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II. AREAS FOR LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE.

A. State Forest Land. We need to improve upon the program 
of identifying potential State forest land for retention by the State, 
pa'ticularly as land conveyances are made under the D-2 process. We 
would urge that all State lands which have high forest values be con­
sidered for retention in the public domain and managed as State forests. 
We believe it vould be appropriate for a legislative authorization 
which rould underscore DNR’s existing policy in this regard. Further­
more, potential State forest land should be legislatively exempted 
from the State's land disposal program.

B. Budgeting Outputs of Forest Goods and Services. The 
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1 9 7 * 4 provides 
e Federal mechanism by which the agreed program for outputs of National 
Forest goods and services is linked with the annual budgeting process 
of the Department cf Agriculture. Under* th .• Federal legislation an

• assessment is made of the Nation's needs for forest resources at given 
time intervals. After public hearings, and determinations by the 
Forest Service, a program for management of aid national forests is 
submitted to Congress by the President. Approval of the program by the 
Congress means that sufficient budget will be authorized to allow the 
program to go forward.

We believe that you should consider implementing on approach 
like this on the State forests. It would be most useful for State 
forest managers to be able to pursue long term programs with knowledge 
that such programs will be supported by necessary legislative appro­
priations over the long periods of time it takes to grow trees and 
maintain, produce, or enhance other resources.

As the State obtains more forest lane, it is important for 
it to determine how to manage those forests over the long run.
Interim goals should be designed to implement the target which the 
forests are planned to ultimately achieve. All of this should be part 
%of the agreed upon program.

There is a need to link program with budget. The Forest 
Practices Act, as a practical matter, calls for increased personnel

• for management purposes. Thus far, the budgeting levels of the 
Department are not able to meet these objectives and there are in-

• sufficient personnel to manugc the Forest Practices Act. Likewise,
■there are insufficient ADF&G biologists, particulai'ly research biolo­
gists. Accordingly, a law which integrates outputs-with budget and 
manpower at the State level would be most appropriate.

.C. Reforestation and Afforestation Programs. As we obtain 
new forests and new lands, we should have a strong reforestation pro­
gram. Not only should we reforest lands which have been harvested or 
burned where necessary, the Plate should consider planting lands
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capable of sustaining forest growth (afforestation). Sufficient fund3  
should be provided for these programs in DNR1s budget.

D. Research Program. Alaska has 22 million acres of com­
mercial forest land in the Interior of Alaska, lJ|~l6  million acres of
vhich are in State, municipal and private hands. A research program
could be of tremendous value in determining the new tree growing, 
harvesting, marketing and reforestation methods needed to establish a 
strong forest industry in the Interior. Furthermore, such a research 
program could help resolve apparent conflicts between users of various 
forest resources. We would propose that the program ue modeled upon 
the Forest Service research station approach.

E. Purchaser Credits. The Federal Government allows monies 
spent by contractors in building roads and other permanent facilities 
to be used as an offset against stumpage rates charged by the Forest 
Service. This means that the Federal Government does not have to 
budget for the costs of those roads or other permanent facilities. A 
similar program by the State would be most helpful.

F. Authority for Memorandum of Understanding. ADF&G and 
DNR may wish to enter a memorandum of understanding (MOU) by which 
ADF&G vould have D.'jR manage certain ADF&O habitat programs on forest 
lands. There is concern that there is no authority for th.s in
AS l6.O5.07O which gives ADF&G its habitat management authority. We 
urge that a subsection be added to AS l6.O5.07O which provides that 
ADF&G may enter an MOU with other agencies regarding the management 
functions described in AS l6 .O5 .O7 O.

G. Southcentral Case. Attf hed is a memorandum from
Jim Clark to Jim Rynearson of Alaska Lumber and Pulp Co., Inc. , (ALP) 
describing the impact of this case upon the State's primary manu­
facture requirement. The State should consider combining with other 
States in the Northwest to petition Congress to specifically authorize 
States to require primary manufacture. The ALA strongly supports 
application of the primary manufacture requirement to all pub.:.ic lands.

H. Fire. We believe that the State's budget for fire 
control is inadequate. This was made clear by the fires in the interior 
of Alaska last year. We would urge that this be given priority in
DNR'a budget this year.

Ill, OVERSIGHT OF EXISTING PROGRAMS
- - - ■ — -  - - - -  •

A. State Forest Practices Act and BMPs. We believe that DNR 
has done an excellent Job of promulgating these regulations. While we 
do not agree with each and every provision, the process wa3 fair and 
open and DNR negotiated reasonable regulations with us and other groups.

1



beetion 11 AAC 95.060 cf the regulations states that best 
management practices (BMPs) will be the method by which the standards 
set forth in the regulations will be achieved. The BMP manual thus far 
produced is heavily prescriptive in that it sets forth in infinite 
detail how forestry is to be performed. We believe that as much pro­
fessional management as possible is needed to insure a sound environ­
mental response to site specific problems. Prescriptions such as those 
set forth in the BMP manual (which are designed to tell professional 
managers how to do their job) are a product of distrust of the managers. 
'Thus, they hinder the professional managers of every discipline. We 
strongly urge that the BMP manual be rewritten to set goals without 
telling the operators or managers how to accomplish them. We further 
urge you to direct policy on this matter by passing a resolution stating 
that the BMP manual should not be prescriptive, but should instead favor 
professional management.

B. Alaska Coastal Zone Management Act (ACMA). The forest 
industry has not yet been fully impacted by ACMA. As we understand the 
Act, it is broken into three parts: l) planning and zoning; 2) funding
for planning and zoning; and 3) consistency requirements. ACMA provides 
no planning and zoning authority to municipalities which they did not 
already have. However, communities have been made cognizant of these 
powers and have had an incentive to plan in their communities because of 
the availability of federal funds.

The procedural requirements to assure consistency are the 
major problems we have with ACMA. The difficulty is that as applied to 
the forest industry, consistency presently requires a separate review by 
the Department of Planning and Policy Development (DPDP) of whether or 
not a forest operation is consistent with State and local plans. Con­
sistency is already required of Federal agencies by Section 313 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 and by the forest industry 
in particular by the July 1980 MOU entered between the State and the 
Forest Service. Thus, a separate consistency review for our industry 
when operating on National Forest land is merely duplicative.

We appreciate the fine Job done by the Hammond Administration 
on regulatory reform. The proposed regulations would eliminate many 
duplications of procedure present in the existing ACMA program. Ac­
cordingly, we urge their ea.’liest adoption. However, we believe that 
Sections 200 and 313 are sufficient to insure consistency with coastal 
zone requirements for forestry operations on Federal lands. Further­
more, the Legislature has previously made clear that ACMA should not. 
create duplication of procedures for the forest industry operating on 
State and private land (AS ill. 17*020(J )). We believe that ACMA's 
impact on forcsti'y should bo considered in light of previous policy 
declarations by the Legislature.

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp
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Accordingly, ve urge you to review the ACMA to determine 
whether or not in situations where: (l) an industry is regulated by
comprehensive State regulations and (2) the Federal agencies must 
follow the State management requirements, an exemption from the pro- 
Cv aural burdens of the .consistency regulations might be in order. We 
arc not advocating that at this time, as we believe more information 
is needed. We do believe that oversight hearings on the issue would 
be most helpful.

C. Bench Logs. Another problem with the regulations sur­
rounds the primary manufacture requirement. Beach log salvors are 
allov/ed to export logs in the round. This has encouraged log pirates 
to steal logs which are then sold under a salvage permit. The AI.A 
has previously proposed a program to take away the incentive for log 
piracy and provide a fair market to salvors. (See attached). We 
would urge you to support this program by resolution.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF D-g.

As you know, the D-2 Bill resulted in only a *'*50 MMBF timber 
supply being availob ' to the forest industry on the Tongass National 
Forest. This is th( ount the industry needs to maintain itself over 
the long run. Acco: ly, harvest will have to take place in all of
the LUD III and LUD . reas shown on the Tongass Land Management Plnn 
(TLMP). This will cause conflicts with other user groups. To provide 
more flexibility (if the pressure from the user groups becomes too 
great), we may urge that Northwest Admiralty Island, East Behm Canal 
und Southern Misty Fiords be open to multiple use. We would urge the 
State's assistance in doing this.

Thank you for holding public hearings on the state of the 
forest industry. We believe them to have been most useful. We will 
provide you any assistance we can on these matters.

Yours very truly,

President 

JFC:bJ
c c : Governor Hammond

John Katz
Keixh Specking '
Robert LeReschc 
Ronald Skoog 
Ex*nst Mueller 
Greg Cook 
John Sano.or

Alaska Loggers Association, Inc.



(Errmnuttee an R e s o u r c e s

TO: S E N A T E  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I T T E E

F ROM: S E N A T E  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I T T E E  S T A F F

DATE: M a r c h  13, 1981

RE: H e a r i n g  - M a r c h  16 t h  a n d  1 3 1h - SB 2 1 6  " A n  A c t  r e p e a l i n g  t h e  A l a s k a

c o a s t a l  m a n a g e m e n t  p r o g r a m . "

For your information attached please f!nd:

Letter from Roger Allington, former Co-Chair of the Alaska Coastal 
Pol icy Counci!

Previously distributed letter from the Alaska Loggers Association 
please note PAGE FIVE.

T h e  H e a r i n g  o n  SB 2 ' 6  M a r c h  16th w i l l  be c o n d u c t e d  in S e n a t e  F i n a n c e  

a n d  t h e  h e a r i n g  M a r c h  1 8 1h w i 1 1 be in the B u t r o  R o o m .

At t a c h m e n t s  

PK
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

February 27, 1981

ALASKA LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION OFFICE 
444 NORTH CAPITOL, N.W.

SUITE 327 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 

(202) G24 S873

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkniap 
Chairman, Senate Resources Committee 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

Cynthia has provided me with the substance of your conference 
call of February 25, 1981 and I have made some preliminary inquiries 
and am still awaiting further information.

I talked first to John Iani, the Fisheries and Coastal Zone Man­
agement staff person for Senator Murkowski. He is knowledgeable 
on some of the areas you are interested in and has made a request 
of the Library of Congress on our behalf to seek information regard­
ing multi-national and international treaties specifically, in ref­
erence to salmon taking on the high seas, the names of various
fisheries councils which make determinations on these treaties and 
current policy, and the background material necessary so that you 
can have some input into that decision-making, etc. John is from 
Kodiak and has been working iri this areu for some time. He know 
precisely why this information was requested and was most congenial 
in offering his assistance. I shall be hearing from him soon and 
will send the extra material he obtains for us from the Library 
of Congress. He can be reached at (202) 224-6665 for further 
i nformati on.

Then I contacted the State Department and found the Office of 
Fisheries (202/ 632-2335) and they referred me, more specifically, 
to Mr. Raymond Arnaudo (202/ 632-5690) who is in charge of the 
Pacific Ocean area in this same Office of Fisheries. He told me 
that Chuck Meacham was a walking compendium regarding all of these 
councils and treaties but, since his retirement, they have abolish­
ed the position he held in the Office of Mie Governor. Since then 
I have learned that he may still be working on a contract basis 
with the Governor's Office so you may be able to obtain more infor­
mation from him. He also recommer'J- d that 1 contact Rod Moore or, 
Congressman Don Young's staff as he is most knowledgeable in this 
area. Mr. Arnaudo has copies of the kinds of treaties we have re­
garding fishing in the North Pacific and also information about
the councils and other groups which have an input into policies 
regarding fishing in and around Alaska. When I receive this 
information from Mr. Arnaudo, I will send it right along to you.
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B e c a u s e  of Mr. A r n a u d o ' s  r e f e r e n c e  to Rod Moore, I then t a l k e d  
to him and he was, i n d eed, k n o w l e d g e a b l e  in the a r eas we are i n t e r­
es t e d  in. He w o u l d  be h appy to talk to any one of y o u  d i r e c t l y  and 
can be r e a c h e d  at (202/ 2 2 5 - 5 7 5 5 ) .  He i n f o r m e d  me that A l a s k a  is a 
v o t i n g  m e m b e r  of the N o r t h  P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  M a n a g e m e n t  C o u n c i l ,  a 
n o n - v o t i n g  m e m b e r  of the P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  M a n a g e m e n t  C o u n c i l  and 
a l so, a m e m b e r  of the P a c i f i c  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  C o m m i s s i o n .  I will 
have to c h e c k  on the m e m b e r s h i p  of A l a s k a n s  on all t hree of t h e s e  
g r o ups. I w o u l d  a s s u m e  we w o u l d  have s o m e o n e  o v e r s e e i n g  t h e m  e v e n  
if we are a n o n - v o t i n g  m e m b e r  of, at le a s t ,  one. He was not s u r e  
a b o u t  our status on the l a t t e r  C o m m i s s i o n .  The A l a s k a n  w h o  a t t e n d s  
as the v o t i n g  m e m b e r  of the N o r t h  P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  M a n a g e m e n t  Coun 
cil is Ron Skoog, C o m m i s s i o n e r  of the D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish and G a me, 
in J u n e a u .  A l t h o u g h  it does not h a v e  to be him, I b e l i e v e  the G o v­
e r n o r  g e n e r a l l y  d e s i g n a t e s  him as the A l a s k a n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e .

I a s k e d  Rod how A l a s k a n s  and, s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the m e m b e r s  of the 
A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e ,  can have i nput into <.. 1 of these m e e t i n g s  and 
he said t h e r e  w e r e  several ways. He f e l t  that the L e g i s l a t u r e  
c o u l d  ma k e  its v o ice heard by a d o p t i n g  a r e s o l u t i o n  to be sent to 
these o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  by d i r e c t i n g  the G o v e r n o r  as to the will of 
the L e g i s l a t u r e ,  by a p p o i n t i n g  a m e m b e r  to t e s t i f y  and p r e s e n t  a 
c e r t a i n  p o s i t i o n  w h e n  t h e s e  c o m m i s s i o n s  m e e t ,  or by l e t t e r  to the 
v a r i o u s  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  I i n d i c a t e d  th a t  A l a s k a n s  had b e c o m e  i n­
c r e a s i n g l y  f r u s t r a t e d  b e c a u s e  they did not feel that t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  
and c o n c e r n s  we r e  b e ing g iven to t h e s e  g r o ups. He told me that 
C l e m  T i l l i o n  is the C h a i r m a n  of the N o r t h  P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  M a n a g e­
men t  Council but he is not a S t a t e  of A l a s k a  a p p o i n t e e .  The G o v e r­
nor n o m i n a t e s  p e o p l e  and they are then c h o s e n  by the S e c r e t a r y  of 
C o m m e r c e .  The N o r t h  P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  M a n a g e m e n t  C o u ncil m e e t s ,  
he said, a b o u t  ten times a y e a r  but .id not kn o w  how o f t e n  or w h e n  
the P a c i f i c  M a r i n e  F i s h e r i e s  C o m m i s s i o n  or the P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  
M a n a g e m e n t  Council meet. We will a t t e m p t  to find th a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  
for you.

R e g a r d i n g  t r e a t i e s  w i t h  C a n a d a ,  S o u t h  Ko r e a ,  and C a n a d a ,  Rod 
said that the N o r t h  P a c i f i c  F i s h e r i e s  C o n v e n t i o n  c o v e r s  high seas 
s a l m o n  f i s h i n g  and that all c o u n t r i e s  are s i g n a t o r i e s  to it. He 
i n d i c a t e d  that we are al s c  n e g o t i a t i n g  a t r e a t y  w i t h  C a n a d a  r e­
g a r d i n g  the s p a w n i n g  of sa l m o n  in the F r a s e r  River. B e c a u s e  t h e s e  
s p a w n i n g  a r eas are so viatl to the U n i t e d  S t a tes, t h e s e  n e g o t i a­
tions  may lead to some sort of an a g r e e m e n t  for j o i n t  m a n a g e m e n t  
of the s a l m o n  f i s h i n g / s p a w n i n g  in this area in S o u t h e a s t  A l a s k a .
He a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  that t h e r e  are o n g o i n g  n e g o t i a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  
i n t e r c e p t i o n s  of s a l m o n  in this same area.
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Mr. A r n a u d o  i n d i c a t e d  he v/ould send ine a s a m p l e  of the i n t e r­
nat i o n a l  t r e a t y  so that I can send it to you. The N o r t h  P a c i f i c  
F i s h e r i e s  C o n v e n t i o n ,  by the w a y ,  was f i r s t  s i g n e d  in 1952 and was 
r e n e g o t i a t e d  and si g n e d  in 1978. Rod al s o  told me that S t e v e  Pen- 
n o y e r ,  D i r e c t o r  of the D i v i s o n  of C o m m e r c i a l  F i s h e r i e s  in the D e­
pa r t m e n t  of Fish and Game, is a f o u n t  of i n f o r m a t i o n  in this area 
and c o u l d  p o i n t  us even f u r t h e r  to the sort of i n f o r m a t i o n  we are 

r e q u e s t i n g .

P l e a s e  let me know if y o u  w i s h  us to c o n t a c t  Mr. P e n n o y e r  or 
see if we can find any t r ace of C h u c k  M e a c h a m  (I note he is l i s t e d  
in the last D i r e c t o r y  of S t a t e  O f f i c i a l s ) .  P e r h a p s ,  y o u  w o u l d  
w a n t  the R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  s t a f f  to ob t a i r  ^re d i r e c t  i n f o r m a­
tion r i ght there in Juneau. We, of c o u r s e ,  stui.u r e a d y  to do w h a t  
we can in this regard. I am still a w a i t i n g  m a t e r i a l  f r o m  John 
Iani and Mr. A r n a u d o  and shall m a k e  f u r t h e r  i n q u i r i e s  at N O A A  in 
the D e p a r t m e n t  of C o m m e r c e  to see w h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  they have. I 
t h o u g h t  I w o u l d  get this l e t t e r  off to y o u  r i g h t  aw a y  s i nce y o u r  
c o n f e r e n c e  call i n d i c a t e d  y o u  n e e d e d  this i n f o r m a t i o n  so t h a t  y o u  
m i g h t  p r e p a r e  for an April B o ard m e e t i n g .  H o w e v e r ,  I have t r ied 
to keep y o u  i n f o r m e d  of the v a r i o u s  f i s h i n g  m e e t i n g s  and i n f o r m a­
tion as it a p p e a r s  in the Federal R e g i s t e r . In a d d i t i o n ,  we will 
try and find the names of the m e m b e r s  of all t hese c o m m i s s i o n s  and 
counci 1 s .

I t hink it is o b v i o u s  f r o m  my c u r s o r y  i n q u . v'y ia this area 
t h a t  t h e r e  is a lot of i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t h ese f i s h i n g  a r r a n g e­
m e n t s  but that li t t l e  of it, s p e c i f i c a l l y  as it p e r t a i n s  to 
A l a s k a ,  is w r i t t e n  down a n y w h e r e .  I g uess we need a c o m p e n­
di u m  of i n f o r m a t i o n  ju s t  for A l a s k a n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e s e  gro u p s  
and t r e a t i e s ,  their m e m b e r s h i p ,  m e e t i n g  d a t e s ,  and how we can 
have c o n s t a n t  input into t h e i r  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .

P l e a s e  note the a t t a c h e d  w h i c h  I j u s t  f o u n d  in the Federal 
R e g i s t e r this m o r n i n g .  This r e f e r s  to a n o t h e r  P u b l i c  Law (96- 
265), The F i s h e r i e s  C o n s e r v a t i o n  and M a n a g e m e n t  Act of 1976 , 
w h i c h  r e q u i r e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s  for p e r m i t s ,  and p r i n t i n g  t h e r e o f ,  
in the F i s h e r y  C o n s e r v a t i o n  Zone of the U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  a f t e r  
F e b r u a r y  28, 1977. The s u m m e r y  i n c l u d e s  a p p l i c a t i o n s  f r o m  
T a i w a n ,  Japan, Korea, Italy, Cuba, P o l a n d  and R u s s i a ,  all of 
w h i c h  d e s i r e  to fish in A l a s k a n  w a t e r s .  I shall try to o b t a i n  
a co p y  of this Pub l i c  Law and send it to you.

Do let me know if t h ere is any o t h e r  s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  
y o u  w o u l d  like and y o u  may be sure I will be back in t o uch 
w i t h  y o u  wh e n  I have the o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  to send.

S i n c e r e l y ,

E n e l o s u r e  
G K / k m
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Council, located in (lie j:' 0,'>r«|)!df’.al area 
of ScJitlie, Washington, w il l hold a 
pub lic meeting at 9:WJ a.m., on Thuisd .’iy, 
March J!', 1081. •''( the W asliin ;;ton 
A th le tic  C lu l ,  Ctli and Union, Room 
Ziori, (icatllc , W ashington, to d iscu ss 
f.ncli business a s may In.- presented by 
membi r:., ilia  Muff of the U.S. Small 
lhtsir.esfi Adm in istration . and others 
attending.

l-‘or f'.u thnr information. m ite  or ca ll 
M axine Wood, D istric t D irector, U.S. 
Small bus iness Adm in istration . Room 
17-14 Federal bu ild ing , 015 2nd Avenue, 
Seattle , W ashington 0817-1, (200), 442- 
7791.

Dated: February 7.0. l'JBl.
R o b e r t  V .  O ' M n l l n y ,

/Sxtvutii'0 Director, Office of Advisory 
Councils.
|in One. Bi-c.'.oi Iilitl fi « am)
m a i l lG  CODE C02S-01-M • .  v

/  DEPARTMENT O r STATE
[Public llolice 7-13]

F ishery Conservation  and 
Management; A pp lica tions Tor Perm its 
to F ish  Off the  C o a s is  o f Ih e  United 
Stater.

'Flic Fishery Conservation and

Management Act o f 1070 (I’uh. I,. 9-1-200) 
ns nnu-nded ("Ihe Ac.l") provides that t o 
fishing sh a ll be conducted by foreign 
fish ing ve syeb  in llie  F ishery 
Conservation Tioae o f the United Stains 
a fte r February 2i), 1077. except in 
accordance w ith a v a lid  and app licab le 
perm it issued pursuant to Section 204 of 
the Act.

The Act a lso requ ires that a notice o f 
receipt of a!! app lications for such 
perm its, n summary o f the contents o f 
such applications, and the names of the 
Regional F ishery Management Councils 
that receive copies o f these app lications, 
bo pub lished in the Federa l Register.

In d iv id u a l ve sse l app lications for 
fishing in l i ' t i l  have been rece ived from 
Taiw an and the Governments o f Japan, 
Korea, Ita ly , Cuba, tin* Polish people's 
Republic, and the Union or Soviet 
Soc ia lis t Republics and ore summarized 
herein.

I f  add itiona l information regarding 
any app lications is desired , it may be 
obta ined from: Perm its and Regulations 
D iv ision  (P'37). Nationa l Marine 
F isheries Service, Department of 
Commerce, W ashington, D.C. 20235, 
(Telephone: (202) G3-i-7<m).

Jlutnd: February 17, IS iil.
Junius A. Slims,
I n .  c o l o r .  O f f i c e  o f  I ' i s h e i i c s  A J j o i r s .

Fishery Codes and Designation ol Regional 
Councils Which Review Applications for 
Individual Fisheries

Coil flnJ I 'Jiuiy ri.-g-wU Cw,ncit

ADJ At'antc titiliihM end .. Ill* FuK’.Wfi.li d Ai'ii.t-c.
Smith AlNiit-e.
G-V.t f t l.t,-.,to.
Cr.iin'K’jn.

US.A I 5? i* I V r.vih pjtiin!.
I.Vv.'s ImaI, looglna omJ lt«-
Nig g-itnoL

e-in Cis'j raw.wi s...ii_______ . No,It. P.Kil«i
GOA G-p:i cl A'.i- m.......... Nwtti Pac.lic.
NWA Noah/iMt A'taAt<...... . I.V.v Fngtjng.

Mi(J.A:'.ni.'C.
star Soa-rc-itil gXMndlivli (PaciS- Vitokum Par it'ttCCiiii).
SNA Sna 'S (D.-iing Scat..... .. Nodh l'.iot,r..
WOC Wa..vnjit;ii, O .h',0,1. CuV'.vtii.i Paol-c.

1.-.- *1
CDS P.ituc tv'itisti nnJ ... Western Pnr.it,c.

Activity Codes Specify Categories of
Fishing Operations Applied for

Adirty .:c<1.i Ftsiwig Cfwi.t.w.v

1... ..... Catcliirg, p>oco<s.'ng. tuul cti'.t ti-ipiwn.
2... .... I’lc-a-vsvvi iitid v'm i sgppoit city.
3... .... Oilier supppit only.

N .v .c x i. v c t .M il n am e , an t) v i -.m -I t>po App cation No.

J ap a n :
K.lhm1.0VH o CP. P arish  -i-iiwr......
Tcnyu t/,vu Ho CP, P arish  so'-ici.....
T o m U . O v  U p .  P I ,  tn i- A im  s w n  (r.-.v.

I ! i. 'A ) i i I . O i i i N j  SO. Oi-i-Mi r w  
S . V w v c i  l / n u  l t d .  I P . Io .m I.uo
T p k d t h v  I / , " x i  1V.0 P C . c i- '^ / lr . in ip o r t  v e s s e l ..
n. So kOv Ho. pp. lonr.lir- 1‘Sh.ng vessv) .
K o a r t  A f.n u  H o  3 1 .  I o h s ' .m  ...........— ........—
K e s ril/ j't iH o .  II . N i j ' . i i o r   .............. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
t>.i k i c i'ii tip 73, bn-.l n .•«■...Ki"niirk. c/t'.olnsnspcix uey.̂1 
f i k i i y o  k ‘ m u  H o  I P . p u t  H f- n q  w « e k .  
I h ' k k u  l/.vu 7,n. I P . p.,I fiMi'.-g v'-Nsrl.,.
K / V y o  k ! , i v  N o .  C P . p u l kV v iv )  v e s s e l .....Koiip kii'u HtX Cl. pot lulling v.’tM-l...Tipyo f.'miHo P. pot tiih in i v e s se l........CP.jv \'.ru. pot l,- uin-j vessel.
k l M U h - i  t / j i )  Vo. >C . p o t t - l:ir.,j vo.\-.cl..
f i t y w  l . ' r u  1.0. C P . p e l l i s lw g  v i i s s c l .......ll.ikuyvl.Ov, pot fishing wuH .Kalji'l Hlv Ml. .V pc.t vs.tH..
A'igvi 7,1,1V hxi I/, |V>( t.stuiij v esse l.......

/ .( .tn f.l la r g o ' ', ,m
07,v t I j' j- j :■ wn lia * tn » „ ...Juiirk. laiga 1 irin tmvitvf.
T a j. v .  la rg o  - t i n  lu i,s k - i..
K.ts:uly P. r.irgo flM n ipM t to iu4 „  11.1‘n ik. t.vp.etM'-.-.n a w>v.(..... 
Im .inh'f, cat .o ftian srou  v e s se l. .. 
/Vvmiv.-i’ cai,io/tMfii|K'i| fr 'ise l.,., 
liwpt 1 tbtpu/i in^pcxt vi- j.o l. 
PiP.iny. c .vgo/ lanspo it u n s e t . .(iiyf l\"iwskl laijw/U.inspoit VMM...
IVw.V.i, CMi:-aMr..|>o,i u 'iiU  .
T e n .  V, v-.r/i-a tU 'w > » t  n o , . / .
K p / u O n  l P i ' x l i C A s i . 1, (M illin g  e v g o  v o s s u l .

At.10 H o  X  lon iV .no l- t v n j  v o s - .o l ...........
f  r is j Ring M i 01, kmg'uw l,sliv« j vovstC.

f \ n j  t j n )  IO, |.vi|« kti'in ImwKo .
Ihm iJ y .r i j ll jx  l.ugo ot.vn lip n tiv  ....
H a  p i  A v ;M rv ', k w g t .n o  t  vo :.- io l..

-’ V S t - i . i a c „ . .
e,,.ni-tcj3.„..JA-at-0416...
jA-oi-ca./...,
jA - 0 1 - ia a i . . . .
JA-fU-UJIO....
JA-tt-ISSJ...,
JA-OI-O'J.'B.
JA-91 -cm.
JA t.l-9976.._
JA-0|.(!3i?.....
JA.PW703..™
JA-f, 1-07(1.1.....
JA-01U7I1.....
JA-P1-0?!/.
JA-01-Udl?.....
j a -o i-o h : .....
JA-OI-OII'I....
j a -o i-ou:v .... 
jA-ui-onsr.
JAUt-Mit'S..
JA-61-OKtr.

PL-DI-00S.':.„. 
l>l.-0|.O07S..._ iT-ni-eov. . . .

n.au-("iM.
pi-iu-oo;-;...ii-ot:<?s„...i'inio.>w.....in-Bi-twn™
rv-nt-aoria.,..pt.oi-otm... 
It-OMKMO.
ri-8l-0MI.„

, f t  - 01-0‘MJO.....
, CL in-(XVi7....

iw  m-aosj... iw-ai-c(n2„,
KS-ni WH..
k s -u i-pooo..

U SA ..asA..
USA ...
USA..
ADA..
/ .a s ,  a s A .  c a n ,  c. o a , u .v a . w c c ... 
AOS _______ _________ ________nts..
CHS..
r-ns..
(JW A. U-JA.C .OA. C U T . 
(fit)  .... ...
can.........
cnu ........
cat).........
C IS I I  ........................... .....
cnu.........
can.™  ..
cnu,   .... .
can    ...
can  ..... .
cnu______ ___

W O O . C.OA. U S A .. 
W P C . G O A , U S A .. 
W O O . G O A . U S A ., 
IV O O .G O A .U S A ..
N W \  W O C . G O A . U SA ... 
G Y M . W O C . G O A , U SA ... 
JAVA , W O C . G O A . U SA ... 
N W A . W O C , G O A . U SA .. 
N .V A . W O C . C.OA. U SA ,., 
NW A . W O C , ( K 1A. U SA ... 
N W A . W O C , G O A . U SA .., 

. N W A . W O C . G O A . U SA .., 
NW A , W O C , G O A . U SA ... 
U SA . G O A . W O C . H W A „,

. ens ____
G U A .

KS Pl-OOM.

USA.GOA. 
USA. GOA.. 
USA. GOA..
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B IL L IN G  C O R E  4710- 03-M

A ffa irs , Room BU7A, Department o f
:ot, NVV., Wn'diington,

GENE KENNEDY 
director

ALASKA LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION OFFICE 
444 NORTH CAPITOL, N.IV,

SUITE 327 
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20001 

(202) C24 SO73

«•». o n  •«reduce costs atm imi/uum,..., 
the company proposes to generate steam 
by means of a new bark a r  1 wood 
w aste  fuel power plant in Fdmuaston. 
The slenni would im transported through 
the p ipeline across the 111. John R iver 
(the U.S.-Cimadian boitm lmy). A 
pnralle l pipeline would rc iu in  lie; 
condon silu  from tlm M adawasha jilan t 
to Canada. Thu pipeline would cross tin: 
r iv e r on a new suspension bridge to be 
constructed about 000 feet east o f the 
ex isting international bridge.

The Department's ju risd ic tion  v  itli 
respect to Ib is application is bused upon 
Executive Order 11423, dated April ill, 
11)011 (the Order), and the International 
R rid j’.a A d  or lii/.T (an U.S.C. sec. 53!.). 
approved September 20,1072. As 
required by the Order, tlm Uupa. '.irmnt is 
c ircu la ting Ib is application In concerned 
agencies for comment. In add ition , tlm 
Department’s O ffice o f Environment and 
iic u ltb  is review ing an nsscssinout .if 
tlm env lionn icn la l e lfocts of tin: 
proposal, which ban been subm itted as 
part o f Hie application, in order to 
determ ine i f  an environmental impact 
statement w ill be required. In terested 
persons may subm it their v iew s 
regarding Ib is app lication in w i King by 
March 20,1!UU to Mr. I la le v D. Colluins, 
A ttorney Adviser, O ffice o f the 
A ss is tan t Legal A dv ise r for European

n and re la ted 
i are made part of the 
tillered by the 
ta le in conn iction w ith  
ire a va ila b le  lor 
opying in the O ifice of 
gal A dv ise r for 
s during normal

re la ting to th is notice 
led to M r. Collu ins at the 
phone: 202-032-1217). 
1.VJPC1.

]o!m K. Cimik,
Assistant f.ry.cl Atlvinnr fo r iicaiumiit; and 
llusiiwSgAJjcim.
|l l!  1) ,,,:. n i  M o n  S ilt'd  ?-7V 111; H i  nm|
L ' ll .U S U  C O D E  4710 UJ-M

ICM-0/37C)

Giilpp ln ji Coord lnaliiir) Committee; 
Gubco .nm iltao on S afe ty  o f L ite at Sea; 
M uo llng

The U.S. SOLAS W orking Croup on 
Subd iv is ion , S tab ility  and Load Lines 
w ill conduct an open meeting on March 
11, 'iDfll, at 10:05 a.m., Room 1303 of 
Coast C u iiid  Headquarters, 2100 Second 
Street. S.W .. W ashington. D.C. 20503.

The purpose of tin: meeting w ill be ii 
rev iew  o f the agenda items and 
delegation papers received by llm t t i 
in preparation for the 2(llh Session ol ini: 
S iilico in in itlee .

In particu la r the W orking Croup w ill 
d iscuss:
—Finnl U.S. positions for a ll agenda 

items, in particu lar:
— Improvement of Load Lino Convention 
—Intact S tab ility
—Subd iv is ion o f Dry Cargo Ships—Info 

to M aster
For further information contact Mr. 

W illiam  A. C leary, Jr., U.S. Coast Guard

{G-MMT-5/YPI2}, 2100 2nd Street, S.W ., 
Washington, D.C. 20503. Telephone (202) 
420-21118.
Dated: February 20, will.

John Todd Slew,nt,
Chairman, Uhippir.y Cnnrdinii'my Cnmmilli.o.
|l l l  Hoc. 01-GH.S F iled .I-:’,-Ul; 1115 am)
DiLLMtt CODE .V0I-0/-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRAM SPORTATiOM 
Federa l A viation Adm in istration 
[Docket No. 01-ACV/-3AC1

1
GuWstreain American Corporation 
(Formerly R ockwu ll InNrnn'.ki'm l); 
L lodc is (1901) and 09SA; A lrc iru : 
Co.d ilicatian and AvailaVdlty o; . 
Docum ents
AGENCY: Federal A viation ,
A d in in is lla lio ;: (FAA), DO T.
ACTION: Announcement o f ce rlir ica lin ’: 
program and lypq certification in s i.i.
r.UMMADV: This doeumenl unnoui.ce.’i (lie 
type cei lification program and tvpu 
certification bas is for the G u lls licam  
American Models (iUtlD and li!)5A. 
Culfs lrean i American Corporation has 
applied for an amended type certificate 
for l>ie Models (itltil) am i ijtlfiA. 
Application was orig ina lly requested by 
Rockwell Interrint.iona!, Imwever. 
Rockwell In ternationa l w as purchased 
by Culfslre .nu American Corpoialion 
w illi ownersliip  effective F id iiu .n y  K,
10111. As both model:: have iden tica l 
geometry and are born outgrowths o f 
p reviously approved models, they are 
included in one announcement.
DATES: T im closing da le  for comments 
w ill bn specified in a la ter 
announcement.
ADDRESSES: Send comments on the 
program in dup lica te to: Regional 
Counsel, W tenlion: Docket No, 01- 
ASW-'JAC, Southwest Region, Federal



A V C P

Association of Village Council Presidents 
P.O. Box 219 • Bethel, Alaska 99559 • Phone 543-252“.

My name is S h o w a l t e r  J. Smith, D i r e c t o r  of Regional 

P l a n n i n g  for the A s s o c i a t i o n  of V i l l a g e  Council P r e s i d e n t s .

In o r d e r  for the S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  to h i g h l y  

r e c o m m e n d  to the S t ate Se n a t e  for SB216 to e v e n t u a l l y  bec o m e  

State law, the C o m m i t t e e  will need to d e f i n i t e l y  c o n s i d e r  

several m a j o r  f a c t o r s  w h i c h  d i r e c t l y  re l a t e  to the p o s s i b l e  

repeal of the State Coastal M a n a g e m e n t  Program.

First, the A s s o c i a t i o n  of V i l l a g e  Council P r e s i d e n t s  

t h r o u g h  the past AV C P  C o n v e n t i o n  r e s o l u t i o n s  has t o t a l l y  

s u p p o r t e d  the A l a s k a  Coastal M a n a g e m e n t  Program. This 

s u p p o r t  e v e n t u a l l y  lead to the r e a l i t y  of a Coastal R e s o u r c e  

S e r v i c e  Area Board w h i c h  is an e n t i t y  p r e s e n t l y  b e n e f i t t i n g  

the region as a whole. P r e s e n t l y ,  the e x i s t i n g  Board is 

c o n s i d e r i n g  m a j o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  r e l a t i v e  to any m a j o r  

d e v e l o p m e n t  impacts, e s p e c i a l l y  the O u t e r  C o n t i n e n t a l  

Sh elf d e v e l o p m e n t  w h i c h  will occur, due to the r e g i o n ' s  

s u b s i s t a n c e  and c o m m e r c i a l l y - r e l a t e d  r e s o u r c e s  w h i c h  wil 

d i r e c t l y  be a f f e c t e d .  If the repeal of the Coastal M a n a g e m e n t  

P r o g r a m  occu r s ,  there v.t1 1 be no regional p l a t f o r m  to 

v oice r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  to any g o v e r s m e n t a l  body on any 

d e v e l o p m e n t s .  The re s u l t  w o uld be a total v a c u u m  at the 

regional level due to the repeal of the reg i o n ' s  e x i s t i n g  

Board w h i c h  is p r e s e n t l y  and hig h l y  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the 

r e g i o n ' s  r e n e w a b l e  subslsf nee r e s o urces.

The possi »1e repeal of the p r e s e n t  Coastal R e s o u r c e  

S e r v i c e  Area Board for the AVCP region w o u l d  also re s u l t  

in a p l a n n i n g  s y s t e m  by a n o t h e r  body. This otl.er body 

m e n t i o n e d  in SB216 w o u l d  plan for the b e n e f i t  of our region  

with the " s e c o n d - h a n d  k n o w l e d g e "  of the r e g i o n ' s  s u b s i s t a n c e
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r e s o u r c e s .  P r e s e n t l y ,  our p r o g r a m  has dir e c t  c o n c e r n s  since 

our Coastal Re s o u r c e  S e r v i c e  Area B oard m e m b e r s  live a 

d a y - t o - d a y  l i f e s t y l e  who, in e s s e n c e ,  neg a t e  the s y s t e m  

p r o p o s e d  wi t h i n  SB216.

Second, we a n a l y z e  that SB216 is too p r e m a t u r e  for the 

State Sen a t e  to c o n s i d e r  at the p r e s e n t  time. The State 

Senate, in our o p i n i o n ,  will need to wait for U. S. C o n g r e s s i o n a l  

a c t i o n  before the repeal of the A l a s k a  Coastal M a n a g e m e n t  

P r o g r a m  is p r e s e n t l y  c o n s i d e r e d .  We a s s u m e  that C o n g r e s s  

will hold hea r i n g s  on the issue due to P r e s i d e n t  Reagen'.s 

p r o p o s e d  budget cuts. T h e r e f o r e ,  any w i t n e s s e s  before the 

C o n g r e s s i o n a l  C o m m i t t e e  will c e r t a i n l y  r e c o m m e n d  c h a n g e s  

of the federal law or r e c o m m e n d  the repeal of the federal 

program. We, t h e r e f o r e ,  r e c o m m e n d  that the Sen a t e  R e s o u r c e s  

C o m m i t t e e  to wait for U. S. C o n g r e s s i o n a l  a c t i o n  so that 

the R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  c ould have b e t t e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  due 

to the i n f o r m a t i o n  r e c e i v e d  f r o m  U. S. C o n g . e s s i o n a l  

h e a r i n g s  on the Coastal M a n a g e m e n t  Program.

Third, SB216 if e n a c t e d  will leave no p l a n n i n g  time 

’or the b e n e f i t  of the State g o v e r n m e n t ,  and e s p e c i a l l y ,  

for the p o p u l a t i o n  ot the AVCP area. As the Sen a t e  R e s o u r c e s  

C o m m i t t e e  may be av\are, the State has e s t a b l i s h e d  a lease- 

sale s c h e d u l e  at the m o u t h  of the Yukon River w h i c h  will 

o c c u r  in 1982. T i m e - f r a m e  for that p a r t i c u l a r  sale is very close, 

and to e s p e c i a l l y ,  the need to c o n s i d e r  SB216 at the present.

Due to such a c l ose time frame, i. f S B 216 is en~ ‘‘ed, it is 

our op n i o n  that the g o v e r n i n g  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  b^ules of the 

State, and e s p e c i a l l y ,  the p o p u l a t i o n  of the region will 

be left in total c o n f u s i o n  p r e v i o u s  to the sale. C o n f u s i o n  

will be the result of the t r a n s f e r  of a u t h o r i t y ,  and any new 

r e g u l a t i o n s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t i n g  to SB216. This p o s s i b l e  c o n f u s i o n  

is not what we e s p e c i a l l y  want or need to e n c o u n t e r  before 

the 1982 lease sale occurs.



Page 3

T h e r e f o r e ,  we h i g h l y  r e c o m m e n d  the S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  

C o m m i t t e e  not send to the S e n a t e  Floor, the bill n u m b e r e d  

SB216 based on the a b o v e  m a j o r  issues, and t hose issues 

c e r t a i n l y  a f f e c t  the r e g i o n  of the A s s o c i a t i o n  of V i l l a g e  

Council P r e s i d e n t s .

T h a n k  you.
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O F F I C E  O F  T H E  G O V E R N O R

DIVISION OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING

POUCH AP
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811 
(907)465-3541 OR 465-3574

"he Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp 
Chair, Senate Resources Committee 
Alaska State Senate 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

At+ached please find the Office of Coastal Management's response to the 
q- J cions you asked us on March 6, 1981. The bulk of this material is 
largely made up by attachments to questions 12 and 19.

In preparation of our latest newsletter, we had addressed some of the 
same concerns that you inquired about. Since it is a briefer public 
statement regarding the status of the ACMP, I have enclosed a copy of it 
as well.

We appreciate the opportunity to inform the Committee further about the 
ACMP.

If you have any questions regarding our response, please do not hesitate 
to contact me.

Office of Coastal Management

MRW/lry
Attachments
cc: Senate Resources Committe members

Coastal Policy Counci 1



1. There have been reported instances of multiple extensions of the 
review period in making consistency determinations. What methods 
do you see that would streamline your procedures and speed up the~ 
process to avoid delays in the issuance of permits?

In nearly every case where the review period has been extended, DPDP was 
either awaiting a needed document from another state agency or dealing 
with a significant issue related to the project or both. Resolution of 
significant issues at the State level does not delay the final federal 
action, since issues not resolved by the State result in further ex­
tensions of time at the federal level. It also means that the matter 
has to be decided solely by the federal agency.

Dl'DP attempts to issue its consistency determinations within 30 days.
As the information provided the Senate Resources Committee in February 
showed, DPDP often meets chis timeframe. As a courtesy to applicants,
DPDP sends them letters to announce 15 or 30-day extensions if the 
30-day deadline is not going be reached, informing the applicant for 
the reason that additional time is needed. For example, almost 50 
percent of the projects require a Certificate of Reasonable Assurance 
from DEC, and these projects always require, one if not several, extensions 
to allow for DEC'S public notice and review procedures. On May 15, 1980 
DPDP began to await DEC'S Certificates prior to issuing its determination 
in order to consolidate a full decision. Before May 15, an average of 
23 extensions per month were made. After May 15, that average went to 
52 extensions per month, reflecting the additional number of extensions 
needed for projects requiring certification from DEC. Consec::ently, the 
extensions on the part of DPDP do not cause "delay" in the O’erall 
issuance of permits, since the applicant must have DEC's Certificate 
prior to moving ahead. Since we recently began issuing joint DPDP/DEC 
public notices for all Corps permit applications, both the review time 
and the need for extensions has been significantly reduced.

To streamline the issuance of permits, two areas need attention: process
and substance. The Regulatory Reform Program of the Administration, now 
nearly concluded, will soive many of the procedural problt s. (It 
should be noted that the time frames associated with these regulations 
will not necessarily help the overall time problems for app.icants 
needing federal permits, as well as state authorizations.)

Substantive problems arise because the State has to decide major policy 
issues in the context of a permit decision. These issues should be 
dealt with in the planning arena, preferably the local planning arena.
The solutions or settlements of the issues should take the form of 
policies, rules or guidelines that can and must be used by the permit

2. How will proposed development activities be evaluated for consistency 
with the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) in areas with 
approved district programs?

Under either the existing system, or that proposed in the Regulatory 
Reform Regulations, the approved local plans will be widely circulated 
through state and federal agencies. Significant state and federal 
activities or authorizations must be consistent with the approved pi m s .
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Hence the plan forms the rules that all agencies must conform with. 0CM 
offers orientation sessions to train district staff in consistency 
procedures. OCM also encourages local officials to hola an implementation 
meeting to orient local, state and federal personnel as to how the plan 
is to be interpreted, and to explain the implementation process the 
district has developed.

At present, development activities proposed by the federal government or 
requiring a federal permit that are to be evaluated for consistency with 
the ACMP are circulated for a 24-day interagency review by the State 
Clearinghouse. Cities, boroughs, native groups and citizen organizations 
along with relevant state agencies are included in the review process.
When there is a district program in effect, DPDP staff contact the 
district to elicit any concerns. The comments of local districts with 
approved programs are give'1 a "great weight" in the final decision of 
the state, including any "balancing" factors involved.

Should a district (or a citizen of the district, or a state agency) 
believe that a district program is not being implemented, enforced, or 
complied with properly, it can petition the Coastal Policy Council for a 
hearing. The Superior Court of the State has jurisdiction to enforce 
lawful orders of the Council .

Under the proposed Regulatory Refor.i Regulations, State permits 
are classified into two categories, Class I and II, which must be issued 
in 30 and 65 days respectively. State and federal consistency deter­
minations follow either of the two proceedings for review of Class I or 
II permits. The Class I permit process requires the deciding state 
agency to consult on a timely but informal basis with other resourr ■ 
agencies and the district with the approved program.

The Class II permit process requires the deciding state agency to provide 
public notice, a copy of which is sent to the local government having 
jurisdiction over the proposed activity, and a formal interagency review 
which includes the coastal resource district with the approved program.
Great weight is given to the comments of the district. Again, the 
approved local plan will be the rules that all will use to determine 
consistency.

3. Has a different definition of "feasible -nd prudent" been either 
proposed or employed other than the definition arrived at by the 
Coastal Pol icy Council for coastal management purpose's?

The only definition of "Feasible and Prudent" employed by OCM and the 
state agencies is that now found in the Council's regulations. Recently, 
the Overton Park definition was proposed to be used in the Regulatory 
Reform Project. However, the Overton Park definition has been removed 
from the draft regulations, based on comments received from the public.

4. Are economics considered in determining what is "feasible and prudent"?

Absolutely yes. In every consistency determination by DPDP, 
economic -Pastors codified in the ACMP Standards were given equal consider­
ation to t!w ACMP environmental Standards. In almost every consistency
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determination made by DPDP which allowed a departure from the AMCP 
standards, economic considerations were the dominant factor.

Case example -- Noatak HUD Housing Relocation:

The Village of Noatak requested the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) to assist in relocating six (6) existing houses, 
as well as to build several others. In addition the village requested 
the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOTPF) to 
construct a gravel berm to stabilize the bank of the Noatak River 
to protect the homes and the village itself from erosion damage.

The key issue was where the necessary gravel (260,000 cubic yards) 
be would be obtained. The village of Noatak felt that the gravel 
could removed from the east channel of the river directly in front 
of the village without any harm to anadromous fish. Both the 
Department of Fish and Game (DF&G) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (F&WS) believed that the gravel removed from that location 
would result in severe siltation down river, thereby smothering 
salmon eggs. Both agencies felt that an upland gravel source would 
be both feasible and less environmentally damaging.

As a result of these concerns, the Mauneluk Corporation and the 
DOT/PF explored the possibility of utilizing eskers as a long term 
gravel source three (3) miles inland from Noatak. Subsequent 
economic investigations revealed that the cost of constructing a 
road to the site, as well as site preparation, won. approximate 
$2 million. As a result of this cost estimate, the OCM requested 
the DF&G and F&WS to investigate other alternatives. In response 
to that request, a site (an island) was selected just down river 
from the village as one which would be both feasible and prudent, 
given the economic considerations of the upland site.

In order to satisfy the concerns of DF&G and F&WS, a protective 
silt barrier was constructed prior to the placement of the gravel 
for the berm. This ensured that silt, mixed in with the gravel, 
would not be carried down river in amounts large enough to endanger 
salmon eggs. Additionally, gravel would not be removed below the 
low water line on the island to further protect salmon eggs.

Subsequent to these agreements, the permit to remove gravel from 
the island was determined to be consistent with the ACMP and the 
erosion control project was completed.

5. Since the major thrust of the Coastal Management Act was to assist 
loca) governments in the development and implementation of coastal' 
management plans, do the quoted portions of the Anchorage Plan comply 
with the"intent of the original legislation?

Anchorage chose no*: to have a formal consistency review mechanism 
or an autonomous permit system, and instead sought to rely on commenting 
through existing State procedures. This was the Municipality's choice 
to make. The Council was assured that the city would implement its 
program through the use of existing state and local procedures and
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having been thus assured, the Council was not in a position to ask 
anything more of the city. As currently authorized by State law, the 
state makes the state and federal consistency decisions, with due con­
sultation with the affected local government. If the local government 
is aggrieved, it may take its case to the Coastal Policy Council. The 
situation right now does, in our opinion, comply with the intent of the 
original legislation. Indeed, the Legislature itself approved the Anchorage 
plan in 1980.

The recent history since Anchorage's program took effect clearly shows 
that their program has the impact intended by the original legislation.
As of January 1, 1981, 40 federally authorized projects within Anchorage's 
boundaries were submitted to OPDP for review. Two were withdrawn by the 
applicants. Of the 38 in review, the Municipality did not comr _ .l on 11 
of them. Of the remaining 27 projects, 20 of DPDP's consistency determi­
nations were the same as the Municipality's recommendations. In the 6 
of the remaining projects, the Municipality's concerns were not ACMP- 
related. (Often the State Clearinghouse used these non-ACMP concerns in 
their A-95 response on the project.) In the last project DPDP differed 
in its original decision, but during informal mediation t.he stipulations 
were changed to address the concerns of the city. (This last project 
was complicated by land ownership conflicts between the applicant and 
the city which went beyond the bounds of the ACMP.)

Case example —  Cook Inlet 235 Transportation Permit:

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT/PF) 
applied for a Corps permit for road improvements on the Seward 
Highway including a bridge over Bird C-eek. The Muncipality raised 
concerns about reseeding for erosion control and r lintenance 
and creation of needed pullouts and recreation acress. Working 
closely with the city ard the Division of Parks, JCM developed 
stipulations which would keep the project consir .ent with the 
approved Anchorage Program that ir, binding upo-i state agencies.
DOT/PF realized that these stipulations were necessary in order 
to complete the project in a manner consistent with the Anchorage 
plan, and hence agreed to them.

6. Are existing interim state procedures for determining consistency of 
proposed coastal activities with ACMP an unwarranted departure from 
legislative intent as expressed' in the original legislation? Are 
these procedures del ayinq the normal time period for issuing permits?

We do not think the existing interim consistency procedures —  which we 
call th interim management system are an unwarranted departure from 
the ACMA expression of legislative intent. There are two questions 
inherent ir this- (a) Is it contrary to the intent of the ACMA to have 
an interim management plan at all, and if not, (b) is the method we have 
chosen a violation of the legislative instruction to utilize existing 
authorities to the maximum extent possible in implementing the ACMP?

As to the first qv'tion, there is a statutory obligation on the Council 
to develop a coasta program that conforms with the federal CZM Act (AS 
44.19.893) and an obligation for state agencies to use and apply the
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guidelines and standards of the Council (AS 46.4u.040). The federal CZM 
Act requires that a state have coastal rules and the means to apply them 
if it is to obtain federal approval. The benefit of federal approval is 
the federal funds and the power of consistency. Thus, for ACMP to 
comply with federal law, an interim managemen system was needed until 
the local programs were completed. The obligation for other state 
agencies to abide by the Council's guidelines and standards also supports 
the in cent that there be an interim management system.

For clarity, however, the Council put in additional language in 
its regulations to establish the basic legal obligations of the interim 
management system (6 AAC 80.010 and 030). The Legislature endorsed this 
approach by approving these regulations.

The second question is whether the system developed and used during 1979 
and 1980 did maximize the use of existing statj mechanisms and authorities, 
or was an undue creation of new systems.

When the question of how the State would deliver its federal consistency 
determinations was being considered in 1978 and 1979, the Administration 
decided that DPDP would conduct the review process. It should be remembered 
that the ACMP regulations require State agencies must be consistent with 
the ACMP. Thus, if a project needed both a federal and a State authorization, 
that project would receive two consistency determinations: one by DPDP
on the federal authorization and one by the State agency on its own 
action. Although this potential of "double jeopardy" has not often 
resulted in actually conflicting determinations by 0PDP and another 
State agency, it did show that new procedures, perhaps even duplicative 
procedures, had been establ.shed, OCM to k the lead in attempting to 
reso've this situation by establishing explicit coordination procedures 
to minimize double jeopardy resulting in conflicting decisions, and in 
seeking a long-run solution. The Regulatory Reform Project, funded in 
part by OCM, has had the responsibility of coming up with an appropriate 
solution. If the (. oposed regulations are adopted, the intent of the 
ACMA to utilize existing procedures for implementing the ACMP will be 
fully met.

The second half of Question #6 asks if current procedures are "delaying" 
the normal time for issuing permits. We interpret the word "delay" to 
mean needless, pointless or merely bureaucratic need for an extension of 
time. Using this interpretation of the word "delay", the answer to the 
question is "no." There have been several cases where extended periods 
of time were needed to rnaT<e fhe consistency determination. Only a 
extremly few or these were initiated by DPDP icse’f, and then only 
largely because of issues that, if not dealt with by the State, would 
have resulted in either non-issuance of a federal permit, or still more 
time being required for federal agencies alone to have resolved the 
issues.

7. What impact has the ACMP had on the issuance of state and federal 
U r d  and water use authorizations in areas both with and without 
approved district programs?

OCM has not made an effort to compare the "consistency history" 
to date between that group c. State and federal authorizations made in
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areas which have approved district programs versus the areas which do 
not. This is so because there are only a few district programs in 
existence at the present time. However, in each case when there was a 
district program in place at the time DPDP has made a consistency decision, 
we have used the comments and opinions expressed by the district during 
the review. DPDP has never rejected a district comment in its final 
determination.

We assume this question also asks whether the interim management systc.i 
has made a difference overall in the quality of state and federal author­
izations. We believe there have been significant differences, within 
state government and out, over this quest’ These following comments 
apply mainly to the consistency d cision.-. .ade by DPDP. OCM would need 
more time for a thorough evlauatic.i of the consistency decisions made by 
other agencies.

a) Coordinated Decisions. All DPDP consistency decisions art-
made through an coen process which enable participation by state and 
federal agencies, local governments and the public. Mechanisms are in 
place to receive comments, identify conflicts and mediate soi ions to 
reflect coordinated final decisions. Thus, all perspectives are con­
sidered in the final decision. As can be seen from the information 
provided to the Senate Resources Committee in February, the process 
operates quite rapidly most of the time. We believe the overall con­
sistency process will operate even more rapidly when the Regulatory 
Reform Project is completed.

Case Study: Kuparuk Bridge Permits. Both Coast Guard and Corps
of Engineers permits were required for this project, along with a 
DNR au horization and a DEC Certificate of Reasonable Assurance.
One is:ue addressed by several agencies was the removal of the 
remains of the old bridge. DF&G wanted the bridge out by Spring of 
1982, DEC said by September 1982, DNR said by Spring 1983. The 
applicant received word of these differing dates on State authori­
zations prior to the issuance of DPDP's consistency determination.
OCM contacted all three agencies and got them to agree on one date 
September 1982, so that the applicant would not be confused by the 
previously differing deadlines.

b) Additional Public Interest Protection. In chapter 80 AAC, the ACMP 
contains rules and requirements in several areas where there were no 
previous resource use policies. It is interesting to note that none of 
the criticism of ACMP we have hec "d to late has mentioned the value of 
these standards themselves. Through the interim management system, the 
state has applied rules on coastal development, geophysical hazards, 
timber practices, habitat p Jtection, sand and gravel extraction and 
energy facility siting, to name the most important. Timber practices is 
the only category where another state authorization -- the Forest Practices 
Regulations —  is addressing and supplanting the ACMP standards.

Very early in the development of ACMP. in fact just as the 1977 Act was 
passing the Legislature, OCM surveyed the existing land use statutes and 
regulations of the State. We found ample procedural rules and even 
regulatory permit systems, but apart from air and water quality, and
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solid waste disposal, there were no rules of substance by which to guide 
land use decisions, and offer predictability to permit applicants.

The ACMP standards, although general in nature, have provided 
guidance to decision-makers, and have given criteria for balancing 
resource conflicts and for considering economic factors in State deci­
sions. This has resulted in not only environmental protection for 
critical coastal habitat, but has also resulted in safer and wiser 
projects, and decisions that balanced any resource allocation conflicts.

c) Providing direction for federal authorizations. Just as there 
was a dearth of uniform and identifiable coastal resource management 
rules at the State level, there was a similar dearth at the federal 
level.

Yet there were and are federal permit systems and authorizations 
being implemented in Alaska. With the advent of ACMP consistency determi­
nations, the federal government now has direction and guidance in making 
its own decisions in Alaska. The federal agencies do not, as a rule, 
contest or appeal a DPDP consistency determination. In most cases, even 
in cases where there have been intensely debated issues, the federal 
permitting or deciding agency has accepted the ACMP consistency determi­
nation and not added any more stringent requirements.

It should be remembered as well, that a federal permitting agency 
may have the legal right to deny its permit on its own authority, even 
if the 'kate has declared a proposal to be consistent. There has never, 
been the a case in which a federal agnecy has denied a permit afcer DPDP 
has certified it as consistent.

In short, ACMP has, through the interim management system, provided 
coordinated decision-making, using well-established and accepted stanacrds. 
These standards cover several coastal resources and uses. The nterim 
management system has facilitated the federal decision-mak5ng rrocess ao 
well. Improvements to the system have been suggested and are being 
made, largely through the regulatory reform project, but the system as a 
whole is usefil and we believe it works.

8. What is the number of states that have chosen to withdraw from 
operating a Coastal Management Program?

There are twenty-five states and U.S. territories which have obtained 
federal approval for their coastal programs under the federal CZM Act.
None of the twenty-five have "dropped out" of the federal program or 
threatened to do so. Six states are developing programs and actively 
seeking federal approval for them (Florida, New Hampshire, Texas, New 
York, Ohio and Indiana). The remaining four states have coastal programs 
of various types, but are not seeking federal approval for them (Georgia, 
Virginia, Minnesota and Illinois).

9. $50 million was placed in the Alaska Mutual Bond Bank for Coastal 
Energy Impact loans. Why has only $10 million of the funds been 
utilized?

The Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP) to date has received $50 million
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for loans from the federal government. This money is administered by 
the Local Government Assistance Division of the Department of Community 
and Regional Affairs, with the financial advice and administrative 
assistance of the Alaska Municipal Bond Bank. To date, $12.5 million 
has been loaned to Alaska communities for public improvement and services 
which are required as a result of OCS activities, they are as follows:
(1) $3.75 million to the Municipality of Anchorage for extension of its 
water system; (2) $7 million to the Kenai Peninsula Borough for an 
expansion of its hospital; and (3) $1.7 million to the City of Seward 
for an electrical distribution system.

The two principal reasons for only 25 percent of the available funds 
being loaned are:

1) Lack of actua1 impact. The maie reason for the creation of the 
program was the early prediction of massive development and subsequent 
impacts as a result of an accelerated OCS oil and gas leasi schedule.
The predicted development impacts from the three sales in Alaska (sale 
#39, Cook Inlet and #55), however, simply hove not materialized. A case 
in point is the city of Yakutat. Potentially intense impacts from 
exploration were ameliorated by the oil industry providing its own 
power, water and sewer and prohibiting Its emp1oyees from entering the 
community. The net result was a lack of need for Yakutat to provide 
additional public facilities and services. Furthermore, the oil industry 
activities ceased after 11 unsuccessful exploratory wells and thereby 
reduced the need for onshore support facilities. Additionally, the 
industry intends to continue this "enclave" policy with respect to Sale 
#55. The other area of energy development (the Kenai Peninsula and 
indirectly Anchorage) has felt the effects of light impacts (slight 
increase in population and demand for public services) from the exploratory 
phase as well as preparation for potential development and production 
phases. To date, the area has been able to adequately accommodate these 
impacts without providing many new public services or facilitie* .

2) Low municipal interest in the program. Many communities nave
commented that, in light of the involvement with the federal government, 
and the length of time to secure a loan through the program, they obtained 
other funding. This was not a reflection of the handling of the program 
by the State but more of an apparent reluctance by municipal “ ies to 
become involved with the federal government. In fact, acco.-ing to Dave 
Rose, Executive Directo'* of the Alaska Municipal Bond Bank, no formal
grant upplication from a community has been denied by the State. The
federal government has, however, opposed some pre-applications.

In summary, we sea no major administrative or statutory problems 
with the program. TV: program probably was unexpectedly premature since 
there has been little impact to date which required new or expanded 
public services. This does not mean, however, that the program will be 
unneeded in fuf" i yea^s. Many rural parts of the State where future 
sales are to bt eld are currently without adequate public services or 
facilities and therefore, any sizable influx of new residents would 
easily create severe impacts. Consequently, these areas would be required 
to develop new or expanded public facilities and services to accommodate 
the possible dramatic changes in their communities. Additionally, if a 
sizable commercial find occurs in Cook Inlet, the communities o;. the
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Kenai Peninsula and Anchorage could feasibly be required to provide 
additional public facilities and services.

10. The Cordova Coastal Management plan has not been forwarded to the 
Federal Government anti is supposedly being held a few months to 
clarify a few points. Would you provide the committee with a copy 
of the minutes of the Coastal Policy Council relating to the Cordova 
Coastal Management Plan, specifically any discussion of the CPC's 
rationale for this"action? ’

A copy of the draft minutes from the Coastal Policy Council (CPC) meeting 
in Cordova is attached. These minutes are draft because the Council has 
not approved them yet. The CPC did not make a statement or decision 
with regard to transmitting the Cordova Plan on to the federal Office of 
Coastal Zone Management (OCZM). The OCM Coordinator did make such a 
statement, and after some further reflection, wishes now to retract it.
OCM was surprised at the testimony offered by OCZM at the meeting in 
Cordova, and the Coordinator was seeking a non-confrontative method to 
address the federal office's concerns. However, further reflection has 
caused OCM to agree that: Cordova's plan, as approved by the Council, is 
indeed a federally approvable program. We intend now to transmit the 
Cordova Program to OCZM and ask that it be summarily approved as a 
routine implementation item and incorporated into the federally-approved 
ACMP. A letter of apology is en route to Cordova containing OCM's 
promise to aggressively defend that city's coastal program.

11. To what extent and under what circumstances can the federal Office 
of Coastal Zone Management intervene in the ACMP's operations?

The federal Office of Coastal Zone Management can intervene in the 
ACMP's operations in three ways:

1) As a participant in the ACMP. As a federal agency, OCZM has
the right to cornm.ent on any facet of the ACMP, be it regulations, research 
reports of the Council, or a draft local program. OCM has never quarrelled 
with OCZM over its right to do this.

2) As the federal granting agency. OCZM administers the federal 
money which the State receives yearly. Besides the routine administrative 
matters of sound fiscal management, OCZM approves the overall direction
of how the State is going to fund the development of the ACMP. Occasionally 
in the last year, OCZM has stepped over what 0rM believed were the 
prep-"'- bounds of this overall guidance and stipulated specific programmatic 
uses of the funds. We have challenged them on this, and to date we 
''elieve that no funding decision by the State has been negatively impacted 
oy OCZM's oversight. It should also be said that at times, OCZM'j 
guidance (and stipulations) have resulted in a more soind ACMP.

3) As the federal approval agency. This is by far the most 
important role of OCZM. By giving or withdrawing federal approval, OCZM 
determines whether or not Alaska has the power of federal consistency.
OCZM also approves each local program as part of the overall state ACMP.



Generally OCZM has been supportive of the ACMP and the uniquely Alaskan 
approach the State has developed. However, in the Regulatory Reform 
Project, in particular, OCZM was somewhat tactless in conveying its 
displeasure in how the State's effort was developing. This is not to 
say that OCZM should not convey to the State its concerns when we are 
addressing an issue that concerns the apprcvability of the ACMP. We 
have no quarrel with that. Provided that Alaska wants to retain federal 
consistency, it is the price we pay. However we also expect that these 
kinds of messages be developed rationally, on the basis of facts and 
law, and delivered sensibly to the State. When OCZM fails to do this, 
not only are the good points they wish to convey lost, but the entire 
merits of the question (and even of the ACMP as a whcle) get losu in a 
state vs. federal confrontation. This has happened in Regulatory Reform, 
and we have confronted OCZM over it.

12. Would you provide the committee with a copy of Fran Ulmer's 
December 11, 1980 memorandum to Col. Lee R. Nunn regarding 
Prudhoe Bay oil field, water flood project, federal EIS?

The requested December 11, 1980 memo (attached) is best understood in 
the context of the entire rev'ew process that occurred for the 
Waterflood project. OCM had previously prepared a detailed analysis of 
the process for the State's formal federal evaluation. We have attached 
this analysis. We have also provided Senator Fahrenkamp with one copy of 
the other relevant correspondence. Additional copies are available from 
OCM.

13. Would you supply the committee with a copy of OCM's budget and 
number of personnel qhwn the office was first established?

The Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) was first funded in FY 75 
under provisions of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. 
During that year high priorities were placed upon the technical aspects 
of program development. However, additional concerns were addressed as 
to (a) the role of state policy as a foundation to base decisions,
(b) the role of citizens in determining policies and implementation; and
(c) the legal aspects of coastal management. Also, in addition to these 
concerns, the proposed federal government's leasing schedule for uic 
Outer Continental Shelf ar^a was thought to mean immediate development 
along portions of Alaska's coast, with resulting impacts.

In FY 75 the (ACMP) consisted of Coordinator and two research analysts 
to coordinate program development and address immediate key issues 
affecting Alaska's coastal future. At this time the budget for the ACMP 
was comprised of a grant from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) for $592,C'O and General Fund Match of $380,000.
See question 19 for a discussion of OCM's FY 82 budget.

14. Is it true that OCM can overrule earlier "consistency" decisions 
at a later date?

We see two points to address in this question. One is to clarify whether 
OCM could overrule a consistency decision made by another state agency 
on the same project during roughly the same period of time.
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Our answer to question #6 dealt in part with the problem of "double 
jeopardy." This is the only way that DPDP might "overrule" an earlier 
consistency determination on the same project. That is, since DPDP is 
the last agency to issue its decision -- in order to develop a fully 
consolidated state position —  very occasionally an earlier State agency 
decision will be expanded upon to include consistency issues that were 
not fully addressed in the agency's decision. DPDP only does this 
"expansion" if a concern of a district, the public or another agency has 
not been incorporated into the earlier agency's decision, and no justi­
fication for not doing so is presented to DPDP by that agency, or if the 
Governor decides a policy issue in a particular manner contrary to the 
agency's decision.

Again, the Regulatory Reform project has developed procedures to ensure 
that only one consistency determination is made per project at that 
level of detail (see below). This single determination will be made 
with full consideration of all ACMP-related issues.

The second point relates to projects that develop in stages, progressing 
from the general or conceptual level to the specific level of actual 
construction. For larger projects there are often two consistency 
decisions made at different stages of project development: one is if
the project can occur, and if so, the second is how the project should 
be constructed in order to be consistent with the ACMP. For mple, a 
consistency decision was made that the Beaufort Sea Oil Lease v*us con­
sistent with the ACMP. Mow we are beginning to review the actual plans 
for how the oil exploration will occur. A decision on the consistency 
of an exploration plan is not used to "reconsider" the original decision 
that to lease an area for oil exploration was consistent with ACMP. As 
another example, a pending decision on a log storage dump is not used to 
reconsider whether the original timber sale was consistent with ACMP in 
the first place. Thus, there is no overruling in the se.nse of using the 
'how" stage to re-ask the "if" question.

Of course, DPDP will reconsider its decision if the applicant requests 
that we do so. This has occasionally resulted in a modified or amended 

decision.

15. How can the ACMP reduce state and federal discretion and provide 
greater predictability in land and water use authorizations,?

Development of a local district coastal management program is the vehicle 
within the ACMP that can be used to reduce federal and state- agency 
discretion and to provide greater predictability in land and water use 
decisions. Predictability is a major objective of both the ACMA and the 

federal CZM Act.

The ACMA and the federal Act provide the mechanisms for a cooperative 
planning process that can be used to resolve issues, and thus increase 
predictability, for all levels of government. Participation of state 
and federal agencies is explicitly required. Both the funding arrange­
ments and the program structure were designed to promote cooperation 
among the various levels of government.
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The ACMA and the federal Act also provide partial enforcement authority 
to ensure that state and federal agencies comply with coastal management 
plans, once they are approved. The authority for prohibiting state or 
federal actions that are not consistent with the local district programs 
is very powerful and explicit. In essence, state and federal agencies 
may take no action that is prohibited by a local program.

However, the authority for requiring affirmative state and federal 
actions on projects or development uses called for in a local plan is 
not explicit. (An example would be where a local program called for the 
construction of a small boat hardor in its plan and then sought Co^os or 
Engineers permit and the accompanying state approval to begin con1 .ruction.) 1 
Neither ACMA nor the federal Act requires the state or the f ' - i  
government, respectively, to approve a project solely because t*e project 
is consistent with a local program. In fact, the ACMA and th^ federal 
Act require that other state and federal authorities pertaining to land 
and water use are not diminished. However, to th? extent that e local 
plan specifically incorporates and addresst. a given state, or federal 
legal authority, the ACMA and the federal Ac, generally support the 
obligation of the state and federal governmenvs to be consistent with 
the local plan.

Up to now, no dir trict has specifically addressed or attempted to affirmatively 
influence state , r federal authorities. In view of this, the extent of 
the overall aut.iority conveyed by the ACMA and the federal Act have not 
been demonstrated.

However, some districts are now developing plans that will attempt to 
direct state and federal decisions in an affirmative sense. This approach 
could be made more attractive to districts if the ACMA incorporated a 
more explicit responsibility for "affirmative consistency" by state 
agencies. (See question 17.)

16. To what extent does the ACMP expand or diminish local government
self-determination and control over land and water use activities?

The extent to which the ACMP either restricts or expands "local cuntrol" 
is very much dependent on the approach taken by the district in developing 
its coastal mane., ement program. The ACMP enhances local control when a 
district prepares a plan which:

1) clearly identifies major coastal envelopment issues facing the 

district;

2) describes the state and federal regulatory authorities and 
legal requirements applicable to state and federal decisions on the 
major development issues; and

3) fully describes how it will seek to direct both the procedural 
and substantive provisions of state and federal authorities to implement
the plan, once it is approved by the Coastal Policy Council, the Legislature, 

and the federal OCZM.
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The ACMP enables districts to address a wider variety of issues than 
typically are addressed in local comprehensive plans under Title 29 of 
the Alaska Statutes. Further, the ACMP seeks to strengthen the local 
government's role in directing how state and federal agencies should 
respond these wider issues by the power of consistency. In exchange 
for this povssr, the local district must involve state and federal agencies 
in the planning process, and allow a state body —  the Council and the 
L gislature —  and a federal body —  OCZM —  to ratify the plan.

The oversight role of the Coastal Policy council, the State Legislature 
and OCZM, while expanding local control under the approach described 
above, could be seen as diminishing local control if a local government 
approached coastal management as just another planning function like 
other planning functions authorized under Title 29. Under Title 29 
authorities, local government can prepare a local development plan 
independent of any oversight requirements by a statewide Council or the 
Legislature. However, plans developed in this manner have little ability 
to influence the discretionary land and water authorities of State and 
Federal agencies.

17. What improvements to the Alaska Coastal Management Act would the
Office of Coastal Management recommend?

The basic intent of the ACMP has been supported even by those who are 
critical of the implementation of the program. We believe that a few 
changes to the ACMA would result in significant improvements to the 

program.

1) Clarification arid strengthening of the role of local governments. 
As previously suggested, substantial provisions r'or local autonomy 
already are present in the ACMP. In some areas, however, clarification 
of the obligation of the state to follow local leadership and strengthening 
of the local role could be extremely helpful.

The two most important things that need to be accomplished are to assure 
that the local coastal management planning process is strong enough to 
truly resolve conflicts over resource uses in the coastal zone and to 
assure that tne state agencies are fully committed to following the 
local plans in making decisions under their other authorities in addition 

to Title 46.

This could be accomplished by authorizing local governments to take the 
lead on addressing key state legal authorities in addition to those in 
Title 46 within their districts. A mechanism is needed to require state 
agencies to participate in the district's coastal planning process for 
their other authorities in addition to those of Title 46, and to reach 
bii ding agreements on key issues. Such a process would not diminish the 
substantive authority of state agencies but would increase their account­
ability to the coastal planning process. The result would be to cause 
the state agencies to exercise their discretionary au*F rities outside 
of Title 46 within a locally controlled planning process. Two changes 
are needed:

13



a) Explicit authorization to the districts to address key 
state legal authorities with their coastal planning process and to 
require the state agencies to participate in these efforts, and

b) Provision of a mechanism to effectively bind the state 
agencies to these additional agreements and decisions reached in
the coastal management planning process and detailed in the district 
program. We would recommend the Coastal Policy Council approval of
the district program be this act that binds the state agencies.

2) Remove uncertainty over existing interim management system.
The interim management system for consistency determinations has been 
called into question by some people. Concern over whether the system 
comports with the intent of the ACMA and whether it functions efficiently 
have been raised. We have addressed both of these issues in other parts 
of our response to the Committee. (Please see the answer to question 7 
in particular.) We feel that the existing system works as well as the
State's overall permit processes. It contributes to sound management of
coastal resources and we believe it should be retained.

Given tie controversy that has surrounded the interim management system, 
however we feel that the Legislature should clarify whether it wishes 
to retain *he existing system, adopt a new system, or abandon interim 
management through adoption of additional statutory language. This 
would put the program on a more solid footing.

3) Clarify legislative oversight. We believe that the ACMP must 
venture into controversial areas if it is to be effective. In one 
aspect or another, in one district or another, there will be important 
local, state, and/or national issues. Many times, acceptable compromise 
will be found, but sometimes not. The Council has already declared its 
desire that some form of legislative oversight be re-established. We 
would ask that the Committee consider the Council's request.

4) Clarify the role of CRSA boards after CRSA programs are approved. 
Current.1 v, the Act is silent as to the existence of the coastal resource 
service area planning boards after they have developed plans in the 
Unorganized Borough, and obtained approval for those plans. The Act
does require state agencies to implement these plans but specifies no 
role otherwise for the planning boards in the implementation phase. We 
believe that the boards should continue to function after the CRSA plans 
are put into effect, and that they should participate in implementation. 
The CRSA boards should have the same powers in implementation as do the 
local governments.

18. What additional legislative actinn would the Office of Coastal 
Management recommend should the Alaska Coastal Management Act 
be repealed?

The main elements of the ACMP which should be preserved in perhaps other 
legislation are:



1) a planning structure for the Unorganized Borough;

2) local ability to hold state and, to the extent possible without 
federal consistency, federal land and water use decisions accountable to 
locally developed land and water use plans.

3) Provisions for funding so that adequate local resource inventories 
and plan development can occur; and

4) a conflict resolution process that assures some statewide 
uniformity in balancing resGi^ce use conflicts.

19. Since President Reagan has eliminated CZM funding from the federal 
budget, what would be the budget of the state program if the state 
chose to fund the full program?

Since the State will receive one more full federal grant in state FY 82 
even if President Reagan's proposed budget -Ut is upheld, the Legislature 
would need to consider state general funds for the ACMP beginning in 
state FY 83. We have always thought that the cost of the ACMP would be 
high at the beginning of program approval, and then taper off a> more 
and more local programs were approved by the Council. We anticipated 
state FY 82 to be the last of the maintenance years, and state FY 83 
would be the beginning of this reduction. In response to a request from 
Senator Stimson, OCM prepared some financial projections for FY 83 and 
beyond. We have attached a copy of our response to Senator Stimson, and 
you should refer to it for a detailed response to this question.

Roughly speaking, based on our projections of needed personnel in FY 83, 
the state agency participation, including OCM, in ACMP would be about 
$1,900,000 in FY 83. (The projected state agency participation in . Y 82 
is $2,700,000). There would be additional reductions in FY 84 and 
FY 85. Finu"cial assistance needs for the local districts is harder to 
estimate. The local districts have had $2*000,000 available to them in 
FY 80 and FY 81. OCM has proposed the same amount for FY 82. We anticipate 
that another 15 programs will be submitted to the Council for approval 
between now and the end of FY 82. Thus, in FY 83, the local need for 
funds will depend, in large part, on the cost of implementation of these 
local programs. Of course, individual grants to each district is but 
one way to finance these programs. Local coastal planning money could 
perhaps be integrated into another type of revenue sharing method that 
the Legislature may choose to develop.

15
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DIVISION OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
i PHONE: 465-3573

December 11, 1980

Colonel Lee R. Nunn 
District Engineer 
U.S. Department of the Army 
Alaska Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Subject: Prudhoe Bay Oilfield Waterflood Project F.E.I.S.

Dear Colonel Nunn:

The Division of Policy Development and Planning (DPDP) has completed its 
review of t\e proposed Prudhoe Bay Waterflood project and its associated 
permits. This letter will serve four primary functions.

First, it will describe, in detail, che State's federal consistency 
decision. Apart from the consistency determination on the FEIS, consis­
tency determinations on all associated waterflonj permits currently in 
review are included as separate sections. Second, it will outline the 
associated monitoring program and mitigative measures necessary to 
assure compliance with the Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP). 
Third, it will explain how an early start-up date is critical to the 
State's ultimate position. Fourth, it will outline the process of 
appT'-ant design selection and submittal, and how the Stati may review 
similar projects in the future.

This letter will address the FEIS and related permits in the following 

sequence:

I. Prudhoe Bay Waterf i FEIS (State I.D. No. 80061901)

II. Prudhoe Bay Waterf!.. P r o j e c t  (State I.D. No. 79101902)

A. Beaufort Sea 20 (COE £071-0YD-2-790291)

B. Beaufort Sea 21 (COE 2071-0YD-2-790292)

C. Beaufort Sea 23 (COE 2071-0YD-2-790293)

III. Beaufort Sea 54 (COE #071-0YD-4-790446; State I.D. No. 80013115)

IV. Beaufort Sea 55 (COE #071-0YD-4-790447; Statf i.D. No. 80013110)

V. NPDES and PSD Permits (EPA No. AK-002984-C, State I.D. Ho. 80062303)
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Therefore, this letter addresses all aspects of the waterflood project 
currently in review for consistency with the ACMP. The proposed permit 
actions "include those of the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) as well as 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Prior to making specific comments on the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, we wish to commend the Corps of Engineers for their efforts. 
Both the draft and final environmental documents have presented clear, 
comprehensive analysis of impacts in a concise manner. In addition, 
your active cooperation and participation with the State in assessing a 
complex and most important project is very much appreciated.

I. Prudhoe Bay Waterflood FEIS (State I.D. No. 80061901)

Having completed its review of the Prudhoe Bay Oil and Gas Waterflood 
Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), the Division of 
Policy Development and Planning (DPDP) has concluded that the proposed 
construction of the extended breached causeway is consistent with the 
ACMP. This decision incorporates, and is predicated upon, a detailed 
monitoring program as well as stipulations which will serve to mitigate 
the environmental impacts of extending the existing causeway. Further, 
it anticipates that the State may require additional modification of 
design anri/jr construction in the future, in order to eliminate or 
alleviate any significant adverse effects. The monitoring nrogram 
and stipulations will be discussed later in this section.

Discussion of Alternatives

While it has been determined overall that the applicant's proposal to 
extend the existing causeway approximately 3700 feet north of Dockhead 
No. 3 and to add a 50-foot breach just north of Dockhead No. 3 is con­
sistent with the ACMP, extension of the existing causeway is not the 
State's environmentally preferred alternative. The gravel island alter­
native, discussed in the FEIS, is both feasible, and more highly desir­
able from an environmental standpoint. Construction of a gravel island 
to accomplish waterflood poses the least risk to anadromous and marine 
fish, as discussed below; would essentially eliminate the possibility of 
any project-related adverse effects on salinity and wat.r temperature in 
Simpson Lagoon; and would significantly reduce the possibility of 
eastward accretion of Stump Island and deposition in Stump Island Chan­
nel due to sett! I ig of suspended solids during causeway construction and 
by erosion of gravel from the causeway.

The ability of anadromous fish migrating along the coast to negotiate 
successful passage around the existing Dockhead No. 3 is not well un­
derstood. However, additional biological effects on fish populations, 
such as arctic char, cisco and whitefish, forced into colder, deeper 
waters in order to negotiate around the proposed extended causeway may 
be expected. While these impacts cannot be quantified with any degree 
of specificity at the present time, construction of the gravel island 
would maintain the existing rates of passage.
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Further, although intake structures would be similar for both the gravel 
island and the extended causeway alternatives, except for the fish 
bypass screen associated with the extended causeway, the impacts on 
migrating fish could be increased considerably with the extension of tie 
causeway^because fish migrating around the end of the causeway would be 
directed into or in close proximity to the intake structure.

Assessing only the environmental impacts on Prudhoe Bay and Simpson 
Lagoon due to extension of the causeway, the project would be incon­
sistent with the ACMP. From the standpoint of minimizing environmental 
degradation, the gravel island alternative presented and discussed in 
the FEIS is clearly preferable.

Balancing of Economic and Environmental Factors

In determining whether a proposed activity is consistent with the Guide­
lines and Standards of the ACMP, the State must consider all factors in 
balancing the environmental consequences of any proposed activity within 
the coastal zone against the economic and other public benefits to be 
derived from the particular activity proposed. In the case of water­
flood, the applicants have identified that v' the proposed causewty 
extension is found inconsistent with the ACMP, .• likely one-year delay 
in the start-up time for waterflooding the Prudhoe Bay oil field will 
result. This delay predicted by the applicants is not the result of the 
State's failure to identify the environmental impacts on fish migration, 
sediment transport and sal in’ ;y .n Simpson Lagoon from the proposed 
extension of the causeway early in the review process. These issues 
were cleariy articulated beginning approximately one year ago. Rather, 
it is due to: 1) the State's inability to require the applicants to 
undertake equally detailed design of both the environmentally preferred 
gravel island alternative and the applicants' preferred causeway exten­
sion proposal beyond the conceptual design stage during the environmental 
impact statement process; and 2) the applicant's determination not to 
voluntarily design for the State's prefered alternative early in the 
projects development.

Because the applicants did not complete any of the design work for the 
environmentally prefered gravel island alternative, it is estimated that 
construction of the v/aterflood project would be delayed for one year 
while the project was redesigned to incorporate the gravel island intake 
alternative. This would also delay the start up of waterflooding by one 
year. Thus even though the State has determined that construction of a 
gravel island would minimize environmental impacts and would be feasible 
from an engineering and cost standpoint under 6 AAC 80.070 and 6 AAC
80.130, the delay involved in requiring that design for the v/aterflood 
project would result in loss of oil productivity in the Prudhoe Bay 
field and subsequent lost revenues to the State which outweigh the 
detrimental impacts of an extension of the causeway. In other words, 
while the State believes that a feasible and environmentally preferred 
alternative to the applicants' proposal does exist in the gravel island
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alternative, when weighed against economic considerations important to 
the State, not to mention the overall national interest in maximizing 
domestic oil production, the applicants' proposal is unquestionably the 
most prudent under the ACMP.

Another advantage of the solvi-fill causeway over the gravel island is 

that the causeway will provide all weather access to the «sawater treat­
ment facility and will eliminate the need for additional living facili­
ties at the site.

The magnitude of the loss to the Stace anticipated from a one-year delay 
in the commencement of waterflooding is extreme. Denying the causeway 
extension based on its lack of consistency with the ACMP would result, 
under current State estimates, in the loss of 65-70 million barrels of 
otherwise recoverable oil valued at nearly $1 billion in 1980 dollars. 
While this may represent less than one percent af the total estimated 
oil to be recovered from Prudhoe Bay, it represents nearly 7 percent of 
total recovery attributed to the waterflood.

The 65-70 million barrel loss of oil would be true regardless of attempts 
to catch up over-injecting. The Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commis­
sion has stated this decrease in ultimate oil recovery from delay of 
water injection into the oil field will result regardless of any effort 
to "catch up" in waterflooding on a cumulative basis. In addition, a 
higher injection rate is undesirable because it would result in in­
creased production costs. Proper location of injection wells together 
with optimum rates of injection and timing are delicate variables which, 
if mishandled, would result in loss of otherwise recoverable oil. 
Moreover, even with an increased injection rate, it would require eight 
critical years through the mid 1980's and into the early 1990's to 
"catch up" in cumulative water injection. A significant loss in ulti­
mate oil recovery would result in upwards of a 100,000 barrel decrease 
in the anticipated daily oil production rate in the late 1980's and 
1990's.

Over-injection of water at a later time in an attempt to "catch u d " on 
waterflooding also might result in injection rates too great for ;he 
overall reservoir, thereby overrunning otherwise recoverable oil. In 
other words, one major potential risk of delaying the start of water- 
flooding is that permanent damage to the reservoir and loss of ultimate 
recovery of oil could be much greater than current estimates indicate.

The magnitude of known impacts on rates of production of Prudhoe Bay oil 
due to the delay in the commencement of waterflooding anticipated from 
the State requiring the gravel island alternative and the consequent 
impacts on State revenues throughout the 1980's and early 1990's weighed 
heavily in the balancing analysis required by the Guidelines and Stan­
dards of the ACMP. Those factors, balanced against the nature of envi­
ronmental impacts expected on Simpson Lagoon, Stump Island and on migra­
tion around the proposed extended causeway lead to the State's conclu­
sion that the applicant's revised breached causeway design and seawater
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treating plant, described in the FEIS, is consistent with the ACMP. 
However^ this determination of consistency is dependent on the inclusion 
of the stipulations and monitoring requirements listed for each permit 
in Sections II-V in this letter in the Corps of Engineers' Section 404 
and Section 10 permits as well as in the Environmental Protection Agency's 
NPDES and PSD permits.

Monitoring and Mitigation Provisions

The stipulations and monitoring required by this determination are 
necessary in order to measure and mitigate, as much as possible, the 
impacts of certain activities or portions of activities proposed in 
connection with the waterflood project. Without compliance by the ap­
plicants with the stipulations and monitoring program described in 
Sections II-V of this determination, those activities would be incon­
sistent with the Guidelines and Standards of the ACMP.

The monitoring program consists of various requirements which the 
applicants will be required to fund. The monitoring program will iden­
tify and quantify the effect of the applicants' project on fish and 
wildlife resources and water quality, and will provide information to be 
used in modifying, as necessary, certain operations to minimize adverse 
impacts. While the State recognizes that the monitoring requirements 
will, in some cases, involve several years of study and a significant 
expenditure of funds by the applicants, it is also recognized that the 
proposed project is unprecedented and has the potential of greatly 
altering the Beaufort Sea/Simpson Lagoon environment. Specifically, as 
a result of the construction of the causev/ay extension:

A) approximately 67 acres of seafloor habitat will be lost unavoidably 
due to the placement of 3700 linear feet of gravel fill;

B) Anadromous fish may be barred from portions of their coastal habitat 
by the solid fill causeway extension which blocks traditional 
migration routes.

C) Simpson Lagoon will likely become more marine due to the diversion 
of fresh water from the Sagavanirktok River northward; and poten­
tially may experience population changes or reductions to those 
anadromous fish and waterfowl species whose distribution is limited 
by the amount of available brackish water lagoonal habitat;

D) net accretion rates at the east end of Stump Island likely will 
increase due to that portion of the island being protected from 
normal erosional forces, and may further modify Simpson Lagoon by 
blocking fish passage and contributing to a more marine environ­
ment; and

E) anadromous fish populations may be reduced due to entrainment in 
the water intaxe.
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It is therefore imperative that known or suspected environmental impacts 
of the causeway on fish and wildlife resources and v/ater quality are 
monitored adequately so as to determine whether any future modifications 
are warranted based on new evidence of biological impacts.

As the FEIS states, "two discrete goals exist for the monitoring program. 
The first relates to improving impact prediction accuracy for future 
proposals. With proper scientific observation, the need to apply re­
quired 'worst case1 scenarios would be considerably diminished, the 
reason for controversy lessened, and the regulatory process made more 
predictable. The second goal is to have information about environmental 
performance while in operation. This would allow adjustments to be made 
in operation and provide the basis for design changes to be considered 
that would ensure regulatory requirements being met or improvements 
made." The State agrees with the statement in the FEIS and further 
recommends that an independent third party administer the implementation 
of the monitoring program to the satisfaction of both the State and the 
applicants. This would ensure that both the monitoring program and 
resulting information would be impartially evaluated during and after 
actual construction of the project.

In summary, the State has concluded that the applicant's proposal, 
modified by the stipulations and monitoring requirements for each permit 
discussed below, is consistent with the ACMP. This determination is 
based on the State's conclusion that there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the applicants' proposal at this time, since the delay in 
the projected 1984- start-up time for waterflooding predicted for the 
gravel island alternative would result in the loss of significant oil 
production needed by both the State ant- the Nation. The State, there­
fore, concurs with the applicants' proposed extension of the existing 
causeway.

It should be emphasized that the State's finding that the applicants' 
proposed causeway extension is feasible and prudent under the ACMP is 
based on the schedule for completion of the project presented by the 
applicants. Therefore, significant delays which result in the causeway 
extension and gravel island alternatives becoming equal in terms of the 
actual commencement date of waterflooding of the Prudhoe Bay oil field, 
as determined by the State, may be cause for the modification of this 
consistency determination. Specifically, it is contemplated that in the 
event of significant delay in the construction schedule for the causeway 
extension, the State may require the applicants to complete the design 
and construction of the gravel island alternative instead. In this 
regard, the present consistency determination creates no vested or 
compensible interest or property rights in the applicants.

Prior to completing comment on the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
the State of Alaska feels it necessary to indicate that our action in 
finding the extended causeway to be the prudent alternative should not be 

considered a precedent for future North Slope development. We are aware 
of the consideration currently being given to the construction of addi-



Colonel Lee R. Nunn -7- December 11 1980

tional causeways in the Mid-Beaufort Sea region. Further, were one to 
assume future requirements being similar to present requirements for the 
development of onshore and offshore arctic oil fields, it is not unrea­
sonable to expect many requests for additional causeways and seawater 
intakes to develop the oil resources of the arctic coastal plain and 
continental shelf.

Because of the potential cumulative impacts of such development, it is 
necessary for the State to assess expeditiously future project specific 
developments not only on an individual basis but also from a cumulative 
perspective. The joint effort of the State and the Corps in developing 
future development scenarios will be mcst helpful in this regard.

II. Prudhoe Bay Waterflood Project (State I.D. 79101902)

There are three COE permits associated with this State I.D. number. 
They are discussed below:

A. Beaufort Sea 20 (COE No. 071-0YD-2-790291)

This proposed joint activity of the Sohio Alaska Petroleum Company and 
the Atlantic Richfield Company consists of two phases. The first in­
volves placing three 48-inch intake pipelines, a 20-inch outfall pipe­
line, a processing plant, two 30-inch waterlines and one fuel line on 
the existing causeway and on a portion of the proposed 3700-foot cause­
way extension. The second phase involves placing two 48-inch intake 
pipelines, a seawater treatment plant with a "state-of-the-art" fish by­
pass system, tv.'o 30-inch waterlines, and the construction of the remain­
der of the 3700-Toot breached causeway. The construction in this second 
stage will be similar to Phase I except that the underwater trench will 
only be 16 feet wide.

The extended causeway would be breached just north of existing Dockhead 
No. 3 with a 50-foot-long clear span bridge. The 3700-foot-long cause­
way would provide all-weather vehicular access to the seawater treatment 
plant and protection for the pipelines and power!ines buried within the 
causeway.

Having reviewed this application, the Division of Policy Development and 
Planning has determined that the proposed activity is consistent with 
the Guidelines and Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program, 6 
AAC 80 and 6 AAC 85, contingent upon the applicants' compliance with the 
following stipulations and monitoring requirements:

Stipulations:

1. The applicants must modify their proposed design of the causeway 

extension to the satisfaction of the State, to accommodate the 
addition of a second breach in the future at a location identified
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by the State; or alternatively, the applicants must provide assurances 
accepted by the State that, under the applicants' present design, 
waterflooding will not be disrupted significantly if a new breach 
at the described location is required.

The State may, in the future, require the applicants to construct a 
breach in the proposed causeway extension after its completion 
(which is not currently included in the applicants' proposed design). 
The location of the additional breach would be immediately shoreward 
of the seawater intake facility in the causeway extension. (This 
stipulation is intended to determine whether, based on the results 
of monitoring studies required by this consistency determination or 
other information, the causeway is significantly damaging the 
marine habitat, or water quality, or that significant numbers of 
aquatic species are unable to migrate around the end of the extension 
or are being entrained in the seawater intake). 6 AAC 80.040; 6 
AAC 80.070; 6 AAC 80.130; 6 AAC 80.140.

The possibility that an additional breach may be required by the 
State after the causeway extension is completed and while water- 
flooding operations are ongoing means that the design of the appli­
cants' proposal must be modified before construction starts in 
order to insure that, if an additional breach is later required, 
waterflooding will not be disrupted while construction of the 
additional breach proceeds.

2. If the monitoring program indicates that (1) the seawater intake(s), 
screens and fish bypass system are entraining, entrapping or im­
pinging significant numbers of fish and marine organisms; (2) 
significant numbers of anadromous fish are not migrating around the 
causeway; (3) the value of the area of Simpson Lagoon located west 
of the ARCO dock to anadromous fish and waterfowl has been reduced, 
or (4) the outfall line is located in an area that allows the 
accumulation of pollutants, the State will require the applicants
to take whatever steps are necessary to correct the problem. (This 
stipulation is intended to mitigate any adverse impacts which are 
identified by the monitoring program). 6 AAC 80.040; 6 AAC 80.070;
6 AAC 80.130; 6 AAC 80.140

3. The pass between Stump Island and the causeway will be maintained 
at such frequency and in such a manner so as to assrre maintenance 
of normal unrestricted passaga of fish and wildlife or other marine 
organisms. A plan for such maintenance will be submitted to the 
State for review ant approval should the sedimentation studies 
indicate significant deposition. (This stipulation is intended to 
minimize potential adverse impacts to Simpsc.i Lagoon by maintaining 
adequate flows of sediment, detritus and water, and to maintain a 
free migration route for aquatic species at the east end of Simpson 
Lagoon.) 6 AAC 80.040; 6 AAC 80.070; 6 AAC 80.130; and 6 AAC 
80.140
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4. If treated seawater is discharged from the low pressure pipelines,
it shall be discharged onto the surface of the sea ice (in winter)
or directly to marine waters in other seasons. (This stipulation
is designed to moderate adverse impacts to water quality under the
ice during the period of ice cover when natural mixing is at a 
minimum.) 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140

5. The management of the monitoring program is subject to the follow­
ing conditions:

a. A draft Request for Proposal(s) based on the attached require­

ments shall be submitted to the State and all participating 
resource agencies for review and shall be subject to the 
approval of the State prior to finalization. Proposals submit­
ted •Jn response to the RFP shall also be distributed to the 
above agencies, minus confidential cost estimates, for substan­
tive review and recommendations, and in the areas of proposed 
methods of data analysis and sampling methodology. The propos­
a l s )  must be jointly approved by ARCO, and any independent 
third party managing the studies, and the State prior to 
selecting the contractor(s).

b. Draft annual reports, including raw data, findings and conclu­
sions, must be prepared and submitted to the State on or 

before March 1st of each year to allow sufficient time for 
review and to modify, as necessary, any subsequent year's 
efforts.

c. Annual meetings shall be held within two (2) months of receiving 
the draft yearly reports to provide the above resource agencies 
the opportunity to discuss the findings, methods, and conclu­
sions of the prior year's study with contractor(s), ARCO, and 
the third party managers. The contractor(s) will incorporate 
the concensus recommendations of the participating resource 
agencies into the findings and conclusions of the yearly 
report prior to finalizing the report.

(These stipulations will ensure that the monitoring program will 
provide a data base for key water quality and biological parameters 
with which to objectively assess the impacts to aquatic habitats 
and v/ater quality resulting from the causeway extension. Benthic 
infauna, synoptic and long term temperature and salinity patterns, 
erosion and depositional characteristics, precision bathymetric 
profiling and fish migration studies are key categories of monitor­
ing deemed essential to establish a sensitive and statistically 
defensible base for comparison of marine environmental conditions 
before and after causeway construction) 6 AAC 80.130, 6 AAC 80.140

y(. Because the effects of this project on the State's water and bio­
logical resources, including but not limited to fish and marine 
invertebrate populations, are not fully known and cannot be object­
ively determined at the present time, the applicants shall be
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required to take action, as required or approved by the State, in 

the future to eliminate or alleviate, to the satisfaction of the 
State, any significant adverse affects on these resources indicated 
by the monitoring program or other information which are considered 
unacceptable by the State. (Rational is the same as No. 5 above).
6 AAC 80.130, 6 AAC 80.140

Monitoring requirements:

1. Effects of Causeway on Coastal Erosion

Penman nt ben.h marks are to be fixed at 4 equidistant stations 
along :he extended causeway and at 5 (pre-determined) stations on 
Stump Island prior to construction of the causeway. Beach profiles 
are to be plotted to -1 to -3 meters mean sea level (MSL) and 
sampled for volumetric transport for grain size analysis at least 
one year prior to causeway construction and over a period of 15 
years after construction is completed beginning in the first year 
of post construction (1984), and continuing in the second (.1985), 
the fifth (1983) and in the fifteenth (1998). Additionally, 
aerial photogrammetry is to be conducted in the same years, i.e., 
1984, 1985, 1988 and 1998, except that baseline photogrammetry will 
be conducted in 1981. The aerial extent of photography shall 
include all of Stump Island and some permanent reference landmark 
on the mainland and/or causeway. (This monitoring requirement is 
intended to study the erosion rates on the causeway, the coast and 
on Stump Island as well as the deposition rates in Stump Island 
Channel.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC
80.140.

2. Sediment Characteristics

Prior to causeway construction, baseline sedimentation characteris­
tics must be determined during the open water period. Diver or 
drop core samples are to be collected during mid-winter, prior to 
break-up and prior to freeze-up for a period of three years fol­
lowing causeway completion. The materials are to be collected and 
analyzed for grain size, total organic nitrogen, nitrates and total 
phosphorus. The samples are to be collected at 10 selected stations 
on both the east and west sides of the existing and extended cause­
ways. (This monitoring requiranent is intended to verify sedimen­
tation characteristics as well as rendering some indication of the 
effects on productivity of lagoonal systems.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC
80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 5 AAC 80.140.

3. Sedimentation Rate

Using a precision navigation system and a precision depth finder 
and/or sounding red, tne bathymetry is to be plotted annually in 
open water for a period of 5 consecutive years commencing at the 
time construction is completed in 1934. The survey shall include
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the area out to the 2 kilometer contour offshore, and 5 kilometers 
east and west of the causeway extension in to the 0.5 meter depth 
contour. Baseline bathymetry plotting is to be conducted in the 
summer of 1981 to reconfirm the 1979 survey. (Reconfirmation is to 
be repeated in 1983 and in 1986.) (This monitoring requirement 
will verify the sedimentation rates due to the extended causeway).
5 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.010, 6 AAC 80.130, and 6 AAC 80.140.

4. Water Quality

Standard temperature, depth and salinity profiles, including surface 
and bottom measurements, are to be taken biweekly during the open 
water period with concurrent meteorologic and current measurements 
to include one series to be taken during the period-of raximum 
summer river input. Provide for STD measurements immeuiately 
following meteorological anomalies, i.e., majcr west, north westerly 
stonms. These measurements are to be conducted commencing one year 
prior to the causeway extension and terminating two years after 
completion of the causeway extension. The locations shall be on a 
1000-meter spacing on a line along the shore inside Stump Island, 
east past Dockhead No. 2; also on a line from shore seaward from 
Storkensen Point past the west end of Stump Island; also through 
the Stump Island causeway pass and east of the causeway out to 
approximately the 5 meter contour; also at 5 locations along each 
side of the existing and proposed causeway. There shall be a total 
of 30 measurement stations. (This monitoring is intended to verify 
the vertical temperature and salinity profiling as well as the 
horizontal distributions). 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC
80.130, and 6 AAC 80.140.

5. Effectiveness of 50-Foot Causeway Breach in Mitigating Fisheries 
and Water Quality Problems

Fish movements through the 50-foot causeway breach and water 
quality on either side of the breach shall be monitored for a 
period of five years. Fish movements through the 50-foot breach 
shall be monitored acoustically through the entire open-water 
period beginning at break-up. Acoustical counts and species com­
position will be verified with nets.

Standard flow, temperature, and salinity measurements are to be 
taken on eitner side of the breach to determine flow velocities, 
volumes and the effects of the breach on water quality and fish 
movement. One of the standard stations described in monitoring 
requirement No. 4 above is to be placed on either side of the 
breach, while a current meter is to be placed in che breach. 
Measurements of wind velocity and direction, cicial height variations 
on each side of dock, and storm surges will be made daily. Mea­
surements will continue for two years following completion of the 
causeway extension. (This monitoring requirement is intended to 
determine the'effectiveness of the breach in mitigating fish passage 
problems and changes in flow rates, temperature and salinity due to 
the extended causeway.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130, 

and 6 AAC 80.140.
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6. Synoptic Water Quality Measurements

Using standard methodology, water samples 0.5 meters beneath the 

surface are to be collected and analyzed. Measurements must include 
total suspended solids, nitrates, phosphates, sulfates, temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, salinity, pH and ammonia. All 30 stations des­
cribed in Monitoring Requirement No. 4 above are to be sampled in 
1-2 days: (1) immediately after break-up; (2) during a steady NNE
wind condition; and (3) in August, immediately before freeze-up.
The sample is to be repeated if possible during or within 1 day of 
a persistent west wind. These samples are to be collected and 
analyzed in open water for a duration of four consecutive years 
commencing one year prior to completion of the causeway extension.
(This is intended to study the effects of the causeway extension on 
synoptic water quality parameters controlling primary productivity.)
6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 ACC 80.140.

7. Marine Life Density and Mortality Rate in Return System

The density and condition of marine organisms including fish and 
invertebrates in the marine life return system shall be monitored 
on a weekly basis for the first year of operation. Annual sampling 
will continue until it is determined: (1) that marine life entrainment
and mortality is minimal; (2) that modifications to the system have 
minimized mortalities, or; (3) that there is no means of mitigating 

the problem.

Sampling locations will include the marine life outfall and the 
inplant diversion line. Water will be diverted to holding tanks 
and the number, species, size, life stage, and condition of marine 
organisms will be recorded. Semi-annually a sample will be held 
for 96 hours to determine latenc mortality. Concurrently, live 
traps and divers will be used to sample organisms at the marine 
life return line outfall. Records will be made of latent mortality, 
physical abnormalities, and aberrant behavior. In addition to the 
normal sampling period, observations will be required during 
initial start-up, icing, storms, or other unusual conditions.
(This program is intended to monitor the effectiveness and mortality 
in the marine life return systan.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070 6 
AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.

8. Entrapment in Seawater Intake

The number of fish entrapped in the seawater intake will be monitored. 
Entrapment will be monitored weekly for the first year, bi-weekly 
in the second year, and monthly in the third year.

Entrapment of marine and anadromous fish shall be monitored in the 

seawater intake inside of the treatment plant and upstream of the 
screens. Presence of fish shall be determined by acoustical monitoring 
for one minute of every five for a 24-hour period. During periods 
of adequate water visability, fish will be monitored with underwater
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television and recorded on video tape. Observations during unusual 

conditions such as start-up, storms, icing, and equipment malfunctions 
shall also be made. (This monitoring is required to determine the 
effectiveness of water velocity controls designed to eliminate fish 
entrapment.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC
80.140.

9. Effects of Screens on Fish and Invertebrates

Television or visual monitoring for impingement is to be performed 
on the same schedule as described in Monitoring Requirement No. 8 
above during periods of good visibility. If traveling screens are 
installed, impinged fish and invertebrates are to be counted and 
noted each time the screens are rotated. Observations are to be 
made during periods of unusual conditions including initial start­
up and icing. Monitoring will be performed at the intake screens. 
(This monitoring requirement is intended to ascertain the impingement 
rate of anadromous and other fish species). 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC
80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.

10. Entrainmant of Marine Organisms

A portion of the intake water must be filtered using standard mesh 
(e.g., 505 microns) plankton nets. The nature and quantity of 
entrained biological material shall be evaluated one day per week, 
four times per day for the first year, bi-weekly for the second 
year, and monthly in the third year. The monitoring is to be 
performed at the seawater intake line downstream of the screen. 
Observations are also to be made during periods of unusual condi­
tions such a, start-up, icing, etc. (This monitoring requirement 
is intended to ascertain the rate of entrainment at the main outfall 
line and the effectiveness of the marine life by-pass and screen 
system). 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC CO.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.

11. Effect of Causeway-Induced Water Quality Changes to Infaunal 
Organisms

Benthic infaun^ will be monitored by grab or diver samples using
0.01 to 0.02-m cores. Five replicates per station are to be 
sieved to 1.0mm. Species diversity and abundance will be documented 
for each sample. Samples are to be taken at the Woodward-Clyde 
Stations 1, 2, 5, 7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 25, 30, 37, 43, 44, 45, 48 and 
50; and at a station on each side of the causeway extension or 
alternative stations approved by the Department of Environmental 
Conservation. Water temperature and salinity are to be measured at 
the surface and the bottom concurrently. This monitoring is to be 
conducted annually during open water periods for a period of three 
years commencing in 1981, and including 1986 and ending in 1989. 

Sampling and data treatment methodologies shall be consistent with 
those used in recent studies in the Prudhoe Bay area. (This moni­
toring requirement is intended to ascertain the effects on infauna 
and their distributions due to the extended causeway). 6 AAC
80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC b0.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.
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.12. Effects of Causeway-Induced Water Quality Changes on Epifaunal 

Organisms

Replicate epifaunal samples are to be collected utilizing either a 
drag-net or an epibenthic pump. These samples are to be collected 
annually in the years 1981 and 1983 and semi-annually in 1986.
These samples are to be collected at the Woodward-Clyde Stations 
No. 1, 2, 5, 7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 25, 30, 37, 43, 44, 45, 48 and 50, 
at a station on each side of the causeway extension, and at two 
stations in the discharge vicinity. The distribution and abundance 
of Mysis, Onisimus, Gammarus is to be observed and noted. The 
attraction or these species to the discharge ar>_a also is to be 
noted. (This monitoring requirement is intended to ascertain the 
epifaunal distributions due to the causeway extension). 6 AAC
80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.

13. Effects of Causeway Extension on Fish Migrations

Anadromous fish are to be tagged and released with an extended 
anchor and internal sonic tags. Beach seining, fy<e netting, and 
acoustic monitoring programs are to be established to document and 
quantify: (1) the number of fish from the east and west encoun­
tering the causeway and; (2) the number of fish successfully moving 
around the causeway and through the breach. The fyke nets should 
be directional to establish the direction of fish movement. The 
tagging operations are to be conducted on both sides of the cause­
way, and along the natural shoreline, and in the vicinity of the 
discharge and marine life outfall. Tag recoveries in the Colville 
and k'aktovik fisheries, concentrations of fish around the intake 
and tee outfall, as well as migration delays., and unusual predation 
patterns are to be documented. These fisn movement studies will be 
conducted continuously during open water for a period of five years 
commencing in 1981 and ending in 1985; and every four years there­
after to study fish attraction to intake and discharge points.
(This monitoring requirement is intended to determine if changes in 
fish movements have occurred as a result of constructing the ex­
tended causeway). 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 
AAC 80.140.

14. Effect of Causeway on Invertebrates

Unbaited directional traps are to be set in an attempt to determine 
the "flux" of invertebrates in and out of the pass between the 
causeway and Stump Island under various meteorological conditions 
and at various times of the year, especially immediately following 
break-up. These traps are to be set vrcm the causeway westward 
across the Stump Island Channel. A baseline will be established 
prior to causeway construction and studies are to be conducted 
annually in open water for a period of two years commencing upon 
completion of the causeway. (This monitoring requirement is in­
tended to ascertain factors which influence invertebrate distribu­
tion due to the extension of the causeway). 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC
80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.
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15. Effect of Water Quality Changes on Anadromous Fish and Water Fowl 
Distribution

Distribution and abundance of arctic cisco, least cisco, arctic 
char and oldsquaw ducks shall be monitored in the portion of 
Simpson Lagoon and Prudhoe Bay affected by causeway-induced water 
quality changes. Abundance and distribution of these species must 
be monitored every two weeks during the open-water period for five 
years beginning in 1981. The area monitored must include the 
entirety of Simpson Lagoon from the ARCO Dock to the Egg Island 
Channel, and the area of Prudhoe Bay within two miles of the east 
and north side of the dock.

Fish survey techniques must include netting, tagging and bio- 
acoustical surveys with trawling for species verification. Aerial 
surveys and aerial photography will be used to determine oldsquaw 
abundance and distribution. Survey techniqc^s must be sufficiently 
sensitive and surveys sufficiently intense to allow statistical 
comparison for areas as small as 150 acres. Distribution and 
abundance of oldsquaw ducks and anadromous fish will be correlated 
with information on salinity and temperature. (This monitoring 
program will assess thp effects of causeway-induced temperature and 
salinity changes on the abundance and distribution of oldsquaw 
ducks and anadromous fish.) 5 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 8C.070 and 6 AAC
80.130.

Ii5. Biofouling in Intake System

The incidence of biofouling on the seawater intake structures, 

upstream oi the chlorination, heating and filtering system shall be 
monitored annually for four years after plant stcft-up, and every 
five years thereafter over the life of the project. Measurements 
of biofouling on intake surfaces will be made using divers and 
underwater television. Estimates of species composition, rate of 
accumulation and success of control programs will be provided.
(This program will provide information necessary for redesign of
existing or future seawater intakes in the Beaufort Sea.) 6 AAC
80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.

17. Ice Growth at Intake and Discharge

Monthly measurements of ice growth including frazil ice at and in 
the seawater intake and main outfall, will be made for two years 
after project start-up. Evaluation of measures to control ice 
buildup will be made. (Monitoring will provide critical information 
for use in evaluating feasibility of remote seawater intakes.) 6 
AAC 80.040, 5 AAC 80.070 and 6 AAC 80.130.

B . Beaufort Sea 21 (COE No. 071-QYD-2-7902921

This proposed activity by the Atlantic Richf' 1d Company proposes to 
place one 42-inch ToW pressure seawater supply line about 10 miles long
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and extending to the east Injection Plant from a point near the West 

Dock module staging area where the east and v/est low pressure seawater 
supply lines diverge. A 12-inch outside diameter fuel gas pipeline will 
be constructed parallel to the low pressure seav/ater supply pipeline 
correcting to the Central Compressor Plant (CCP). The pipelines will be 
installed in a single increment in 1982-1983 on above ground pile-bents. 
The route will follow the existing roadway between the module staging 
area and the CCP, and then along existing pile-bents from the CCP to the 
east Injection Plant.

The east Injection Plant will be located adjacent to Flow Station 1, 
partially utilizing an existing gravel pad originially built for Drill 
Site 10. The injection plant will be installed in 1983, with a possible 
second increment of an additional high pressure pump module being added 
a year later.

Required well pad manifolds will be installed to direct water to indivi­
dual wells. The individual injection sites will require gravel pad 
expansion. The high pressure pipeline system will be installed above 
ground on pile-bents and will follow existing pipeline routes. High 
pressure pipeline? will be installed in two increments, commencing in 
the fall of 1982 and completed in the spring of 1985.

Having reviewed this application, the Division of Policy Development and 
Planning has determined that the proposed activity is consistent with 
the Guidelines and Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program, 6̂  
AAC SO, provided that the applicant complies with the following stipula­
tions and. monitoring requirements:

Stipulations:

1. Drainage structures are to ke provided through or past all water­
line construction pads, the injection plant, manifold building and 
well pads sufficient to maintain natural surface drainage patterns. 
(This stipulation is intended to minimize impacts ’■o wetlands.) 6 
AAC 80.040.. 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 5 AAC 80.140.

2. One year prior t.o project start-up, a .altwater spill contingency 
plan must be submitted to the State Department of Environmental 
Conservation for review and approval. (This stipulation is intended 
to minimize adverse impacts on freshwa ar lakes, streams and wetland 
vegetation.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC
80.140.

3. Waterflood pipeline crossings of the Sagavanirktok River are to be 
made at the existing flowline crossing within Section 3, T10N,
R15E, Umiat Meridian. Crossing at any other location will require
a separate consistency determination. (This stipulation is intended 
to minimize impacts by consolidating energy-related facilities.) 6 
AAC 80.070.
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Monitoring requirements:

1. In an effort to determine bird mortalities due to the construction
of above ground power lines, a route from the CCP to the base of
the causeway, 300 meters in width, is to be walked under the lines 
(or along the windward or western shore if flooded) noting any dead 
or injured birds, their species, and nature of any apparent injury. 
This observation is to be repeated every other day, three times a 
day over a six-day period during spring and fall migrations and 
during the peak breeding season. The weather conditions also must
be noted at the times of these observations. Monitoring is to take
place in the spring, summer, and fall for a duration of two years. 
(This monitoring requirement is intended to ascertain bird mortali­
ties due to power line construction). 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130.

C. Beaufort Sea 23 (COE No. 071-0YD-2-790293)

This proposed activity of the Sohio Alaska Petroleum Compi iy is for the 
placement of one 38-inch-outside-diameter low pressure seawater pipeline 
approximately eight miles long. This line will extend to the west 
Injection Plant from a point near the West Dock module s .aging area, 
where the east and west low pressure seawater supply lines diverge. The 
pipeline will be installed in a single increment in 1982/1983 on above­
ground pile-bents. Its route will follow an existing roadway from the 
module staging area to Term Wei 1 "K" and a new road from there to Pad 
"E". From Pad "E" to the west Injection Plant, the line will be in­
stalled on or alongside existing pile-bents. The proposed new roadway 
from Pad "E" northward to Term Well "K", 2.5 miles in length, will be 
constructed in 1980 and will require approximately 150,000 cubic yards 
of gravel. Modification of the existing road from the West Dock staging 
area to Term Well "K" will also be completed in 1980 but no new gravel 
is required for this project. The Injection Flant will be located near 
Gathering Center 1 on a gravel pad requiring approximately 70,000 cubic 
yards of gravel. The Injection Plant will be installed in 1983 with the 
possible addition of a second incranent of a pumping module a year 
later.

Required well pad manifolds wil t instal led to direct water to indi­
vidual wells. Gravel allotted for well pad expansion, including water 
injection wells, will be approximately 500,000 cubic yards. The high 
pressure pipeline system will be installed above ground on pile-bents 
and will follow existing pipeline routes wi ;h one exception, Well Pad 
WF-1 shown on figure 10-1 in the Engineering Overview. Well Pad WF-1 
will require approximately 40,000 cubic yards of gravel. Construction 
of the high pressure pipelines will commence in 1982 and would be com­
pleted in 1985.

Having reviewed the application, the Division of Policy Development and 
Planning has determined that the applicant’s selection of the western 
low pressure seawater pipeline, Alternative A-i, is inconsistent with 
specific standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program, 6 AAC 80. 
Specifically, the State has determined that the wetlands to be impacted
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by the applicant's alternative is a prime waterfowl nesting area as well 
as one used heavily by caribou ana that a more feasible and prudent 
alternative exists, specifically route A-3. Therefore, routing for both 
the pipeline and road will be consistent provided that the applicant 
complies with the following stipulations and monitoring requirements:

Stipulations:

1. Routing for the proposed road access and pipeline pad between Well 
Pad K and Well Pad E must follow the A-3 route as described in 
Volume I, FEIS, Prudhoe Bay Oilfield Waterflood Project and provi­
sion must be made for caribou passage.

The pipe elevation above the work pad will be a minimum of five- 
feet. Because there is some question about the adequacy of a five- 
foot clearance in providing caribou passage, the State reserves its 
final recommendation on pipeline clearance until the completion of 
ongoing studies on September 1, 1981. If the design schedule does 
not allow this flexibility a minimum pipe elevation of seven-feet 
will be required. (These measures would optimize the chance for 
maintenance of the existing caribou usage as well as provide for 
protection of nesting waterfowl in the productive drained lake 
habitat through which these routes pass.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC
80.070 and 6 AAC 80.130.

2. One year prior to project start-up, a salt water spill contingency 
plan must be submitted to the State Department of Environmental 
Conservation for review and approval. (This stipulation is intended 
to minimize adverse impacts on freshwater lakes, streams and wetland 
vegetation.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC
80.140.

3. Drainage structures shall be provided through or past all constn.c- 
tion pads, well pads, and access roads sufficient to maintain 
natural surface drainage patterns. (This stipulation is intended 
to minimize impacts to wetlands.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 
AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC 80.140.

Monitoring Requirements:

1. Effect of Elevated Pipeline on Caribou and Waterfowl

The effect of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
elevated pipeline gravel pad and roadway on the abundance, distri­
bution, and production of caribou and waterfowl in the area affected 
shall be monitored over a i *e-year period. A baseline must be 
established at least two years prior to pipeline construction;- The 
same survey techniques must be used for both the baseline and 
monitoring program and must be sufficiently sensitive to detect 
annual changes as small as ten percent in abundance, distribution, 
and production., of caribou and waterfowl in the study area. The 
study area must encompass an area at least 1000 meters on either



Colonel Lee R. Nunn -19- December 11, 1980

side of the alignment, and for caribou must include the entire area 
between the proposed west low pressure seawater pipeline and the 
existing road between Pad C and the ARCO dock. (This program will 
ascertain the effect of the low pressure seawater pipeline and the 
road extension on caribou and v/aterfowl.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC
80.070 and 6 AAC 80.130.

2. Effect of the Gravel Road and Pipeline Pad on Wetlands Habitat

The effect of drainage modifications and dust from the access road 
and pipeline pad on wetlands habitat shall be monitored over a 
five-year period. Parameters monitored must include hydrology, 
vegetation type and productivity, permafrost integrity, and sr.ow 
depth. A baseline must be established before construction and 
monitored annually for five years after construction. In addition 
to statistical sampling of vegetation type and productivity, tech­
niques must include low level aerial photography of the area af­
fected by the pipeline pad and road (1000 meters on either side).
In addition, detailed mapping of drainage patterns and measurements 
of the active surface layer must be conducted. (This program will 
monitor the effects of continuous fill gravel roads and gravel pads, 
on arctic wetlands.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070 and 6 AAC 80.130.

III. Beaufort Sea 54 (COE No. 071-0YD-4-790446; State No. 8C013115)

This activity proposed by the Sohio Petroleum Company is for the place­
ment of 160,000 cubic yards of gravel material on w et tundra to construct 
an access road from the ARCO West Dock to the pad :,E" access road in the 
North Slope Borough. This general purpose gravel road will be used for 
module movement and for pipeline construction of the proposed waterflood 
project. Gravel will be hauled across existing gravel r^ads from the 
Put River oxbow borrcw area or the dead arm of the Kuparuk River.

Ha'. lg reviewed this application, the Division of Policy Development an'4 
Planning has determined that the applicant's selection of the western 
low pressure seawater pipeline routing Alternative A-l is inconsistent 
with specific standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program. 
Specifically, the State has determined that the wetlands to be impacted 
by the applicant's alternative is a prime v/aterfowl nesting area as well
as one used heavily by caribou and that a more feasible and prudent
alternative exists, specifically route A-3.

Stipulations:

1. Routing for the proposed road access and pipeline pad between Well 
Pad K and Hell Pad E must collow the A-3 route as described in
Volume I, FEIS, Prudhoe Bay Oilfield Waterflood Project and provision

^  ’ must be made for caribou passage. '

The pipe elevation above the wo**k pad will be a minimum of five- 
feet. Because there is some question about the adequacy of a five- 
foot clearance in providing caribou passage, the State reserves its 
final recommendation on pipeline clearance until the completion of 
ongoing studies on September 1, 1981. If the design schedule does
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not allow this flexibility a minimum pipe elevation of seven-feet 

will be required. (These measures would optimize the chance for 
maintenance of the existing caribou usage as well as provide for 
protection of nesting v/aterfowl in the productive drained lake 
habitat through which these routes pass.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC
80.070 and 6 AAC 80.130.

2. One year prior to project start-up, a salt water spill contingency 
plan must be,submitted to the State Department of Environmental

. Conservation for review and approval. (This stipulation is intended 
to minimize adverse impacts on freshwater lakes, streams and wetland 
vegetation.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and 6 AAC
80.140.

3. Drainage structures shall be provided through or past all construction 
pads, well pads, and access roads sufficient to maintain natural 
surface drainage patterns. (This stipulation is intended to minimize 
impacts to wetlands.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070, 6 AAC 80.130 and
6 AAC 80.140.

Monitoring requirements:

1. Effect of Elevated Pipeline on Caribou and Waterfowl

The effect of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
elevated pipeline gravel pad and roadway on the abundance, distribution, 
and production of caribou and waterfowl in the area affected shall 
be monitored over a five-year period. A baseline must be established 
at least two years prior to pipeline construction. The same survey 
techniques must be used for both the baseline and monitoring program 
and must be sufficiently sensitive to detect annual changes as 
small as ten percent in abundance, distribution, and production of 
caribou and waterfowl in the study area. The study area r :st 
encompass an area at least 1000 meters on either side of the alignment, 
and for caribou must include the entire area between the proposed 
west low pressure seawater pipeline and the existing road between 
Pad C and the ARCO dock. (This program will ascertain the effect 
of the low pressure seawater pipeline and the road extension on 
caribou and v/aterfowl.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070 and 6 AAC
80.130.

2. Effect of the Gravel Road and Pipeline Pad on Wetlands Habitat

The effect of drainage modifications and dust from the access road 
and pipeline pad on v/etlands habitat shall be monitored over a 
five-year period. Parameters monitored must include hydrology, 
vegetation type and productivity, permafrost integrity, and snow 
depth. A baseline must be established before construction and 
monitored annually for five years after construction. In addition 
to statistical sampling of vegetation type and productivity, techniques 
must include low level aerial photography of the area affected by 
the pipeline pad and road (1000 meters on either side). In addition, 
detailed mapping of drainage patterns and measurements of the 
active surface layer must be conducted. (This program will monitor
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the effects of continuous fill gravel roads and gravel pads on 
arctic wetlands.) 6 AAC 80.040, 6 AAC 80.070 and 6 AAC 80.130.

IV. Beaufort Sea 55 (COE No 071-0YD-4-790447; State No. 80013110)

This proposed activity by the Sohio Petroleum Company is for the place­
ment of 60,000 cubic yards of gravel material in wet tundra to widen an 
.existing access road from pad "E" to the Spine Road in the North Slope 
Borough, Alaska.

This widening will facilitate crawler equipment movement during sealift 
operations. The gravel will be hauled across existing gravel roads from 
the dead arm of the Kuparuk River.

Having reviewed this application, the Division of Policy Development and 
Planning has determined that the proposed activity is consistent with 
the Guidelines and Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program.

V. NPDES and PSD Permits (EPA No. AK-002984-0; State No. 90062303)

A. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

The applicants, Atlantic Richfield Company and Sohio Petroleum Company, 

on behalf of the Prudhoe Bay Unit Owners, propose in this activity to 
discharge waste waters from the proposed seawater treatment plant to the 
Beaufort Sea at Prudhoe Bay. The Beaufort Sea is classified as type 
I I/Marine Waters according to the State's federally approved water 
quality standards. This source has been determined to be a new dis­
charger by EPA, Region X.

Having reviewed this application, the Division of Policy Development and 
Planning has determined that the proposed activity is consistent with 
the Guidelines and Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program, 6 
AAC 80, provided that the applicants comply with the stipulations and 
monitoring requirenents included in the Department of Environmental 
Conservation's Water Quality Certification, attached, and the following:

Stipulations:

1. If the monitoring program demonstrates that (1) toxic levels of 
chlorine, chlorine compounds or other pollutants exist outside of 
the mixing zone, or (2) if acute or chronically toxic levels of 
chlorine compounds or other pollutants are found to be accumulating 
in the sediment or biota, the applicants will be required to modify 
either the facility or the process to the satisfaction of the 
State.

B . Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)

This activity proposed by the applicants, Atlantic Richfield Company and 
Sohio Petrol urn Company, includes the construction of certain facilities
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associated with the proposed waterflood project. The atmospheric emis­
sions from the proposed facilities will be produced by nine gas-fired 
heaters and ten gas-fired turbines.

Having reviewed this application, the Division of Policy Development and 
Planning has determined that the proposed activity is consistent with 
the Guidelines and Standards of the Alaska Coastal Management Program,
6 AAC 80, provided that the applicants adhere to the following Air 
Quality Control Permits to Operate:

Future Permitting Process for Major Projects

In closing, the State is considering the concept of requiring an appli­
cant to complete concurrent planning and design work for an applicant's 
preferred alternative as well as the alternative which best balances the 
State's interests when a major project is proposed. The State is ex­
tremely interested in avoiding future situations where consideration of 
alternatives to major development activities which may be in the public . 
interest may be limited by the lack of planning and design work. The 
State would like to meet with the Corps and other appropriate agencies 
to discuss this issue. The State is intent upon assuring that for all 
future projects of this magnitude, we retain maximum flexibility in 
determining the manner in which its natural resources are developed.

Again, we greatly appreciate the cooperation the Corps has extended the 
State in our consideration of this important project.

Thank you.

Attachment

cc: Herman Schmidt, SOHIO
Tim Derigo, ARCO 
Commissioner LeResche, DNR 
Commissioner Skoog, ADF&G 
Commissioner Mueller, DEC 
Wilson Condon, Attorney General 

Tom Barnot, OtM

a) AQC-531;

b) AQC-532, and;

c) AQC-533.

Frances Ulmer 
Director
/
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Chuck Logsdon, Dept, of Revenue 
Douglas Redburn, DEC
Hoyle Hamilton, Alaska Oil & Gas Conservation Commission
John Miller, DMEM
Lance Trasky, ADF&G
Ike Waits, DNR
Laurie Adams, Dept, of Law
Ray Nye, EPA
Sylvia Kawabata, EPA
Snehla Anjurn, NSB



Consistency Determination Summary 

Prudhoe Bay Waterflood Final EIS 

State I.D. NO. 80061901

The review of the Prudhoe Bay Waterflood Final EIS and associated Corps 

of Engineers (COE) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) permits has 

undoubtedly been the most controversial project ever reviewed by the 

State under federal consistency. This project was declared consistent 

with stipulations on 12/11/80 including a monitoring program. (The 

State decision is attached. See attachment A).

Prudhoe Bay is located on Alaska's North Slope and is the site of vast 

petroleum and natural gas reserves. In order to derive the maximum 

potential from the oil field, it became orudent for the State and the
1

operators to propose that the field be waterflooded to maintain field 

pressure and "squeeze" as much oil out as possible. The method by which 

the Prudhoe Bay operators proposed to carry out waterflooding created 

the issue, not whether it should be. done.

The aspect associated with waterflooding which created the most concern 

to the State was the applicants' (Atlantic Richfield Co. and Sohio 

Petroleum Co.) desire to extend an already-existing causeway, known as 

West Dock, an additional 3,700 feet North into Prudhoe Bay. While the 

State had not officially adopted a preferred design prior to the appli­

cants proposing their own, several state agencies, principally the 

Departments of Fish and Game (DF&G) a d Environmental Conservation (DEC) 

as well as the Division f Policy I'^-.alopment and Planning (DPDP),



through written and oral communication with the applicants and the Corps 

of Engineers (COE), expressed their strong desire for either a remote 

intake structure or a gravel island. Several federal agencies, princi­

pally the Fish and Wildlife Service (F&WS), Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA), and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), indicated 

their strong support for these alternatives as well.

As the attachments indicates, many environmental issues were involved in 

the placement of the fill for the extended causeway, the most sensitive 

of which included the causeway acting as a barrier to anadromous fish 

migrations, as well as the causeway acting as an interference with near 

shore currents as they affect salinity in Simpson Lagoon and the eastward 

migration of stump Island.

As the State began to formalize its position through the draft EIS, the 

applicants indicated that, because detailed design plans had already 

been developed by the applicants for the extended causeway, any insistence 

on the part of the State to require a gravel island would necessitate a 

year's delay in waterflooding to accommodate the drafting of new design 

plans.

Because of the forecasted delay, which the State eventually concurred 

with, the economic implications to the State in promoting the gravel 

island would eventually have led to the direct loss of an estimated $700 

million to the State in non-recoverable oil revenues. This became of 

such overriding importance that the recommendation of the gravel island 

alternative was no longer either feasible cr prudent.



The applicants proposal, the extension of the existing causev/ay, was 

finally chosen by the State because an alternate design, such as that 

for a gravel island, would have required several additional months of 

design time to complete. The additional time required would have re­

sulted in design completion not coinciding with the barge shipments from 

the lower 48 to Prudhoe Bay and thus delaying construction start-up for 

one additional season.

The following is a summarization of events involved in the consistency 

review of the Waterflood project.

6/20/80 - Draft EIS received from Corps of Engineers (COE)

review initiated.

7/14/80 - Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) endorsed

gravel island (environmentally preferred alternative); 

however, DEC objected to location of outfal i; did not 

advocate breaching of existing causeway if gravel island 

construcced.

7/15/80 - Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission (AOGCC)

amplified problems associated with delay in waterflooding.

7/15/80 - National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) stated that

project is inconsistent because of detrimental effects 

upon salinity, coastal processes, sedimentation and 

anadromous fish migrations in the area.



7/16/80 - AOGCC submited additional and clarifying comments.

7/16/80 -

7/17/80 -

7/21/80 -

7/21/80 -

7/22/80 -

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 

(DOT/PF) stated that DEIS and all associated permits are 

consistent.

State agencies held State position meeting in Juneau 

to discuss areas of disagreement among state agencies and 

to urge all comments to be submitted soon; DEC voiced 

earlier concerns of 7/14/80; Department of Fish and Game 

(DF&G) supported gravel island alternative; Division of 

Energy and Mineral Management (DMEM) and AOGCC opposed 

any delays in waterflooding associated with island or 

remote intake facility.

DF&G stated that construction of access roads would be 

inconsistent if waterflood disapproved.

DF&G revised and elaborated on above comments; endorsed 

gravel island alternative; identified issues unanswered 

as yet and discussed monitoring program for project.

DPDP staff met with Fran Ulmer; agreed that Atlantic 

Richfield Co. (ARCO) should be contacted and issues 

discussed prior to State issuing comments on draft EIS.



7/24/80 - DMEM discussed implications of delays.

7/28/80 - 

7/29/80 -

7/30/80 -

8/4/80 -

8/19/80 - 

9/22/80 -

10/22/80 - 

10/24/80 -

DF&G submitted additional comments for clarification.

Alaska Legal Services Corporation (ALSC) stated that 

project should not be approved until environmental effects 

are more fully identified; offered specific comments on 

draft EIS; ALSC spoke for village of Kaktovik.

ALSC submitted verbatim transcripts from public hearing 

held by Alaska BLM/OCS office, at Kaktovik on 6/21/8C.

State (DPDP) issued comments on draft EIS (see Attachment 

B).

ARCO amended various permits to realign outfall facility.

OCM discussed various attributes of project with Fish and 

Wildlife Service (F&WS).

ARCO submitted copy of correspondence between itself 

and COE discussing impacts on production activity in 

event of delay in waterflooding.

Fran Ulmer (DPOP) transmitted memo to all pertinent 

state agencies to set up meeting in Anchorage to discuss 

primary consistency issue; meeting was set for 10/27/80 

to reach State position.



10/27/80 -

10/31/80 -

17/7/80 -

11/12/80 -

11/14/80 -

At State agency meeting in Anchorage, agencies conculded 

that applicant's proposal is the only feasible and prudent 

alternative given the unacceptable prospect of a delay if 

the gravel island alternative is chosen.

AOGCC discussed implications of waterflooding delays 

at length in a memo to Fran Ulmer.

DEC provided written comments on issues discussed at 

10/27/80 meeting.

At a second State agency meeting in Anchorage, State 

decided to declare applicant's proposed causeway extension 

consistent with ACMP due to State vital economic interests 

at stake.

State (DPDP) informed ARCO and Sohio by letter that 

causeway extension is consistent and that consisted, 

decision was forthcoming.

11/14/80 - DMEM recommended approval of causeway extension provided 

that adequate monitoring of construction and subsequent 

activities is performs.



11/20/80 -

11/20/80 -

11/21/80 - 

11/28/80 -

12/1/80 - 

12/3/80 -

12/5/80 - 

12/6/80 -

11/17/80 - EPA approved causeway extension and other associated 

projects provided that certain mitigation measures are 

carried out, such as a breach in existing causeway.

EPA forwarded copy of draft National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit to DEC for certification.

ALSC submitted further comments on behalf of Kaktovik 

on Final EIS.

DEC submitted monitoring requirements for v;aterfl coding.

DF&G submitted lengthy discussion of issues surrounding 

the monitoring program.

DF&G submitted monitoring requirements for waterflooding.

DPDP circulated draft of State's „.acency determination 

on Final EIS and associated permits to state agencies.

COE responded to EPA issues paper of 11/17/80 to COE.

DF&G responded to DPDP draft of Final EIS with suggested 

changes.

12/8/80 - DMEM submitted specific comments on Final EIS.
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12/8/80 - AOGCC submitted specific comments on Final EIS.

12/8/80 - F&WS submitted specific comments on associated access

road.

12/9/80 DEC issued Certificates of Water Quality on NPDES 

and COE permits.

12/11/80 - NMFS recommended to COE that causeway permits not be

issued until modified to address earlier concerns of 

NMFS.

12/11/80 - State issued federal consistency determination on

Final EIS and on all associated permits.

12/18/80 - Department of Community and Regional Affairs (C&RA)

submitted late comments c;i Final EIS.

12/19/80 - OCM requested SCH to amend consistency determination

on NPDES permit to include certain stipulations inadvertently 

omitted from 12/11/80 consistency determination.

12/24/80 - DEC amended Certificate of Water Ouality to delete require­

ment that a specific monitoring program be included in 

COE permits.



12/26/80 -

1/2/81 

1/12/80 -

The amended letter agrees with COE that the formal relation­

ship of consistency is between applicant and state for a 

federal license or permit. State therefore deletes 

lanaguage binding the COE to include stipulations in 

Sections II-V of the 12/11/80 consistency letter while 

retaining language requiring applicant acceptance of 

them. State also deletes monitoring requirements No.

1-17 of 12/11/80 letter (with identical language or the 

12/24/80 DEC letter), in ordt;* that the monitoring require­

ments can be jointly worked out with federal agencies.

State also indicates that any monitoring program shall, be 

approvable by State prior to implemeitation by ARCO.

This amendment has the effect of renumbering stipulations 

for E.S. 20. consistency determination.

COE issues permit for P.S. 20 under Sections jo A;

ARCO writes letter to Fran Ulmer indicating teceipt of 

12/26/80 letter. Raises question regarding appropriate 

scop*' of State's authority ?n consistency determinations 

but ARCO believes that any problems can be resolved 

through good faith efforts of ARCO and State. APC0 

comments on stipulations of 12/26/80 letter: (L) ARCO

agrees to accomodate a possible future breach in cause­

way; (2) ARCO wants to confirm that State would not 

attempt to mitigate effects of causeway on Simpson Lagoon 

until "significant reduction" is known to exist to the

State amends its 12/11/80 letter to COE for B.S. 20.



lagoon; (3) COE will insure that dredging Stump Island 

Passage will be done as necessary; (4) ARCO states that 

it is their understanding that new Stip. No. 5 would be 

administered consistently with COE permit Special Con­

dition A; (5) ARCO want opportunity to comment on moni­

toring program; (6) ARCO feels that Stip No. 6 (12/11/80 

-1etter) should be deleted because State should not be 

able to arbitrarily decide what other mitigating measures 

should be employed; ARCO indicates concurrence with 

remainder of stipulations and well reply soon to B.S. 

21.23. and 54.

1/20/81 - ARCO sends letter to COE and indicates that it is

prepared to contract with Dames and Moore and attach set 

of proposed contract prov'sions. (This is a surprise 

action to all agencies).

1/20/81 - Tom Barnes of OCM writes memo to Murray Walsh of OCM in

response to

1/12/81 letter from ARCO to Fran Ulmer with specific 

recommendations which urges State to be reluctant in 

amending consistency determinations on B.S. 21, 23 and 

5A.

1/26/81 - State, federal and local agencies meet with COE, Dames

and Moore, and CRREL to discuss selection of independent 

third party to monitor waterriood construction and asso­

ciated activities.

_______________________



1/26/81 - ARCO/Sohio writes letter to Fran Ulmer responding to

B.S. 21, 23 and 54; again questions State's proper role 

in federal consistency; ARCO/Sohio requests State to 

withdraw stipulations associated with these three permits; 

applicants maintain that 2-year caribou baseline study is 

not possible due to construction schedule; request verifi­

cation of pipeline vertical distance requirements; con­

tends that Stipulations 1 and 2 are unnecessary for B.S.

54 since pipeline construction is addressed in B.S. 23; 

concurs with remaining stipulations for B.S. 21, 23 and 

54.

1/26/81 DEC issues 401 for B.S. 54.

1/27/81 DF&G submits memo to SCH regarding management of 

monitoring program nd the State'j. proposed COE letter to 

ARCO on monitoring program; DF&G critical of ARCO involve­

ment in monitoring program.

1/28/81 DF&G provides comments to DMEM regarding State issuance 

of DNR permit for causeway extension.

1/29/81 DMEM issues permit for causeway extension.

1/30/81 COE sends letter to ARCO detailing provisions of 

monitoring program to be funded by ARCO.



2/5/81 - DF&G send memo to Division of Forest, Land and Itacer

Management indicating non-objection to amendment of State 

permit to extend causeway.

2/6/81 - Fran Ulmer sends letter to COE (Col. Nunn) indicating

that State further amends B.S. 21, 23, and 54 by deleting 

monitoring requirements for B.S. 21, 23 and 54 and replacing 

them with the substitution language of the /2/26/80 letter 

to COE;

2/6/81 - Fran Ulmer responds to ARCC and Sohio1s letter of

1/12/81 on specific points.



PERTINANT SECTIONS OF CPC MINUTES ON CORDOVA PLAN APPROVAL

i*f ■ ■■<

Annette Islands Reserve Program. The Council had approved the plan 
with stipulations^ (1) that they adopt a standard for coastal development 
dealing with dredging, and (2) they adopt, a state standard dealing with 
highways. Lawson was informed by phone they have adopted these standards, 
and he will provide a summary at the next Council meeting.

Haines Program. Michelle Shook stated the Council had asked that 
areas be reexamined: designate recreational areas, further work on the
area meriting special attention, and a resource analysis deficiency 
which was included in their AMSA designation. These requirements were 
completed, and Haines adopted the refinements by ordinance on February
2. OCM expects submission of the program refinement soon.

G. Final Action on Cordova Program. Walsh recommended the Council 
approve the Cordova plan as submitted and revised by City with certain 
stipulations. Shook pointed out that the area of major concern is the 
boundary question. She pointed out that Cordova did not accept OCM's 
original recommendation of a two-tiered boundary. OCM revised its 
findings and accepted boundaries as designated with the exception of the 
exclusion of Eyak Lake. OCM recommended that Eyak be designated as an 
area meriting special attention, that the lake be included within the 
coastal boundaries of the district program, suggesting establishing 
landward boundaries, and recommending the City of Cordova be designated 
by the lead agency in pursuing this AMSA designation. The only other 
area that received substantial comment was land clearing and grading 
activities on upland areas. OCM stated these could be solved by an 
ordinance on the subject, as stated in Cordova program. OCM has no 
problem with Ski Hill being designated an AMSA.

Other recommendations by OCM were to provide more thorough resource 
inventory and analysis, in particular habitats, and to look again at 
boundaries and management classifications of the program. Also, OCM 
recommended the use of a more detailed map on a larger scale, and en­
couraged Cordova to adopt its comprehensive plan.

Walsh explained that the 500-foot setback and 500-foot contour 
boundaries for Eyak Lcko are suggestions as a working boundarie' as an 
interim measure. OCM ask'd that Cordova reconsider during the ».ext 
15-18 months to see if issues other than clearing and grading appear 
that attention through coastal management planning could help resolve.
Any local government that responds to the ACMP should be encouraged 
rather than discouraged; the City has gone quite a distance ip the 
program and has identified opportunities in the program and solutions 
for some local problems.

Perry Lovett, City Manager of Cordova, stated they held many public 
meetings during the development of this program, and they feel they have 
met all requirements. Cordova would like to have an approved program as 
submitted, and anything else, including Eyak Lake, would come up as an 
amendment.

6



Roger Allington made comments. He said it was clear from public 
participation in public hearings that expansion of boundaries was not 
supported by the general populace of this community. He stated that the 
Council can not change a boundary without going through amendment process. 
He stressed that designating Ski Hill an AMSA is the prerogative of the 
community. Regarding the map's scale, the Cordova plan is one of the 
least expensive, and the scale of the map reflected that. He stated the 
resource inventory is sufficient and adequately covers the habitat 
areas, and the map shows land ownership.

Pat Travers, Federal Office of Coastal Zone Management, said based 
on 6 AAC 85.040(c), OCZM felt the Cordova program in its current form 
was inconsistent, and that it would be unlikely that the Federal OCZM 
could approve it as part of the Alaska Coastal Management Program. The 
material provided by Cordova bears out the fact that areas are being 
excluded from the coastal zone, when uses in these areas could affect 
coastal waters. This is contrary to the ACMP.

Garbin Bukaria, a citizen of Cordova, commented that some would 
like to see tradition retained. He said some people are trying to 
exploit the resources, and they are impacting the area. One concern was 
Odiak Slough being filled and the use of Odiak Pond as a solid waste 
disposal site. He expressed that Cordova needs money for resource 
management and solutions to resolve problems as Cordova does have a 
financial resource base as do other communities.

Hollis Henrichs, Mayor of Cordova, asked what kind of controls or 
impacts wou^d be imposed on activities immediately contiguous to Cordova's 
6-mile coastline. This is a concern of Cordova. Walsh responded that 
standards of Council are in effect as state regulation and apply to any 
state or federal permit outside the city. This is all the control that 
can be expected in areas outside the city until that area chooses to 
organize a CRSA.

Robert Kopchak, a Cordova council member and General Manager of 
Eyak Corporation, said the areas outside of Cordova need to be examined 
regarding the impact of coastal management. He expressed his desire to 
preserve local attitude of the community and beauty. Regarding the area 
outside the City, beyond City's control, the lack of knowledge of what 
was going to happen and their resulting impacts is a serious concern and 
inhibits the City's planning ability. He indicated support for the 
program as submitted.

Jon Mickles, Fish and Wildlife Service, stated F&WS could support 
the recommendation made by OCM regarding the boundary issue. He did not 
recommend that the plan be approved. He also suggested that a mediation 

process be pursued.

Pete Islieb, resident of Cordova, felt boundaries were somewhat 
inconsistent within state program; that recommendations should be 
included for areas outsid' the city, an area of economic concern to 
Cordova. He supported the Council to approve the plan with stipulations 
as recommended by OCM.

7
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Ward moved to adopt the plan as presented with the caveat that if 
the Council has legal ability to do so, the Council make Eyak Lake an 
AMSA. Selkregg seconded. Adams spoke to the motion and explained that 
the Council is legally not able to designate the area as an AMSA. She 
said a plan can be modified only by following a procedure; it would take 
further work and coordination.

Ward then changed his motion to adopt the plan as presented with 
the caveat that the Council, through staff, commence negotiations to 
bring all interested parties together to effect a resolution of the Eyak 
Lake problem. Selkregg, as second, concurred. The motion passed by ,
role call vote.

Mueller iroved to amend Ward's previous motion to adopt, as well, 
the recommendations of OCM staff as Council recommendations to Cordova.
The motion was seconded and passed with role call vote.

After the Cordova plan was approved by the Council, Walsh suggested 
that more work be done on the program before it is forwarded to the
Federal Office of Coastal Zone Management, because the federal govern­
ment would not consider it approvable. He emphasized that state approval 
will not be affected by withholding it from the Federal Office of Coastal 
Zone Management, and that it will be submitted to the Lieutenant Governor's 
Office as a completely state-approved program. Additional time prior to 
submission to OCZM will give Cordova time to work the Council's recommendations, 
and address the concerns voiced by OCZM. Walsh commented further regarding 
this matter on February 10. (See p. 9, infra.)

It was moved, seconded, and passed to adjourn the meeting at 9:30 p.m.

February 10

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. on February 10,
at which time Tom Lawson submitted a proposed resolution that the Legis­
lature repeal some portions of SB 562; this resolution conveyed public's 
feeling that the regulations were unnecessary. (This was in response to 
a motion, regarding agenda item D, to simplify this bill.) The portions 
proposed to be deleted are:

(1) AS 46.40.120 (d)(1) which states: "each coastal resource 
service area formed by dividing an existing regional educational 
attendance area must contain at least one first class city or 
home rule city."

(2) AS 46.40.120(d)(2) which states: "a city within a
coastal resource service area formed by dividing an existing
regional educational attendance area may not elect to exclude 
itself from the coastal resource service area."

(3) The second sentence of AS 46.40.190(b), which states: "A city
which elects to be excluded from an adjacent coastal resource 
service area under (a) of this section shall enter into a 
mutual agreement for cooperative or joint administration of 
functions with the coastal resource service area board from 
the adjacent coastal resource service area.

8



Walsh said the three provisions proposed to be removed are conditions 
of how a CRSA has to bit formed: (1) the provision that there has to be
a first-class city in a _ub-REAA sized CRSA; (2) once a CRSA is formed, 
no first-class city within a lesser sized CRSA can withdraw; and (3) 
remove mandatory obligation to form mutual agreement for cooperative or 
joint administration, since the law is not specific as to how this would 
be done.

Lawson said the remaining provisions of SB 562 are parts which 
allow a CRSA to divide up a REAA into no more than three coastal resource 
service areas, and the fact that a first-class city or a home-rule city 
is automatically within a CRSA unless it chooses to opt out.

It v/as moved to approve concept regarding SB 562 resolution.
Motion was seconded and passed.

Requested additional funds for local match (nonaqenda item). Walsh 
■'orted that the request for additional general funds to offset the 
jired local match has not been responded to. He stated he would 

approach legislative finance committees, if the Council so chose. The 
Council stated that OCM should wait until the Governor has responded to 
their original request, and Walsh concurred.

Cordova Program (agenda itemG; see pages 6-8 ). Walsh commented 
further that when the recommendations are scrutinized, and, if deemed 
necessary by Cordova, the plan is changed and the Eyak Lake AMSA is 
completed, the program can be submitted to the Federal OCZM for federal 
approval. He estimated the development time for Eyak Lake AMSA to be 
nine months to a year. He pointed out that this strategy will not 
affect financial support for the implementation and further development 
of the Cordova program.

H. District Program Extension Requests. Staff recommended 
to grant the extension for submit.al of Kake's district program to 
December 4, 1981. It was moved to grant the Kake program extension, and 
after being seconded, it passed. ,

I. Regulatory Reform Project Status Report. Walsh said these 
regulations will eventually be adopted by the Council and by state 
agencies. He gave an overview of the provisions of the regulations:

Article I provisions are general. There were few negative comments 
about this Article.

Article II, Class I permits. This type of permit is intended to be 
issued within 30 days. There is no public notice, and interagency 
review is informal. The purpose for establishing this class is to 
require agencies tn act on permits expeditiously.

Article III, Class II permits. These permits are to be issued 
in 65 days, ar:d are subject to both public notice and interagency review. 
Other state agencies can examine the application and comment, and time 
is provided for the decision-making agency to act on those comments and

9
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March 11, 1981

The Honorable Terry Stimson 
Alaska Senate 
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Senator Stimson:

In response to your request at the Senate Finance Committee hearing on 
February 24, I have prepared a table of funding allocation alternatives 
for Fiscal Year 1982 and a projection for subsequent years for the 
Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP).

I must at the outset caution you that these allocation alternatives do 
not have the sanction of either the Coastal Policy Council nor the 
Governor’s Budget Review Committee (BRC). Thus, I am willingly complying 
with your information request, but dc not wish to intimate that any of 
the listed budget reductions in FY 82 should occur without a more 
thorough discussion of their impact on the ACMP. If you would like to 
pursue such a discussion, it should, of course, involve both the Council 
and the BRC, as well as myself.

I have listed reduced levels of funding for FY 82, which would enable 
the state agencies and the Office of Coastal Management (OCM) to fulfill 
a minimum of ACMP responsibilities. Again, I wish to emphasize that 
this does not mean that the originally submitted FY 82 budget is excessive 
or that any funding amount above the baseline is for "frills.". For most 
of the agencies, the listed reductions will mean a cessation of some 
service or the dereliction of seme responsibility that they had previously 
fulfilled.

In my conversations with the state agencies, I have urged that the 
impact of any reduction which may occur be directed towards state agency 
implementation rather than technical assistance to local districts. If 
this indeed was the impact of these cuts, some of the state agencies may 
seek a budget amendment for FY 82 to replace these federal funds with 
state general funds, so that their on-going routine implementation 
responsibilities can be accomplished. If any agency chose to submit 
such an amendment, the fate of their request would be up to the BRC and, 
ultimately, the Legislature.

ALASKA
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The Honorable Terry Stimson -3 - 3 /1 1 /8 1

I appreciate your interest in and concern for the ACMP. I am available 
to assist you in any other way that you believe would be beneficial. 
Please contact me if you have any questions about the material presented 
here, or if you have any additional information needs.

Sincerely,

/ Murray R. Walsft/Coordinator 
Office of Coastal Management

Attachments
MRW/BR/lry
cc: The Honorable Thelma Buchholdt 

The Alaska Coastal Policy Council



The Honorable Terry Stimson -2- 3/11/81

I believe that funding for state agency implementation that is obtained 
through a Reimbursable Services Agreement (RSA) with our office should 
eventually be reduced to zero. I believe that ACMP implementation can 
either be absorbed by current personnel or should be requested by each 
agency individually as it assesses its needs, along with any other non- 
ACMP tasks, for additional personnel. At the on-set of the ACMP, during 
the development of district programs and while field staff are being 
trained in ACMP, specific ACMP-funded staff are indeed necessary for 
each agency. I believe that staff for this purpose should continue to 
be funded through RSA's with this office, so that the Council can guide 
the development of the ACMP and so that the Legislature can get a clear 
financial picture of the c u n ^  t costs of the ACMP.

I have always mentioned that the funding for state agency participation 
in ACMP would be at the high point at the beginning of the program and 
taper off as more district programs were approved and implementation 
became routine. Attached is an estimate of anticipated submittal of 
district programs to the Council for approval. As you can see, FY 82 is 
anticipated to be a busy and important year for the ACMP. For this 
reason, FY 82 was seen as a maintenance year for ACMP funding, and OCM's 
budget, including inter-agency transfers, was prepared c.„cordingly.
However, FY 83 promises to present a much different financial picture.
If our projection of district program submittals is accurate, then FY 83 
will result in a markedly reduced request for funding state agency 
participation in the ACMP. incidently, if President Reagan's proposed 
elimination of federal funds for coastal management occurs, FY 83 would 
be the first year that significant state fundino would be necessary for 
the ACMP.

Although the reductions I have prepared for the FY 82 budget would net 
be in Ihe best interests of the ACMP, I can confidently tell you that 
the FY 83 personnel projection for the agencies and OCM are indeed 
reductions that I fully anticipate we will be able to make. Deyond FY 
83, the future is a bit more hazy, but again, I fully anticipate and 
will work for the types of personnel reduction that the FY 84 and FY 85 
projections indicate.

This is not to say that the legislature would be authorizing "less" ACMP 
in FY 83 and beyond. Rather, the task:- of OCM and the state agencies 
(except for implementation) naturally scale down as district programs 
are approved. As I said above, state agency implementation tasks should 
eventually be absorbed by or reflected in each agency's own budget and 
not OCM's.

I have prepared a set of assumptions that you should use when considering 
the following tables. Since OCM is staff to the Council and has signif'cant 
legal responsibilties during the district program development approval 
process, the desired time table for any reduction in OCM staff would 
begin in FY 83. In order to facilitiate your consideration of OCM's 
budget, I have listed the significant catagories of OCM's work load and 
prepared a timelir for anticipated reouctians in OCM staff. Finally, 
for all agencies I have given a brief summary of the impact any reduction 
in FY 82 funds would probably have.



DISTRICT PROGRAM STATUS

ALASKA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

I. Developing District Programs

1 . Aleutian/Pribilof Islands Coastal Resource Service Area (CRSA)- 
organizational efforts underway.

2 . Bering Straits CRSA
3. City of Bethel
4. Bristol Bay Borough
5. Bristol Bay CRSA— organizational efforts underway.
6 . Cities of Craig and Klawock
7. City of Hydaburg
8 . City and Borough of Juneau
9. City of Kake

1 0. Kenai Peninsula Borough
11. Ketchikan Gateway Borough
12. Kodiak Island Borough
13. Matanuska-Susitna Borough
14. NANA CRSA
15. City of Nome
16. North Slope Borough
17. Cit' of Petersburg
18. City and Borough of Sitka
19. City of Valdez
2 0. City of Wrangell
21. City of Yakutat
22. Yukon/Kuskokwim CRSA

II. Approved District Programs

1. Municipality of Anchorage
2. Annette Islands Indian Reserve
3. City of Cordova
4. City of Haines
5. City of Skagway

III. District Programs to be Submitted in Calender Year 1931

1 . Bristol Bay Borough
2 . Cities of Craig and Klawock
3. City and Borough of Juneau
4. City of Kake
5. Kenai Peninsula Borough
6 . Ketchikan Gateway Borough
7. Matanuska-Susitna Borough
8 . Ci ty of Nome
9. City of Petersburg

10. City and Borough of Sitka
11. City of Valdez
12. City of Wrangell
13. City of Yakutat



ACMP District Program Status--page 2

IV. District Programs to be Submitted by June 1982

1. City of Hydaburg
2. North Slope Borough

V. District Programs to be Submitted after June 1982

1 . Aleutian Pribilof Islands CRSA
2 . City of Bethel
3. Bristol Bay CRSA
4. City of Hoonah
5. Kodiak Island Borough
6 . NANA CRSA
7. City of Pelican
8 . Yukon/Kuskokwim CRSA

VI. Grant Total (without match) to Districts

1. Fiscal Year 80 - $2,120,245
2. Fiscal Year 81 - $ 807,473 (to date)

February 1981



ASSUMPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE ACMP FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS

(1) Responsibilities under the Alaska Coastal Management Act remain essentially 
the same in terms of workload.

(2) All State agency personnel (other than OCM staff) who are assigned 
to discrete coastal management concerns, are.funded through Reimbursable 
Services Agreements with the Office of Coastal Management.

(3) Personnel v/ho do ACMP implementation for state agency activity are 
absorbed into each agency's normal agency operating budgets beginning in 
FY 83.

(4) The monies to local governments and coastal resource service areas for 
program development and implementation are passed through by the Department of 
Community & Regional Affairs in individual contracts.

(5) The schedule of local district program development and approval is 
accurate. (See attached.)



STATE AGENCY FY 82 BUDGET PROJECTIONS

CURRENT PERSONNEL 

5 

9 

7 

3 

1 

T 

0 

1

2.25

0

TO. 25

AGENCY 

DEC 1 

DNR 2 

ADF&G 3 

DOT/PF 4 

DCED 5 

DPDP 6 

UCRA 7 

DEPT. LAW a 

AE1DC 9 

LIBRARY 10

FY 82 SUBMITTED 

$225 

TOO 

362 

135 

96 

1T2 

29T 

5T 

93 

8

$1809

FY 82 REDUCED BASELINE 

$175 

2T0 

287 

60 

T6 

0 

2TT 

TO 

93 

T

$1189

REDUCTION 

$50/1.25 workers 

160/T workers 

75/1 worker 

75/1 worker 

50/0 workers 

1T2/T workers 

50/1 worker 

IT/.25 worker 

0/1.5 workers 

T/0 workers

$620.0/12.5 workers



1 .) DFC had nearly full utilization of ACMP funds during FY 80. Any reduction 
in the $225.0 projected for them would result in less efforts on local district 
program review and implementation.

2.) DNR has never had their full quota of ACMP personnel on board. They 
currently have 5 positions filled and are actively recruiting for 2 vacancies. 
Delays in establishing permanent positions has been the major cause of this 
problem. Reduction of personnel would result in less coordination of DNR's 
activities with the ACMP, including staff to integrate ACMP with DNR's regional 
planning effort, and reduction of technical assistance to districts.

3.) ADF&G has had full utilization of ACMP funds to date. They respond to 
extensive technical assistance requests from districts for resource inventory 
information required by the ACMP. Reduction of funds would result in the loss 
of the sole position responsible for ensuing implementation of ACMP into 
ADF&G activities.

4.) DOT/PF has not needed the full amounts allocated to them to date.
They have indicated that integration of ACMP responsibilities into on-going 
worker efforts has not necessitated billing the ACMP funds to the maximum extent 
possible. The reduction listed would have minimal impact on technical 
assistance to districts.

5.) DCED had an extensive personnel reorganization in FY 81 which resulted
in all ACMP funded positions being eliminated. They have recently reestablished 
1 ACMP position and are recruiting to fill it. The reduction listed would 
allow DCED to meet basic coordination and implementation responsibilities.

6 .) DPDP: The State Clearinghouse has had most of its personnel funded by 
the ACMP. The Governor has decided that these on-going responsibilities 
of his office should not be dependent upon federal funding. Hence, he has 
submitted a budget amendment for FY 82 which funds these 4 positions with 
state general funds.

7.) DCRA's responsibilities for the ACMP depend in large part on the timing
of local district development and the demand for local funding by the districts. 
A reduction of DCRA's efforts could only be possible due to the fact that 
DCRA has not to date had all of their ACMP funded positions filled.

8 .) The Dept, of Law. If the regulatory reform regulations are adopted 
the number of consistency decisions made by DPDP will be reduced. Legal 
assistance could perhaps be reduced by %.

9.) AEIDC's submitted FY 82 budget is already a reduction from FY 81 levels.
FY 81 funding for AEIDC was $120.0.

10.) The library RSA could be reduced in half, with a coresponding reduction 
in service.



STATE AGENCY PERSONNEL ALLOCATION*

(current)

FY 81 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

DEC 5 3 2 1

DNR 9 5 4 3

DlfiG 7 5 3.5 2

DOT/PF 3 1 1 1

DCED 1 1 1 1

DPDP 4 0 0 0

DCRA** 8 6 5 5

DEPT, of LAW 1 >1 h h

AFI DC 2.25 1 0 0

40.25 22.5 17 13.25

‘ Mole: These figures are approximations of the sum total of the federally funded positions doing ACMP work, including administrative support. 
State matching funds vary from agency to agency and do not always entail additional personnel time. Any implementation costs would ei 
ho absorbed beginning in FY 03, or each agency would request stale general funds through Its own budget.

**FY 03 and beyond projections for DCRA assume local d istrict funding Is passed through by OCRA in individual contracts.



OFFICE OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT

FY 81 FY 02
(currant) (submitted)

ADMINISTRATION Federal Grant 24 24
P.SA's 6 5
State Budget 4 ' 4
Overall Operations 25 24

DISTRICT Development 17 18
PROGRAMS Approval 24 30

Implementation 3 8

INTERIM DPDP decisions 46 10
MANAGEMENT Training 4

monitoring of
state agencies 2 15

SPECIAL Wetlands 20 12
PROJECTS Planning issues

primers 6 6
OCS readiness 7 5
Annual Report 5 3
Others 5 2

PUBLIC
Information 4 6

COORDINATION 12 12
wIT.ii State & Federal Agencies

FY 82 
(reduced baseline)

24
5
4

22

18
30

0

18

0

7

5
4
3
1

4

12

211 working months 192 w.m. 
(includes temporaries) (16 workers)

174 w.m. 
(14.5 workers)

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

6 1 0
4 4 4
4 4 4

18 14 11

12 0 5
15 0 5
15 19 22

15 15 15

12 10 10

6 4 2

5 2 1
4 4 3
3 3 3
3 3 3

4 2 2

12 7 6

130 w.m. 100 w.m. 96 w.m.
(11,5 workers) (9 workers) (0 workers)



OCM Personnel timeline:

Date: July 1, 1981 (Dec. 31, 1981) July 1, 1982 Dec 31, 1982 July 1, 1983 July 1, 1904

No. of Workers: 16 (proposed) (13)* 12** U*** 9 **** g*****

* lf  reductions are made in OCM's FY 82 budget, we wouiJ attempt to keep 14.5 workers for FY 82. OCM would accomplish this by keeping a full 
staff of 16 for the f ir s t  half of FY 82, and then reducing the work force by three workers (2 Planner I l l ' s ,  1 Clerk Typist I I I )  at that 
time.

**Even ii OCM got a full 16 workers for a ll of FY 82, the work force w ĵld be reduced to 12 at the beginning of FY 83. This would be accomplished 
„ by eliminating the Deputy Coordinator position, 2 Planner I l l ' s  and 1 Clerk Typist I I I .
t

i( ***As the federal grant was closed out, OCM could reduce the work force further (Administrative Assistant I) by 1 worker.

****In FY 84, a further reduction of 2 workers would occur (Planner I I I ,  Clerk Typist I I I )

*****!ii FY 85, one worker would be eliminated (Planner IV.)



Application No.: AK-002984-0
S.I.C. No.: 1311

Permit No.: AK-002984-0

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATTON SYSTEM

In compliance with the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended, (33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq; the "Act"),

ARCO Oil and Gas Company (A division of Atlantic Richfield Company)

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at Prudhoe Bay, Alaska

to receiving waters named the Beaufort Sea

in accordance with discharge poin’t(s), effluent limitations, 
monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth herein.

This permit shall become effective on

The permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at 
midnight,

Signed this day of

NOV 2 0 19B0
Director, Enforcement Division
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Page 2 of 16
Permit No. AK-002984-0

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS, AND INFLUENT MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

1. During the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting through the expiration date, 
tl permittee is authorized to discharge filter backwash, strainer backwash, and untreated seawater from outfall 

number 0 0 1 .
a. Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as follows: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

i Monthly Average 
Under Ice Open Water

Daily Maximum 
Under Ice Open Water

Measurement
Frequency

Sample
Type

Flow
V

17,10(f|3/day 
(4.5 mgd)

18,900m3/dav 
(5.0 mgd)

18,900m3/day 
(5.0 mgd)

94,700m3/day 
(25.0 mgd)

Continuous Recording

Total Suspended Solids
I
i

1,880 kg/day 
(4,130 lbs/day)

10,300 kg/day 
(22,700 lbs/day)

2,090 kg/day 
(4,590 lbs/day)

69,400 kg/day 
(153,000 lbs/day)

Weekly 24Hr Composi

Volatile Suspended Solids (mg/1) N/A fJ/A N/A N/A Weekly 24Hr Composi

Settleable Solids (ml/1)
#

i

N/A N/A
1

N/A N/A Weekly Composite 
during back­
wash cycle

Chlorine Residual
i

N/A N/A 0 .1 mg /1 0 .1 mg /1 Continuous Recording

Ammonia (NH3-N) N/A N/A 1.5 mg/1 . 1.5 mg/1 Monthly 24Hr Composi

pH No less than 6 . 0  standard units and no greater than 9.0 standard units. Continuous Recording

j /
Temperature (°C) No greater than 2.0°C above ambient conditions. Continuous Recording



b. A single effluent sample shall be taken for analysis of the 
65 priority pollutants designated pursuant to Section 307 (a)(1) of the 
Clean Water Act, utilizing EPA test procedures and detection limits as 
SDecified in the December 3, 1979, Federal Register or subsequent final 
procedures. This sample shall be taken during a backwash cycle at a time 
estimated to represent a maximum annual discharge during open water 

conditions.

c. There shall be no discharge of floating solids, visible foam 
in other than trace amounts or oily wastes which produce a sheen on the 
surface of the receiving water.

d. Samples taken in compliance with the monitorinq requirements 
above shall be downstream of all discharge processes.

e. In addition to the above effluent monitoring requirements, 
the daily frequency of the backwash cycles shall be recorded and reported 
on the monthly Discharge Monitoring Report.

f. All sanitary wastes shall be transported and disposed of at 

onshore treatment systems.

2. Marine Life Return Outfall

During the period beginning on the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge fish and other 
marine life sluiced with untreated seawater th ough outfall number 0 0 2 .

a. A semi-annual monitoring program (representative of both 
under ice and open water conditions) shall be established in order to 
obtain an estimate of the mortality rate and physical abnormalities and 
disorientation of marine species returned through the outfall. The per­
mittee shall submit details of a proposed monitoring program for review 
and approval by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Alaska 
Department of Environmental Conservation within six months prior to 
discharge.

Page 3 of 16
Permit No.: AK-002984-0
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3. Influent Monitoring Requirements

During the period beginning with the commencement of waterflood treatment 
plant operations and lasting through the expiration date of the permit, th 
permittee shall monitor the influent as specified below:

INFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS

Flow m3/day(mgd)
Total Suspended Solids (mg/1) 
Volatile Suspended Solids (mg/1) 

Temperature (°C)

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Measurement
Frequency

Continuous
Weekly
Weekly
Continuous

Sample
Type

Recording 
24 Hr Composite 
24 Hr Composite 
Recording

Influent samples shall be taken at approximately the same time during the 
same day as effluent samples.


