system. [f the "trail
system coordinator" is funded for FY82 (as identified in this note),
a recommended five year development plan for FY83 and subsequent
years would be presented to the Legislature next session,

For FY82, §3 million does seem to be a reliable hase figure and repre-
sents the tota I of (a) the mid-level mandatory funding identifie

v in as 41.20. 355 375 (the State "Trails and Footpaths” ?ra_nts program,
which has received no funding since 1978), (b) the past five-year
average addusted for inflation) of apPropHatlons identified in

AS 41°22.010-030 (the "Qutdoor Recreation, Open Space, and Historic
Proyemes Development Fund,” which received |ts only appropriation
in 1976) and (c) the FY82 estimated levels of F-deral monies for
me-local recreational projects but which will not be available due to .
Federal rescissions and cuts.

About 95 per cent of whatever funds might be appropriated in FY82 or
later years would go to municipalities, as provided in Sec. 41.20.08
the administrative “cost for that distribution would degend upon the
nature of the regulations establishe d, as provided in 41.20.100
this bill, and would be realized as a surcharge (probably in the ran
of 2 to 4 per cent) on the funds distributed.



SB 1C9, TRAILS BILL

SUMM(A}B

Matanuska-Susitna Borough
City and Borough of Sitka
City of Seward

City and Borough of Juneau
City of Cordova

Fairbanks North Star Borough
Municipality of Anchorage
City of Ketchikan

City of Kodiak

City of Homer

City of Valdez

Kenai Peninsula Borough

Y OF
Iscal

s

Dept, of Natural Resources, Div. of Parks

TOTAL

6000.0
240.0
507.0

6060.0
141.6

2300.0

29145.0
210.0

1110.0
315.0
450.0

5350.0

2600.0

54428.6
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Man
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Man
Man
Man
Man

Man
Man

Man
Man

Man

Man

Man
LB

Man

an

Man

No.

No.
No.

No.
No.

. ]ﬁ Talkeetna River Trail

Rock/-* ~Lakr: Trannors Lake

. 7= Rlack Creek

& Collinsville frajl
T-0 Cache Creek Trail,

Dutch Creek Trail
donher Gulch

. I;b Peters Creek _Tralil
T-9

. 7-10 Talkeetna River Trali

. 7M-1 Crooked Creek (CKN)
. 7M-2 Nelchina Town fO'N)
. 7m.-3 Alfred Creek (CKN)
. 7-M Little Oshetna

. TM-5 Flat Creek Trail

. T"-fi uillow Creek Trail

. T==7 Monurent Trai

. 7M-R Oshetna River Trail

. Tv-9 ldaho Creek

. TN-10 Tvone Creek (huntinn)
. TM-11 Joe Creek (huntinn.r.inino)
. TM-12 Rlack River

. T"-H Chulitna Trail

. T"-1A Ryers Lake Trai

. T»'-is Montana Calls Trail

. TV-16 Montana “o Talkeetna

. TWL?1Wat Norn Lake uintci Trai
Tv-

ik

. FA

IT-7

1.1

H-n
V-

[-

. V-]



Man No.
'l No.
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Mao

Man
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Man
Man
Man
Man
Mao
Man
Man
Man
Man

"an
Man

‘in.
NO.
| =10 .No.
Nn.

’2\
A
A
A

Micks ‘reek Trail 1
A-2 Qld 'an Creek H|eI 'MH Tr,iil)
Ca**Qu Crook
Chicraionn -/»> |-||I|I
4ez  S0UIW rreuk/Tannota Pass
a-nHall inner Pass (CNN;

7o0u;do)

; Chikion= i 1ehira ri
in M "lie Cahln Trail ™C.- IJ

. AM'i Lake Trail
'%om

Mmos Cl"0
Creek %unner) _
It J|r Creek Trail (Reach 'fail)
-15 Rodenhun Butte
16 +Jackass Canvon
17 Lazy Mountain _
18 Wolverine “"eso Trail
-10 "ycid:/ Cree-  :il
70 4GRY .Eal
Az Swan Lake i (7 eranches’
* &2 Oswald Tr.v'l
A-23 Metal Creek Trail
A-24 Grasshonner Trail
2- 25 Purchase Ciook (lowin'
A-26 Purchase Creek (unner!
mf/ PP Mile Trail (021)
> Ronnie Lake Tia:l
md Tahneta Pass Trail
m) Willow Creek Sled Road
m rlur.tcr Creek (nronose.i?)
2 Lake Georoe
Younn Creek
East fork Kiims River (™0’
Pensi nent.i (
lacier Creek
eadman Trail
ldv Trail
t Gulch Trail
h?. Flats (Colonists Ised)
Hat!'it Sloimh Trail
I[Iunter Lake Trail
E

?ﬁ
35
36 G
37 St
39 Ra
3 M
A

A

A?
Al Loro Lake Trail
“-AA Nolchina R|¥r
A> Eska Creek Falls
A7

"orsesMoe kale *rail
7 Conch Lake Ti\il

A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
A-
AR
A-

‘Ilio .t

p A/Ucoo



City iu rough. of Sitka
Trails Syotem Nominations

Silica Cross Trail

Gavan Hill Trail

Mt. Verstovia Tr. il
Thiirblebc.irry - Heart Lake Trail

Indian River Trail Extension

TOTAL

100,000

30.000
30.000
50.000

33,000

200,000



City of Seward
Trails SysLcni Nominations

Two Lakes Trail 7,000
Paradise Valley-PtarmiganJakes'Trail 100,000
Caines Head - Tonsina CreekTrail 400,000

TOTAL 507,000



City and Borough of Juneau
Trails System Nominations

Mendenhall River Creenbclt
Treadwell Ditch Trail

Bike Trails

Foot Trails

Equestrian Trails

TOTAL

1.500.000

300.000

3.900.000

260.000

100,000

6.060.000



Local Bike Trails and Footpaths

TOTAL

141,640

141,640

—_—<



Fairbanks North Star Borougji
Trails System Nominations

Circle City - Fairbanks Trail
Phase . Cleary Suinnit - Twelve Mile Suimit w/spur from

Mile Seventy to ChenaHot Springs 500,000

Phase 1. Twelve Mile Sumnit to Circle
, Research and Excavating (Archeological) 300,000
Brushing, Clearing andUpgrading 500,000
Davidson Ditch 500,000
Tanana Valley Railroad 200,000
Jeff Studdard Dogsled Trail 300,000

TOTAL 2,300,000



THAU. COMIBOR ACQUISITION & DBEvE CRAVENT
MUCICIL ALITV CF ANCHOKAG;:  1983-1 *186

COST

NAME or TKAJL/GRENIiUELT ACQUISITION DEVELOPMENT TOTAL
ShKS™ rrQ<<Tii $6,625,000 $100,000 $6,725,00(
Rabbit Creek" 5,725,000 5 725 0
fish Creek x 1,215,000 ?215 a4
Kine-'-d *f-KTSP-fT I 180,000 "180’oCC
anc 1 cl- TOL1 i ?eIlnfi 200,000 200,00C

Trail Lighting 200,000 200 COC
Stubs/Curb Cuts/Striping 845,000 845*00C
Various Rigbts-of-Vay 2,770,000 ’ , . g ooS
Ipregprgtive Trapls 4 ' 501558 545,050
A, ;S 125,000 125,000
Kincaid/Hillside 230,000 730 000
Campbell Creek /10r ol y .22 "\
Jewel Lake/Fish Creek "10s’ 00O 10" O
Seward Highway Bike 'frail , 3go’o(00 1 TEO 000
Glenn Highway Bike/Ski Trail '350’ 000 Tsn'o'O
O'l'aney Bike/Ski B°op 1i300; 000
N Mt Vit.u Bypass nail- 830,000 830 000
Interconnecting Bike/Ski Trails 3 "5 N« Z
Dog Sled Trail Right-Of-Way 25,000 3.«5,000 3,000
Total CIP as approved 12/80 $16,360,000 $11,040,000 $27,400,000
Initial State Trail System nominations jag ggqq
Grand total less duplication* * 1Lr,r rnn

Grand total less duplication* and Project '80's Trails £"$2™MN14MO00



City of Ketchikan

Nominations for Inclusion in the Trails System

Dudley Field Recreation Area Devclojment 150.0

Harbor View Park Development 60.0

TOTAL 210.0



City oi Kodiak

Trails System Nominations

Street Walking/Bike Trails

Bike Trail, Const Guard Base to Monashka Bay
Pearson Cove Walking Trail

Pillar Mountain Hiking Trail

Island Lake Walk, ng Trail

Spruce Cape District Park Hiking Trail

Ft. Abercrombie State Park Historic Trail

TOTAL

April 23, 1981

10.0

600.0

50.0

200.0

50.0

100.0

100.0

1110.0



City of Homer

Trails System Nominations

Downtown Homer Pocket Park
(Local Match)

Beluga Lake Park and Recreational Access Corridor
(Local Match)

TOTAL REQUEST
TOTAL LOCAL MATCH

155.0
38.5

160.0
40.0

315.0
78.5



City of Valdez

Trails System Nominations

Gold Creek Hiking Trail
Valdez Area Ski Trail Network

Glacier Trail to Valdez Glacier Campground

TOTAL



Kenai Peninsula Borough

North Kenai Recreation Area Trails System Nominations

Kenai City - N. Kenai Rec Area Bike Trail

N. Kenai Rec Area - Capt. Cook Park Bike Trail

N. Kenai Rec Area Hiking/Ski Trails

TOTAL

15 miles

13.8 miles

25 miles

2966.0

2334.0

50.0

5350.0



TRAIL MttlE
Iditarod Trail

Candle Trail
Cross Kenai Trail
Old Tetlin Trail
Eagle Trail

Dalton Trail

TOTAL

Division of Parks, DNR

Trails System Nominations

LOCATION
Seward - Nome

Topkok - Candle
Homer Vicinity
Tetlin - Tanacross
Valdez - Tanacross

Haines Vicinity

LENGTH

1200 Mi.
140 Mi.
10 Mi.
10 Mi.
300 Mi.

40 Mi.

1700 Mi.

X1000
600.0

560.0

40.0

40.0

1200.0

160.0

2600.0



Outline
of
Proposed State Outdoor Recreation
Fund Grant Program

le PUFIPOSK of the PROGRAM

To provide State funding assistance to Alaskan Communities for the
acquisition and/or development of outdoor recreation facilities.

2. ADMINISTRATION

The State Division of Parks will administer and provide technical
assistance for the State Outdoor Recreation Fund Grant Program.

The Program will be funded yearly by legislative appropriation.

3. FUNDING

State will fund up to 75% of total cost of outdoor recreation pro—
jects.

Sponsoring agency provides remainder of total cost through:
Cash appropriations.
Force account, labor, material, and equipment.
Donations of labor, material, equipment and land.

Land already in public ownership in not an eligible dona—
tion.

The State will pay the applicant 25% of the total, project cost an
soon as the project has been appjoved and work is ready to begin.
(This varies from current Department of Administration guidelines.)

The remaining funds due the applicant will not. he disbursed, until
the applicant bills the Division of Parks and provides evidence of
eligible expenditures in the execution ol the project.

Fund money will also finance administrative and technical assistance
costs incurred in administering program.

A . SPONSOR BUG IBI.ITY

City or Organised Borough of any class having park and recreation
powers.



Unified .municipality organized under AS 29.68. 260- 29 .6 ft.MO.

Village or I.R.A. Council not within boundaries of any incorporated
city, organized borough or unified municipality.

5. PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

Project must be in accordance with a State or Local outdoor recrea—
tion plan.

Certain facilities such as basketball courts, ice skating rinks,
etc., may be covered but not completely enclosed.

6 . ELIGIBLE COSTS - *

Planning and administration not to exceed construction or acquisi—
tion costs. Construction and acquisition costs are eligible.

With the exception of planning, ell costs must be incurred after
project has been approved by Director and prior to termination date
of project.

7. APPT/J.CATION PROCEDURES

Simplified application procedures requiring a minimum of "paperwork"
for sponsoring agency.

8* TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

State will provide technical assistance during all phases of the
project..

9e PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS
Projects will be evaluated by Division of Parks, Grants Staff.

Governor®s Recreation Advisory Committee will review and prioritize
projects.

Director of State Division of Parks has ultimate responsibility for
project selection.

May also allocate unobligated funds for emergencies and special
needs.

10« SPONSOR COMMITTMENTS

After completion, project must be dedicated to public outdoor recrea—
tion use for specified time periods based upon amount of State funds
provided.

5 years for $20,000 or less in State funds.



10 yiarc for $20,000~$50,ciO0 in State funds.

15 years for $5(),000-$100,0Ci0 in State funds.

20 years Tfor $100,000 or more in State funds.
Conversion from outdoor recreation use prior Co the time periods
specified above requires approval of the Director arid may require
the applicant to replace the land and facilities with other land and
facilities of equal monetary and recreational value.
Sponsor must maintain accurate financial records.

Projects will be audited.
Projects must be properly operated and maintained.

Facilities must be clean and inviting for public use.

Facilities must be open to public use at reasonable hours and times
of the year.

Projects will be periodically inspected by the State Division of
Parks.

Facilities must be accessible to the handicapped and be available to
all persons, regardless of race, color, sex, creed, national origin,
or place of residence.



SSSB 189, TRAILS BILL

SUMMARY OF NOMINATIONS

Matanuska-Susitna Borough 6000.
City and Borough of Sitka 240.
City of Seerd 507.
City and Borough of Juneau 6060.
City of Cordova 141.
Fairbanks North Star Borough 2300.
R licipality of Anchoiage 29145.
City of Ket<-vikan 210.
City of Kodiak 1110.

Alaska Dept of Natural Resources, Div of Parks 2600.

Kenai Peninsula Borough 5350.

TOTAL 53,663.
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City and Borough of Sitka

Trails System Nominations

Sitka Cross Trail 100,000
Gavan Hill Trail 30,000
Mt. Verstovia Trail 30,000
Thiiribleberry - Heart Lake Trail 50,000
Indian River Trail Extension 30,000

TOTAL 240,000



City of Seward
Trails System Nominations

Two Lakes Trail 7,000
Paradise Valley-Ptarmigan Lakes "Trail 100,000
Caines Head - Tonsina Creek "Trail 400,000

TOTAL 507,000



City and Borough of Juneau
Trails System Ncminations

Mendenhall River Greenbelt 1,500,000
Treadwell Ditch Trail 300,000
Bike Trails 3,900,000
Foot Trails 260,000
Equestrian Trails 100,000

TOTAL . 6,060,000



City of Cordova
Trails System Nominations

Local Bike Trails and Footpaths



Fairbanks North Star Borough

Trails System Nominations

Circle City - Fairbanks Trail

Phase 1. Cleary Summit - Twelve Mile Surrmit w/spur from
Mile Seventy to Chena Hot Springs 500,000
Phase 1l. Twelve Mile Sunrnit to Circle
Research and Excavating (Archeological) 300,000
Brushing, Clearing and Upgrading 500,000
Davidson Ditch 500,000
Tanana Valley Railroad 200,000
Jeff Studdard Dogsled Trail 300,000

TOTAL 2,300,000



TRAIL CORRIDOR ACQUISITION 8 DEVELOPMENT

MU*KICI 1ALITY

NAME OF TRAIL/GREENBELT

Chester Creek

Rabbit Creek*

Fish Creek

Russian Jack Springs
Kincaid Ski Trail Lighting
Hillside Ski Trail Lighting
Stubs/Curb Cuts/Striping
Various Rights-of-Way
Interpretive Trails

"C" Street Bike Trail
Kincaid/Hillside

Campbell Creek

Jewel Lake/Fish Creek
Seward Highway Bike Trail
Glenn Highway Bike/Ski Trail
O*Malley Bike/Ski Loop

N. Mt. View Bypass Trail*

Interconnecting Bike/Ski Trails

Dog Sled TrailRight-of-Way

Total CIP as approved 12/80

OF ANCHORAGE:

ACQUISITION
$6,625,000

5,725,000
1,215,000

2,770,000

25,000

$16,360,000

Initial State Trail System nominations

Grand total less duplication*
Grand total less duplication* and Project

1981-1985

COST

DEVELOPMENT

$100,000

180,000
200,000
200,000
845,000

345,000
125,000
230,000
1,425,000
105,000
1,380,000
350,000
1,300,000
830,000
3,425,000

$11,040,000

"80"s Trails

TOTAL

$6,725,000
5,725,000
1,215,000
180,000
200,000
200,000
845*000
2,770,000
345,000
125,000
230,000
1,425,000
105,00
1,380,000
350,000
1,300,000
830,000
3,425,000
25,000

$27,400,000
$18,700,000

$39,545,000
$29,1*5,000



City of Ketchikan

Nominations for Inclusion in the Trails System

Dudley Field Recreation Area Development

Harbor View Park Development

TOTAL



City of Kodiak

Trails System Nominations

Street Walking/Bilee Trails

Bike Trail, Coast Guard Base to Monashka Bay

Pearson Cove Walking Trail

Pillar Mountain Hiking Trail

Island Lake Walking Trail

Spruce Cape District Park Hiking Trail

Ft. Abercrombie State Park Historic Trail

TOTAL

April 23, 1981

10.

600.

50.

200.

50.

100.

100.

1110.



TRAIL NAME
Iditarod Trail

Candle Trail
Cross K.enai Trail
Old Tetlin Trail
Eagle Trail

Dalton Trail

TOTAL

Division of Parks, DNR

Trails System Nominations

LOCATION
Seward - Nome

Topkok - Candle
Homer Vicinity
Tetlin - Tanacross
Valdez - Tanacross

Haines Vicinity

LENGTH

1200 Hi.
140 Mi.
10 Mi.

10Mi.
300 Mi.

40 Mi.

1700 Mi.

X1000
600.0

560.0

40.0

40.0

1200.0

160.0

2600.0



Kenai Peninsula Borough

North Kenai Recreation Area Trails System Nominations

Kenai City - N. Kenai Rec Area Bike Trail 15 miles 2966.0
N. Kenai Rec Area - Capt. Cook Park Bike Trail 13.8 miles 2334.u
N. Kenai Rec Area Hiking/Ski Trails 25 miles 50.0

TOTAL 5350.0



JSILLe
(Hmmuittcc mt JtasmuTcs

April 29, 1981 Be 1tz Room
1:30 p.m. 211 - Cup :tol

Subcommittee on Parks and Trails
Senator Fischer

Senator Mulcahy
Senator Gilman

Teleconferenced Hearing:

sssB 189 An Act relating to outdoor vrecreational facilities;
providing for a state historical, recreational,
and wilderness trails, waterways, and campsite
system; providing for state assistance for
acquisition and development of local recreation
sites.

Perry Love 11, City Manager, Cordova, stated that he was a

strong supporter of money being allocated for a trails

system. The smaller communities do not have the funds to

spendontrails.

Christ! Moeller, Director of Recreation, City of Seward,
stated that small communities have a difficult time funding
trails. Unless the legislature earmarks the funds specifically

for parks the smaller communities will use the money for
projects that deal with economic development.

Jane Williams, Tanana Yukon Historical Society, Fairbanks,
stated that SB 189 1is a good bill because it plans for a
statewide trails systenm.

Celia Hunter, Fairbanks, stated that SB 189 is a good effort
toward the development of a state trail systenm.

Jim Whlsenhart, Park and Recreation Commission Member,
Fairbanks, stated that a parks and trails system 1is needed
by the state. He noted that page 5 part (d) references
planning money which may not be appropriate for the larger
communltles.

Gary Thurlow, Mat-Su Borough Manager, stated that the necessary

funds should be appropriated to go along with SB 189 .



Senate Resources
Subcommittee on Parks and Trails

Page: 2

Barney Meyering, Park and Recreation, Valdez, stated that

since the President cut the funding for parks and trails it

is time for the State to pick up the funding of these projects.

In response to the question, what 1is the differnces between a
"transportation" trail and a "recreation" trail? He stated that
a sidewalk 1is considered a transportation trail while a recreation
trail is used the majority of the time for recreation purposes,
like jogging.

Dorothy Jones, Mat-Su Borough Assembly stated that there are
2000 miles of trails in the Mat-Su area. These trails serve a
considerable number of people.

Mary Putman Alaska Recreation and Park Association, Anchorage,
stated that she was in favor of SB 189 because it will provide a
trail system that can be wused statewide.

Janet McCabe, President, Alaska Park and Recreation Association,
Anchorage, stated that the trail system, proposed in SB 189, s
something the State has needed for a long time. She said that

she liked the provision whereby the municipalities can nominate
trails for inclusion in the state trail systenm.

Bob Kl1lgin, City of Homer, staled that he was generally in favor

of SB 189 . He suggested that the section referring to state
grants for planning be expanded to include both <cities and boroughs.
He also suggested that 1instead of creating a new program, the

Committee should consider allocating money to the existing
Municipal Assistance Progranm.

Kenton Bloom, Conservation Society, Homer, stated that his group
s"u"pp"ort s;"SB- 189 "11Homer:"has" no bike or fob"t trail"s and SB" 189
will rectify this problenm.

PI; 11 Ho 1dswor th , stated that historically most of the trails In
the State were used as transportation to mining sites and therefore,

have historic significance.

The Committee adjourned at 2:50 p.m.



MINUTES

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS & RECREATION
(Senate Resources)

February 19, 1981

STAFF PRESENT: Senator Vic Fischer, Chairman

Sumner Putman, Senate Aide
Nancy Groszek, Senate Aide

WITNESSES:

€9

)

©)

Mary Putman, Co-Chairman of Alaska Recreation & Parks Assoc.

She says the trails programs in the state need some source
of funding. They had been funded under the Trails and
Footpaths Provisions, but that has been dead for four or
five years. When it was working the locals liked 1it; it
provided for local determination. She likes Senate Bill
189. She feels that Anchorage will need $5 million
annually and she wants some percentage of any appropriation
to be set aside for technical assistance.

Perry Lovett, Co-Chairman of Alaska Recreation & Parks Assoc.

He says that a community the size of Cordova ordinarily
gets $30,000 a year, but this year gets $60,000 in the
Trails and Footpaths budget, but it"s used for roads and
drainage and none of it is left over for the trails.

He says there 1is no more money at the local level. He
likes Senate Bill 189. He likes the campsite 1inclusion,
and concurs with Mrs. Putman®s recommendations for
technical assistance so villages can participate in fund—
ing.

Janet McCabe,

She says land and water conservation funds have been cut
off by Reagan. That the land and water conservation funds
were at a maximum of $3 million with an equal match.
That was their all time high. The money went through the
Division of Parks for administration. She thinks the
trails bill should have a statewide committee to guarantee
equitable distribution of the money for development of
trails because quality of life programs suffer when money
goes to local governments. She likes categorical funding.
She has the following specific suggestions for the trails
bill:

(a) Technical assistance funds a percentage of

the total appropriation

(b) Preparation of a statewide Alaska trails
plan 1is necessary
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(c) Municipal trails should be 1included 1In the
system

(d) She wants to see cabins alone the trails
like the Forest Service does it

(4) Dick Logan, Chief of Habitat Protection, Dept, of Fish & Game

He says "the land in Alaska 1is being divided among many
private owners, but we can identify and retain trails and
similar land at no cost if we do it now. California spends
f.0 million a year an acquisition of land for trails
purposes and Alaska®s recreational demand 1is boomin-g so

we have a chance now to acquire these lands at minimal

cost and in the future they will only go up. He likes
Senate bill 189.

(5) Barney Mvring, Member, Alaska Recreational Advisory Commission
from Valdez

He says Valdez has had grant applications in to the trails
system and thought it would work, but the money 1in the
trails and footpaths thing went tu DOT and DOT put it into

roads so the Valdez trail system stopped. He likes the
bill and likes the idea of including campsites along the
way .

(6) Jim Wiscnhant, Member, Alaska Recreational Advisory Commission,
Chairman, Fairbanks Northstar Borough Parks & Rec. Commission

He wants to see all historic trails funded, and wants to

see them funded at 100% since they are outside municipalities
mostly and no matching funds would be available. Fairbanks
has a lot of historic trails and trails other than historic
trails should probably have a matching fund requirement if
they are 1in a municipality. He wants the bill to include
porks acquisition inside municipal itieu and he feels that

$10 to $20 million will adequately fund the trails system.

(7) Dorothy Jones, Representing the Matanuska-Susitna Borough

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has 1,000 miles of trails
cataloged and another 700 to 1000 miles not yet mapped

and cataloged. Many of the trails are access trails that
are now 1in use and the Borough wants partial control over
the use and development of trails because they are impacted
by recreational demands of people from Anchorage. The
Matsu Borough wholeheartedly supports the bill and wants

to scu mandatory joint management between the Divison of
Parks and the mun tcip .I1*len .
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(8) Roland Shanks, Represents the Alaska Environmental Lobby

They support the bill because it provides untold recreational
benefits to urban-based recreational needs. He says tourism
would be helped and he thinks the bill for the trails systenm
would preserve the history of trails that held Alaska to—
gether in the past and cites recent enroac"nnents on rec—
reational areas by land disposals, native claims, D2 with—
drawals and other private interests.

(9) Dorothy Jones, Matsu Borough

She says many trails or portions of trails have been dis—
posed of by the Department of Natural Resources and
Agriculture or remote parcel disposals with no right-of-way
for the trails and she feels that trails must be 1identified
and rights-of-way reserved for those trails when land is
disposed of by Department of Natural Resources.

Senator Fischer broke in and said Senator Ray wanted a referral
of this bill, but he didn"t get it and Representative Miller
will 1introduce an 1identical bill on the House side.

Dick Logan says they will work to keep the trails out of disposal
programs if they know where the trails are. Which means that the
trails system needs to be enacted and the trails need to be
.identified,

Jim Wisenhant then said that north of Fairbanks, near Olnes,

the Department of Natural Resources almost sold a portion of the
Davidson Ditch. They have plans currently to sell a portion of

the Tanana Valley Railroad. He says the Dept, of Natural Resources
was unaware of the existenceof the Davidson Ditch or the Tanana
Valley Railroad so once again the trails system needs to be

enacted and the trails need to be identified so that we can
adequately plan for them.

(10) Chip Dcnnerlcin, Director, Division of Parks

He says the Division of Parks strongly endorses the trails
bill because it addresses a traditional pattern of Alaskan
recreational use which 1is corridor recreation; 1in other
words, getting there is half the fun. Alaskans traditionally
use waterways and trails and trips for recreation 1in such
uses as camping, hiking, hunting and fishing along the

trail. The bill begins to place a legal status or. these
trails which 1is essential since Alaska 1ip being divided 1into
.little squares. Trail casements must be established and

protected. He says technical assistaiue 1is very Important,
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especially in smaller communities. The. Division of Parks

has only one planner and the technical assistance funding
will enable them to hire more and do a better job. He

says it is important to provide funding on a long term basis
and the Division of Parks should be required to report
annually on a certain date regarding the progress of the
trails system and plans for future trails to be included.

He wants to see cabins along the trails and he thinks the
inclusion of waterways is very important. He says things

are changing daily; we wake up every morning and discover
another part of our trails system is gone. This is urgent.
IT we don"t protect opportunities for recreation and
enjoyment now they will be gone in 10 years. He says close
to the big towns 1is the most important area for immediate
attention. Tourism increases near cities and decreases 1in
remote areas. He says Montana Creek 1is the most popular

and important fishery 1in the upper Cook Inlet and it 1is

1001" private land. He said the famous Anchor River fishing
spot is private land. He says that we have to acquire
parcels of land that will enable us to have access to the
mountain areas that have been reserved 1in parks and if we
have no access to them they are not available for recreation.
He says Alaska 1is dramatically below the average funding for
parks. In fact we only were at one half the level of funding
for the acreage we have in parks compared to other states.

He says Alaska has the habit of constructing capital facili—
ties, letting them deteriorate, and then reconstructing. We
need maintenance funds. He says the Div. of Parks has a ten
year plan that includes no great new units, but makes what

we have useful. He says we need to acquire key parcels in
order to provide access to existing parks. We need $10 million
in acquisitions. He says we do not provide the level of
facilities normal for state park systems. We need to increase
our management ability. $80 million 1in capital expenditures
will solve problems of access and facilities and make our
park system more useful. The state has no cultural or
heritage attractions in state parks. lie says Independence
Mine 1is to preserve Alaska®s mining heritage. The Colony
Farm 1in Palmer 1is to conserve the farming heritage. The
House of Wickeroham in Juneau 1is to preserve our historical
heritage. Cramer®s Field in Fairbanks will help preservil

our interior farming heritage and the trails bill adds the
completing touch to the state park system.
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NInska Jitat atwrs

House of Representatives

Committee on Resources

Terr-’ Gardiner, Co-Chairman Pouch V
Fred F. Zharoff, Co-Chairman nM 5 19St State Capitol
465-3115 MEMORANDUM Juneau, Alaska 99811
TO: Senator Don Bennett
FROM: Representative Terry Gardiner
DATE: May 4, 1981
RE: SB 214; Supplemental Appropriation/Department of Corrmerce and

Economic Development/Mining Loan Fund

As you probably know, the House Resources Corrmittee did have SB 214
up for consideration last week. Many of us on the Committee were
concerned with the fact that out of $10 million, three people got $8
million of the total loan amounts available. It certainly was rry
feeling when the legislation passed that we were trying tc help out the
small miners. If we are going to continue to give three people 80
percent of the money, we aren"t going to be doing much for the snail
miners in Alaska. The Conmittee talked about amending the law to limit
the amount available to something like $500,000 - that way insuring that
more people would participate in the loans.

There are several applications pending for very large multi-million
dollar sums. It seems to me at this point, ifwe do not change the
statute before appropriating the money, we are going to run into seme
constitutional questions of whether the appropriation is for a valid
public purpose or whether the appropriation nay constitute a special
legislative act which the Constitution of Alaska prohibits.

Also the Coimuttee would like seme information on how much money is
going to be requested for FY 82. If you have any information on what FY
82 requests are projected, please send them tomy office.

I would be interested in your corments asto a proposed change in
the statute that would limit the maximum loan amount to a much smaller
number such as $500,000. lo seems like that larger loan amounts,
especially with some of the applicants who are obviously very large
conpanies, could go to AIDA as our other businessmen in the scate. We
will be having the bill up again as soon as we can get these questions
and problems resolved.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: REPRESENTATIVE TERRY GARDINER
FROM:  SENATOR DON BENNETT
DATE: MAY 8, 1981

RE: SB 214; Supplemental Appropriation/Department of Commerce and
Economic Development/Mining Loan Fund

In answer to your memo of May 4th regarding your committee"s consideration of
Senate Bill 214, 1 cannot emphasize strongly enough the importance of hearing
and passage of this legislation at the e. /liest possible time.

These supplemental monies are needed now so that miners can start their season
not dissimilar to the critical season faced by fishermen. Consequently, 1 scheduled
prompt consideration and passage of Senate Bills 140 and 141 in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

Your concerns with a $500,000 loan ceiling are somewhat unrealistic since, with
spiraling costs, one D-9 Cat, for example, used in most all mining operations,
alone can cost in the vicinity of $350,000. Costs associated with coal, hard rock,
and pit mining can run considerably higher. With regards toyourinquiry onFY 82
funding, 1 intend to put 40 million iIn the Mining LoanFudi.

I frankly have little orno confidence in charging AIDA with handling these loans.
Maybe It is an aspect to consider iIn the future but they certainly don"t impress me
with having the expertise to pursue this field at thistime.

But to re-iterate my earlier comments, the mining season 1isupon usnow and, if
monies are not made availablesoon, the entire question becomes mute. Formany of ttie
smaller miners it may alreadybe too late.

I urge you to reconsider your position.
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Linda Freed, Coastal Management Coordinator for Kodiak, stated that the
Kodiak Island Borough supports the coastal management program. The

Borough 1Is not completely content with the Office of Coastal Management .
and the Coastal Policy Council. She suggested to the Committee to

consider possible amendments to the law or have the regulations re—

worked.



Wayne Marsha 11, Kodiak Native Association, stated that he supports the
Program because it is a tool the city can use in making difficult decisions.
Since the resources are located in the rural areas the people in those

areas need some voice 1in how decisions will be made regarding those
resources.

Jim Ayres, RuralCap, stated that the Program could be improved by
strengthening the Act. The people 1in rural areas want to see the
program work.

Hike Jeffrey, Barrow, stated that the strongest reason for opposing SB

216 1is that the Program is a vehicle by which Jlocal communities can get
involved in resource development. It gives thevillage people asense

of power to effect things going on around them.

Jeannie Sande, League of Women Voters, Ketchikan, stated that the League
is opposed to SB 216 because they had urged passage of the original Act.

Dan Hinkle, Resource Development Council, stated that the Council has
passed a resolution favoring the repeal of the Coastal Management Program.
The Program provides questionable management techniques, 1institutionalizes
delay and creates over regulation. A good number of the people favoring
the Program are either planners, consultants or government people dependant
upon the Program.

Bob Blodgett, Bering Strait Coastal RSSA Planning Board, stated that the
Program provides the people input on how resources will be developed.
Most of the commmunities are so small, without a viableeconomic base
that they have as much clout as a broken pump.

Bob Pavi tt, professional planner, Juneau, stated that the Program 1is no
more than a planning tool for the communities.

Jon Halliwell, Co-Chairman, Coastal Policy Council, stated that he was
speaking at the Council®s request to express their concern over SB 216.
The Council would like to see the Program allowed to remain intact until
It has had time to take effect. The Council is working on specific
suggested amendments to the Program.

Tim Troll, City Manager, St. Marys, stated that the Program gives the
unorganized borough some form of planning control.

Abi Dixon, Aleutians, stated.that the Program should not be repealed.
The people would like to have a voice 1in the use of the various resources
In their areas.

Patrirk Phillip, stated that the Program provides an important planning
tool for the unorganized borough as it faces a number of oil and gas
lease sales In their area. If the Program is repealed the Ilocal people
will have no say in the balancing of development with the environment.

Hank Ostrosky, Naknak, stated that there are problems in planning for
their area. IHe suggested that the Committee continue the hearing process
until such time as adequate Information can be brought forward on the
Coastal Management Program and the Law of the Sea.



Senator Frank Ferguson, stated that the reason he co-sponsored SB 216 1is
because the Coastal Management Program has never given any region of the
state any authority. The Program never did anything for the North Slope
Borough in 1its fight agains ™ development of the Beaufor Lease sale

areas. He suggested that a statutory amendment 1is necessary to give the
rural regions the sr,ne authority as the municipal governments. There 1is
a need for increased funding for research 1in those rural areas. The

Coastal Management Program has nothing to do with the protection of the
subsistence lifestyle 1in the rural areas. It has been a misnomer that
the Program deals with subsistence.

Cl iff Eanes, attorney for the Wildlife Resource Center, stated that he

is opposed to SB 216 because the local residents need control over
development. Coastal planning 1identifies areas that need special attention
and protection.

The Committee adjourned at A:00 p.m.
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limits municipal planning to a 2 mile radius of the community;
local boards are subject to the Coastal Policy Council-®s
limitations, the local boards do not have zoning authority
and many communities do not have the money to put up the 20%

match.

Mike Schmitz, Planning Director, Sitka, stated that there
has not been enough time to look af the 1long range effects
of Coastal Management. The program should not be written
off until it has had a chance to prove or disprove itself.

Dick Smith, Sitka, stated that he supports the program. The
Act has enough safeguards that the program will benefit the
state in the long run.

Harry Wilde, Bethel, stated that he did not.want to see the
funding forCoastal Management reduced. They need the
prog ram.

Peter Black, Bethel, Coastal Resource Board, stated that the
unorganized areas are depending wupon coastal zone plans to

If they are not completed, it will hurt subsistence hunting.
The planning is best done by the native people who know the

area.

David 0. David, Bethel, stated that he did not want to see
the funding for coastal zone management vreduced. He was
mostly concerned about subsistence and hunting because it 1is
the ir way of life.

“Showalter J. Smith, Director of Regional Planning, Bethel,
stated that he supports the Office of Coastal Management. He
suggested that the Senate Resources Committee wait for
Congressional hearings on President Reagan®"s budget cuts.

Peter Ehrhardt, Attorney, Bethel, stated that he felt it was
a fundemental right of the 1local people to manage the resources.
The pople who 1live on the coast should have some control
over development.

Janet Shantz, Bethel, stated that coastal management progranm
is important because it gives area vresidents the opportunity
to participate in the planning of how the resources will be
used. The program also provides planning funds and, with
several state oil and gas lease sales planned in their area,
this 1is very important.

Dave McClure, Dillinghanm, stated that he had been a planner
In Bristol Bay and they need time to complete their plan.

Laura Schrocder, Dillinghanm, stated that the <coastal zone
program needs Jlocal and borough support Inorder to sucecd.
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The local people want the state and federal government of
stay out of local business.

Mike Jacobson, Dillingham, stated that there are 29 Villages
on the coast in the Bristol Bay area and they are all dependent
upon subsistence. The 1local people should have some say as

to how the coast Iline should be managed. The optimum use of
the coast can be accomplished by planning in advance for the
future wuses.

Stan Thompson, Kenai, stated that it has been said that
coastal zone management gives the local community control
over state and federal agencies but, it has turned out to
just one more control and another agency telling the people
how to run their 1lives. The program should be repealed at
once.

Ruby Coyle, Kenai, stated that she is opposed to the Coastal
Management Program. It is just another form of government.
She suggested to the Committee that the program be repealed.

Pat Lowry, Kenai, stated that the original act was passed
because the state had been told if they did not form a
program the federal government would step in. If Alaska
pulls out of the Coastal Management Program it will =encourage
Congress to drop the program. There are presently, plenty of

state and federal environmental laws to protect the environment.
SB 216 needs to be passed into law.

Wal do Coyle, Kenai property owner, stated that the progranm
is another large Jlayer of bureaucracy therefore It should be
repealed. The decision®, about land management should be

made by the people not a few directors of governmental
agenc ies.

Dav 1d Thompson, Kodiak, stated that he was not In favor of
SB 216. Kodiak 1is a fishing community and any coastal development
will Impact the community therefore the management of the
coast should be 1in the hands of the local people. Alaska

with 33,00 miles coast line needs the Coastal Management
Program.

S. Forrest Blau, Kodiak, stated that he was opposed to SB

2i6 because Thousands of people have participated and millions
have been spent by the state and federal government on the
program. The program has helped the Jlocal communities to do

a better Job of planning.

Henry Mitchell, Executive Director, Bering Sea Fishermen
Assoc., Anchorage, stated that the fishermen are very concerned
by any attempts to cancel the program. He urged to committee

to make more funds available for the program.

Adel he Id Herrmann, Bering Sea Fisherman Assocn 11 , Sstated
thatthe program |1Is a tool for the unorganized borough to
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plan for development. /"He was opposed to SB 216

Tom Hawkins, Choggiung Ltd., Dillinghanm, stated that the

program needs improvement. It is in the best interest of

the state to improve the program vs. abolishing it.

Bob Fleming, Anchorage, stated that he favors repeal of the

program. Regulatory reform is not possible so long as

coastal management is 1in existence. The program has institutionalized
delay. It is the most far reaching and restricting progranm

ever passed by the legislature. The program really offers

no local <control. The very same things can be done by the

cities via ordinance.

The meeting was adjourned -?t 3:20 p.m.
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T0: The Honorable Jay S. Hammond date: January 27, 1981
Governor
State of Alaska & pile no- - *T e
p- \\ TELEPHONE NO: * e * *% ..~y Bl e m
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rrom: Jonathan K- Tillihghast \ "subject: Permit Reform Regulations ee.
Assistant Attorney General . - -
Department of Law =« - - .= .

On January 9, commissioners LeResche, Mueller and
Skoog, and the Office of Coastal. Management on behalf of the
Alaska Coastal Policy Council, 1issue a joint public notice of
proposed adoption of uniform procedural regulations governing
permit procedures and coastal management consistency deter —
minations. Public hearings on these regulations are scheduled
for February 4-9, with adoption to occur around March 1.

These regulations, 1in part, are a response to growing

legislative concern over state regulatory practices. Last session
the Senate, easily passed SB 548 - a very severe, and unworkable,
.permit reform bill. The more draconian portions of the bill re—

guired all permits to be issued in 30 days (effectively precluding
public involvement); reversed the traditional burden of proof in"
permit proceedings; and essentially abolished administrative ap-—

peals. The House Judiciary Committee passed substitution legis—
lation (HCSSB 548) jointly drafted by AOGA and the administration.
The bill died in" House Rules. . .
i. Your June 17 memorandum establishing the permit reform
. . project committed us to. implement HCSSB. 548 administratively-
The commitment was made for three reasons: -.*° - - -
1. The bill provided creative solutions to real problems
in state regulation (see below); .
2. It is the perogative and responsibility, of the execu-
tive branch to place” its own house in order; and
3. The orly realistic alternative was submission to

unliveable permit inform legislation this session..

The regulations we have published accomplish the three
primary goals of HCSSB 548. .They establish one uniform state per-
emitting procedure; set specific deadlines (30 and 65 days) for
permit decisions; and identify a lead agency for coastal management

** . purposes so that only one consistency determination will be made
on a project. . *

. These .regulations .are the product of an .incredible ef—
fort by your cabinet.. It has been very difficult to accomodate
the divergent needs and missions of four agencies in one
uniform procedure. Nonetheless, agreement has been achieved-

The agreement represents a compromise of competive interests
and goals, and is to the total satisfaction of no one. It is

e generally believed within the administration, however, that a
better interagency product 1is not possible.

07-00L A(PE*.. 10/9)



The Honorable Jay S. Hammond January 27, 1981
Governor

Because of the high visibility of these regulations -
and the general subject matter - the failure of any agency to
adopt them would be a monumental embarrassment, rendering the ad-—
ministration helpless to forestall any number of outrageous
"permit reform™ Dbills which have been threatened. These bills
include original SB 548 and repeal of the Coastal Management =

. *  fe * -V. —e o vy, "1 -

The reaction of more moderate segments of the oil" in—
dustry 1is that they are 1impressed, but unsatisfied. in a meeting
.with Sohio representatives on January 23, 1 explained a series of
proposals which would cause that corporation to support the
regulations. They are the same proposals which have been recom—
mended by other oil industry representatives. These are:

1." Expand the role of the designated lead agency to
include preparation of a state position on related federal oermit
applications. Industry 1is correct that the benefits of a lead
agency are largely illusory if. another agency can still ef—
fectively stop a project through a federal permitting agency.
Sohio will 1introduce legislation on this matter - and they
allege that it will be a priority bill of Senator Aodey;

2. 7Allow the Department of Natural Resources to be
the lead agency on state land disposals even when an Environmental
Impact Statement will be prepared on a related federal permit.
The draft regulations assign that responsibility to the Division
of Policy and Development Planning; and ee

3. Defer resolution of the question of the weight to
be given local government comments on coastal management e
consistency 1issues. Although this issue must someday be resolved,

resolution 1is not vital in these regulations, and the controversy
is an albatross around the regulations 7 neck.

1| recommend adoption of these changes, not simply be —
cause they will defuse unpalatable legislative initiatives, but
because proposal (1). in particular is simply good government.
Unfortunately, agreement on these matters .is unlikely absent
direction from your, office. Adoption of (1) will cause ADF&G
particular concern. Adoption.of (2) and (3) is contrary to DPDP"s
position, although the impact on DPDP would be lessened if the
final regulations contain more safeguards for DPDP in the dis—
charge of 1its coastal management monitoring role...

IT you agree, we should prepare and release a supplement
to the draft reflecting these changes. This will not dissuade
more extreme elements in AOGA; however, 1 am awaiting a commit—
ment from Sohio that the more credible industry segments will
inform the legislature that the administration has developed a
serious and sufficient product, and that legislation at this =«

time 1S unnecessary. .o

JKT:jf



CITY OF WRANGELL, ALASKA

Resolution No. 2-81-123

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WRANGELL,
ALASKA, URGING REPEAL OF THE EXISTING ALASKA. COASTAL
ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A VOLUNTARY

GRANT PROGRAM TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS ON A LOCAL LEVEL.

WHEREAS, the Alaska Legislature voluntarily participated in the
Federal Coastal Zone Management Program and enacted the Alaska Coastal
mZone Management Act; and

WHEREAS, the Coastal Zone Management Act is a further intrusion by
the State by 1imposing land use restrictions on local governments; and

WHEREAS, the Coastal Zone Management Act has created additional
review processes to projects and actions, thereby increasing the cost
o"f State and local government without benefit to the public; and

JF  WHEREAS, Local government is capable of implementing land use plan-;
ning and management of the coastal zone within their boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the only obvious benefits of the Act 1is to provide finan—
cial assistance to local government for development of a coastal zone
management program and further control over State projects within their
boundaries.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOI.VED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WRANGELL,
ALASKA:

1. That Governor Jay S. Hammond and the Alaska State Legislature
be urged to repeal the Alaska Coastal Zone Management Act and to with—
draw from the Federal Coastal Zone Management Program.

2. That the State implement a voluntary grant program to local
governments to assist in development of coastal zone management programs
on a local level.

3. That the State, in implementing a voluntary grant program, pro—
vide for local control in development and management of a coastal zone
program, thereby removing State Agency controls over local land use planning.

PASSED AND APPROVED February 24, 1981 1981

fioilSlinrousSvMnyor

Pranettc Vincent, Acting City Clerk



KODIAK 1SLAND BOROUGH
RESOLUTION NO. 81-10-R

A RESOLUTION OF THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH ASSEMBLY SUPPORTING
THE ALASKA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, CHAPTER 84, SLA 1977 (AS AVENDED).

WHEREAS, the Kodiak Island Borough is in the midst of preparing
Its coastal management plan, through the Alaska Coastal Management Program,
Chapter 84, SLA 1977 (as amended); and,

WHEREAS, the completion of, the Kodiak Island Borough Coastal
‘Management Plan is dependent on the continuation of the Alaska Coastal

mManagement Program; and,
- WHEREAS, the Kodiak Island Borough will derive the intended
] ;benefits of state and federal consistency with their coastal management plan
?conly through the continued existence of the Alaska Coastal Management Program;
Rand,
! WHEREAS, the Kodiak Island Borough is also anticipating that the
mproducts of the Borough"s Coastal Management Program will provide the basic
;framework for an up-dated comprehensive plan, specifically planning for the six
ijvillages in the Borough; and,

WHEREAS, Senate Bill No. 216, "An Act repealing the Alaska
Ncoastal management program; and providing for an effective date”, was introduced
"on February 25, 1981 in the Alaska Senate.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Kodiak Island Borough
Assembly does hereby reaffirm its support for the Alaska Coastal Management
Program, Chapter 84, SLA 1977 (as amended).

PASSED AND APPROVED this day of 1981.

! KODIAK 1SLAND BOROUGH

By
Borough Mayor

AR

ATTEST:

By N/
Borough CI2 f
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CITY OF UNALASKA
UNALASKA, ALASKA

RESOLUTION NO. 81-07

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE CONTINUED
EXISTENCE OF THE ALASKA COASTAL MANAGE—

MENT PROGRAM.

WHEREAS : The State of Alaska has more coast line than the
rest of the United States combined, and

WHEREAS : The Federal Government has mandated that the coast
lines of the United States will be regulated and
protected by adequate management plans, and

WHEREAS: The Federal Government has allowed the individual
coastal states of the union to devise their own
coastal management plans provided they adhere to
certain minimum requirements, and

WHEREAS: Alaska®s coast has national and international
significance for its vast and generous source of
renewable and non-renewable resources, especially
potential energy resources for which there 1is ever
increasing demands, and

WHEREAS : Three-fourths of Alaska®"s population live on or
near tne coast, and

WHEREAS : The State of Alaska has spent considerable time and
effort creating the Alaska Coastal Management Program
and has devoted months and years 1in developing
standards and guidelines upon which a m ;ter plan can
be generated utilizing the maximum input and control
of local governments yet addressing and answering
the concerns of the State of Alaska and the U. S.
government, and

WHEREAS : Although we realize the program has not gone forth
without 1its share of problems we do believe they
can be resolved, and



WHEREAS: Senate Bill 216 being considered by the Senate
Resources Committee in the Alaska State Legislature
would repeal the Coastal Management Program.

NOW THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 0117 OF
UNALASKA that

1. We urge the Senate Resources Committee to move this bill
back to the senate floor with a "No Recommendation™.

2. We urge and request the Senators of the Alaska State
Legislature to vote "Nay" on this bill and in so doing preserve
the Alaska Coastal Management Program and the tremendous strides
being made toward the realization of a statewide management plan
to protect the coastal waters and shores of our great state.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 12th DAY OF MARCH, 1981.



March 10. 1981

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairperson
Senate Resources Committee

Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senator Farhenkamp;

The Alaska Coastal Management Act (ACMA) was enacted in 1977 and has been the center of
uninformed controversy ever since. As a person who was involved in the development of
the Act from the first introduction of a Bill in the Legislature in 1975 to the
present, | feel compelled to provide you with information which, to date, has not been
presented or has been presented in a less than desireable format. To set the record, |
was assigned to follow the Legislative process of the Coastal Management proposals in
my capaoity of Land and Engineering Officer for Sealaska Corporation due to the fact
that any coastal regulation would affect the extensive coastal holdings of th'.i
corporation. Subsequently, as an Assemblyman for the City and Borough of Juneau, |
continued my involvement due to my concern that local governments be in control of any
coastal planning. As first public member Co-chair of the Alaska Coastal Policy
Council(ACPC), | continued ray efforts to assure local control in the development of the
Guidelines and Standards. Finally, as a consulting engineer, | have continued to
champion Jocal control in the plans our firm prepares for local governments.  So much
for background.

Generally speaking, the State has delegated planning and zoning functions to the
municipalities with no review process by the State as to how the local governments plan
and zone their communities. The Alaska Coastal Management Act however, specifically
requires the State agencies to comply with the Jlocal coastal planning once that
planning has been approved by the ACPC. In order to gain such approval the local plan
must be consistent with the ACMA Including the Guidelines and Standards. These
Guidelines and Standards are very broad and essentially allow the local governments to
do virtually any thing they would want to do anyway. By having these local plans
approved Dby the ACPC, a State policy agency within the Offioe of the Governor, the
local plan then becomes the Executive policy for all State agencies. In short, because
a State executive aqgency (the Alaska Coastal Policy Council) has approved the plan it
IS  binding whereas normal planning and zoning is not normally binding, not having been
approved by a State agency.(Exceptions are construction planning for University and
Public Facility projects, which require local approval whether in the coastal area or
not.)

Most locil governments have failed to recognize this powerful tool which can be used to
assure State agency compliance with local desires 'l believe that this failure to

recognize the control potential of the ACMA is the reason the Conference of Mayors
requested repeal of the Act, not knowing that in so doing they are in effect giving up
their only real existing lover insofar as State agenoies are concerned. The State

agencies have been aware for some time of the local control potentials of the ACMA, and
it is not suprising to me that the Commissioner of Natural Resources requested that the
ACMA Dbe repealed. That Department is the one most likley to have its discretionary



functions severly curtailed by local coastal planning.

At a recent Senate Resources meeting Senator Sturgulewski asked what specific problems
there were with the ACMA. | think the major single problem is that "Coastal
Management” is a four letter word to most people who have not taken the time to
understand the Alaska Coastal Management Act. In general, unknowledgable people equate
the ACMA with “environmentalism”, whatever that is, and oppose coastal management.
While it is true that the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act is for the preservation
and reclamation of the coastal areas, the Alaska Coastal Management Act is a systems
analysis planning tool to be wused to assure wise DEVELOPMENT ot our coastal area-.
Essentially, the ACMA requires local governments to inventory their resources; analyze
those resources; establish LOCAL goals and objectives for the use of those resources;
and develop a plan that sets forth as a policy statement the areas to be reserved for

Industry
Commerce
Recreation
Housing
Other Uses

No responsible business person would start a business venture without first assessing
his assets(resources), ascertaining the value of those assets<analyzing his resources),
determining what he wanted to do with his assets(setting goals and objectives), and
establishing a plan of action<comprehensive plan). A good part of the conflict that
now exists between "developers™ and "environmentalists” is due to the fact that neither
group can be assured of any future for their pursuits. The "developer” sees all areas
preserved for their natural qualities and the "environmentalist” sees no land left for
recreational pursuits. A comprehensive or coastal plan assures all of the citizens
that specific areas will be set aside for specific uses. Best of all, the ACMA
provides that this planning be done exclusively by local governments with mandatory
compliance by State agencies

Much has been made of the Federal budget cuts which will "eliminate™ the Coastal Zone
Management Act. The fact is that although the Federal funds may not be forthcoming,
the Federal Act is still law and Federal agencies still have a consistency requirement.

It should be noted that in 1977 when the Alaska Coastal Management Act was being
debated, most Alaska legislators would not have voted for the Act if Federal money were
the primary reason for the Act. There had already been sufficient evidence of Federal
strings in other programs.  Essentially, the ACMA would not have passed without two
important provisions; Federal consistency and Legislative review of looal plans.
(While the ALIVE Case removed the legislative approval requirement, the Policy Council
is requesting the Legislature to reinstate that provision in a Constitutionally
acceptable  manner.) Consequently, even though the President will undoubtedly exclude
coastal management funds from the Federal budget, we can still expect Federal
consistency in our Alaska coastal plans.

Exactly what does Federal consistency mean? First, it mean3 that the Federal
government cannot do anything on their lands which would cause a violation of the
Alaska Coastal Management Act on adjacent lands. More ;mportantly. the Federal

permitting  activitieson non-Federal lands must be consistent®with the State plan. As
a result of this consistency requirement, the Corp of Engineer., has said that if a
permit is requested in an area with an approved coastal plan, the review time is
substantially reduced allowing for a more timely permit issuance. Additionally, the

Corp has indicated that if a local government has an approved plan that logically



classifies wetlands wusing realistic criteria, the Corp will issue a blanket permit to
that local government allowing dredge and fill operations in those wetlands classified
as less valuable. All the owner of the wetlands then needs to dois obtain the
appropriate local building or other normal permit, if any.

After saying all these good things about the ACMA | must admit that there are some real
and perceived problems with the ACMA. The biggest real problem right now is the fact
that local governments have yet to develop their plans and the State _agenoies are using
their interpretations of the Guidelines and Standards to the frustration of developers
and local _governments. When the Alaska Coastal Policy Council formulated and adopted
the Guidelines and  Standards, we deliberatly made them broad to allow for
interpretations from Barrow  to Ketchikan. 1 still believe this was a good idea
however, we didn't expect it would take solong for local governments to make their
interpretations. As a consequence of not having local plans with local interpretations
of the Guidelines and Standards, the State agencies, in the name of coastal management,
are unilaterally making these in:arpretations to suit the agenoies needs. To eliminate
this situation the local governments need to adopt minimal plans as soon as possible,
going back later to flesh out and/or amend their plans. The "first out”™ minimal plan
will ~ then interpret the Guidelines and Standards according to local wishes, therby
eliminating the unilateral State agency Interpretation. It should be noted that
interpreting the Guidelines and Standards includes adjusting the boundary of the
coastal area.

Another change which is needed is to relocate the Office of Coastal Management from the
Office of the Governor and make it an independent staff reporting only to the Policy
Council. | believe the OCM has done an admirable job of being staff to the Council so
far however, recent controversial plans presented to the Council have apparently
resulted in substantial pressure on the OCM by State agencies to encourage
recommendations to the Council which were not in keeping with the ACMP. It should be
noted that although the OCM is a part of the Division of Polioy Development and
Planning,  thatagengy did not  apply pressure to OCM.Pulling OCM out of the Office of
the  Governorand makingit responsible only to the Policy Council would assure
independent assessment by OCM and the Council.

One perceived problem with ACMP is the supposed ability of local governments to stop
c’l and gasdevelopment by wusing the ACMP. The fact isthat the Aot specifioally
provides that the local plan cannot be approved if it "arbitrarily or unreasonably
restricts a useof Stateconcern." Furthermore, oil and gas development is statutorily
defined as a use of State concern. Therefore, if a local plan is submitted which
"arbitrarily or unreasonably restricts" oil and/or gas development, that plan is
unapprovable and State agencies are not obligated to comply with it. There io a
possibility that a local government might enact a local planning or zoning ordinance
under their general munioipal powers (AS 29) but that has nothing to do with coastal
management. To curtail local planning and zoning so that those powers could not be
used to stop development would require the Legislature to reassess the whole
relationship of State v municipal powers.

In summary, the current Alaska Coastal Management Act, including the Guidelines and
Standards, requires no more than good sense would dictate in developing a local coastal
or comprehensive plan. The Alaska Coastal Management Program(Act plus Guidelines and
Standards) is an optional Federal program which provides Federal consistency regardless
of funding source. As such it should be funded at least 00% by the State if, a3
expected, the Federal fundsdry up. Local governments should be encouraged to get
minimal  plans  prepared as soon as possible so as to olirainato unilateral



interpretations by State agencies. And finally, some amendments should be made to the
Act to establish "CM as an independent staff to the Council; to give the Legislature
back its overview function; to give full planning powers back to the cities, in the
unorganized boroucjh (see SB 562 from last Ses'ion); and clarify that local governments
make  QfiHSIStfUISJt— -d.eifi.rminations_ with respect to their plans. (See proposed Uniform
Permit Regulations).

Thank you—tor your time and attention. | escpect to be at the Coastal Management
hearings and will answer any questions you may have at that time.

Juneau, Alaska 99801

cc:Senator Gilman; Senate CSRA
Representative Grussendorf; House CSRA
Representative Zharoff, House Resources
Representative Gardiner; House Resources



COMUENTS ON INQUIRES TO THE ALASKA COASTAL POLICY COUNCIL March 11,1981

At the present all consistency determinations are being made by the Division of Policy
Development and P.'anning. This is proper inasmuch as until local plans are in effect,
the S ate must decide whether a proposed action is consistent with the Act and
Standards. Because the Guidelines and Standards are necessarrily broad to allow
maximun local option, any interpretation prior to local plan development is diffioult
due to the wide range of interpretations available It would be my assumption that if
in fact, there have been delays in making consistency determinations, that the root
causa is a debate between DPDP and the agency proposing the coastal activity, with
neither  side having clear-out authority to make the necessary consistency
determination. The Act is silent on consistency determinations however, it doesn't take
a genius to see that if the Legislature gave coastal planning power exclusively to the
local governments that .t follows that deterraninations as to whether a proposed action
is consistent would also be the sole province of the local government, if there is one.

In  short, there is a need for the Legislature to statutorily Indicate the body charged
with consistency determinations. Inasmuch as the coastal plan is to ba an element of
the local comprehensive plan, it follows that the local governing body should make
these determinations. In the unorganized borough, either the coastal resource planning
board or a State agency would be the consistency determiner. |If a State agenoy is to
make thesf determinations, then that agency roust be the DPDP as all other agendas
propose actions in the coastal area and for them to make consistency determinations on
their own actions would be akin to the pitcher being the umpire in a baseball game.

As tc how consistency would be determined, this is not the big mystery that some would
have us Dbtlieve It is. As stated above, the ooastal plan is an element of the looal

oomprehendveplan As such the local planning and zoning commission makes a first
determination as to consistency followed, if necessary, by aotion of the city council
or borough assembly on appeal. In the unorganized borough the first determination

oould be by the coastal resource planning board with an appeal allowed to either the
Coastal Policy Council or DPDP.

The term "feasible and prudent™ has been much maligned by those who have only lately
beooroe involved in the ooastal management prooess. The ACPC wrestled long trying to
develop a way to modify otherwise overly restrictive regulations to make them workable.
Again there is no mystery if one just roads the definition in the Guidelines and
Standards.  "Feasible” means technically possible and "prudent™ is associated with the
established "prudent man" orlterla usod by the oourts, which inoludec economics as well
as other faotors; i.e. would a prudent man take such action? It is also neoesoarry to
examine where the term "feasible and prudent" is wused in the regulations. For
instance, there is a requirement that roads be kopt out of the ooastal area, that is,

in the uplands, "where feasible and prudent"! If it were not for the modifier
"feasible and prudent™ all roads would have to be built out of the ooastal area.

With respect to the Anchorage CMP; that plan is consistent with the ACMP or it would
not have been approved by the ACPC nor the Legislature. (The Anchorage CMP was approved
by the Legislature before the ALIVE oaBe made approval by conourrent resolution
unconstitutional) It must be realized however, that the Anchorage CMP is a first
effort that essentially says how they are going to develop their geographically



specific plan with specific policies.

The Legislative intent with respect to consistency is quite clear if 01 e does not try
to convolute the Act to arrive at something preoonceived which is contrary to that
intent. As stated above, it is inconceivable that the Legislature would give the local
governments so much authority to develop a plan without also intending that the local
government make consistency determinations.

In most cases where a permit or lease is required for a specific proposed action, there
is a certain degree of discretionary authority allowed to the permitting or leasing
agency. The Alaska Coastal Management Actgives that discretionary function
exclusively to the local governments in the development of their coastal plans. If an
approved local plan, for instanoe, indicates a dock in a given area, both the Corp of
Engineers with respect to permits, and the Department of Natural Resources, with
respect to tideland leases, cannot refuse the respective permits and/or leases unless
issuance of such would be oontrary to statutes.

The Cordova CMP was adopted by. the ACPC after much heated debate and pressure by
resouroe agencies to get the Citv to enlarge its coastal boundaries even though the
proposed boundraies were consistent with the ACMP. The Cordova plan was the first plan
which exercised local control to the maxiaua insofar as the resource agencies were
concerned. The approval process before the ACPC wasreal "hardball”, and quite
frankly, the ACPC was "on trial" to see if the Council, infact, believed in local
control  orwhether they would "knuckle under" to the resource agency pressure.
Fortunatly, the Counoil upheld the local control ooncept, taking the attitude that if

the local plan met the legal citeria, even though it might be done "better"” (whatever
that means), the plan must be approved. At the February 3, 1981, meeting of the
Counoil, when the Cordova plan was approved, the Federal representative from NOAA
stated that the plan was unapprovable from the Federal level unless the boundaries were
expanded. This in spite of the fact that the Federal government had approved the
Alaska Coastal Management Program with the looal control and boundary oriteria which

the Cordova plan complied with. The OCM, rather than submitting a program to the Feds
cold with an anticipated negative response, elected to try to turn the particular
Individual around in his thinking so that Federal approval would not bo an uphill
battle. Thereis no reason to pick a fight when thoro is a good ohance that the
problem can be resolved peacably.

Also, to put Federal approval in perspective, the Cordova (or any other) plan is in
effect Insofar as State and looal governments are oonoerned with or without Federal
approval The only thing Federal approval provides now that funding is to be
exclusively State and/or looal, is Federal consistency. If the Feds do not approve a
plan, we are no worse off than we would be without a plan insofar as the Federal
agenoies are concerned, but we still get State agency compliance with the looal plan.

The Fads can "intervene in the activities of the OCM only through suggestions or
possibly threatened withholding of Federal approval. As noted above, withholding of
Federal approval is serious but not overriding of all other concerns Also, OCM is not
empowered to do anything exoept aot as staff to the ACPC. The ACPC is the determining
body andmy observation of the ACPC at Cordova leads me to believe that if they are
convinced  that the local plan is consistent with the ACMP, that the plan will be
approved notwithstanding threatened aderal disapproval.

The ACMP requl. es State agencies to be consistent with approved looal plans, even to
the extent of -equiring that agenoy regulations be consistent with the ACMP. The only



thing missing so far is the approved local plans and the intestinal fortitute on the

part of the local governments to require State compliance. Most local leaders do not
know how powerful a tool they have because they have assumed any kino of planning is a
necessary evil. Furthermore, many, if not most, community planners look only at the
resource planning functions of the Act. To really make the Act work the way it was
intended to work requires the mayors and managers to examine the local control features
so the local governments can take charge of their own destinies. As long as local
leaders look on coastal planning as just another planning function, the State agencies
will do as they please. One cannot really expect State agencies to advertise a program
that can take away their discretionary functions.

There are a number of beneficial changes which should be made in the Alaska Coastal
Management Act. The first class and home rule cities in the unorganised borough should
be given back their coastal planning powers which were removed by SB 562 in the
Eleventh Legislature. The Offioe*of Coastal Management tihould bhe made an independent
staff to the ACPC, not affiliated with the Office of the Governor. The statutes should
clearly indicate that consistency determinations are the sole responsibility of local
governments where suoh governments exist. If a State agency is to make a consistency
determination in the unorganized borough or in the case of no local plan, that agency
should be in the Office of the Governor; not an action agency.

Repeal of the "CMA will set looal control back substantially and cause a major problem
with development in the State. Repeal will not eliminate the multitude of permit and
other requirements whtch exist outside ooastal management. The days of uncontrolled
development are no longer here whether we like it or not. At least the ACMP provides a
method of resolving confliots and expediting the permitting and/or leasing process.
Additionally, the ACMP makes the local people through their eleoted officials the
determiners of policy; not some distant body in Juneau or Washington D.C.

At the present the ACMP receives about 54.5 million in Federol funds. Over half of
this goes to State agenoies to do tasks they should be doing anyway, without coastal
funds. The remainder goes to local governments to help pay the costs of developing a
looal plan. There is considerable sentiment that the entire 545 million should be
distributed to looal governments to speed up the looal program development. Probably a
53.0 million program with 10% local match is all that can be absorbed in the
forthcoming fiscal year. OCM and C&RA can probably furnish closer estimates.

/T
oger W. Allington P.E.



TOThe Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp DAT* March 4, 1981
Chairmman, Senate Resources Committee FILE 10:

TELEPHONE NO:

ROy rray R. Walsh subject: ACWP Workshop

Coordinator
Office of Coastal Management

Please find attached an invitation to the Local Government Workshop on
the Alaska Coastal Management Program scheduled for March 17. We en-
courage Senate Resource Committee members and their staff to attend.

cc: Senate Resource Committee Members

02-001A(RoVv,10/79)
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March 3, 1981

To: All district participants in the Alaska Coastal Management Program

You ire cordially invited to attend a local government workshop on the
Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP). The workshop will be conducted
at the Elks Club, 109 S. Franklin, Juneau, Alaska on March 17, 1981 from
9:00 an to 4:00 pn. A tentative agenda is attached for further information.

As you may be aware, there are several important issues which have
surfaced since the start of the year which could have serious impact on
the ACWP. The two most significant of these issues include the proposed
federal budget cuts by President Reagan and Alaska Senate Bill 216, "An
act repealing the Alaska Coastal Management Program.” The Office of
Coastal Management (OCM) would like to bring you up to date on these
vital issues.

Another workshop agenda item which is just as important is a major
concern which revolves around "what constitutes a significant amendment
to an reproved district progran?’ Local government officials have
recently expressed their fears that a rigid definition of "significant
amendment’ could be construed as state oversight of local planning
authorities granted under Title 29 resulting in a loss of local autonomy.
At 1ts February meeting, the Coastal Policy Council directed OCM to
address this issue. OCM has been working on defining "‘significant
amendment’™ and will have a draft available at the workshop. However,
since the outcome of definition will have considerable impact on local
government, we feel your involvement is “rucial iIn drafting the definition.

In addition, with your assistance and input we will attempt to resolve
other specific concerns you may have with the ACMP. Li order to facilitate
discussion of any concerns you would like to see addressed, we would
appro®iate being notified of the concern so we can add it to the agenda.

We request that you bring a short written problem statement to the
workshop for discussion purposes.

ALASKA
COASTAL. MANAGFMLNT ffTOGHAM

01-A17LH



ACMP district participants -2- 3/3/81

The Coastal Policy Council has scheduled iIts next meeting iIn Juneau on
March 18 & 19, also at the Elks Club, the results of the workshop will
be presented to the Coastal Policy Council in the form of recommendations
In addition, tti Senate Resources Committee has scheduled two hearings
on March 16 & 18 on Senate Bill 216. 0OCM strongly encourages your par-
ticipation at these hearings.

We have reserved a number of rooms at the Baranof Hotel to insure the
availability of lodging for workshop and Council meeting attendees.
Please contact Michelle Shook at OCM (465-3540) to reserve one of these
rooms (call collect if necessary).

We look forward to seeing you at the workshop and Council meeting.

Si

Murray R. Walsh
Coordinator
Office of Coastal Management



LOCAL GOVERNMENT WORKSHOP ON THE ALASKA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Sponsored by the Office of Coastal Management
Elks Club
109 S. Franklin St.
Juneau, Alaska
Tuesday, March 17, 1981
9:00 am to 4:00 pm

Purpose: To discuss the status of the ACMP and pertinent issues and

possible solutions relating to the development and implementation of
district coastal management programs.

AGENDA
Morning Session - 9:00 am - 12:00 pm
I Welcome and introductions

I1. Overview of the ACMP status from a local, state, and federal
perspective.

I11. Discussion and agreement on definition of "'significant amendment’
to be presented to the Council.

IV. Discussion of other specific issues identified by workshop
participants and proposed solutions.

Afternoon Session - 1:30 - 4:00 pm
V. Discussion of the implementation of district programs.

Consistency and the Regulatory Reform Regulations
OCM"s role after the Regulatory Reform Regulations
District™s responsibility to insure its role in
consistency decisions

D. CRSA program implementation

o>
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February 19, 1901

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp

Chairman, Senate Natural Resources Committee
Pouch V, State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99011

Re: Report To The Senate Natural Resources Committee
Deoi" Senator Fahrenkamp:
. OVERALL STATE OF THE INDUSTRY
A. Introduction:

This letter is a follow-up to the opportunity which you
gave the Alaska Loggers Association (ALA) to testily regarding the
condition of the forest industry. The ALA represents 105 logging
companies throughout the State. As an overall matter, our relation-
ohip with the executive branch of government is excellent. We have
appreciated the responsiveness and positive attitude toward our
industry from the Governor, The Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
The Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), and The Alaska
Department of Fisli & Game (ADF&G). We helieve that these are well
managed agencies which understand their m4 cion of interaction with
our industry and have attempted to reguli e us in a reasonable way.

The Governor strongly supported the position of the forest'
industry in the recent D-2 battle in Congress and we appreciate his
concern for the Jobs and well-being of our industry. We also appre-
ciate the Governor's regulatory reform effort which should substan-
tially reduce the time it takes us to get permits.

SERVING ALASKA®"S TIMHER [INDUSTRY
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Alaska Loggers Association, Inc.

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp

February 19, 1901
Page Two

DNR has been in the process of constructing a highly
sophisticated regulatory prograin for the forest industry. Throughout
this process, DNR has taken the time to learn about our industry and
has been both reasonable and fair in setting goals for our operations
on the ground.

DEC has been helpful in working with us to achieve a workable
regulatory program for the forest industry. DEC has also supported
the Alaska pulp mills in their attempt to settle environmental problems
with the Environmental Protection Agency. The habitat division of the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game has likewise heen an agency which
has taken the stance of showing us how we can perform projects, rather
than being obstructionists,

B. Fish and Game Boards:

Our major problem with government at this point is with the
Boards of Fish and Game. The law (AS 16.05.251(a)(7)) authorizes the
Boards of Fish and Game to be involved in setting regulations for fish
and game habitat. The problem with this is that the Boards have no
expertise regarding forest operations. The avthority ¢f AS 16.05.251
(a)(7) has been used by an overzenlous Fish ana Game Board executive
director who has sought to inject himself into habitat management —
often in a manner inconsistent with the management philosophy of the
habitat section of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

We would recommend that this problem be handled by having
regulatory functions left solely to the habitat section of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Gome by repealing AS 16.05.251(a)(7). A lter-
natively, we would recommend that a forester be put on each of the
bourds. We now have environmental and fisheries experts on the
Forestry Board. Thus, if they are going to regulate forest operations
through their habitat management authority, it seems only reasonable
that a forester be on the Fish and Game Boards. Foresters are trained
to manage all resources and thus would provide expertise which is now
lacking. In any event, we would urge you to consider some approach

ewhich would deal with the problems of confusion and duplication

presently being created by the Fish and Game Boards.
C. Btatc of Market:

At this point, domestic mai'kets and foreign markets are
feeling the impact of high interest rnte3 in home building and in-
flation in general. The markets are not good. The industry has mills
capable of producing construction timber for use in Alaska. Alaska
law (AS 36.15.010) requires that Alaska timber be used in projects
upon which public construction monies are spent, if practical. We
would urge your assistance in obtaining nssurance from the Administra-
tion that this policy of purchasing Alaskan forest products will be
fully implemented.



