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Isit EMrarentally Se?

An environmental impact statement com-
pleted by the slate of Washington, which
uses 25 chemical compounds as part of its
brush control program, found that
glyphosate, the most-studied weed control
compound in the world, is not considered to
be a risk to wildlife as a result of its use for
roadside vegetation management.

The same study showed that glyphosate
biodegrades in the terrestrial environment
into carbon dioxide and water. The risks to
workers and the public associated with
exposure to the compound “are below
levels of concern for all pathways evalu-
ated.”

Are there Altematives?

Alaska’s Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities evaluated all possible
options for removing brush and found that
chemical sprays must be a part of any
effective brush-control program.

Mechanical methods of brush control —
while not as effective as chemicals, will still
be used on more than 99 percent of the road
right of way. In the spray area, mechanical
methods are far more costly than use of
RODEO and do not eliminate the problem
alder brush.

Isit Bfective?

A test section of 4- to 8-foot-tall alder brush
in Petersburg and Klawock was sprayed with
RODEO 2 1/2 years ago. The alders were just
starting to come back after two years, while
other vegetation such as grass and flowers has
flourished.

In an adjacent section, where brush was cut
mechanically, the alder has grown back to the
level it was previously, and needs to be cut
back again.

No effective brush control program can rely
solely on mechanical means. DOT/PF is
committed to environmental responsibility
and will continue to look for other ways to get
its job don** without using chemicals. Mean-
while, all available information shows that
RODEO can be applied safely, without harm
to people, animals or the environment.

The Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities
Southeast Region
Joe Pape
465-1786
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Why is Brush a Probleny

The Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities has explored a variety of
alternatives for controlling brush along
Southeast Alaska roadways. Brush,
primarily alder, causes a number of
problems on the roads, including:

Safety hazards
Brush reduces visibility can cause acci-
dents.

Damage to the roadway

Roots grow underneath the road and ruin
pavement. (Brush under guardrails retains
winter sand, causing a berm to form
which interferes with road surface drain-
age. This harms the pavement and is a
safety hazard.)

Aesthetics

Uncontrolled brush makes it difficult or
Impossible to see the scenic wonders that
make Alaska a world-class tourist destina-
tion.

How Do You Control Brush?

Control of nuisance vegetation is a
critical part of routine highway mainte-
nance. The department has studied the
alternatives and found that a comprehen-
sive vegetation management which in-

cludes some spraying is the only reasonable
alternative for keeping brush under
control."We have tried everything we can
think of besides chemicals to control brush,
and just can't keep up with it," said Jon
Scribner, Southeast regional director for the
department.

The department proposes to use RODEO,
an environmentally sensitive compound, on
le. sthan 1percent of Southeast Alaska’s
roadside right of way. The amount of the
compound to be used amounts to a single
drop per square foot on this limited amount
of area.

DOT/PF is applying for a permit from the
Department of Environmental Conservation
to apply RODEO along bss than 90 miles of
guardrail section on 1,100 miles of state
roadside in Southeast Alaska. A one-time
application over a three-foot-wide strip
along each side of the guardrail will occur

whenever climatic conditions are appropri-
ate. and personnel arc available between
Aug. land Oct. 31, 1994. Based on earlier
test results from Petersburg and Klawock.
RODEO would need to be applied approxi-
mately once every three years.

Is Rodeo Taxic to Humans?

Today’s chemi al compounds are much
safer than the chemicals of the past. Tests in
Petersburg and Klawock have shown that
RODEO was barely detected in soil
samples taken 55 days after application.
RODEQ’S active ingredient, glyphosate, is
rated as practically non-toxic to mammals
and birds.

The toxicology of glyphosate has been
studied for more than 20 years by vide
range of scientific and hedth organizations
from around the world. The health and
safety data base for glyphosate is the largest
in the world for vegetation managment
products.

The consensus of all the regulatory agencies
and health organizations that have reviewed
it is that glyphosate presents insignificant
risk to humans or animals.

Short-term, krge-dose testing shows
glyphosate to be about four times less toxic
than aspirin, and more than 25 times less
toxic than caffeine.



Why Use Rpdeo?; HowDo You Control Brush?  Is It Safe?  Are.there Alternatives?  What about TestingWhy Use Rodeg? "

Answers..,... Questions..... Rodeo

Heisalist ofthe most conmron
kel questionss about DOT/PFS
Control Programfor Southeast Alaska

(a»)

Question: Why is DOT/PF pro-
posing to spray along the guard-
rails?

Answer: The departmenthasstud-
ied every alternative method of con-
trolling problem brush, and no single
method has been found to be as effec-
tive or efficient as using an environ-
mentally sensitive compound such as
RODEO. Spraying, partofacompre-
hensive vegetation managementpro-
gram. is proposed for less than 1
percentofthe roadside rightofway in
Southeast Alaska, while other meth-
ods will continue to be used for more
than 99 percent.

Question: Thedepartmentwith-
drew its applications to spray after
public hearings last year. W hat’s
changed?

AnSWd: DOT/PF withdrew the
applications because the public raised
many important questions for which
adequate answers were not available.
The department has spent a great deal
of time and effort finding answers to
the questions and exploring the alter-
native brush control methods sug-
gested. Costs, health effect: and en-
vironmental effects also nave been
examined extensively, with the con-
clusion that the proposed amount and
method of application are effective,
cost far less and have negligible ef-
fects.

Question: Were independent
studies performed that prove that
RODEO won’t have negative ef-
fects? Who performed these stud-
ies and what did they show?

Answer: Awiderange ofindepen-
dent scientists t ’ health organiza-
tionsworldwide have studied the toxi-
cological effects of glyphosate, the
active ingredientinRODEO, formore
than 20 years. The consensus is that
this material presents insignificant
risks to humans or animals.

Question: Willthespraying con-
taminate water?

AnSWer: RODEO adheres to the
soil rather than leaching out into ad-
jacent areas. Tests on sprayed sec-
tions showed no trace of RODEO 12
feet from the guardrail. Spraying will
be done a safe distance from any
creeks or other water bodies. RO-
DEO is one of the few substances
approved by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency foraquatic weed con-
trol, so itseffect on waterways would
be minimal even inthe unlikely event
any traces reached water.

Question: What about recre-
ational activities such as fishing,
berrypicking and hunting? Will
there beany danger from thespray-
ing?

Answer: Risk analyses by the
Washington State Environmental
Impact Statementon Roadside Veg-
etation Management indicate the
maximum risk of adverse effects
associated with these activities from
the plan to use RODEO is “negli-
gible,” or less than the risk associ -
ated with one transcontinental flight
peryear. The acme short-term, large
dose testing shows glyphosate is
four times less toxic than aspirin
and less than 25 times less toxic
than caffeine. A person would have
to eat at least 450 pounds of wild
berries sprayed with Rodeo during
a single day to show any adverse
effects from the spray.

Question: IsRODEO harmful
to wildlife?

Answer: No. Ifeaten by wildlife,
the particles will pass through the
body with no effect. The Washing-
ton state environmental impact state-
mentconcluded that glyphosate, the
active ingredient in RODEO, is not
considered to be arisk to wildlife as
aresult ofroadside vegetation man-
agement. A 200-gram qua'lwould
have to eat approximately 53 times
itsnormal daily intake ofglyphosate-
Ireated grain in a matter of minutes
in order to ingest a lethal dose of
glyphosate. This is assuming that
glyphosate was treated at the maxi-



mum application rate. In all the
years of glyphosate use for road-
side vegetation management, there
has never beer a documented case
of injur}' to wildlife due to their
feeding on treated vegetation.

Question: how wuirodeo
be applied?

Answer: Trained, licensed per-
sonnel will use backpack hand
sprayers to apply a small quantity
of solution to the area within three
feet on each side of the sections of
guardrail Spraying v/ill be done
only when weather conditions per-
mit, so every application will be a
completely controlled process.

Question: How long will ihe
actual spraying take?

Answer: We estimate that only
a few days of spraying in each
community, done when climatic
conditions are appropriate between
Aug. land Oct. 31, will be needed.

Question: How often will be
brush have to be sprayed?

Answer: Tests in Petersburg
and Klawock indicate that spray-
ing alders once every three years
will keep growth of problem brush
under control. On a test section
sprayed two years ago, alderisjust
starting to grow back, while other

vegetation such as grass and flowers
is flourishing. Alder cut mechani-
cally at the same time is now taller
than it was when it was cut.

Question: how wintherodeo
be disposed of after spraying?

A nsw er: Empty containers will be
triple rinsed with waterand the empty
containers will be punctured and
crushed and disposed of in an ap-
proved city or state landfill.

Question: Doesn’t glyphosate
break down into formaldehyde,
which is a known carcinogen?

Answer: No. Glyphosate biode-
grades into carbon dioxide (C02)
and water. The federal Environmen-
tal Protection Agency recently re-
classified glyphosate from the “no
evidence of carcinogenicity in hu-
mans” to “evidence of non-carcino-
genicity in humans,” its safest classi-
fication group. This decision was
made based on evidence from scien-
tific studies.

Question: What about the “R-
11,” the “surfactant” used in the
herbicide mix?

Answer: R-Il has been used for
years with RODEO as as wetting
agent to allow the herbicide to pen-
etrate the waxy surfaces of the .eg-
etation. R-! 1 meets the safety stan-

dards for exposure to aquatic spe-
cies with considerable safety mar-
gins, even if applied to the surface
of still, shallow water.

Question: whyisrodeo
only used around the guard-
rail?

Answer: Problem brush is the
mostdifficult andexpensive tocon-
trol near and around the guardrail.
It's hazardous work, both to em-
ployees and the public, to do the
work by hand. Other areas farther
away from the guardrail, can be
done by mechanical methods.

Question: What warnings of
spraying will be given?

Answer: Signs will be posted
the day the spraying begins to ad-
vise the public of treated guardrail
sections.

Question: What assurances
canthedepartmentgive the pub-
lic that this spraying is safe?

A nswer: The best scientific in-
formation available shows that the
type ofspraying proposed in South-
east Alaska will not harm humans
or wildlife. Every precaution will
be taken, and all evidence shows
thatthisextremely conservative ap-
proach is safe.

If you have questions about RODEOQ, or the state’s
Brush Control Program for Southeast Alaska,
please call Joe Pape at «os-1 756,



DOT&PF COMMENTS

ON
"Information Sheet on RODEO Spraying - February 7, 1994"
XS
LYNN CANAL CONSERVATION
HAINES

February 16. 1994

Nc comment.

Also. RODEO is approved by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for
use iIn fresh water and estuarine water environments to control undesired
vegetation.

a Glyphosate (G) biodegrades completely to carbon dioxide and water in a
relatively short time depending on the amount of bacteria in soil orwater.
The primary and oniv significant known metabolite of G in the
decomposition process is AMPA (amino methyl phosphoric acid).
Toxicity, subchronic and other studies show AMPA is significantly less
toxic than G. and exposure to acutely toxic lewels in sil, water or
agricultural products is virtually impossible. For example, the lethal dose
for 50 percent of test animals is 192 mg/kg for caffeine; for AMPA itis
400 mg/kg.

b. We are not aware of any studies which indicate formaldehyde is a
byproduct of or is associated in any way with G.

c. Numerous studies have shown that G binds tightly to soil with litte
potential to move into groundwater. It is classified as an immobile
compound in the soil, information available to us indicates G has never
been found in groundwater in over 18 years of wide use. We would like to
know about the studies referred to in the information sheet which
indicate G has been found iIn groundwater in Texas and Virginia, and ifit
has any relevance to the proposed treatment program.

NNG (n-nitro-goglyphosate) has similar characteristics to G. so itis
theoretically possible, but unlikely, to find minute quantities of NNG in
commercially available G. NNG cannot easily be produced without high
temperatures and pressure used in laboratory conditions. In thousands of
crop residue tests NNG has only been found a few times, and then In amounts
less than 0.05 pans per million. Studies of NNG show it is not onogenic.
teratogenic, or mutagenic. Hhas been found to be unstable and degrade
rapidly and completely in the environment. There is no evidence that it
bioaccumulates or that it causes birth defects or cancer. Risk assessments for
NNG at the levels found show that concerns for this material are not
reasonable.

G strongly adsorbs onto soil particles, but that has nothing to do with how
long it "persists” in the environment. G is degraded by bacteria in the soil.
While the studies quoted in the information sheet show half-lives up to 574
days, most studies show the half-life of G in soil is less than 120 days. That is
v/hy G is not considered to be a persistent substance in the environment. Soil



(continued)

samples analyzed for G and AMPA after RODEO was applied in Petersburg and
Klawock w®re consistent with these later studies.

a G applied directly to streams and/or broadcast over wide areas such as
forests may be "detected" in small amounts downstream or in run-off.
However. G quickly binds to soil particles on land or in the water and
begins to biodegrade quickly. Cnee bound up it isno longer able to
damage plants. Even in aerial spraying applications over whole forests wc
are not aware of any studies which show toxic effects on nontarget
habitats, birds, insects, shrimp, crabs, fish or small mammals. In die
proposed application, diese effects are not plausible at best.

b. Because G is a broad spectrum, non-selective weed controller, it is
understandable itwould kill any endangered plant species it is applied to
directly. However, it is not plausible to expect any endangered plant or
animal species within the proposed treatment areas along Southeast
Alaska®s roadsides. These areas contained virtually no plant or animal life
when the roadsides were originally constructed or reconsulucted. The
implication that G may threaten endangered species and animals is out of
context in EPA"s report.

a It is inconceivable that the proposed treatment along guardrail sections of
roadways would result in increased stream temperatures and adversely
affect fish. Even so the vegetation growing in the proposed treatment
areas has been cut down periodically for safety and other reasons.

b. As noted earlier. G is used effectively in aquatic environments to control
undesired aquatic plants. For example. Ducks Unlimited recently used
over 400 gallons of RODEO to control undesired vegetation in a water
body to enhance its use by wildlife. However, since the proposed
applicadon is along roadsides and not on water bodies, it is not plausible
to expect adverse effects on plants or algae in adjacent water bodies.

Cc. Many studies, including test results in Petersburg and Klawbck. indicate
G biodegrades fairly rapidly in the environment. Also, since die
treatment area is along roadsides and G binds so readily and tightly to soil
panicles, it is not reasonable to expect adverse effects on fish stocks. We
would certainly be interested In any specific studies which might indicate
otherwise.

The group most at risk to G exposure is clearly the applicators themselves.
Even for this group, risk analyses developed in the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the State of Washington"s Roadside Vegetation
Management Program show the risks are negligible, or less than the risk
associated with one transcontinental fligit per year.

Also, based on the extensive G data base available, a person would have to eat
at least 450 pounds of contaminated wild berries in one d>y to reach the
lowest observable effect level anticipated for human exposure. We would be
interested in specific references which the information sheet uses to support
the statistics it presents as well as the definition of the term "accepted dose."



8. (continued)

These data, ifcorrectly presented, suggest a much greater risk than the
Washington State EIS or any other data we have reviewed.

9. The Oregon Coast Range Study was an aerial spray over a whole forest area
that is in no way comparable to the site-specific liand-sprav application along
roadsides proposed by the department. Hwould be expected to find G in the
viscera of forest animals eating material containing G. The tests include tire
viscera as well as the material containing G which is in the viscera. A quick
look at these studies further shows that the concentration of G found in the
viscera follows the concentration in the food supply, indicating it passes
through and does not accumulate in the animals.

10. Because G isone of the most widely used herbicides, it is not surprising that
itwould rank high on a list of reported illnesses due to exposure compared
with other pesticides. We understand that of these reports, only a few
resulted in the most minor negative effects; and that they could have been
readily prevented by common sense and following the recommended
application procedures.

The State Oi Washington reported most of its maintenance employee deaths
are the result of vehicular impacts: that vegetation management equipment is
occasionahy rear-ended by other motor vehicles: and that they have had no
reported instances related to pesticides which required hospitalization.

11. We understand a person would have to drink more than one quart of
ROUNDUP to observe any of these kinds of reported internal effects. Similar
effects would be expected from drinking coffee dosed with soap. Based on
the experience of Washington Statel extensive herbicide program, the risks
of adverse effects from accidental exposure in the department"s proposed
program seem very remote.

12. The statements regarding toxic effects misrepresents the applicable
laboratory studies and implies adverse effects from the department®s
proposed program that border on irresponsibility. In fact, these same toxicity
studies have been the basis for scientists to conclude G is practically non-
toxic to mammals: and they are substantially the information EPA reviewed to
reclassify G to its most safe group, E. Risk analyses developed by die
Washington State EIS based on these studies show the risk of adverse effect

to applicators and the public from several different scenarios of use, contact
and ingestion to be negligible.

13. The information quoted here is outdated and inaccurate. In fact, the EPA
recently reclassified G as Group E (evidence of non-carcinogenicity in
humans) based upon a thorough review of the extensive scientific data base.

14. a R-11 isnot regulated by EPA because itis not a pesticide. In that sense.
it is no different than virtually any other soap, shampoo or shaving lotion-
type product available on the market to the public. Data contained in the
Washington State EIS indicate R-11 is practically non-toxic to humans
and wildlife. Based on this information, they determined the risks of
their proposed amounts and methods of application of R-11 in
Luiiiblnalion with G to lheir workers and the public to be negligible. We



14.

16.

a (continued)

understand in 20 years ofusing RODEO and surfactants (including R-11).
there has never been a documented case showing injury to fish.

b. The statements about the surfactants used in Roundup and the surfactant
Ortho X-77 are not relevant because they are not being used in the
departments proposal.

c. There is a significant body of toxicological information available on R-11
which has been used by the State ofWashington and others to conclude
the proposed application would present a negligible risk to animals or the
environment. The inert ingredient in RODEO is water.

d. R-1 1has been used extensively with RODEO for years. The R-11 helps
RODEO stick to the leaves of vegetation, so the RODEO can be absorbed
into the plant and kill it This is the only "synergistic'effect known for
the combination of these two agents.

State law clearly does not prevent pesticides from being applied to state
waters, to within 100 feet of water bodies or wetlands, or when wand speed
exceed 6 miles per hour (mph). The manufacturer®s directions for use of
RODEO say basically not to apply itwithin one-half mile of a potable water
supply. The department plans to adhere to this instruction and does not
believe mtwill affect a significant amount of the proposed application in the
Haines area. Very few potable water intakes are known to exist in the surface
waters adjacent to the proposed treatment areas. The manufacturer s
directions also indicate that rainfall within six hours after application of
RODEO may reduce its effectiveness. The department fully expects to be able
to meet this criterion In order to achieve maximum effectiveness of the
product.

RODEO is proposed to be applied to brush and weeds iIn a very site-specific
area around guardrail sections along the roadside. No applications are
proposed directly to any water body and it is not plausible to anticipate
concentrations from he proposed application in water bodies high enough
known to cause adverse effects on fish, humans or other wildlife. A
considerable data base shows that G does not migrate significantly through
he environment, hat itbiodegrades fairly rapidly, and that it does not leave
residual or concentrating effects.

The department®s primary objective in roadside vegetation management is to
control he brush which causes safety problems, roadway damage and
obscures visibility along he roadway.

Exclusive use of mechanical methods for he last fifteen years has not been
able to effectively prevent hese problems. Extensive efforts during he past
two years have led us to conclude his objective cannot be achieved efficiently
and effectively without using a small amount of chemical in addition to oher
mehods.

In addition to being he only way we know of to achieve he objective, our
analysis conclusively shows chemical treatment to cost less than oher
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17.

(continued.)

methods. This is true even though the proposed method is to use a relatively
slow backpack site-specific hand-spraying system.

The indirect costs discussed in the information sheet are insignificant

compared to the direct cost of treatment, and together do not approach Lhe
cost of other methods.

Analyses in the Washington State EIS and considerable other scientific data
available on RODEO and its effects indicate there is no need to "quarantine"
sprayed areas using the proposed amount and method of treatment.

However, signs will be posted to inform the public about the guardrail
sections that have been treated.

Based on the data available, it is not plausible to suggest the proposed
application might result in concentrations iIn water, vegetation, fruits, fish or

wildlife high enough known to cause adverse effects on fish, other wildlife or
humans.

These statements are simply common sense or prudent practices mentioned
in the directions for using RODEO: are incorrect in some cases: or not
relevant to the proposed U"eatment program.

1) The department is committed to treating the proposed area when
weather conditions are appropriate in order to prevent the need for
repeat application.

2) In 1991. RODEO was the only herbicide approved by the EPA for use in
and around estuarine environments based on their review of a number of
salmonoid and shellfish tolerance studies.

3) The Department of Fish and Game is directly involved in reviewing the
permit applications and will be making appropriate recommendations to
the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Fish and Game

will be invited to review and participate before each treatment is applied
and to monitor the results.

4) Oxygen depletion from decaying vegetation in water is not applicable to

the proposed applications because it is not proposed t apply RODEO t
any water body.

5) The department plans to apply RODEO only when the wind is less than 5
mph to minimize "drift.”" Backpack hand-operated sprayers will also be
used to further minimize the change for "drift."”

6) RODEO concentrate and spray solution will only be used in plastic and
polyethylene containers. Stainless steel backpack sprayers will be used
for application. Possible corrosion from lire small amount oFRODEO
which might fall onto steel guardrail sections is insignificant.

The data base for glyphosate is die largest in the world for any herbicide.
Thousands of studies and over 20 years of use in a wide variety of applications



20.

(continued)

provide scientists a great deal of confidence in estimating its risks to the
environment and human health.

The department listened very carefully to the public over the last two years.
We carefully recorded over 100 specific questions, comments, concerns, and
suggestions from the public. We have studied this input extensively to assure
we have reasonable responses. We have tried or carefully examined every
alterative we know about in order to help address the roadside vegetation
problem in Southeast Alaska. To date we have not found any other altemative
to the limited use of chemicals which will effectively and efficiently help us
solve the vegetation problem, but we wall keep looking. We chose to apply
RODEO because itis the safest chemical we could find and because it is
backed up by an unusually extensive body of scientific data and experience. If
other methods are discovered which can be effective and efficient, we will
stop using RODEO.

After 15 years of exclusive use. it is clear mechanical methods alone cannot
solve the vegetation problem iIn Southeast Alaska.
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"The surfaclanl R-11 will be added lo Rodeo. Since R-I 1is not an active ingredient, il is not regulated by
the EPA, and the manufacturer is not required to disclose its chemical makeup or its effects to the
public—It is protected as a trade secret (24). Howevor, the secret "inert" ingrodfonts In many
herbicides are often many times more toxic than the registered nctivo ingredients (25). The
surfactantused in HoundUp, another Monsanto glyphosate herbicide, is 400 limes more toxic then G (30).
Ortho X-77, another surfactant that Monsanto reoommends for use with Rodeo, is toxic to aquatic Me and
causes breast cancer and reproductive problems (26.2 7, 20).

The EPA has toxicological information on only 29% of tho 1450 ir. 'rt ingredients used In herbicides and
poGitcider. Your right fo know about exposure to toxic chemicals (s denied every time an horbicide
Is sprayed. Lacking the Information of all on tho chomlonls In an herbicide, the DOT cannot
guarantee that Rodeo Is safe.

The synergistic offeds of Rodeo/gtyphosate and R-11 are unknown (29).

*According to stnte law, pesticides shall not be applied: 1) to the waters of the Slate, 2) within 100 feot of
waterbodies or wetlands, and 3) when wind speed exceeds 6 mph. DOT says they will no! spray within
1/2 mile upstream of a potable wafer intake In flowing water or within 1/2 mile ofa potable water inlake in
a lake or pond, and they will not spray when precipitation is imminent. Along many of Ihe roads targeted
for spraying are ponds, sloughs, streams, springs, and estuaries— waters used by humans and wildlife for
drinking and foraging. It is impossible to prevent the herbicide from moving beyond tho 3 foot-wlda
target area -it v.ill contaminate nontarget habitats and species.

*DOTS pnmary objective is to reduce long-term maintenance costs of brush control, BUT there Is no
study that shows that herbicide use Is less expensive than mochanlcal methods of romoval. In
Waitstield, Vermont, an extensive study on the costs of the two methods showod that mechanical
removal was in fact less expensive, and at, a result, the spraying did not occur. The following costs
associated with herbicide spraying must bo included in a cost analysis: training, licensing and insurance
for applicators, sampling and lab testing, public notification and hearings, quarantining sprayed areas,
disposal of contaminated soils and equipment, protective gear, and liability insurance.

'DOT has not indicated how and for how long it will quarantine sprayed areas and inform lhe public to
avoid waters, vegetation and fruits, and fish and wildlife In both sprayed areas and areas downstream.
DOT cannot guarantee that game and other foods will be uncontaminatod.

*Monsanto product information says: 1) extremely cool or cloudy weather may slow Rodeo'6 activity
necessitating repeat applications; 2) do not apply in estuaries; 3) consul! local fish and game agency
before applying; 4) oxygen depletion from decaying vegetation may result in fish kills; 5) do not spray
when wind is greater Ihari 5 mph because ‘...minute quantities of this product can cause severe damage
or destruction to lire crop, plants, or other areas on which treatment was not intended’ ; 6) Rodeo may
cause corrosion of uncoaled eteoj surfaces.

'Due to the lack of complete data, it is impossible to ostlm; e tho magnitude of risks posod by G
herbicide use to tho onvironmont and human health.

For more inforrmalion and complete references to Iha above information, contact
Lynn Canal Conservation, Box 964, Haines, AK 99827, 766-2295
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DOT&PF COMMENTS
ON
"RODEO FACT SHEET" - ]
FROM
PETERSBURG

Februaiy 16. 1994

The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) proposes
to use RODEO at guardrail sections along the Mitkof Highway in the Petersburg area
this year.

1.

RODEO will be applied a safe distance from picnic areas, boat ramps and water
bodies based on the instructions for use and other scientific Information
available to us.

Risk analyses by the Washington State Environmental Impact Statement on
Roadside Vegetation Management indicate the maximum risk of adverse effects
associated with recreation, fishing, berry picking and hunting activities from
the plan to use RODEO is "negligible.” or less than the risks associated with one
transcontinental flight per year.

The statement in the "Fact Sheet" that glyphosate "is from a family of known
carcinogens” is false or misleading at best. The EPA has recently reclassified
glyphosate. the active ingredient in RODEO, as "evidence of non-
carcinogenicity in humans." its most safe classification group, based on its
review of scientific studies.

The product label basically advises against application within one-half mile of a
potable water intake: it doer not prohibit its use in other water bodies. In fact
RODEO is one of the few’ suustances approved for use directly in water and
estuaries to control undesired vegetation.

The Oregon Coast Range Study was an aerial spray over a whole forest area and
in no way comparable to the site-specific hana-sprav application along
roadsides proposed by the department.

It would be expected to find G in the viscera of forest animals eating material
containing G. The tests include the viscera as well as the material containing G
which is in the viscera. A quick look at these studies further shows that the
concentration of G found in the viscera follows the concentration in the food
supply, indicating it passes through and does not accumulate in the animals.
The proposed program applies considerably less RODEO per acre than the
aerial spraying and is limited to very site-specific areas immediately adjacent to
roadways using backpack sprayers for controlled application. It is incorrect
and misleading to imply or suggest results from the aerial spraying over a whole
forest would be found in game animals or fish as a result of site-specific
backpack spraying along roadside guardrails. This is further supported by the
EPA's health bulletin on glyphosate which quoted studies showing glyphosate
was not detectable in the meat and fat of cows, swine, and chickens fed
glyphosate at the rate of 75 parts per million. Similar results were noted in
milk and eggs from cows and chickens on diets containing glyphosate. Alder,
the primaiy plant targeted for treatment, is not a significant source of food for

-1 -



(continued)

deer and. based on the limited application area along the road, would not be
expected to produce measurable amounts of RODEO in deer meat. Since
RODEO is not planned for use on water: is shown to biodegrade rapidly: is not
shown to bioaccumulate: and it strongly adheres to soil, it Is not plausible to
expect measuraole amounts of RODEO will end up in water or harvested fish as
a result of the proposed plan.

There is no question the application of RODEO is less expensive and more
effective than other known methods, even when the "full" costs described are
calculated. This is true even though the proposed method to use backpack
sprayers is much more costly than other methods of RODEO application, i. e..
truck-mounted boom or aerial spraying.

DOT&PF withdrew its applications after public hearings last year because the
public raised over 100 important questions, concerns, comments and
suggestions for which adequate answers were not ci/ailable. The department
has studied this public input extensively to assure it has reasonable responses.
It has tried or carefully examined every alternative it couid find in order to help
address the roadside vegetation management problem. To date no other
alternative has been found to limited use of chemicals which will efficiently and
effectively help solve the vegetation problem.

RODEO is the safest substance DOT&PF could find that is backed up by an
unusually extensive worldwide body of scientific data and experience. Based on
review of the information available. DOT&PF is convinced the amounts and
methods proposed to be used on site-specific areas can be done safely.

Finally. DOT&PF has developed a comprehensive vegetation management
program for the entire Southeast Region as suggested by the public, which
includes mechanical methods being applied to more than 99 percent of the
ro idside right of way and RODEO used on less than one percent. Ifanother
method can be found to be as effective and efficient. DOT&PF will stop using
RODEO.

R-11has been used for years with RODEO. It meets the safety standards for
exposure to aquadc species with considerable safety margins. Aquatic
toxicology tests available on use of R-Il indicate the risk to inhabitants of
streams or ponds by the proposed application method is negligible.
Information available clearly indicates the amount and method of application
will not result in toxic effects on billed creatures.



“RODEO"™ FACT SHEET

1. The State Department of Transportation has applied to spray the herbicide "Rodeo
to guardrail locations otor” the MitkofF Highway from mile 27 to mile 34 this summer.
This Includes areas near the WHson Craek picnic area, the Mile 28 boat ramp, the

boat ramp at mile 33, and along Sumner Strait, Wilson Creek and the unnamed cree
at Mile 32 wiH be affected as well.

2. The period of possible spraying wilt coincide witn the period of heaviest
recreational, fishing, berry pteklno, and hunting use along the Mitkof Highway - Avgus
1 through October 31. Rodeo can unly be applied during periods of guaranteed dry

weather, due to possible runoff. This is exactly when area residents frequent the Mitfcc
Highway most.

3. The active Ingredient (glyphosate) In flodeo is from a family ofknown carolnngans

4. The product label (and ultimate authority on the use of the herbicide) directs
applicators “not to spray within i/2 mite o”potable (drinkable) water.” How can this b(
accomplished when Individuals drink from just about any body of water on the istancf?

5. Forest creatures eat repeated doses when they Ingest Rodeo-laden vegetation. In
one study, during the first nonth alter spraying gfyphosato residue levels in the
Oregon Coast Range wildlife exceeded legal standards for human edibility* Residues
of this herbicide are stable when frozen. Since residents ot the island harvest fish and
game Ffrom tho island.D O T cannot guarantee there will be no contamination ofgame
and likewise Introduction of the chemical into humans.

8. The application of herbicides Is not necessarily less expensive than other methods
when the full costa are calculated, ie. training and licensing of applicators. Insurance
for pesticide appRcatom, sampling and laboratory testing, public notification and
hearings, possible costs of a personal liability lawsuit for impacting private property or
natural resources, disposal of contaminated soils, vegetation, protective gear, wash
waters, etc.7

7. Due tooverwhelming public opposition during the spring of 1992 the State DO T
decided not to spray the herbtakte. Now less than two years later, they are proposing i
again, ineven more communities In Southeast than the original proposal. DO T shcuta
initiate an in-depth 9tudy of all mnethods ofvegetative management (steam treatment,
salt water treatment, prison labor, puling up by roots, etc.) and develop a statewide ot
regional integrated vegetative brush control program. This would eliminate the need
for Individuate to constantly have tocomment on the same issue every year or two.

8. The inert Ingrscflents of the “surfactant” (“R-1 1') used In the herbicide mix Is
unknown . Surfactants are often more toxic than the herbicide Itselfbut EPA does not
require chemical companies to divulge “trade socrots." /?-// )i> ve/iv tcy/i to

Siuo> 0Q&iiv/ies,






DOT&PF
SOUTHEAST REGION

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM

HIGH

COSTVARANCE  LOW

ANNUAL
INSPECTIONS

ZONE1

GUARDRAIL A

REGULAR B
MEDIAN C

ZONE2
SIGHT DIST. A
REGULAR B
DRAINAGE c

ZONE 3| |
DANGERTREES A

SCENIC VIBAS
WILD LIFE
ERCSION
SAFETY MOD.

BEAUTIHCATION F

AVERAGE COSTS

EXPERIENCED COSTS PER UNIT (MILE, ACRE, EACH) |

CHEMCAL | HAND MACHINE IOTHER
SMILE SACRE SMILE SACRE SMLE SACRE SMLE leach
SMLE SACRE MLE SACRE SMLE SACRE SACRE

$40
Vv -. 3
n
$550 S750 3170 $4,340 ) S600
S250 2S5 52130 S2900 $300 $400
$750 S10.500 $4,340 $515 $450
S35 S/aD $2,900 $345 =
$620 $170
4300 D
52,900 $400
54.340 S0Co
$2,900 00
54340
vV on S2000 -t-=
u
4300 2,500
S2.900 S2000
$4,340 $2,500
2900 $20D
1S4.340 $2,500
I $2,90 20D,
($4,340 $2,500
I 32000,
USA340 $2,500
1 52000 200

Chomieal application and subsequent hand or machine treatment does not occur in tho samo year
inorder lo ollow full effoct ol tho chomical treatment

Chent" »Htrootmont costs of guardrail is based upon manual application on 2no 1Aonly High
cost is for previously untrentod. henvy concentrates of aldor. Lowcost is previously treated or
boom application not to oxcood Icinwidth

EXPHIIENCED 1298 CQSISBY VABLQUS METHODS FOR GUARDRALLZONLIA

METHOD

PRISON LABOR

NON-PERM LABOR

BCSCATPUSHER

GUARDRAIL MACHINE

PERM LABOR

GUARDRAIL PAVING

SMLE SAN
(D $1,145 $114,500
S3.165 S316,500
$2,957 $295,700
0,757 $275,700
@ $632 $63,200
$3,452 $345,200

$23,450

(1) Not ovminble everywhere.
(2) Machine nerved late in October, (vary limited expenenco and cost collection)
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ACRES (AMIOUNT)

10

TOTAL

STATE OF ALASKA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION & PUBLIC FACILITIES
SOUTHEAST REGION
ANNUAL VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN

(110 GHEMCALS USED)

19%6 1 1006
ACRES (AVOLNT) TOTAL ACRES (AVOUNT)

TOTAL

ACRES (AVOLNT)

1007
TOTAL

QONTROL METHCD GEM HA\D MACH OTHER QOST(EST) GHEM HAND MACH OTHER QOST(EST) G-HEM HAND MACH OTHER QOST(EST) ChcM HAND MACH OTHER QOST (EST)

ZONE | (ANNUALATTENTION)

GUARDRAL
REGU 'R
MEDIAN
TOTAL

IOMLES  73ACRES
WEOMLES 1177 ACRES
BMLES BARES
HBMLES 1238 A0RES

ZONE 2(3 YEARATTENTION)

SIGHTDISTANCE
REGUAR
DRAINAGE ASSIST
TOTAL

ZONE3 (5 YEAR ATTENTION)

DANGERTREES
SCENCMVBAS
WILDLIFE PROTECTION
ERCSIONCGONTRCL
SAFETY MODS
BEAUTIHCATION
TOTAL

CENTERINE 1069 MLES  4P02 ACRES

100OMLES 901 AM&&

1089 MLES 2609 ACRES

O W >

o]

Mmoo ® >

[eNeoNoNe) eNoJoNe]

[ejelolololole]

8 g8
BEE »

274

1743

$156000
S085.c00
$5,600

0  $1,147,600

$229500
$17,400
0 w7

100 $1,790,300

0 o $156,000 0 = =
0O = ua $623,300 0 =0 m
0 = 5,600 0 2
0 e 136 0 9984000 0O M 13»
0O 7 u $33600 0O 7 u
0O &k o $153,100 0O 5 m
0 4 $11,600 0 4
0 2% 20 0 om0 0 »x 42D
(AvIT) (AvVT)
0 s s O
0 u 4 $20D 0O u a4
0 D $50,000 0 D
0 s $12,600 0 s
0O D o $225,000 0 D o
0 s s $27,500 0 s 5
0O = m = 4700 0O » @
O mw 18 50 $153540 0 w s

$156,000
$823,350

0 soio0

D 4100

D $152400

ololole] elolole]

[ejoloJololoNe]

0 4 $150,000
5 MO $023300
12 $5,600

® 130 0 -os900
7 1 $38,600
B 24 $153.(00
4 $11,600
% 28 0 wmsm0

D wmow
$20D
$60,000
$12,500

$225,000
27,500
D w100

R o Bo
Eme B~

w 13 D $.5040

FOURYEAR

acst

$4,102,300

$39,200

$1,366,000

$6,384,500



IQNTRQI. METHCD

ZONE 1 (ANNUAL ATTENTION)

GUARDRAIL  100MLES  73ACRES A
REGUAR 1080MLES 1177ACRES B
MEDAN 9MLES 3BACRESC
TOTAL 11O MLES 1208 ACRES

ZONE 2 (3 YEARATTENTION)

SIGHT DISTANCE
REGULAR
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TOTAL
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TOTAL
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SECTION 118 (R

FUNDS MADE AVAILABLE TO THE STATE OF ALASKA AND THE
COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO UNDER THIS TITLE MAY BE
EXPENDED FOR CONSTRUCTION OF ACCESS AND DEVELOPMENT ROADS
QN-A-EESERAL-AIO SYSTEM-THAT WILL SERVE RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT, RECREATION, RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL,

OR OTHER LIKE PURPOSES.



BOROUGH TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
CORE SYSTEM PROGRAM

SYSTEM EXPANSION PROGRAM

TOTAL FHWA

MATCH

TOTAL PROGRAM

FHWA

FUNDING 1994-1999

1994-1S95 (per year)
$75,600.0
$108,000.0
$32,400.0
$216,000.0
$27,800 0

$243,800.0

BOROUGH
TRANSPORTATION
PROGRAM

CORE SYSTEM PROGRAM

SYSTEM EXPANSION

1996-1999 (per year)
$77,000.0
$1 10,000.0
$33,000.0
$220,000.0
$28,300.0

$240,300 O

($'s in thousands)



BOROUGH TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM ($ s in thousands)



FUNDING TARGETS
BOROUGH TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM ($'s in thousands)
(Portions ol litese amounts are designated for safely and transportation enhancements)

BOROUGH 1994-1995 (per year) 1996-1999 (per year)**
ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH $530.0 $530.0
BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH $550.0 $550.0
CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU $3,120.0 $3,120.0
CITY AND BOROUGH OF SITKA $1,180.0 $1,180.0
DENAU BOROUGH $500.0 $500.0
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH* $9,690.0 $9,690.0
HAINES BOROUGH $630.0 $630 0
KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH $5,100.0 $5,100.0
KE rCLIIKAN GA1EWAY BOROIJGLt $1,770.0 $1,770.0
KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH $1,720.0 $1,720.0
1AKE AND PENINSULA BOROUGH $490.0 $490 0
MATANLJSKA SIJSITNA BOROUGH $5,310.0 $5,310 0
MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE- $26,500.0 $26,500.0
NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH $850.0 $850.0
NORTHWEST ARCTIC BOROUGH $700.0 $700 O
UNORGANIZED BOROUGH $6,970.0 $6,970.0
YAKUTAT BOROUGH $450.0 $450.0
SUBTOTAL (includes Match) $66,060.0 $66,060.0
COMPETITIVE FUNDING $17,940.0 $19,500.0
TOTAL $84,000.0 $85,560.0

‘Congestion Miiig.mon and Air Quality Included

" lending laigets lo be re evaluated at Inline meetings ol the wuihiru) group



IN ALASKA?

I na nutshell, ISTEA helped Alaska to

put its transportation policy into practice.

Under ISTEA, state government doesn't have
to ask federal permission before making most
decisions about roads and ferries. The absence of
federal involvement means each state must rely on
its own policy when making these decisions.
Tomorrow's /Xlaska. Transportation for the Twenty-
First Century gives a clear statement of such
policies for Alaska.

What’s in the policy plan?

Tomorrow's Alaska: Transportation for the Twenty-
First Century lays out policy for the entire trans-
portation system. It recommends policy in three
key areas: (1) investment, (2) financing and 13)
responsibility. It calls for balance between the
competing demands of spending on current needs
and investing in our future. It lays out a plan for
taking better care of the transportation system. It
provides a good foundation for.future transporta-
tion policy.

IS TEA
Efficiency Act o fl9 9 I.

Where do ISTEA dollars come from?

In 1956, the federal government established the
highway trust fund. From this trust fund flows much
of the funding for highway construction in Alaska. In
return, the federal government requires maintenance
of the completed project. Highway trust fund dollars
are authorized by multi-year highway acts, the most
recent of which is ISTEA.

Over the years, the highway trust fund has been one of
the state's best friends in Washington, D.C. The flow
of dollars to our state has been generous. Compared to
other federal programs, the highway trust fund stands
out as one of the largest sources of federal dollars for
Alaska. Under ISTEA, this dollar flov is expected to
surpass $200 million annually.

By enacting ISTEA, the federal government man-
dated change in transportation policy. TOMOrrow's
Alaska provides the blueprint for change in Alaska.
Linking ISTEA with Tomorrow's Alaska provides
the opportunity to improve how transportation
decisions are made.

stands for the Interm odal Surface Transportation
This federallaw provides funding for

highways, transit system s, ferries, roads, bikepaths and other

types o fsurface transportation.

IS TEA

makes the most sweeping

changes to these prvgram s in over 30 years.



How does ISTEA help us to implement
Tomorrow’s Alaska?

Tomorrow's Alaska recommends that we
increase our investment in the transportation
system.

(Eg3 ISTEA authorizes a major increase in
federal dollars for investment in a
balanced program of improving
surface transportation and address-
ing system expansion.

Tomorrow's Alaska recommends that we
change what happens to the taxes and fees
paid by users ofthe transportation system.

Cg3 ISTEA demonstrates success in
financing transportation from user
fees and taxes.

Tomorrow's Alaska recommends moving
authority for making transportation decisions to
those closer to problems that need solutions.

Cg3 ISTEA emphasizes that local
government and concerned citizens
must participate in decision-making
about surface transportation.

Cg3 ISTEA encourages governments to
tackle the most pressing problems by
removing restrictions on federal

dollars.

Core System Improvements
(Fifty percent)

Borough Transportation
Program
(Thirty-five percent;

System Expansion
(Fifteen percent;
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So what changes in Alaska?

In 1991 and 1992 department staff took a hard
look at how the state makes transportation deci-
sions. During our work on the state transportation
plan, the public told us that they wanted us to do
an even better job. Both ISTEA and Tomorrow’s
Alaska told us that things needed to change. We
couldnt come up with changes all by ourselves.
During the summer we talked to many ofycu. In
September we worked with the Alaska Municipal
League to convene a working group of municipal
and state officials to discuss ISTEA and
Tomorrow's Alaska.

Tomorrow's Alaska emphasizes investments
critical to the health of the state's economy. State
investment needs to concentrate on the key links in
the transportation network. These highway and
ferry links - termed the core system - require the
majority of ISTEA funding. When we met with
municipal officials, they affirmed the importance of
state investment in the core system. Prudence
dictates that balance be achieved between spend-
ing on core system improvements and investing in
system expansion.

Tomorrow's Alaska also points out that state
government has a tough time making decisions
that are local in character. At the same time, the
state constitution calls for maximum local self-
government. Borough governments should have
the opportunity to decide about investing in roads,
streets, bikepaths and transit systems. At least
thirty-uve per cent of ISTEA funding should be
spent on the local parts of the surface transporta-
tion system.



Spending public dollars is important.
Both federal and state policy call on us to -

Open up the decision-making process.

Look at more choices.

Ask local government to make more decisions.
Do a betterjob oflooking at the big picture.
Find ways to make the system more efficient.

Pay more attention to non-automobile transportation.
Invest in enhancing our quality of life.

Borough Transportation
Program

Transportation can shape a

community. When we leave our

home, we do so with local trans-

portation. Each area ofthe state

needs help in improving the local
ability to get around. In terms ofgovernment’s role,
the first place to look is the state constitution. It says
that areawide decisions should be made by a borough
organized around an area and population with common
interests.

The Borough Transportation Program builds upon this
foundation. It establishes a funding target made up of
ISTEA dollars for each borough and for the unorga-
nized borough. Each borough will work with local
communities in preparing a six-ye|r plan made up of
ISTEA projects. (The state Department of Community
and Regional Affairs will play this role in the unorga-
nized borough.) These plans provide the basis for
preparing the local portion of the Capital Improvement
Program and each year's capital budget.

What makes this program so special?

In transportation, local involvement in decision-making
is extremely important. ISTEA emphasizes that
surface transportation means more than asphalt and
automobiles. Every mile of road has its own set of

impacts on our quality of life. Choices must be made
before a road or anything else can be changed. It is
important to weigh impacts and choose between
alternatives. In many communities, these choices can
involve transit alternatives and even clean air impacts.
Local elected officials can make the best decisions when
it comes to the local parts of the surface transportation
system.

Thirty-five percent of ISTEA funding goes to the
Borough Transportation Program. How is the
money distributed?

Eighty percent of this program is designated for
individual boroughs: Each borough (including the
unorganized borough) has a funding target which will
be used to prepare a six-year plan. Each funding
target includes a base amount plus the formula share
for that borough. Most of this funding can be spent on
any improvement eligible under ISTEA. A portion of
each funding target is intended for two special pur-
poses - safety and transportation enhancements.
Federal planning dollars are available to pay for tne
costs of preparing each borough's plan.

Twenty percent of this program is distributed on
a competitive basis: Competitive funding is avail-
able for several special purposes. These include
improving safety, repairing and replacing bridges and
paying for special projects.

Page 3



Core System
Improvements

Our economy and our future
depend on the mobility that the
core system provides. Each day
core highways and ferries move
passengers and freight through-
out the state. Without these
links, our lifestyle would be very different. Passenger
and freight transportation would be more expensive
and less convenient. Residents and visitors alike
would lose the ability to travel between communities
for purposes such as employment, service delivery,
social exchange and personal enjoyment. We must
take care of this system so it can continue to serve us.

The purpose of the core highway system is to serve
statewide purposes such as the long-range movements
of people and goods. Core highways and ferry routes
stretch across rural Alaska. They provide surface
access for the state’s key industries. They connect all
communities with more than 5,000 residents. In
remote parts of Alaska, service by air takes the place of
surface transportation connections. At each commu-
nity, the core system includes the link from the airport
to the community center.

“Core” highways provide connections
from:

® Community center to community center.
|
» Airport to community center.

» Ferry terminal to community center.

“Core” highways also:
* Provide access to rural resources.
» Connect strategic import and export

points that ship to or from national and
international markets.

Page 4

The purpose of system expansion
is to invest in Alaska's future.
ISTEA provides the capability to
do this while meeting the invest-
ment ->eeds of the existing
transportation system. In the
future we will need a transporta-
tion system that provides mobility for our activities and
access to land, resources and communities. To get
there, we need to make hard decisions about long-term,
costly additions to the transportation system.

Tomorrow's Alaska recommends that we invest in
system improvements, expansions and enhancements.
ISTEA provides federal funds to address each of these
investment needs. For system expansion, TOMOITOW'S
Alaska identified eight priorities for investment over
the next six years. Last year, the capital budget
funded further work aimed at evaluating these priori-
ties. Construction funding for system expansion
projects will be subject to future capital budgets.

Following legislative approval, ISTEA dollars can be
used to finance system expansion. However, first each
ofthese priorities must undergo an exhaustive assess-
ment, as required by federal law. A public comment
and review process helps to guide a full technical and
environmental evaluation. The purpose of this process
is to carefully assess the proposed improvement and its
social and environmental impacts.

One possible result ofthis process is that the proposal
is too costly for the benefits received. Another possible
conclusion is that the anticipated impacts from the
proposal are so significant that the project should not
be built. A project must satisfy the requirements of the
federal environment laws before it can be built with
ISTEA dollars. A similar finding is needed for any
state-funded actions that require a federal permit.



Other Provisions in ISTEA

ISTEA brings to transportation a new way of thinking.
Avisible example involves what are termed ‘transpor-
tation enhancements”. ISTEA lists the ten activities
that are eligible. A portion of funding from the Surface
Transportation Program can be spent only on activities
that are on this list. In Alaska, this portion totals over
eleven million dollars each year. The list ranges from
stormwater drainage to pedestrian improvements to
the operation of historic transportation structures. In
between are a number of activities that previously
received little emphasis, and were often deemed
ineligible for federal funding.

What’s this about STEP?

STEP stands for the Scenic Travel Enhancement
Program. STEP emphasizes how transportation can
help us appreciate what makes Alaska such a special
place. One way to do this is to designate scenic high-
ways, as recommended by Tomorrow's Alaska. STEP
fits perfectly under the umbrella of transportation
enhancements in ISTEA.

Another important feature of ISTEA is its reli-
ance on state standards. Standards are used by
engineers to determine what size of facility to build.
Each project built with ISTEA dollars must be con-
structed to approved standards. Previously, engineers
had to apply national standards to federally-funded
projects. Now ihe state is given the opportunity to
come up with its own standards for most roads. The
department is about to approve a new standard under
these provisions. This standard covers heavy-duty
boardwalks that carry motorized vehicles in Alaska's
villages. |

Why did Congress make these changes?

The federal government is sending a message to those
that manage ISTEA dollars. That message is that it is
time for the technical specialists to loosen up. Govern-
ment bureaucrats need to pay more attention to the big
picture. They need to search harder for creative and
innovative solutions to pressing problems in the
transportation system. With ISTEA dollars, we can
make our country an even greater place to live through
improvements that provide both transportation and a
better environment.

| fsh B ff

INALASKA?

Conclusion

This brochure tries to answer some basic questions
about a confusing and complicated business. We invite
you to ask us about ISTEA, Tomorrow's Alaska and the
department’s programs. We would like to meet with
you and make a presentation. To carry out our mis-
sions we need to talk to you.

What is the mission of DOT&PF?

Akey mission for the Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities is to provide for the safe and
efficient movement of people and goods on ihe state’s
core transportation system. A second critical mission is
to provide support and oversight to the entire transpor-
tation network. The department carries out these
missions by helping people to get the transportation
services they need. Through working with others we
can ensure the sound development of the transporta-
tion network.

Who do | call?

For questions on this brochure, David Hawes d) 465-
8944. To speak to the interim manager * Borough
Transportation Program, John Martin -6940. For
questions on STEP, Sandi Anderson @465-6975. On
other types of enhancements, Dawn Mach @465-6987.
(Text telephone @465-3652.) For projects in Central
Region, Janet George @266-1470. For projects in
Northern Region, Jonathan Widdis @451-2381. For
projects in Southeast Region, Mike McKinnon @789-
6230. For the unorganized borough, Ike Waits @269-
4571.

What other information is available?

* Working Group proposal.

» Capital Improvement Program.

» Core system maps.

» Description of eligible transportation
enhancements.

» STEP video.



Allocation of ISTEA Funding
Key Points

This proposal calls for the allocation offederal funding for surface
transportation to borough governments. It lays out a process for selecting
capital improvements to the local portion of the surface transportation
system in Alaska. The proposal affects only the funding of capital
improvements. Maintenance arrangements are not altered by this proposal.

The working group was convened at the request of the Conference of

Mayors at the end of July. Its purpose was to evaluate the proposal
1l'rom the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to
establish a borough transportation program. Members from eight
municipal governments met with department managers in early
September to prepare this proposal.

The working group recommends that at least thirty-five percent of ISTEA

funding be allocated to local transportation improvements. ISTEA
stands for the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991. ISTEA provides the federal dollars that pay for capital
improvements to surface transportation facilities such as highways,
transit, ferries, roads and bikepaths.

-- The state department of transportation and public facilities should help

each borough government to prepare a multi-year transportation plan.
Each borough must elect how they wish to participate in the
preparation of an areaunde plan. Ideally, the state role should be
limited to one of financial and technical assistance. With respect to
the unorganized borough, state agencies will need to coordinate the
areawide planning process. Municipal officials must be involved in the
formulation of areawide plans in the unorganized borough.

Applying thirty-five percent to the statewide target for ISTEA funding

results in a minimum program level of S83 million annually. This
figure includes S75 million in ISTEA funding and S8 million in state
match, and will change if the statewide target for ISTEA funding
changes. Most of this funding is allocated through an annual funding
target for each of fifteen boroughs and the unorganized borough. State
funds pay the required match for each project in the program.

-- ISTEA funding alone is inadequate to meet the transportation needs of

our state. Municipal officials must work with state officials to identify
other sources of funding to meet these needs. Alaskans should be
given the opportunity to support more funding for transportation
improvements.

Workini* Group Proposal Pam* |



Minimum Program: Local Transportation

ImMprovements

Funding Targets Include State-Provided Match
Based on the Statewide Target for ISTEA Funding of 215 Million

Formula portion (ISTEA/State Match)

Borough

Aleutians East Borough
Bristol Bay Borough

City and Borough ofJuneau
City and Brough of Sitka
Denali Borough

Fairbanks North Star Borough*
Haines Borough

Kenai Peninsula Borough
Ketchikan Gateway Borough
Kodiak Island Borough

Lake and Peninsula Borough
M atanuska-Susitna Borough
Municipality of Anchorage*
North Slope Borough
Northwest Arctic Borough
Unorganized Borough

Subtotal =

Individual Target

560.000
560.000
2.890.000
1.110.000
500.000
9,000,000
670.000
4.670.000
1.670.000
1.560.000
500.000
4.890.000
24,650,000
780.000
670.000
6.440.000

Note: An asterisk (*) denotes that the funding target
includes funding for congestion mitigation and air quality.

Special project fund (ISTEA only)
Planning (ISTEA only)

Special purpose discretionary (ISTEA only)

(Bridge/Safety/Enhancements)

State Match Estimate for Non-Formula Programs

Current Program Base (Annual)

(Includes $75 million in ISTEA funding

and $8 million in state match)

Working Group Proposal

61,120,000

10,000,000
1,000,000
9,000,000

1,880,000

83,000,000
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ALLOCATION OF FEDERAL DOLLARS
TO THE ALASKA TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Purpose is to provide for a stable level of funding so that long term
plans can be developed and implemented for the surface
transportation system throughout the state.

The proposal to share at least 35% of the ISTEA dollars with

boroughs meets the spirit of what the U.S. Congress mandates in

other states.

The state needs the ability to rneet transportation needs that can
not be met by any other entity. These needs include providing
ferry service to remote coastal communities and the
transportation facilities necessary to develop our natural
resources.

As a transportation system, the core transportation system has a
higher value to fulfill. It is In everyone®s interest to ensure
adequate resources are identified.

As a general matter, projects on the core transportation system
are more expensive per mile than local transportation projects.

The working group recognizes that the federal dollars will not
solve all of the funding needs for transportation. The
administration and the department have committed to assisting
in identifying solutions.

Working Group Proposal
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ISTEA AL 2%KA ALLOCATION

5 Million
DISTRIBUTION STATE (ADQOT)  LOCAL (Borough)
$ % $ %
26 Million (NHS) $26 M 1
26 Million (int. Maint) $26 M 1
5 Million (CMAQ) $H M 2
158 Million/2 50/50 9M 31 SI9M
TOTAL $215 Million SI3LM  61%  $AM 3%
AML POSITION

Boroughs should receive an allocation which is no lower than 35% of the TOTAL.
35% = $75 Million

Of the $75 Million:
Anch F Milljon
rq/lﬁ chorage & Fairbanks) 5 I\I/Il‘r
Decla PrOJects |
nin % | M \lon
PIS%YG’[I nary (Safe 9M Illion

Ennhancements, Brl%e etc.)



Groundrules

Participation shall be elective.

Minimum participation by a borough shall be the responsibility to
prepare annually, a six-year plan describing how the borough would
spend their allocation. This plan should be approved by the borough
assembly, unless otherwise directed by federal law.

Participation by a borough shall not require them to accept any
maintenance responsibility that is currently performed by the state.

The state shall provide the required match for ISTEA funds.

Rules for the development of individual projects shall be as simple and
flexible as the Federal Highway Administration will a’low.

Annually, each borough should verify its agreement with the map of the
"Core Transportation System" routes 'vithin itsjurisdiction. This
verification should take place prior to preparation or update of its plan.

Boroughs which cannot utilize their entire formula allocation within any
year may receive a credit for use in a future year.

For projects which spend federal money on a route which the borough
maintains, the borough shall provide assurances to the state that they
will continue to maintain that route for the life of the investment.

Criteria to prioritize special projects and other discretionary programs
shall be jointly developed with borough participation.

Ifa borough fully utilizes 10% of its allocation for the enhancement
program or the safety program it may submit additional enhancement
and safety projects to compete on a statewide basis. Allocations for
enhancement and safety may be traded among the boroughs or the state
for general construction funding.

Over a three year period, no borough shall receive more than 50% of the
statewide discretionary and/or special project funding.

For boroughs which do not participate in the borough allocation program
the state will endeavor to provide a plan for the use of an equivalent
amount of federal funds in that area and will consult and cooperate with
the local government in the prioritization of those funds.

The working group shall meet to review the prorram by September 30.
1993 (the end of federal fiscal year 1993).

Working Group Proposal Page 6



Guidelines
Core System ldentification

Highways and Marine Highways

Purpose-The purpose of this effort is to identify a statewide network of
routes that serve long-range movements and other statewide purposes.
Within each borough’s boundaries, this identification should be
accomplished through a joint effort involving the state and the individual
borough. The following criteria have been developed to guide the
identification of a uniform and consistent system through-out the state.

Long-range movement-Travel for the purpose of moving from one part of
the state to another part of the state and for interstate travel and commerce.
Amonr other purposes, routes that serve long-range movement enhance the
defer mcapabilities of the nation. Examples of long-range movements
include passenger travel, the shipment of goods and supplies, and the
export of resources to market. Typical long-range movements involve a
minimum ofat leest half an hour in travel time.

Specific types of routes that serve statewide purposes

Community-to-communitv connections--Are provided to communities with
organized governments by highway, marine highway or aviation service
in different parts of Alaska. In the railbelt, land highways connect the
center of each organized community to the state highway network. In
Southeast and parts of Southwest Alaska, organized communities are
linked to each other and the state highway network by marine highway
service. In other parts of Alaska, very few highways links between
organized communities have been constructed.

Airport connections—Airports with scheduled air service are part of the core
system. Surface connections via road or ferry tie the airport to the
community center in both urban and rural Alaska. These surface
connections are included in the core transportation system. Airports
with scheduled air service are typically classified as International,
Regional Center, District. Transport or Community.

Ferry terminal connection--Marine highway service to communities is part
of the core transportation system. Road connections link the ferry
terminal to the center of each community.

Rural resource access—s provided by land highway to a number of

destinations in rural Alaska. In the past, construction of these
highways has been prompted by the benefits of additional surface

Working Group Proposal Page 7



connections across Alaska. For example, specific benefits arise when
routes traverse areas with significant resource concentrations, such as
mineral deposits, timber and visitor destinations.

Entry and exit points—Land highway links to major ports and other principal
points where natural resources and other commodities are imported
from and/or exported to national and international markets. These
ports and other points should satisfy thresholds that establish their
importance to the regional and statewide economy.

Air quality standards attainment--New routes that provide for high volume

movement of regional traffic, the construction of which will contribute
significantly to the attainment of air quality standards.

Working Group Proposal Page 8



Federal Program O verview

Breakdown of FFY94 Apportionment Estimate of $220 Million

Program FFY94

Structure Estimate

Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality 4.800.000
Surface Transportation

Program 115.300.000
Bridge 6.300.000
National Highway System 52,000,000
Interstate Maintenance 21.200.000
Hold-Harmless Estimate 15,300,000
Planning and Research 5.100.000

Working Group Proposed Page 9
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glagfea £33 legislature

House ofRepresentatives

Poach V
SUts Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-4858

Committee on Transportation

March 25, 1993

The Honorable Ramona Barnes

Speaker of the House of Representatives
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Madame Speaker:
The Houstt Transportation Caaaaittee has reviewed the nomination of

Mr. Jonn C. Klepper for appointment to the Board of Marine Pilots
and makes the following recommendations:



WALTER J. HICKEL P-Q. Box UOOOI

GOVERNOR JJ‘E%%%—G@"

S tate of A.Il-as boa.
OFFICE OF THE GOVEPNOP

Juneau

Feoruary 8, 1993

The Honorable Ramona Bames
aska State Legislature
State Capitol
Jureau, AK99801-1182
Dear Speaker BaTes:
Inaccordance with AS 39.05.080 and Article H Sections 25 and 26, of the
Alaska Corstitution, / submit the following names for legislative confirmretion of
appointment to the positions noted:
Alaska State Bnard of FlUchccountancy
Ap@nted 1]/14/91 Reappointed 05/12/92 Expires 04/25/96 rt
Appomted 08/14/91 Reappointed 07/20/92 Expires 04/25/96
\Biate Board of Registration forArchltecls Eginears, and Land Suneyors
Rdad S ror]%
|nted 1R Expires 07/01/96
Awomted 10/15/92 BExpires 07/01/94
Appointed 07/0]]956“50 07/01/9%
| res
dreel H Schwartz - Paler
App0| nted 09/02/92 Bxires 07/01/96

Athletic Commission
Cadyn J. Midhels -

Ap%utgld 0030 Bxpires 05/14/95

ds - Juneau
Gay F'QAHV\)? inted 09/02/92 Expires 05/14/96
Appomted 06/1]]92 Expires 05/14/96



The Honorable Ramona Barnes
February 8, 1993
Page 3

o éiEAppo:l[HE' ntgsed:i '(;5/27/92 Expires 06/14/94
| res
Baverly J. Gifillen - _ .
_Appointed 03/28/90 Reappointed 08/17/92 Bxoires 06/14/96
Parida % Ggé/dos - Fairbanis
Appointed 08/17/92 Expires 06/14/94

Doreld L Farcher- Betel
Appointed 01/08/93 Bxqires 01/31/98

Judy L. Norton- Eegle Rver
Appointed 09703/92 Expires 01/31/95

Board of Hsheries
Lany Efj,‘{f)fﬁnltt)i_nf]ed 07/23/91 Reappointed 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/96
Harson - Alakanuk

Jomn A

Appointed 02/08/89 Regppointed 07/13/92 Bxires 01/31/95

DOidk Jacobsen - Sand Point. =0
App0||r_1ted 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/96

Debora A Lyors - PeersLr
Apoirted 01/31/90 Resppointed 01/31/93 Bxpires 01/31/96

-Boadof Gare
Susan Entsminger - Tk _
/m)ﬁ([)_lﬁted 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/96
Roger |_r;(i;ton - e _ _
inted 04/14/92 Regppointed 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/96
Emest E Palley - Juneau _
ntiment effective 04/05/93 Expires 01/31/94

Are K Rugles - Farbenks.
Appoirted 01/31/93 Bxires 01/31/96

Ay —
@polnted 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/98
States - Fairbanks

‘ Appointed 01/31/93 Bxpires 01/31/93

)ds<rc
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WALTER J. HICKEL P.

Box NOOQ1
GOVERNOW Junoau, lda 390U-QCClI

-aB55-35Q0

§ao

Feoruary 8, 1993

The Honordble Ranona, Bames
r of the House
aska State Legislature
State Capitol
Jureal, AK 99801-1182

Dear Speaker Bares;

Inaccordance with ~ 39.05.080 and Article I, Sections 25 and 26, of the
Alaska, Corstitution, / submt the following narmes for legislative confirmretion of
appointment to the positions NSted:

Alaska State Board of Public Accountancy
Haire Danm - Kodiak

inted 11/14/91 Reappointed 05/12/92 Bxires 04/25/96
Bue J Oje - Achorage
Appomted 08/14/91 Reappointed 07/20/92 Expires 04/25/96
"State Board of Registration forArchltects Enginears, and Land Sunveyors
Rdad S ron%
mtedPal 1R Expires 07/01/96
19

inted 10/15/92 Expires 07/01/94
William W Vendenhall - Fairbanks

Appointed 07/0]/92 Expires 07/01/96
Mdched H Schwartz - Palner
Appomted 09/02/92 Bxoires 07/01/96
Athletic ChTrr553|m
Shia ! |nteddS10/28/92 Expires 05/14/95
Gay 2 Appo inted 09/02/92 Expires 05/14/96
Appomted 06/1]/92 Expires 05/14/9




The Honorable Ramona Barnes
February 8, 1993
Page 2

Board of Govermors of the Alaska By

WihamE Lam S - Anchorage i -
ApOHa OBIOB/ o2 Eores 06/30/95 :

4 Board of Barbers and Hairoressers
Mddle A Logtien-Jueau
inted 09/02/92 BExoires 07/01/96 /| <Q
JenyR eld

Appoinied 06/15/91 inted 08/17/92 Bxires 07/01/96

Bg Gare Commrerdial Services Board
Jem W Hedericks - Anchorage
inted 10/28/92 Bqaires 06/30/96 e
Pau E - Bfin Coe

Appointed 08/29/39 Reappointed 07/13/92 Expires 06/30/96

Panada C_brms—Alie% DC- Jureal
inted 09/02/92 Expires 07/15/%4 £ 'N

LeRoy [ Norost II)-Arﬁu'aae
A&)ointedrg%}l%z Expires 07/15/96
Qere I%IIS-W _
Appointed 07/15/92 Bqires 07/15/%4

Alaska Conmrerdial Hsheries Entry Conmission
Brue C Twomley - Juneall _ e
ointed "10/06/82 Reappointed 08/18/88, 07/21/92 "
res 07/01/96

i
n [ -
Aﬁoointg% 02/01/93 Bqairess 02/01/97
CaoynJd. Mcels-Nome Hf ' r
inted 02/01/93 Bxires 02/01/97
Buton A° Miller, DOS - Anchorage
Appainted 05/27/92 Bxaires 02/01/95
Robert W Robirson I, DVD - Wsilla
Appointed 05/08/92 BExoires 02/01/%4



The Honorable Ramona Barnes
February 8, 1993
Page 3

Board of Dispersi iclans
Parela L Iager(‘almdwa _
Appainted 05/27/92 Exires 06/14/94
Baverfy J. Qifiiian - _ _
~Appainted 03/28/90 Reappointed 08/17/92 Bxires 06/14/96
Patricia Hd Ggé/dos - Fairberks
Appoirited 03/17/92 Exaires 06/14/94
Xﬂ?nard of Eolcation
Doreld L Fandher- Bethel
Appointed 01/08/93 Expires 01/31/98

Juay L Norton - Eege Rver
Ly inted I(%%%3/92 Expires 01/31/95

v Board of Hsheries
! App(t)nf]ed 07/23/91 Reappointed 01/31/93 Bxqaires 01/31/96
| res
Harson - Aldkanuk

Jom
Appointed 02/08/89 Reappointed 07/13/92 Bxpires 01/31/95

Didk Jacobsen - Sand Point.
Appol Ir_lted 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/96

Deboreh A Lyors - Pershur
Apoirted 01/31/90 Resppointed 01/31/93 Bires 01/31/96

'Boardof Gare
Susan Entsminger - Tk _
inted 01/31/93 Exaires 01/31/96
Roger |_rgon *(den _ _
inted 04/14/92 Reappointed 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/96
Erest E Paliey - Juneau _
intiment effective 04/05/93 Expires 01/31/%4
Are K les - Fareks
Appoirited 01/31/93 Bxpires 01/31/96
mSae Conmmission for I—Bnm%gt
@pomted 01/31/93 Expires 01/31/98
Rooyn F- States - Fairbanks

Appointed 01/31/93 Bxpires 01/31/98



The Honorable Ramona Barnes
February 8, 1993
Page 4

Commission on Judicial Conduct
Sara Pearson - So/dotma, _
Appointed 12/31/92 Expires 12/31/96
Alaska Labor Relations Agency

Dardll E Srith -
Appointed 02/06/91 Reappointed 06/30/92 Expires 06/30/95

"Bad gorl\/r@re Rilots A
Appomted O7/2]j92 Exaires 06/01/96
A%nted 07/2]]92 Exaires 06/01/95

rr;?er 06/11192%?1@3 06/01/96

Beard of Manital and Family Thergpy

A%nnte(%%%Q BEqires 12/14/95

inted 12/15/92 Bxqares 12/14/93
Dernis Schiatfelot, AD - Fairbanks

inted 12/14/92 Bqares 12/14/97
Brok Eszxa - Anchorage
_ Appomted 14/92 Exoires 12/14/96
Haire Slonebume 3]
Appointed 1214/92 res 12/14/94

State Vedical Board
Hieen L Becker - Hoer
inted O]JO9/93 Expires 01/09/97
Noel \fies - Paler
ﬁopomted 12/09/91 Reappomted 07/23/92 Bqoires 08/13/96

Gy I_Appomted 1214/% Byires 01/12/96
mted 11/12/92 BExpires 11/06/96

Robert J. Ronen, MD - Anchorage
Appol nted 07/23/92 Exires 07/08/96




The Hnorable Ramona, Bames

s B

Board of Certified Diredt-Ertrv Midwives
Pegogy A Donning, VD - Palirer
mted 7/21/92 Bxires 07/21/95
Appo nted 08/17/92 Bxires 07/21/94
inted 07/21/92 Bxires 07/21/96
a K NV Ao
App0| nted 07/5(1192 ires 07/21/93
Appoﬂe%})?lzmz BExpires 07/21/96
R e
e
inted 05/11/92 Expires 03/31/95
mted 08/17/92 r&s 03/31/95
Appomted 05/1]J92 Explres 03/31/9%
Cocupational Safety and Health Review Board
Doreld £ J. - Ketchikan
inted 04/01/86 Reappointed 09/02/88, 08/01/92
%Ores 08/01/9%6
Alaska OHand Gas Corservation Conmission
Cavid W Johnston - Andhorage .
Appointed 01/19/89 Reaopunted 12/31/92 Bqires 12/31/98
jBoard g}r%%mmrs in
Agpomted 0206/89 Reappointed 06/15/92 Expires 06/15/96

%u nted 02/06/89 Reappointed 02/19/92, 05/08/92 e

Kaye Kare

06/15/95
Appomted 12114/ Eplres 06/15/4
" Rersonnel Board

GayP. Bader - Andhorage
Appointed 06/20/92 Bxpires 06/20/98




The Honorable Ramona Barnes
February 8, 1993
Page 6

 Board @ merrm,y
J. Lastufka - Anchorage
Appomted 09/03/92 Expires 04/01/96

N State I?tmyljsiwlLngra'eﬁward (In.patloral Thergpy Board
e
mted 04/10/90 Reappomted 05/12/92 Expires 01/01/96

Qary d Inted 09/03/92 E@Ires 09/01/9%

mted 10/13/92 res 09/01/96
waa%pelv Seethaier, LPT EXpI

Appoirted 05659 Expires 09/01/96

v Professional Teaching Practices Commission
Bian L. Carter - North Role
nted 09/2]J92 E><p|r&s 07/01/94

AEpp0| 8; Zyg,%r%r%rr% 07/01/94
A&{?‘ nted 09/21/92 res 07/01/95
Fred I_Appo nted 07/2]]92 zres 07/01/95
|
WilliamA MCain « \Wallla
Aﬁm nted 09/30/92 BExpires 07/01/94
Abel - Andhorege
. Appointed 09/23/92 Bxaires 07/01/95
\/Board of Psychologist and Ical Associate Bamrers
NierD S~ o Rer -

|ntedEi8/28/92 Explres 07/01/96
Rob L Stokes, AD- Stka

Appol nted 09/30/92 Bxpires 07/01/96
Public Defender

Jon Sdlemi Ardnra%e
Appointed 02/27/89 Reappointed 02/27/93 Expires 02/27/97
" Board of Cartified Real Estate Appraisers
Ken Kincaid - Arﬁora% _ _
Aopointed 06/13/91 Reappointed 06/30/92 Expires 06/30/96




The Honorable Ramona Barnes
February 8, 1993
Page 7

Rl Estate Conmssmh
Tara E Warnzer - Ketchikan
Appointed 12/06/91 Reappointed 01/31/93 Exoires 01/31/97

A Board of dincd Soual V\UkE)GTIrHS
kenP HImn I\/Béy
Jérﬁ’ﬁlpomted 01/13/89 Reaopomted 12/14/92 BExoires 07/01/96
Kns

Appoirted R Expires 07/01/95

Alaska Rudic Wilities Commission
Janes E

Gt 9. - Kewi
. Appointed 11/07/92 Expires 10/31/98
\ 'Board of \&ten Emﬂra“s
MgnaM Ardﬂﬁge
JanmAppoLeetziw,m?l(lj %/89 Reappointed 05/12/92 Bqaires 01/31/95
inted 02/0]/88%29aop0| nted 05/12/92 BExires 01/31/96
BataraJ. MarasaK - PAmer e
Appomted 06/11/92 BExpires 01/31/96

l\/iolert O1mas Cbrrpermtlon Board

%omted O]/29/81B%amomted 11/30/89, 12/15/92

12/15/9

['Nadka Workers' jon Board
Sl
inted 10/13/92 E><p|res 07/01/95

o 0 Exires 07/01/95

Cardl £ Smith - Ard‘aé%;e
inted 08/19/88" Reappointed 08/20/91, 05/08/92
ires 07/01/%4

/.fo

| £(L

£/

L EA



The Honorable Ranona Baimes

St

Tre resumes for these appointments have been submitted to the offices of the
Senate Secretary and the House ark

Sincerely,



Alaska M arine Pilots
P.O, Box 730, Dutch Harbor, AK 99692

March 23, 1993

Representative Richard Foster
Chaiy House Tranﬁportatron Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Dear Sir:

The members of Alaska Marine Pilofs sht endorse the frrmatron of Mari ePrIot
oarche %o Intees Donna Bum%ardner “.41 pg%eang1 %E INger, V\nent matter
comes ethe rans apg Ion Commrttee e sown a esire o
ﬁ |c safe rotect tt&nggene ﬁnvrr rrF laska by the decision nggd
aVﬁ ma eas Boar member p U err com nts even

In their voting on some very difficult ISSues.

Perhaps the most.imp aleésrveas of th rse ice IS tr] reat unt of trme each sgent
revre transcnp m‘orrg%:k r}%ac [past ot oar rgae nlgs peeg
RIS el fea sl b Lk

ger?e aﬂs exce \(ent JD aerrce énm rnanq%jn Mr Watts P
In closr Ivvrshtosa thatv(the[A reed with the opjnions or the
voteso In e/svve Ve that t eac an o nmmdvvne arquments
\ﬁ]rlerr]e heard andap ney ultimately votea vv%th tn/e best mterests%ef the State of Aldska in

Sincerely,

Cagst Thomas Dundas
Ident. Alaska Marine Pilots

TD.mer



DONNA G BUMGARDNER
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CIHP £5 '93 02: 47PI'l EP OIL SHIPPING VhLDEZ

March 2S5, 1993

Jeannie smith
Dept, of Transportation
Jun0O&U/ Alt 99611

pear Ms. Smith:

Thank you for your recent phone call regarding the Marine Pilot Board
Hearing. It was a pleasure to speak with you.

Since | began my duti©3 as a Board Member# 1 have become

aware of the responsibility each Board Member has to ensure
the best interest of the State. I have aiat with various Pilot
Associations/ industry groups and Representative in Juneau.

I feel that since the appointment/ 1 have kept an open objective
approach to the issues before that Board. I really enjoy the challenge
of interpreting the issues, researching the problems and attempting
solutions. It has given me so much experience and knowledge that 1
believe 1 am an asset to the Board and hope the hearing goes well.

I look forward to hearing from you again,

sincerely.

Donna C. Bumgardner
Port Agent



1163 M |§E§§ ZR@E DK
VALDEZ, E SKA 99656
B.r Phr tW7\ S35-5W2°PQ3. creunc. 10JePOSR “Hm Ph; '907) 335-4239/fih<i

PRESENT EMPLOYMENT:
1991 Operations Manager
SEP.VS Alyeskx pipeline Service Co.
Ship Escort Response Vessel System
SERVS, Alycska Pipeline Service Co.
Valdez, Alaska.
FORMER GOVERNMENT APPOINTMENTS:
1/1/39 Appt'd President of the Board of Pilot Commissioners
6/86-12/88 Appt'd Commissioner for the Beard of Pilots for the Bays of San Francisco, Sen Pablo, and
(Resppc'd 1/89-90) Suisun, Stare of CA (Appointment by Governor)
MEMBERSHIPS:
Propeller Club of the United States. Port of the Golden Gate

Council of American Master Mariners. San Francisco Chapter
Cpcracions Committee, Pacific Merchant Shipping Association

DEGREES & CREDENTIALS:

1985 M.3.A, Monmouth College

1972 Certificate of Advanced Engineering Studies in Environmental Engineering

1958 B.S. in Meteorology and Oceanography, New York State Maritime College
Current U.S.C.G. Masers Lie...First Cass Pilotage; (U.S. Zasc Coast) and endorsements

OTHER CTJRRrqrLI)

1991 Crisis Management - ICS Command System for Flanging (CMT/110, 114, 113 & 160)
Computer Skills - Professional Office System (PROFS/PROFS Advanced)
Time Management - Personal efficiency training for scheduling, calenders, timing,
effectiveness of dnas utilization. (By Time Systems, Eaxoa Co. U.S.A.)

1990 Environmental Response - Emergency Response Team. Training: ERT Organization
Training/Drill Review for Gil Spill Response Organization
Environmental Response - OSEA 29 CFR 1910-120 (HASWPR)

1989 Environmental Issues - The Legal Perils of Hazardous Waste and Environmental "dxnxgement,
San Francisco State University.



rtrp E R CURRTCUTI7M /Continued);

1955-) 989
19gg
155/

19&5

15g4
1987

1931
1930

Vessel Chartering - Principles of Chartering, .Association of Ship Brokers & Agents, Inc.
Personnel Management - Mgtn: Seminar on Employee Drug Use Policy, Exxon Shipping Co.

Labor Relations - Positive Management Leadership, Nestle Enterprises, Inc.
Vessel eManagement - Exxon Shipping Company Fleet Management Conference

Business Seeping Study - McGnw Hill Business Planning Semintr
Managernent Teamwork: - EXCEL Leadership Enhancement Progr.sm

Communications - Effective Presentation Course, Exxon Company, U.S.A.

Personnel Management - Equal Employment Opportunity Training for Exxon U.S.A Mgmt
Tanker Technical - Crude Oil Washing & Inert Gas Systems Course, Leith Nautical CoLlege

Management Skills - Marine Management Course, Exxon Co., U.S.A., Marine Department

Environmental Response - Qil Spill' Control Course, Texas A&M Extension Service

PUBLICATIONS .AND REPORTS;

1985

1950

1972

1567

FRIOK EMPLOYMENT:

1950

1986-1989

1985

1984-198S

Hambuvr Terminal Survey. (Exxe . Corp. ??D Audi)
Performed Corporate Survey with representative from EBLZ and EssoChem Europe, Inc.

Cvs Excellence Breakout Report. SOEUSA

Areport 00 ifoo prototype current velocity and salinity data collected in the upper Chesapeake
Bay for the Chesapeake Bay model study. (Chesapeake Bav Institute Spec. Feet 27 Ref. 72-12',

A report ca the orocotype data collected in the Po;g:il_ac Fiver for the Chesapeake Bay model
study. (Chesapeake Bav Institute Spec. Rent. 25 £,I- 72-9)

Atitien Particles as Condensation Nuclei. Journal o fha Am. Metaorelo”icai .See.. 57-10

Environmental Affoirs Analyst
Houston Headquarters
Exxon Shipping Company

Transportation Coordinator
Wes: Coast Fleet Office
Exxon Shipping Company

Senior Operations Supervisor
West Coast Fleet Office
BExxon. Shipping Company

Senior Turnaround Coordinator
East Coast Branch Office
Exxon Shipping Company



PRIOR EMPLOYMENT (Continued):

1981-1984 Agency Section Head
East Coast Branch Company
Exxon Shipping Company
1979-1981 Tanka- Turnaround Coordinator

Exxon Company, USA
Marino Department, EAt Coast Breach.

Prior 1978 Research Associate, Managing the Dau Acquisition. Program for the
Ay Corps of Engineers, Chesapeake Bay Model Program.
Chesapeake Bay Institute
The Johns Hopkins University
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

Master Cossrwise Vessel - JEANNE C.
Poling Transportation Corp.
New York, New York

Masmr Motor Tanker PRINCESS BAY
East Coast Tanker Corp.
New York, New York

SS .AFRICAN PLANET and LIGK7NINC-
Farrdl Lines, Inc.
New York, New York

Tanker ESSO 3. ALTTMORE
Humble Oil & Refiring Co.
Houston, Texas

SS BALTIMORE
Sea-Land Services, Inc.
Port Elizabeth, New Jersey

MARITIME COLLEGE NON-ACADEMICACTTVTIIES.:

Cadet Corps: Regimental Commander (Ashore); Division Commander (Ail.cs;)
President & Treasurer of Dance Committee

President of Propeller Uuh

Chief Deck Indoctrination Officer

Captain of Swimming Team

Captain of Rowing Team

Member of Honor Committee

Student Observer with Gulf Oil Corp., Marine Department

Maritime Management Institute 1967, 1968



USTTSG OF ACADEMIC CT1E.RICULUM TAKEN:

Busirws? Management:

Business Policy Collecrive Bargaining

Financial Management Business Statistics

Financial Accounting Business Ethics

Managerial Accounting Organitaricaal Behavior
Quantitative Analysis Marketing Concepts X Strategies
Production Management International Business
Investment Strategies Computer Economics

Computer Informahon Systems
Various Marino Transportation Courses (Undergraduate)
Various Economics Courses (Undergraduate)

Engineering Courses:
Marine Machinery - Steam and Diesel
Naval Architecture and Vessel Construction
Navigation Etjuipcxmt and Ocean Instruments
Various Electrical Engineering and Electronics Courses
Various Comnuter Courses

Environmental Courses In:
Water and Air Pollution Water Supply and Drainage
Environmental Engineering

Fluid Mechanics Statistical Methods
Chemistry 2nd Physics Weather Forecasring
Various Math through Advanced Differential Equations
Various Physical Cceancgraph and Meteorology Courses

mMarine Courses;
Admiralty Law

Various Ooersdocs and Navigation Courses

Other Course;;
Various Literature, Hiswry, Humanities. Languages (German and French)



PERSON"AL STATISTICS \M ) INFORMATION:

Dcetscu

SPOUSE
BACKGROUND
INTERESTS

CHILDREN

Juury 23. 1945
5'10*

2CO Ibs
Excellent
Mimed

Hiking, cnmpbg, ildbg, archery, swimming, carpentry, Napoleonic Minatures coliectbg,
writing, chess SCdancbg

Computer literate b: DOS baaed systems b Symphony, Harvard Graphics, WordPerfect (v 4)
limited, Transporta'ion Simplex Algorithms, Transportatioa Problem Network Systems, and
various other business related, programs and computer-based games.

Anne Coveie (no rurgerson) Klepper
Accountant, Psychobgisc, Teacher, and Australian Investment Counselor
Tennis and Squash A-grade champion

rive sons: Lionel (Grad School, Sydor/); Anthony, Geoffrey, Enk, and Drew. Students one
and ail!



Resume’ of

MARK EDWARD SPRINGER
P.0. Box 13
Hooper Bay Alaska 99604
(907) 758-4535

Position Sought:
Public member appointment,
Alaska Board of Marine Pilots

Experience:
Municipal adminstrator
Assistant to the Mayor
City of Hooper Bay
1988-1990

Merchant Marine
Deckhand
Yutana Barge Lines
Summer 1990, 1S91
Yukon River and Bering Sea

Jourmalist:
Contributing Editor, ALASKA COMMERCIAL FISHERMAN
Correspondent, BETHEL VILLAGE VOICE
Staff Writer, FAIRBANKS DAILY NEWS-MINER
1984
Editor InChief, POLAR STAR
University of Alaska, Fairbanks
1980

Other:
Telecommunications Techni> an
Power Plant Operator
United Utlrtdes, Incorporated

REFERENCES:

Jack Coghill, Lt Governor
Paul Fuhs

Represntative Richard Foster
Clem Tillion

Jacqueline Lindauer



Statement by
Honorable Richard Foster
Chairman, House Transportation Committee

March 25, 1993

This afternoon this Committee isconsidering Legislative confirmation of
Governor Hickel"s appointments to the Board of Marine Pilots.

lam pleased to say that one of his nominees for a seal on this important board
isa constituent of my district.

Mark Springer of Hooper Bay was appointed to the Board InJune of last year,
and has been seated as one of the two public members at all Board meetings since.

He brings a variety of experience to the Board of Marine Pilots. Mark Isa U.S.
Coast Guard veteran, and has worked intne Western Alaska marine transportation
industry.

The Beard of Marine Pilots ischarged by statute with ensuring the prevention of
the loss of lives and property and the protection of the marine environment of the State
through exercise of its jurisdiction over piiotage and marine pilots.

Mark Springer has, and will continue to cam/ out his duties as a member of this
Board with diligence and zeal.

lam pleased that Governor Hickel appointed Mark to the Board, and linvite my

fellov Committee members to join me inrecommending to the entire House his

confirmation.



