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other than conifer forest cover for an extended period of time. Loss of old-growth habitat from spruce
beetle infestation in the wnite. Lutz and Sitka spruce forests of Alaska (Southeast included) is
occurring at a rate of 6-8 times the combined rate of all other forest change agents (fire, timber
harvest, urban sprawl, etc.). This long-term beetle induced loss of old-growth habitat will have a
significant impact on maintaining current biological diversity in Southcentral and Interior Alaska.

Lack of fully recognizing ecological impacts coupled with lack of a viable forest industry to provide
cost effect management options has resulted in little direct action to address this declining forest
health problem to date. Meanwhile, hundreds of thousands of acres of Alaska forests are being
subject to ever-increasing negative impacts, losing future resource potential, and rapidly losing
economic value that could lund positive management actions.

Long-term loss of oid-growtn habitat, substantial forest conversion, and associated resource impacts
in the naturally fragmented landscape patterns of Southcentral and Interior Alaska, coupled with little
direct action to contain the epidemic or rehabilitate previously impacted areas, make this situation
the most ecologically critical issue to sustained ecosystems facing Alaska's forests today.

lIl. Background

Southcentral and Interior Alaska have hundreds of thousands of acres of white and Lutz spruce forest
types that are simultaneously entering a mature, decadent condition and consequently becoming
highly productive spruce beetle habitat. This, coupled with recent favorable weather conditions has

increased spruce beetle population growths to epidemic proportions.

Systematic monitoring of insect conditions by the U.S.D.A. Forest Service nas documented that the
area of active spruce beetle infestation is growing at an exponential rate and will likely exceed 1 million

acres by the summer of 1994,

There is currently a lack of research documenting specific resource impacts from this forest health
crisis. Impacts to wildlife and streamside stability are observable, but documentation of these through

research studies or published monitoring is limited,

[V. Discussion

Spruce beetle populations have shifted from endemic to epidemic levels. Halting the infestation in the
near term is unlikely. However, conceded efforts by all landowners and resource managers can
significantly slow the buildup, restore already impacted areas, and minimize future resource impacts

from this insect,

The only recognized effective treatment to reduce hazarj and risk of spruce beetle induced resource
damage at the landscape scale is to maintain a mosaic of species and age types. Maximum resource
values can be maintained using coordinated restoration and prevention silvicultural treatments. While
economics should not be the major driver for addressing Alaska forest health problems, clearly,
economics should not be ignored. The fact that implementation of forest management to address
forest health will not only assist to pay for the needed forest health treatments, but meet other state
goals such as rural economic development is significant. Particularly with wood product values
anticipated to rise, the potential for significant economic returns from implementing forest health
treatments, and consequent loss of these values through inaction, should not be ignored.



The Society of American Foresters has recently published a National Task Force report "Sustaining
Long-Term Forest Health and Productivity". This report describes the need to address the sustainabil-
ity of healthy forests by considering social or human forces as well as considering scientific and
economic forces. A coordinated effort applying positive management actions to deal with this Alaskan
forest health crisis would be consistent with the recommendations of this report to sustain long-term
forest health and productivity in our ecosystems. Lack of action allowing continuation of increasing
forest health decline would be inconsistent with sustained ecosystem productivity.

V. Recommendations

The Alaska Society of American Foresters recommends and fully supports:

(@) Coordinated multi-interest forest heaith planning at the landscape scale.
(b) Research to identify spruce beetle induced impacts to all forest resources.
(c) Development of a forest industry as the funding mechanism to subsidize planned forest

health actions.

The Alaska Society of American Foresters should actively highlight the need for assertive manage-
ment actions to address declining forest health in south-central and interior Alaska to local, state, and
federal officials. This implies implementation of ecologically and silviculturally sound management
approaches that will assure maintenance of the health of the forest as well as it's biodiversity.

The Alaska Society recommends using the 1994 National Convention to highlight the National
significance of this extensive forest health problem and promote understanding and support for
assertive ecological management applications within the American Forestry profession.

This position was approved by the Alaska Society of American Foresters Executive Committee on
November 7, 1993 and will expire November 7, 1996.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE January 13.1995
Contact: Dan Brown (907) 349-3430

Homer- Circle DE corporation of Homer, Alaska dropped plans to bid on a harvest of beetle
killed timber located on Kalgin Island in Cook Inlet afler reading threats of potential litigation
by Patrick Lavin of the Trustees lor Alaska, an Anchorage Environmental law office.

Recently encouraged by Judge Milton S&ute«L decision i0 block a request tor an emergency stay.
Circle DE owner Dan Brown decided that hic company could not risk avenue venture capital in
the face of possible litigation.

A Trustees representative recently told the Associated Press that "...there was still time for court
uction after the sale.”

"We will notjeopardize our stockholders capital if these types of groups file more and more
harassment lawsuits,” Brown said.

"The Trustees for Alaska are doing the people of Alaska a great injustice,"” Brown said. "Their
delay strategy leaves time for beetle kill to take all the value from the wood. When we started
looking at Kalgin for beetle kill salvage into our Homer cliipping plant there was enough value
in the resource tojustify the expense of careful harvest and over a half million dollars of
reforestation to the island. Delays imposed by these groups can quickly erode any possibility of a
profitable operation. It's a shame that the trees will just probably bum without reforestation,
inflicting greater long term impacts to fish and wildlife than if we are allowed to reforest the

island."

Brown points to miles of beetle killed trees along Kenai roads and suggests that had proper forest
management taken place visitors would not be seeing such an ugly mass of dead and dying trees
and communities like Cooper Landing would not be facing a tremendous risk of fire. All the
negatives could have been avoided had industry simply been allowed quick access to the dead
trees while they still had value. Such is not the case due to groups like the -Alaska Center foT the
Environment and the Trustees for Alaska which keep operations delayed.

Circle DE operation in Homer is responsible for over 90 directjobs, the majority of which
provide year round employment "We could put more people to work salvaging these dead and
dying trees if we werejust allowed access to the forest It’s a shame that these groups have to
hurt the Kenai’s potential for creatingjobs, restoring the lend and protecting long term wildlitc

values," Brown reflected.



ALASKA FOREST HEALTH
(continued)

This problem spans multiple ownerships, with some owners managing under a no treatment philoso-
phy, and lack of a forest management infrastructure on others. Current infestation by ownership is:

Spruce Beetle Infestation By Ownership
1993 Survey (724,700 acres)

Native
150,800 20.8% Other Federal
56,100 7.7%
National Forest
S fate 26,200 3.6%

276,300 38.1%
N.WL Refuge

Private 135,200 18.7%
80,100 11.1%

The largest ownerships with this problem are Native and State holdings. Native corporations are
actively marketing their timber, and Alaska Division of Forestry has begun planning forest health
timber sales. A substantial amount remains on 'Other Federal' (primarily USFWS and Park Service).

The National Forest System has a relatively minor amount of active infestation.

Market conditions now exist to support development of a forest industry. Chip export is occurring at
Homerand the Seward mill is under new management. Selling values for recent sales are promising.

*The ecosystems of southcentral & interior Alaska are DEMANDING ATTENTION. Lack of
action Is contributing to Increasing loss of forest values.

* Stand management with proper silviculture is the onvLy realistic method of addressing
tills problem.

* Market conditions are providing a vehicle to cost effectively address the problem.

*Public awarness and desire for action are growing. Multiple ownership management Is
critical.

*The Forest Service Is the primary holder of expertise on how to deal with the problem.

* There s MUCH WORK TO BE DONE to adequately address the Alaska spruce beetle
situation and stabilize the ecosystem degredatlon that Is now occurring.



ALASKA FOREST HEALTH
3/94

Southcentral and Interior Alaska

The major ecosystem here is boreal. This landscape is fire disturbance driven and supports mixed
hardwood/spruce forests on about 1/3 of the area, mostly along river drainages. While man has
influenced this system, development has been minimal and the most readily evident change agents

on the landscape are insects.

Several defoliating insects (spruce budworm, Aspen Tertix, Willow Miner, etc.) are having substantial
effect (these three were mapped at 1,376,300 acres last year). While crown damage from these
inseas is growing and would demand active treatment in most states, due to access, this damage

Is going relatively untreated in Alaska
However, the extensive mortality from spruce beetle cannot be ignored. Spruce beetle populations

are on an exponential increase with aaive infestation mapped at 725,000 acres last year. It is
projeaed that extensive mortality will be occurring on over 1.1 million acres by next summer.

Spruce Beetle Infestation Trends

Thousands of Acres

HBExponantial Growth

This is the largest spruce beetle infestation in North America and is substantially reducing several of
Alaska's forest resource values. Mortality is often extensive with large portions of entire drainages
having essentially all conifer forest cover killed. Substantial impaas to wildlife, water quality, and
esthetics are becoming recognized, however, research to quantify these impaas is needed.

* Extensive loss of old-growth habitat, increased fragmentation, and lack of natural regenera-
tion constitutes the largest ecological crisis facing Alaska's forests today.

* Potential for catstrophic fires from increased fuel loadings poses a growing social problem.

* Loss of economic forest values (tourism, wildlife/fish, and timber) will hinder Alaska’s ability
to diversify its economy and reduce the state's economic dependency on oil.



Alaska Environmental Lobby, Inc hone: 907-463-33155
P.0. Box 22151 Juneau, Alaska 99BO2 Fax: 907-463-5.112

HB 121 Salvage Timber Sales

HB 121 would create a new category of timber sale called “salvage sales”, in areas where
the Commissioner of DNR has determined that timber will lose its economic value due to

insects, disease or fire within two years.

Section 2 of HB 121 would give the Commissioner of DNR the power to negotiate
timber sales in areas where certain conditions exist or will exist within two years. These
conditions include high levels of unemployment and timber which will lose its economic

value due to insects, disease or fire.

AEL opposes HB 121:

*Salvage timber sales as proposed would be exempt from existing size limits, public
review under the 5 year plan, and reforestation provisions of state law.
Consideration would only be given to the economic value of timber while other economic
values such as subsistence, recreation, fish and wildlife and other forest products would

be ignored.

* Many biologists and forest ecologists believe that forest insect epidemics are often
self-regulating and can actually improve wildlife habitat. Records indicate that bark
beetle outbreaks in Alaska have occurred regularly over the past 70 years, without undue
effects to overall forest health. However, forest health problems ac£ often associated with
poor logging practices, road building and seismic line activities. As DNR acknowledges,
cutting down the forest does not solve forest health problems.

* These provisions would give DNR extraordinary latitude in determining and even
predicting forest health, employment levels and timber values while removing from
the decision-making process, the wisdom of local residents and the concerns of the public

which owns and uses these resources.

* Salvages sales would create a loophole allowing large scale, negotiated timber sales
of up to 25 years to occur in areas such as the Kenai Peninsula -- all exempt from the

planning process required in other timber sales.

sUnder current Title 38 regulations, DNR can complete the timber sale process in
less than 2 years. Salvage sales should be unnecessary if DNR efficiently and
competently plannned sales under existing law. DNR also has the authority to carry out
emergency timber sales in order to respond to forest health problems.

W. Dunne
2/1/5
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SONAH QA INGHEA THIRHORC?

ALt gt

The author. Roy Keene, is aforestry
consultant and tireless monitor of
publicforestpractices. He directs the
Eugene-based Public Forestry Foun-
dation. an advocacy group which seeks
to renew public forest management.

Yes. iherc really is a forest health
problem in the inland pine and mixed
conifer forest of the western Pacific
states. There is also indication that we
will soon be facing similar forest health
problems in pans of the drier wcstside
forests. Degradation of once healthy
forests has been caused essentially by
poor stewardship. The most evident
aspects of human mismanagement are:

«the market driven high-grading of
the largest overstory trees such as pine
and larch;

«the suppression of natural fire, a
vital "reset-button” for most inland
forest ecosystems:

«the destniclion of long-term soil
productivity by heavy-handed site
preparation and soil compaction from

overly frequent tractor logging:

«the reduction of forest stand
density to below-mimmum basal area
standards: and

«the loss of riparian forest cover on
the watershed level.

The real debate is not whether then:
is a forest health problem. The debate
is over NOW to respond to it and what
activities are proposed to relieve it. The
focus (and funded pan) of our manage-
ment agencies' current efforts to
restore forest health is now concen-
trated on one activity: salvage logging
Historically, too much logging has
helped cause the forest health problem.
Can more logging cure the sick forest?

The Meaning of Salvage

The word salvage is derived from an
old French word, salver, meaning to
rescue, save or to heal as in the word
"salve." The Organic Act of 1897.
passed six year, after the establishment
of our National Forest system, echoed
this concept when it permitted mortal-

ity-risk logging. "For the purpose of
preserving the living and growing
timber and promoting the younger
growth.” Gifford Pinchot's early
forestry manual added shape to the
Organic Act by calling for "conserva-
tive lumbering to maintain and increase
the productivity and the capital value
of forest land: harvest the yield more
completely although less rapidly;
encourage and preserve the young
growth: and tend to keep out fires,
drawing from the forest the best return
while protecting it." Had we followed
the spirit of this advice over the course
of the years, we might not have an
inland forest health problem today.

Borrowing from the definition of
va'sage. the words and intent of the
Organic Act. and the tenets of one of
forest conservation's fathers. | would
suggest that today's salvage activities
meet, as a minimum, some of these
well-proven historical standards:

*Forest health salvage logging
should rescue, save, or heal the site, not
impact it further.

*Salvage activities should locus on
preserving living and growing umber
and promote younger growth, particu-
larly in shade-intolerant species.

*Salvage activities should maintain
or increase productivity as well as the
capital value of the stand.

«Salvage harvesting should be
efficient, yet not too rushed.

«Salvage activities should help
reduce fuel levels and fire hazards.

+Salvage activities should not draw
further from the forest without first
protecting it.

Salvage Gets Corrupted

Although salvage activities in our
public forests were fostered by
doctrines of prudent forest manage-
ment, salvage lorestry has been
bastardized and subsidized to serve
special interests. Since the 1960s,
management agencies and the timber
industry have focused salvage activities
on logging to produce budget and
profit windfalls. To facilitate continu-
ing windfalls, salvage logging has been
protected from normal public forestry

Association of Forest Service
Employees for Environmental Ethics
PO Box 11615

Eugene OR 97460

reviews and controls. It has often
become an excuse to "draw from the
forest" without normal levels of social,
economic, or biological protection.

The National Forest Management
Act of 1976 (NFM A) paid homage to
this sacred right to salvage. NFM A
says. "Harvest size limits shall not
apply to the size of acres harvested as a
result of natural catastrophic conditions
such as fire, insect and disease attack,
or windstorm.” NFM A also says, "Tree
stands generally must reach their
culmination of mean annual increment
prior to harvest. This requirement shall
not preclude salvage or sanitation
harvesting of stands which are substan-
tially damaged by fire, wind throw. or
imminent danger from insect and
disease attack."

What do our forest managers
interpret as “catastrophic conditions."”
"substantial damage.” or "imminent
danger?” They may consent to the
science that fire, insects, disease, and
wind are all vital components of a
healthy forest ecosystem, but they still
react as though natural disturbances are
the enemy of healthy forests. The
bureaucratic overreaciion to natural
disturbance is enforced by budgets, tree
farm mentalities, and (he politically
influential timber industry.

Modem timber companies, particu-
larly the multi-state corporations, have
long used multi-regional strategies to
keep public logs rolling into their
yards. There was little interest in
eastsidc forest health during the spruce
budworm epidemics of the early 1970s,
when higher value westside old-growth
was plentiful. But when the cut in
westside Region 6 was temporarily
stymied by the spotted owl injunctions,
industry look a sudden interest in
inland forest health and the Sierran
forest fire hazard. They quickly
convinced Congress and the Bush
Administration to expedite salvage
logging as a cure-all. This led to further
enhancement of salvage logging as a
sacred cow with Executive Orders,
administrative intimidation, and further
NEPA loopholes to expedite logging.

Continued un page w
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Copper River Forest Products Co., Inc.
Representative Bill Williams vV 476
%tate ofAQIaska
unea
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Referencei HB-121 an Act Relating to Timber Resources
within the State of Alaska

The Honorable Sill WilliamBi

Thank you for sponsoring respon3|b|e legislative support for
natural® resource utilization complance_ _Wwith the
Alaska Constltutton I mandate hArtche % J of sustaining 0 A|mal
use. .In ee m&; Wit at man ate, Copper River Forest Products
B cifica st né; Ports HB- lg Oar company is In the
siness o creating Use orest E ucts from de,a(d and d3/|n%
orests in interior forests of Alaska, We would lika to,g 0
record for fu ture resource issues of being in support of wisé use
and sustained yields.
e

Please feel free to call on me personally or our company for
suppo”y

fIinc/r"Iy"vourj

Daniel J. /Goldan 2a
General Manager =/
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SVAH QS INGHA THBRHOR?

Dr. Roert Huss, aﬁad/isor, walks aul ahedlthy greenpire svegedonthe Sso oia

Rational Forest. PHF

Tre author. Roy Keene, is aforestry
consultart and tireless monitor of
blicforestpractices. He directs the
ne-based Public Forestry Foun-
dation, an advocacy group which seeks
to renew publicforest managemernt.

Yes. there really is a forest health
problem in the inland pine and mixed
conifer forest of the western Pacific
stales. There is also indication that we
will soon be facing similar forest health
problems in parts of the drier westside
forests. Degradation of once healthy
forests has been caused essentially by
poor stewardship. The most evident
aspects of human mismanagement are:

«the market driven high-grading of
the largest ovcrstory trees such as pine
and larch:

«the suppression of natural fire, a
vital "rcset-button” for most inland
forest ecosystems:

«the destruction of long-term soil
productivity by heavy-handed site
preparation and soil compaction from

overly frequent tractor logging:

«the reduction of forest stand
density to below-minimum basal area
standards; and

othe loss of riparian forest cover on
the watershed level.

The real debate is not whether there
is a forest health problem. The debate
is over hOW to respond to it and what
activities are proposed to relieve it. The
focus (and funded pan) of our manage-
ment agencies' current effons to
restore forest health is now concen-
trated on one activity: salvage logging.
Historically, too much logging has
helped cause the forest health problem.
Can more logging cure the sick forest?

The Meaning of Salvage

The word salvage is derived from an
old Trench word, SAlVer, meaning to
rescue, save or to heal as in the word
"salve." The Organic Act of 1897.
passed six years after the establishment
of our National Forest system, echoed
this concept when it permitted mortal-

ity-risk logging. "For the purpose of
preserving the living and growing
limber and promoting the younger
growth." Gifford Pinchot's early
forestry manual added shape to the
Organic Act by calling for "conserva-
tive lumbering to maintain and increase
the productivity and the capital value
of forest land; harvest the yield more
completely although less rapidly;
encourage and preserve the young
growth; and tend to keep out fires,
drawing from the forest the best return
while protecting it." Had we followed
the spirit of this advice over the course
of the years, we might not have an
inland forest health problem today.

Borrowing from the definition of
«a'vage. the words and intent of the
Organic Act. and the tenets of one of
forest conservation’s fathers. | would
suggest that today’s salvage activities
meet, as a minimum, some of these
well-proven historical standards:

«Forest health salvage logging
should rescue, save, or heal the site, not
impact it further.

Salvage activities vhuuld focus on
preserving living and growing timber
and promote younger growth, particu-
larly in shade-intolerant species.

*Salvage activities should maintain
or increase productivity as well as the
capital value of the stand.

«Salvage harvesting should be
efficient, yet not too rushed.

«Salvage activities should help
reduce fuel levels and fire hazards.

«Salvage activ ilies should not draw
further from the foiest without first
protecting it.

Salvage Gets Corrupted

Although salvage activities in our
public forests were lostered by
doctrines of prudent forest manage-
ment. salvage forestry has been
bastardised and subsidized to serve
special interests. Since the 1960s,
management agencies and the timber
industry have focused salvage activities
on logging to produce budget and
profit windfalls. To facilitate continu-
ing windfalls, salvage logging has been
protected from normal public forestry

Association Of Forest Service

Employ ccs TOF Environmental Ethics
POBoxIUU

Eugene OR 97444

reviews and controls. It has often
become an excuse to "draw from the
forest" without normal levels of social,
economic, or biological protection.

The National Forest Management
Act of 1976 (NFMA) paid homage to
this sacred right to salvage. NFMA
says. "Harvest size limits shall not
apply to the size of acres harvested as a
result of natural catastrophic conditions
such as fire, insect and disease attack,
or windstorm.” NFMA also says, 'Tree
stands generally must reach their
culmination of mean annual increment
prior to harvest. This requirement shall
not preclude salvage or sanitation
harvesting of slands which are substan-
tially damaged by fire, wind throw. or
imminent danger from insect and
disease attack."

What do our forest managers
interpret as "catastrophic conditions."
"substantial damage.” or "imminent
danger.”” They may consent to the
science that fire, insects, disease, and
wind are all vital components of a
healthy forest ecosystem, but they still
react as though natural disturbances are
the enemy of healthy forests. The
bureaucratic overreaction to natural
disturbance is enforced by budgets, tree
farm mentalities, and the politically
influential timber industry.

Modem timber companies, particu-
larly the multi-state corporations, have
long used multi-regional strategies to
keep public logs rolling into their
yards. There was little interest in
eastside forest health during the spruce
budworm epidemics of the early 1970s.
when higher value westside old-growth
was plentiful. But when the cut in
westside Region 6 was temporarily
stymied by the spotted owl injunctions,
industry took a sudden interest in
inland forest health and the Sierran
forest fire hazard. They quickly
convinced Congress and the Bush '
Administration to expedite salvage
logging as a cure-all. This led to funher
enhancement of salvage logging as a
sacred cow with Executive Orders,
administrative intimidation, and further
NEPA loopholes to expedite logging.

Continued on page 4
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The forest salvage Issue Is complex. There are
opportunities to utilize prudent salvage to restore
forest health, but they will not necessarily pro-
duce market-desirable timber.Behind the smoke
screen of timberproduction-biased salvage
logging, there are some sincere restorative

activities,

Current salvage logging has produced a replacement supply of undervalued
logs, often from the far comers of inland western regions. This undervaluing
allows mills in Oregon's Willamette Valley to profitably truck or "tail" timber in
from far away salvage sales in Washington, California, ldaho, and Utah, as well
as the relatively near eastside of Oregon. | call this the "waterbed allowable cut”
(WAC)r When the cut is pushed down in one place, it pops up in another. This
time the cut has resurfaced in the form of salvage logging, candy-coated for the
Congressional conscience with ecological phrases like "fire prevention" or "forest

health.”

Data-Free Analysis?

In some rurai forests dominated by local mills, there is little pretense in salvage
timber sales of addressing real forest health or fuel loading problems. This lack of
concern for our forests in favor of the "cut” is supported by scant research, thin
environmental assessments, and a general lack of publicly available information
on forest stands marked for salvage logging.

When Public Forestry Foundation's staff foresters reviewed a greatnumber of
salvage EAs and EISs. including the acclaimed Blue Mountain Forest Health
Report, they found little information on actual tree mortality broken down by
previous activity history, site quality, tree species, age classes, or stem diameters,
This lack of data allows forest stands to be conveniently lumped together and the
remnant market-desirable trees like pine, larch, and Douglas-fir (usually the least
affected by a "catastrophe”) to be removed with or instead of smaller, white-wood
stems.

It is these stands of smaller, younger true fir and spruce that generally have the
highest observable mortality (usually due to budworm and pathogens)and,
conversely, the lowest market value. These shade-tolerant, understory stands were
regularly thinned or removed by frequent historic fires as well as by insect
defoliation and pathogens. Today, in many areas, defoliators like spruce budworm
are functioning as a natural backup system to reduce crowded, shade-tolerant

understories in the absence of fire.

Cautions

The forest salvage issue is complex. There are opportunities to utilize prudent
salvage to restore forest health, but they will not necessarily produce market-
desirable limber. Behind the smoke screen of limber production-biased salvage
logging, there are some sincere restorative activities. Consequently, citizens
attempting to block salvage logging need to be careful not to throw the baby out
with the bath water. Judgment calls made from desktops, highways, or airplanes
will not be as productive as site-level visits in providing intelligent, site-specific
monitoring and reporting. These visits will help separate the bad from the good.
allowing us to expound models and build standards from them. Identifying good
models and standards will help expose and correct misguided salvage activities
and will also allow us to renew and redefine the original mission and concept of
forest salvage.

In the next couple of years, we will sec many inland districts produce a much
larger portion of their limber quotas from salvage sales. This could be beneficial
we can capture mortality without degrading the site and can count salvage toward
green tree allowable sale quantities. Current regulatory exemptions for salvage
sales will be stretched far and wide. Lawsuits may create opportunities for
change, but will not foster change in themselves. The power to change salvage
logging from a scam to produce substitute limber supplies at the expense of
forests and taxpayers into a sincere effort to restore dysfunctional forest ecosys-
tems is vested in an intelligently concerned public.

Looking back into history and considering today's growing human populations
and shrinking forests, it is obvious that where there are forests and people, there
will be forestry. Stopping forestry, including fire suppression on public lands, is
not socially or politically realistic. Concerned citizens and benevolent public

if

forest managers must continue to work together to create the definitions, dia-
logues. and models that will redirect public forestry toward restoring our national
forest heritage rather than exploiting it.

Forthe results ofRoy Keene'sjoint PFFIAFSEF.E monitoring project o f
salvage sales in eastern Oregon. Idaho, and the California Sierras, seepages S
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Representative Bill Williams
State of Alaska

Junaau, AK

Pax 907-456-37""J

Reference* HB-121 an Act Relating to Timber Resources
within the State of Alaska

The Honorable Bill Williamse

Thank you for sponsoring responsible gldgislative support for

natural resource utilization in cpmpliance with the
Alaska Constitutional mandate {Article of sustaining optimal
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Alaska Forest Assoclation. Inc.

111 STEOMAN SUITE 200
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 99901-0600
Phon# 807-226-0114
FAX 907-226-5920

Position Paper of The Alaska Forest Association, Inc. regarding:
HB-121, ™"An act relating to the timber resources within the
state"

This ia a healthy forest enabling bill. It will not be surprising to members
of the Resources committee that those who make their living from the foreat
support a b ill which makes it easier to salvage dead and dying trees while
there ia e till enough value in them to pay for the reforestation of the

impacted area.

A key part of the b ill allows the Department of Natural Resources to expedite
its timber sale program for insect, disease or fire damaged troos located on
state lands. Most members of the Koubs Keaouroea aomnittee have seen the miles
of dead treea on the Kenai peninsula. Tor the most part those trees oould have
been responsibly harvested -producing a substantial number of jobs and
economic activity to the region - if the private sector simply had permission
to access them before they deteriorated to an uneconomic: level. HB-121 w ill
help tho state to better manage infested or diseased lands in the future.

The state's most recent timber sale on Kalgin Island provides a good example
of the possible benefits of BB-121. Attached to this paper in a recent press
release from tho Homor firm of circle DE, Inc. circle de is a local foreat
products manufacturer who employs about 70 people, full tine, in Homor, Ak,
circle says that due to the deterioration of tho resource (and the threat of
{protracted lawsuits from environmental organizations) there remained
insufficient value in the foreBt to pay for state required reforestation, sale
costi and development infrastructure. Because of these factors they chose not
to bid on the recent Kalgin sale. He suggeat that had HB-121 been in place in
1992 or 1993, when the Kalgin infestation was just taking over the island,
there conoalvably could have been enough value in the trees to run the
gauntlet of environmental lawsuits, pay for a half million dollars of
reforestation, while s till allowing an operator to make a pro fit,

it ia important for the committee to understand the great importance of “quick
access" in getting tho private sector to help pay for reforesting infested
areas. There is substantial and irreversible loss of product value after an
area is significantly impacted by spruce beetles. Beetle infected logs do not

sell well in Alaska's traditional forest products markets. Bast estimates,
depending upon the location of a specific infestation, are that at a point
about 2-4 years after significant attack standing spruce w ill have loot

virtually all potential aaonomio value except for wood chips, or the local
firewood market. The state's current management requirements establish a
minimum 2 year period for the sale to take place - almost assuring a difficult
effort for private bidders to come up with enough sales receipts to pay for

reforestation and other costs.

As a result of delaya and lawsuit threats millions of currt’'tly infested treea
are expected to either rot on the Btump, or succumb to fixe. In either event

"natural” regeneration processes are expected to taka much longer to reforest
the land then a managed reforestation. This is expected to result in greater,
and longer tern, damage to habitat values for fish and wildlife, and a loss in
regional economic activity, than If Alaskans were allowed to harvest and

reforest the island.

SERVINC1 ALASKA'S PORIIST INDUSTRY



W suggest that '<ig Alaskan public benefits with paosage of BB-121.
BB-121 helps Alaska by:

* Reduces the lifo-safaty riok of foreat firoo - especially on the Kenai
Peninsula

« Roducoa the risk of firo-related property damage

* Facilitates year-round, high wsge jobo and inoreosed economic activity
in predominately rural areas

* Assists in accomplishing proper forest management on state lands

* Helps to deoreaoo the potential for further beetle related forest
damage to adjacent, uninfested, areas

* Helps maintain the long term viability of soils which might be
"sterilized" aa a result of a bootle kill fueled wildland firs

* Helps expedite the recovery of the forest after an infestation

* Reduces long term negative impacts to fish and wildlife which depend
upon the traditional fdorest nature of the area

« Allows the state to selectively harvest areas where the beetle is
starting to attack - to proteot what then remains of the old growth

forest

* Allows for quicker rocruitmont of large dy debris into salmon
streams than if the forest dies and decays without managed reforestation

* Allows the state to quickly re-establish a forest that once was
managed for sustained yield

* Encourages and onhancoa locai private investment and tax receipts
* Roduoee negative impacts to the "bio-haart* of the forest -

* Allows the state to defend against huge changes in the landscape
without ocans effort to preserve established habitat and existing forest

valuead

* Helps the state to maintain sustainable ecologiaal functions,
processes and biodiversity of the forest

* aives the state a small tool to help with a tremendous, increasing,

problem (1 m illion acres under infestation right now - and growing at an
increasing rate.) Estimates are that 20 m illion Alaokan trees war;,
forovor killed by the beetle last year (federal lands estimate) - that's

about three hundrod and eighty (300) treea killed just whilo you read
this document. HB-121 can help provide a small tool to assist in
reducing that part of the insect and disease problem located on state
lands. (Healthy forest valuea have already boon lost on over 50% of tho
productive foreat land on the western Kenai Peninsula.)

* Reduces further loos of healthy, mature, cone producing conifers to
the spruce beetle (- the genetic’implications may be eighifioant for the

noxu generation of conifers in the region)

« Helps create substantially better long tern flro management
infrastructure and access for regional fire protection
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lfH%!po maintain trees as dominate to grass in traditionally forested
area

* Helps reduce what la currently being paid to Erotect people from
increased, fire risks {government paid fire broaka) & a result of the
heavy loading of fuels™in a dead and dying spruoo” forest

* Holpo reinforco existing public support for producing jobs with dead
and d mg trees. (The Kenai peninsula Borough 1a on record as. supporting
aalva%/e nd replanting - there have been over 100 public hearings on
what To do with the beetle infected areas according to Borough

planners).

* Increases stumpage revenues to the state versus the current system -
generalh{ speaking™- the quicker the sale tho greater the benefit to the
State's treasury

* Defends against lobs of tourism and recreation values by Eroteating
healthy treés and expediting reforestation after an outbrea

in addition to requesting your favorable consideration of hb-121 we would like
to address factual arrora and miaunderstandings that we see being circulated
as arguments against 30-121t

This bill would not exempt salvage timber sales from pu.bllo review -
thero would bo the standard review period (30 days) required for all
Btate timber sales - whether salvage or normal sales.

This bill does not exempt timber sales from reforestation provisions of
oxioting state law. Operators will have to reforest harvested areas aa
is currently required under state rules (11 AAC 95.375.)

Considerations currentH gilven to the nogn-economic values of the foreat
are not restricted by HU-121. Such considerations are required under a
rarest Land Uog Plan” for any salvage aalo proponed undar hb-121. This
AP follows strict state réquirements which must evaluate other, non-
economic, values of the forest.

Some recommend a "no-treatment™ option as being hetter for wildlife
habitat, Me suggest that where an opportunity exists. to have Alaskan
businesses pay for the co_ot§ of tho sale, reforestation and .
h»rvest/transport of the infested timber that “no-treatment” is not the
beat solution for managing fire, innoct or diseased timherlands. WA
encourago tho Committee to taka tho general view that, for the vast
majority of infested lands, the best management pgssible exists where
citizenS can gain productive eoonamia Activity while improving the
health of the forest at the same time - including the health of the
forest for wildlifo.

Some would argue that any authority given a ON\NR commissioner to .
negotiate a solution to a_beetle problem removes the decision making
process from the people. These statements ignare the roquiromontn_for
public process which will still dominate the timber sale program if HB

121 is passed.

soma incorrectly suggest that there in no limit to thqg amount of time a
comP_any could Have access to tho forest under a negotiated sale, Zn
reality if the sale is a negotiated sale it is limited to a duration of

no groator than one year.



Attempting to delay accwuu to infooted trees aoomn to be the historical weapon
of ohoico for those who aook to conetrain a roaliotio saolution to tho spruce
bark beetle problem in Alaska, Ae an examJJIe, one organization's recent_court
efforts to_stop a state timber sale forced ADNR to oOpy and coda over Six
thousand nine_hundred pages {$,900) of publio-proeeaa, " and other_documents,
associated with the sale; The judge supported DNR's work, and refused tho
requests of the Trusteea for Alaska, but the staff tilae could have been much
better used managing tho atata'a forests than consumed in responding to a
continuous stream of repetitive lawsuits. HB-121 provides a small tdol to
reduce the future succaoo of those who would purposefully seok tD delay insect

damaged timber sales,

Better management of standing dead forests may Bawe lives. One state fire
Opocilaliat estimated n _19917that under the right time of year, and rain
conditions, that over 20,000 aoroe of beetle Kill foreet could bum in one
day. Committee members who happened to bo in the area wouldn't be able to run
faat epough to avoid that type of fire. Although the chances of these i
condition happonla? at once are romoto, and land circuastancon on tho Kenai
have changed since that time, we point out that real oitisepnB and their

are throatenad by reel fires. This threat can be reduced if the state were to
salva%;e dead_and dyln? trees while there was still sufficient value Left in
them To justify fuel Toading roduotion and reforestation coots.

For the above reasons we urge the House Resources coamittea to approve HB-121
as a small tool to help manage doad and dying foreat land in Alaska.



Alaska State Legislature
House Resources Committee
Hearing on HB 121
February 3,1995
Testimony of Bob Loiselle
President, Klukwan Forest Products, Inc.
Juneau, Alaska

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | very much appreciate the
opportunity to testify before you today on this important bill.

| am sure that you will receive much thoughtful and well-considered testimony on
this measure, both for and against. Some will be based on philosophical beliefs.
Mine is based on my philosophy that we should make wise use of our resources,
but is also based on my personal experience as a purchaser of state timber
sales in recent years. Based on this experience, there is no doubt in my mind
that this bill is needed.

The recent Kalgin Island sale (Cook Inlet) is a good case in point. Our
company’s cruise of this timber indicated that 57% of the trees were dead and
90% were infected by the spruce bark beetle. Despite DNR's successful
defense of a motion to stay this sale, the sad fact was when bid day arrived, no
one came. The timber was of such poor quality that most would have had to
have been chipped for pulp and there was simply not enough revenue to cover
operating cost.

We recently completed a sale on the Haines State Forest where 70% of the
timber was suitable only for pulpwood and the soon to be bid Falls Creek sale on
the Kenai will likely have an even higher pulpwood percentage.

Allowing the timber to get to such a sorry condition makes it more difficult to
complete successful sales, dramatically reduces revenues to the state and
removes timber from the timber base which would otherwise generate economic

activity.

Another important consideration is the fact that without timber sales, there is no
money io reforest beetle-killed areas. Current DNR sales require the purchaser
to reforest. If the sale does not take place, not only is the current crop lost, but

the stand may languish for years until natural regeneration can eventually take

hold. This is particularly true in the interior.

As the beetle epidemic continues to spread, we find DNR continually behind the
curve in getting sales out. It is time to let them try to get ahead of the curve.



Of course, HB 121 is not a panacea for the state’s timber management
problems. Other issues such as funding, a planning process that treats timber
as a residual use, allowable cuts that do not consider that if man does not
harvest, insect and disease will and many other factors contribute to the

problem.

Nonetheless, this measure provides a useful tool for your forest managers to use
to help address the problem. These mangers have done their best over the
years to address these problems, but often have had both hands tied behind
there backs. Perhaps now we could at least cut one free.

Finally, | sure that you will hear that we can’t give these people this much
latitude, that they can’t be trusted. | do not believe this is the case at all. These
people are professionals and their actions are still subject to more than adequate
public review and scrutiny, as well as reams of law and regulation.

It has been my pleasure to speak to you today and | truly appreciate the
opportunity. 1wish you the best in your deliberations and if | may be of
assistance to you in any way, please do not hesitate to call.
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PCBITIOM or THE KBTCHIKAM POLP COMPAMY
RXQARDHKZ HB 121
A BILL TO EXPEDITE TEE SALVAGE 07 DEAD AMD DYIHG TIMBER

The Ketchikan Pulp Company fully supports HB 121 as a method of
expediting the salvaging of dead and dying timber, while still
maintaining the quality of our environment. HB 121 is needed to
address the urgent forest health crisis on the Kenai Peninsula and
those future forest health crises which will certainly erupt in
other forested region® of the State.

This legislation would allow for retrieving tha greatest value from
a State forest resource which is currently not being realized due
to a lengthy procedural process which renders the resource value—

less due to decay. Not only does the status quo result in an
economic Jloss in State revenues, it also contributes to the
continuing decline of forest health, loss and delayed

rehabilitation of fici* and wildlife habitat and the loss of the
natural character cf the forested areas we all enjoy. HB 121 would
rectify this situation and allow for the timely rehabilitation of
fire killed, insect infested, diseased and wind-throvm forest

stands.

KPC urgeB the House Resources Committee to support HB 121 as good
public and forest resource policy.

a:\feb\hbl2lpos



HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
HEARING ON HB 121 -FEBRUARY 6,1995

Testimony of Ronald R. Wolfe, Chief Forester
Klukwan Forest Products, Inc.

Good morning Mr. Chairman, and members of the House Resources Committee, thank you
for the opportunity to offer my testimony in support of House Bill 121. This is an important
tool for the Commissioner of Natural Resources to respond to unique economic
circumstances, or to respond to natural disasters such as: bark beetles epidemics;

catastrophic wind throw; and forest fires.

As someone who participated extensively in the Forest Practices Act review several years
ago, | see this as a fulfilment of that review. The summary repoii on page 43 ofwhat’s
known as the green book, specifically lists these emergencies as bei/g exceptions to the five
year sale schedule requirement. Clearly the Forest Practices Act Steering Committee

recognized this as a necessary tool.

As you know currently, the State Forester must advertise timber sales for at least two
consecutive years on the five year timber sale schedule before they can be sold. But neither
natural disasters nor economic emergencies read Title 38 so it is good public policy to give
administrators the ability to respond to these circumstances. Fuithermore, sound public
policy is preserved in this bill by requiring the commissioner to make a written finding that

the disposal will serve the best interests of the state.

KFP’'s experience with recent state timber sales absolutely reinforces the need for this
legislation to be passed as soon as possible. Timber offered on one sale was too far gone to
have enough value to pay the operating costs, so industry was unable to bid on the timber.
Had this timber been offered earlier as a salvage sale the state would most likely have
enjoyed positive timber sale receipts, the economic benefit ofthis commercial activity, and
the area could have been reforested in accordance with sound stewardship and good public
land policy Even on the sales that the state recently sold, the value ofthe timber is less
because the sau's weren’t offered in a timely response to the bark beetle epidemic on the
Kenai Peninsula This is not good public policy, nor is it wise use of the state’s precious

natural resources

As a professional forester this is so intuitively logical it is hard to understand how anyone

can object to this bill. | therefore urge you to pass this bill.

Thank you.
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TESTIMONY ON HB-121
FEBRUARY 3, 1995

Good morning, my name 1is Sandra Meske and 1 am President of Alaska
Women In Timber. I am here to support HB-121,

HB-121 is a healthy forest enabling bill. It allows the
Department of Natural Resources to expedite its timber sale program

for inBect damaged trees on state lands, which will 1in turn assist
in proper forest management on state lands.

I strongly urge you to assist Representative Williams in passage of
HB-121.

Thank you for youx time and consideration.
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RDC position on HB 121
An Act relating to ttie timber resources within the State
House Resources Committee Hearing
February 3, 19S5

On behalf of the Resource Development Council for Alaska, Inc,
thank you for the opportunity to comment on HB 121, an act
applying to salvage timber sales.

RDC is a statewide, membership-funded, non-profit, pro-
development organization working on behalf of Alaska's basic
industries, including oil and gas, mining, timber, fishing and
tourism. RDC's membership includes the aforementioned
industries, as well as the sectors which support those industries,
sucn as construction labor and other technical service providers,
individuals, Native corporations, communities and a wide variety
of Alaska interests.

ARDC is a proponent of a healthy forest products industry and has
worked over the years to advance a forest health initiative
addressing the spread ot the spruce bark beetle infestation in
Southcentral and Interior Alaska. RDC supports HB 121. which
would remove salvage timber sales from the requirement of
appearing on the five-year schedule for two years before they are
sold. RDC also supports amending the negotiated sale authority
in current law to include timber that will lose substantial economic
value due to disease or fire.

There is a great deal of misinformation about this legislation,
which is NOT a breach of the Alaska Forest Practices Act but a
fulfillment of it. The Forest Practices Act provides exemptions to
the five-year schedule for timber salvage.

Currently, the Commissioner of Natural Resources can conduct a
negotiated sale if there is a high level of unemployment,
underutilized manufacturing capacity and an underutilized
allowable cut of state timber. HB 121 merely amends current law
to add "timber that will lose substantial economic value due to
disease, fire or land use conversion.” The bill simply adds another
circumstance under which the commissioner can utilize the



Page 2/RDC comments on HB 121 - February 3, 1994

existing negotiated sale authority. The bill will give DNR the ability to
accelerate its timber sale program for insect-damaged trees.

Time is a critical factor in harvesting dead or dying timber and reforesting
infested stands. After an area has been infested by spruce bark beetles, there
is irreversible loss of value to the timber. After two to four years of infestation,
spruce stands will have lost nearly all of their potential economic value except
for wood chips and firewood. HB 121 will allow the private sector to respond in
a timely manner to harvest dead trees and reforest infested areas. Itis
important to recognize, however, that once the trees deteriorate to an
uneconomic level, there is insufficient value in the forest to meet the costs of
state-required reforestation, as well as the costs of the sale and the
infrastructure required for harvests.

HB 121 provides the tools to advance proper forest management on state
lands and help decrease the potential for damage to the forest and its
resources. This bill wiil help expedite the recovery of the forest by promoting
managed reforestation which is considerably faster than natural regeneration.
Habitat values for fish and wildlife will benefit if AlasKans are allowed to harvest
and reforest. In addition, HB 121 will encourage tiie establishment of a rural
forest products industry with year round jobs and tax revenues tor local

communities.

Our trees are rotting on the stump and a major fire potential exists. RDC
encourages the House Resources Committee to pass this legislation and move
beyond the gridlock surrounded this issue.

Thank you.



Terry T. Brady, d/b/a
Husky Wood & Forestry Sen'ices
3842 Wesleyan Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone (907) 333-9462
Telefax (907) 333-9462

Date: February 7, 1995

To: Rep. Bill Williams and House Natural Resources Committee

Telefax No. 465-3793
(pis. forward to Rep. Williams)

FronrTerryT. Brady. M.S. (forester)

This is testimony in favor of House Bill 121. for an act entitled, "An
Act relating to the timber resources within the state."

For too long the precious forest resources of Alaska have been
under siege by controllable destructive a?ents that have been robhing
the forests of their vigor, and Alaskans ot opportunity. It is time to
mount large scale salvage operations to recover lost values, and to
prepare the forest environment for rehabilitation in the form of

reforestation.

The loss to the Alaska economy, from just the bark beetle, is
estimated at more than $1 billion annually. Wildlife habitat loss is ever
mcreasmg. Forest degradation by the spruce bark beetle has been
calculated at 2,000 acres per day when figured on an annualized basis.
This is nearly LI million acres per year.

Other agents are destroying the forest. These include diseases
borne by fungi, that are attacking old and stressed trees. The evidence
is discernible throughout the state.

In addition, in Southcentral and Interior Alaska the forest floor fuel
loading, from fallen trees, is now a serious concern, because of the
threat of wildfire.

Unfortunately, the State of Alaska, has had ample authority to
meet and beat this problem. The administrations, however, have either
side-stepped the issue, or have bIatantIV refused to take action. The
losses to the public are now subject to lawsuit.

The Legislature, in its wisdom, has given the administrations
authority. HB 121 will broaden that authority, joining or expanding AS
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41.15.010 et seq., AS 38.05.110-120, and AAC 71.010 (d), concerning
salvage and negotiated timber sales.

The cumbersome five-year scheduling provisions of AS 38.05.115
have failed to slow the advance of the spruce bark beetle. Less than 20
million board feet of timber has been offered, for example, in the
Kenai-Kodiak area, during the past 2 years.

The largest of these sales, Kalgin Island, was not even bid on by
industry, because the SEruc_e beetle has virtually destroyed the
commercial value (and habitat amenity) of the spruce forest on that
island. The inventory on the island went from about 70 million to less
than 10 million in three years.

This scenario is being repeated in the Moose Pass area, in the
Copper River Basin, in the Susitna River region, and now in the Yukon-
Tanana areas. Haines has been hit, but land management agencies
(Univ. of Alaska) has taken a more aggressive stance there.)

HB 121 will give the bureaucracy another tool, one | guarantee will
be welcomed by the private sector, and responsible land managers

within government,
Thank You
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e Rep. Bill-"Williams-,Co-Chair.
ouse"Resources- Committee, v & e

tate.Capital 1T "m<h % *
-_.Juneau; AK. 99801-1132 ;= .
m ot i Vo ['lo 0 *  « & e : EH- EE
eRe: T"HB. 221; salvage: Logging - " - z

Dear Representative- Williams: . " e o *

Thank you for the opportunity To testify on HB- 121 this, morning.
He, would! like to; take advantage of the further opportunity you
. -mentioned to submit more, detailed testimony than was possible

during the hearing-.” ; * < > .; -

I have, been- working®" on spruce, bark beetle, issues for nearly, ten
eyears, aiid" have served on the U»S<. Forest Service 3 Cooper Landing
rWorking Group, the. state 3 Forest Health Initiative Task Force, and
the Forest.Service"s Moose Pass Working group-(still ongoing) . |1

recog.nizer-we- .ali “recogpize-~that there 1is: a: sizeable .beetle

infestation.” on the Kenai Peninsula .(as .well as infestations
elsewhere},-andV.thaf there, are "large numbers of dead and dying
white and® Lutzmspruce trees as a result .(although other, tree
species .jare generally not affected,. Zincluding black spruce,-
e."hemlock, -birth;). ajspen and cottonwood).. = But knowing that doesn"t
answerethe question: what is the appropriate response?

. we oppose “HB-122V*-.; Fundamentally-, ve don agree :with the
aSsuAptiops underlying the legislation. For. example>" HB .121
assumes that: €qogging, -that .is,., the extraction, of" a :"single,
commodityis the-primary value and use of our. forests, jHowever,
last year .hundred"s Vof people testified-"(in opposition”to $B". 310)
that they-believel that- a.nuinber of other ..resources and iuses are
equally, or more, important than commodity extraction- for. example,
fish, wilgiife,; water quality.,: soilsr .subsistence-,*"recreation,
tourism, " {scenic. beauty, :wilderness/, and overall-ecological health
, -pf the forest> All- of these resources" arid:"-uses*., have economic.
- value, many oftthem far more proven, for:example, than, commercial.
logging-of marginal trees, onrthe Kenai. Peninsula. - Nearly all of
them alsb .contribute. .subs®"tahtially to. .the quality :af -1ife for
Maskans J. The.-legislature lias stressed .repeatedly how eimportant
.it. believes multiple use of our lands is;* it would be ironic® if.it .
. were to passi.a bill -likefHB-121 ...that givasv commercial _logging 3a

elear, pref<eapence on: our fbrests. [ "o\ ;

Additiork ily*. HB J&l"assumes that dead and dying -trees that are not
salvaged are..wasted™;. This" is Tair from.the truth... individual trees
are notv lMFortali;*/In fact,: of course,” "their"death-is essential ;to
new life land, to a-healthy ;fofest. For thousands, of-.years, . the-

.t
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health add regeneration of our forests has been dependent on the
nutrients released from the decaying of dead trees. Dying and dead
trees also orovide food and habitat for other plants and animals.
Ecologists have suggested that many trees might be ecologically
valuable;for a longer period of time when they"re dying and dead

than when they®re vigorous.

1
HB 121 also assumes that salvaging infested trees 1is a benign
activityi. That too is not true. Present day logging and road
building} and increased road access, often result 1in serious
adverse 1iimpacts to fish, wildlife and vegetation (including
essential so-called "lower" forms of life), water quality, soils,
scenic beauty, and wilderness- and the economic and non-economic
activities dependent on those resources. We tend to seek advice
on this issue from the logging industry, and from foresters in the
state Division of Forestry who promote that industry. But
"forester,” and “forestry,"” are somewhat misleading terms.
Foresters are trained not to try to maintain the health of the
forest as a whole, but to grow trees so that loggers can cut them
down. Hhny other scientists will offer a very different opinion
concerning the wisdom of large-scale logging as a response to the
beetle. !For example, reports from U.S. Forest Service resource
specialists on the Moose Pass situation suggest that the area's
fisheries, hydrology, recreation opportunities, and viewshed would
be harmed more by large-scale legging and road building than by the

beetle i%self.

It was argued today (as it often is) that this logging will help
halt thejspread of the beetle. However, you would have a hard time
finding Jja single reputable scientist (including foresters) who
would say that logging would have this effect. Similarly, few if
any state or federal foresters would tell you that reducing the
fire hazard is_an adequate justification for large-scale lagging
on the Kenai Pen|nsu|a; to do so would be an unjustified and
irresponsible appeal to mostly groundless fears.

I
We also agree with the many others who said that the bill is not
necessary- Less than two years 1is not too long a period for
decisions as controversial as these are, and if much of the impetus
for the legislation is the Peninsula it is clearly net needed since
virtually all of the infested acreage has already appeared on the
Five Year Schedule for two years. The Division of Forestry is
proposing to cut two-thirds or more of all of the state-owned
commercial forest land on the Peninsula in approximately 10 years.

As well as because of these fundamental flaws, we are opposed to
HB 121 because of a number of its specific provisions or effects.

It wouldl reduce the opportunity for public review and comment by
eliminating the five year schedule requirement.

It wouldjreduce it even further by encouraging negotiated sales.

It would "eliminate the size and contract term limits for negotiated



sales. As someone else pointed out, the whole Tanana Basin (or
Kenai Peninsula) could be "quietly disposed of by negotiation.

It would lelirainate reforestation requirements, something virtually
all Alaskans feel very strongly about.

It would "authorize salvage sales if timber would lose "substantial"”
economicJvalue (commodity value, that is) 1if not salvaged within
two years. What does that mean? IT saw timber provides the
greatest icommodity value (in state, at least), is any timber that
is no longer useable as saw timber available for a salvage sale?
What about chips, pulp, house log3, firewood, etc.? Beetle-killed
timber 1is valuable for these purposes for much longer periods of
time. Qf course we also shouldn®t overlook the fact that many
Alaskan forests, like those on the Kenai Peninsula and in the Mat—
su Valley, are only marginally, if at all valuable as commercial
forests.®™ This is not the Pacific Northwest. Many people who are
knowledgeable about the logging industry will tell you that these
forests are far more valuable for fish, wildlife, and recreation
(this isjthe conclusion of the Chugach National Forest Plan, for

example)!than for commercial logging-

The primary purpose of Section 118 is probably to make use of an
underutilized milling facility, and there was testimony from Seward
this morning suggesting that this bill would help supply the Seward

mill. Yet thousands of acres of private Native corporation lands
on the Peninsula as being logged right now, and those logs are
going nojt to the mill butoversees, either as round logsor as

chips. There 1is no reason to believe that logs from state lands
won"t goito the same place.

It was instructive to note that nearly all of the people who
testified in favor of HB 121 this morning were from the logging
industry™ not the general public. Industry representatives will
always testify in favor of measures promoting 1logging, even if
they"re not interested in bidding on the sales that might result
(many lodging sales on the Peninsula, for example, either don"t
sell or iare soon defaulted). The general public does not favor
large-scale logging, and it wouldn"t believe that 1insect
infestations are a reason to change its mind if it heard not just
from loggers and agency logging advocates about the respective
effects of the beetle and of large-scale lagging and road building,
but fromj ecologists, fish and wildlife biologists, hvdrologists,
recreation specialists, soils scientists, and viewshed experts as

well. {

Thank yoji for this additional chance to offer our comments. We
urge you not to go forward with this bill, but to allow us to
continue to make these decisions under existing law- which in any
case have hardly prevented the Division of Forestry from going full



speed ahead on the Kenai Peninsula.

Sincerel”?,

Cliff Eaines
Issues Director

TOTAL
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February 3,1995

To: Joe Green, Bill Williams: House Resources Committee Co-chairs
From: Bill Copeland, testifying on behalf of AWRTA

RE: HB 121: Salvage Timber Sales

The Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Associaiton is a group representing
Alaska’s tourism industry with over 100 business members ranging from wilderness
lodges, air taxi operators and rafting, hunting and fishing guides to private and guided
recreationists, die outdoor equipment stores that supply them and outdoor education and

agency professionals.

AWRTA promotes continuing conservation and approprite use of natural resources, pro-
fessionalism and high standards in wilderness dependent tourism, guiding and outdoor
recreation, and low impact sustainable wilderness recreation and tourism.

AWRTA is concerned that Alaska will loose its market share in the global ecotourism
market if decision-makers do not carefully consider the impacts of resource management
and development on the tourism industry. We hope the following data will alert you to

this potential problem.

Eco-tourism comprises about 10% of the S315 billion that Americans spend each year on
travel. It's the industry's fastest growing segment, with a growth rate of 20% per

recent U.S. Travel Data Center survey found that 43 million Americans will take an ad-
venture txavel/ecotourism trip within the next three years (Lester Reingold, "ldentifying
the Elusive Ecotourist,"” in Going Green: The Ecotourism Resourcefor Travel Agents,
published by Tour and Travel News, Oct. 25,1993, p. 36). The World Tourism Organiza-
tion contends that most of the 86% increase in worldwide tourism receipts projected by
the end of the century will come from active, adventurous, nature and culture-related
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travel, falling within the definition of ectourism.

According to th$ Alaska Visitor Statistics Program, visitor satisfaction witli their Alaskan
trips declined in 1995. A review of visitor's written comments indicated two major rea-
sons for the decline: a dissatisfaction with clearcuts in Southeast Alaska and the lack of
wildlife viewing opportunities in Denali National Park.

According to Alaska: Economy Performance Report 1994 (State of Alaska, Division of
Economic Development, Department of Commerce and Economic Developments/m
1993, Alaska visitors spent S1.5 billion. This created 15,200 jobs and generated a tourism
industry payroll of between $275 and $300 million. By contrast, the forest products
indstry contributed only S565 million to the Alaskan economy. This created 3,185 jobs
and produced an industry payroll of $140 millsion.

3/1
After reviewing HB 121, AWRTA has no objection to the overall idea of providing for

negotiated salvage timber sales where there is a demonstrated economic and scientific
basis for salvaging timber and mitigating outbreaks of tree diseasesor insect infestation. It
must be provided, however, that these timber sales be subject to the requirements of
public notice and allowance for public comment and involvement in the decision-making
process, and be consistent with overall land use plans and the provisions of the Forest
Practices Act. Decision-making on timber salvage sales should consider other beneficial
and competing uses in the area as well as the impacts of creatingaccess to the salvage

areas.

We specifically object to the proposed language under AS38.05.117(b) to exempt
negotiated salvage sales from AS38.05.115. Instead, we suggest the following: . ftp

Add a new subsection applicable only to negotiated salvage scdes ofover 500MB that
reads the same as the present AS38.05.il5(a), except delete the "without advertisement"

provision contained in the third sentence.

This new subsection would retain the language requiring the sale to be consistent with the
sustained yield principle and be subject to preferences among other beneficial uses, but
would require advertisement of salvage sales ovur 500MB.
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We suggest that for negotiated salvage sales a cap on maximum volune and contract
period be established by statute. Under the present language proposed HBI21 there is
no limit to the volume negotiable and a 25 year maximum is currently allowed by

AS38.05.118(a).

The proposed language for AS38.05.117(a) would allow the commissioner to offer
salvage timber sales in stands that will lose substantial value if not salvaged within
two years. Uiis suggests the term of these salvage contracts should not exceed two years,
since after that the timber will then be of little value.

tf-
We object to the proposed amendment of AS38.05.118(c) to include the addition of
the phrase "or will exist within two years" in the first sentence. Itis difficult enough
to make resource decisions on existing conditions, and adding a hypothetical condition
only weakens the decision. It is too speculative.

We add a footnote on regeneration: In most of the stands killed by bark beetle infestation,
there already exists an understory of young, vigorous second growth of spruce that has
survived the beetle outbreak or new seedlings produced by the outpouring of seed by the
dying trees. (When trees are stressed they generally begin producing extra seed). Subse-
quent logging of the dead trees will destroy this already established second growth. Fol-
lowing tills, it may be difficult for some stands to regenerate naturally due to seed tiees
being too distant. The only remaining alternative for regeneration would be hand planting
of seedlings. This is an expensive, labor intensive undertaking and would require a sig-
nificantly large budget, probably with help from die State, to accomplish.

On the silvicultural basis, it dees not seem a good idea to extensively log these areas.
From a tourism perspective, extensive clear-cutting combined with a slow regeneration
could have a significant long-term economic impact on rural and highway tourism.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment If you have questions or would like addition
information, please feel free to contact us.
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Comments on HB 121, February 3,1995

| am speaking in opposition to HB 121 today. | oppose the bill for several
reasons.

ljirst, 1 believe that this bill removes the multiple-use mandate for state forested
land. As you know, Alaskans have many views of the best use for forest lands, litis far
from unanimous that the highest value of trees-even dead or dying trees-is after they
have betjn cut and hauled out of the forest. In many areas that arc targeted by HB 121,
trees prove much more valuable- aesthetically, ecologically, and econontically-VVvhen they
arc an integral part of a forest system. It is unacceptable to unilaterally elevate the use of
trees as limber over their importance for other things. This alone creates a single-use, not
a multip e-use, management agenda for DNR.

removing the 500,000bf size limit on salvage sales, this bill would effectively
promote timber harvest on state lands on an uncontrollable scale. This bill makes “salvage
sale” just another term for “come and get it”.
N

Second, 1 belileve this bill shuts people out of decision maki[ng processes. One of
the most! important aspects of forest management is public involvement. Currently, timber
sales must be shown on die 5-ycar schedule for at least 2 years prior 'o being offered for
sale. Tips provision is there so tliat people arc aware of upcoming changes to their area’s
forests and can respond to decision makers. Often, important local knowledge is passed
on to DIjfR foresters so that they can alter harvest and sale plans to better provide for all
the peopje of Alaska-notjust the timber industry.

Third, 1 do not believe that it is appropriate to direct the commissioner of DNR to
predict the future in order to free up more timber sooner, and with no public oversight.
This billjsets the stage for the commissioner to negotiate sales for forests that may, in
actuality”™ not experience fire, disease, or insect infestation for a decade or longer. But,
this bill allows DNR to use these conditions-narural conditions-as excuses to allow a
greater cut on forests that are traditionally used for other things.

Although this bill asks the commissioner to negotiate timber contracts in an effort
to head off possible high levels of future unemployment there is certainly no provision
for the v ;ry real threat to existing industries like tourism and fishing by this increased

logging.

In summary, | oppose this bill because it creates single-use forests, remo* cs
meaningful public oversiglu, and directs the commissioner to predict the natural and
economic future in order to open our forests to large-scale logging.

TOTOL P .01
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Testimonyon HB 121
hefore House Résource Committee
February 3,199

Thank you Mr. Chair and members of the Committee. My name is W illy Dunne,
| am aresident of the Kachemak Bay area near Homer. [ am currently avolunteer
with the Alaska Environmental Lobby, which is a coalition of 19 environmental

groups from around the state.

HB 121 would allow the Department of Natural Resources to offer "salvage
sales" of timber under certain conditions. Salvage sales could be offered as

negotiated sales which would be exempt from AS 38.05.115 which currently
limits such sales to no more than 500,000 board feet in one year.

Section 2 would give DNR the power to negotiate 25 year timber sales in areas
where certain conditions exist or will exist within two years. These conditions
would be modified to include timber which is affected or threatened with insects,

disease or fire.

AEL supForts the salvage sale of timber on land that will be converted to
nonforesl uses. However, we strongly oppose other provisions of HB 121 for the

following reasons:

*The only consideration, when justifying salvage sales, would be the economic
value of timber, while other economic values such as sport and subsistence
hunting, fishing and trapping, outdoor recreation, and other forest products
would be ignored.

*Many biologists and forest ecologists believe that forest insect epidemics are
often self-requlating and can actually improve habitat for many types of wildlife.
Written records indicate that bark beetle outbreaks in Alaska have occurred
regularly over the past 70 years, (and new research is indicating that such
outhreaks have occurred for 100's if not 1000's ofrears) without undue effects to
overall forest health. However, forest health problems are often associated with
fire suppression, poor logging practices, road building and seismic line activities.
In other words, misdirected and/or sloppy human activities. ASDNR has
acknowledged, cutting down the forest does not solve forest health problems and
in many cases, can make the problems worse. Even our state forester, Tom
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Boutin, has written [in memo '1/14/94 file no, 9-3185.5 re: beetle activity in Kachemnk
Bay ] "that forest insects and disease can be important factors in spruce
ecosystems, often dramatically influencing the biological features that were part
of the reason for establishing ... natural areas".

*Salvages sale provisions, as proposed would create a loophole allowing large
scale, long term, negotiated timber sales to occur in areas where DNR claims that
forest health problems exist. These sales would be exempt from the planning
process required in other timber sales. The US Forest Service has abused their
salvage sale rules extensively on National Forests for years. Recently, the Forest
Service has decided to change it's past policy. Salvage sales will be restricted to
only dead and down material. There will be no more sales where one dead tree is
used to justify harvesting 50 acres of adjacent live trees, [according to presentation
to ADFG by USFS 2/14/94] This illustrates the danger in using vague wording and
giving broad latitude to administrators when instituting these types of

provisions.

*Under current Title 38 regulations, DNR can complete the timber sale process in
less than 2 years. Salvage sales should be unnecessary if DNR efficiently and
competently planned sales under existing law. DNR also has the authority to
carry out emergency timber sales in order to respond to salvage needs. AAC
71.010 specifically addresses the loss of economic value of timber as a reason for
allowing salvage sales. Salvage sales are already permitted under existing law.

*These provisions would give the Commissioner of DNR extraordinary latitude
in determining and even predicting forest health, employment levels and timber

values while removing from the decision-making process, the wisdom of local
residents and the concerns of the public which owns and uses these resources.

We would respectfully ask the committee to add the following amendments to
HB 121:

1. Add language acknowledging all economic values of our state forest lands.
2. Specify that salvage sales will only apply to dead and down timber.
3. Remove the phrase "or will exist within two years" from section 2.

4. Place a two year time limit on negotiated salvage sales.

In closing, I would like to read to you a passage from a government survey of an
Alaska forest: " [Spruce bark] beetles have killed a large number of trees. It is
estimated that... 60% of the spruce is already dead or dying. In a few years green
spruce will be hard to obtain, and travel will be made more difficult by



windfalls... The danger of forest fires will be increased. The beetles are not
confining themselves to one particular area, but are threatening to devastate the
entire [region] of spruce.” This 9w ey may sound like a survey conducted in
1995 on the Kenai Peninsula, but in factis from a 1933 survey in the Susitna
Valley.(1935 Capps and Tuck, USDI Geo. Surv. Bull. 864-B) Today, not only is
this region considered valuable timber land, but the exact area of the survey has
been designated as a State Critical Habitat Area due to its exceptional fish and
wildlife habitats which provide excellent opportunities for hunting, trapping and
other outdoor recreation. Hopefully, we can take the time to look at and learn
from the history of our forests.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify this morning.
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K.A. Swiger, Executive Diijector, Stand UP!
BEFORE
State House Resources Committee on House Bill No. 121, Salvage Timber Sales

Ketchikan, Al* ska
February 3,1 $95

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committ«. My name is K.A Swiger. | am the
Executive Director of Stand UP!, an organization a tvocatiog sustainable jobs and
responsible resource development. My testimony r<fleets the voice of community people
throughout the region dedicated to maintaining a sn ble economy in Southeast Alaska

In terms of sound resource management, Ho jse BQJ 121 is a win-win proposition.
It provides for people and economy as well as the v; lue offorest health. The avenue
providing the Commissioner of DNR the power to nJgotiate timber sales in diseased or
damaged forest areas within two years is highly accc ptable. Stand UP! believes this 'will
enable foresters to act in a timely manner to arrest bi ig infestation or rot due to fire or
blow down, as well as adding value to a resource otherwise wasted.

Stale land inthe Haines valley for example, djnently contains 14,000 acres of
forest killed by beetle infestation. Haines ia an area ( fhigh unemployment, has an
underutilized timber manufacturing- capacity, and has timber that is losing substantial
economic value due to insects. After years of rampa it bug kill, there are currently two
salvage sales underway. However, the level of salvage is so small, there is no chance of
curbing the infestation, arid therefore no real help to estoring the forest. Haines would be
a likely benefactor from the passage ofHouse Bill 12 , by perhaps increased sales which
will ultimately benefit the forest and the people.

Damaged trees are already exempt from sust;a ned yeild management, AND FOR
GOOD REASON. The entire stand must be harvestc i if the disease is going to be
brought under control. That is why the size ofharvwt of a damaged stand should not be a

matter of law, but rather a matter of silviculture.

We do not believe the public-process is jeopardized bythisbilL Preparation,
planning, following guidelines and public comment ar : still very much a part of the sale

offering process.

Stand UP! encourages the House Resources Cjommittec to adopt House Bill 121
and push for its passage.

Thank you.
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Statemeni In Support of HB 121
Presented by Emesta Ballard
before the
House Resources Committee
February 3,1995

Good morning Mr. Chairman. My name Is Emesta Ballard. | live at 705 Main St
in Ketchikan.

| am speaking in support of House Bill 121. |am pleased to see that the
Legislature continues to take initiative to Increase opportunities for commercial
access to state timber. This Bill represents the kind of common sense and
practicality that are the hallmark of economic development. The provisions of
HB 121 are good for the state, and good for the timber industry, too.

HB 121 is good for the state because it allows the Department of Natural
Resources to respond to disease, Insect infestation and fire in state forests
within the short window of economic opportunity before all commercial value is
lost. The normal, five year, planning cycle prescribed by Title 38 doesn’t work
when such natural disasters occur. | believe that the public interest is
adequately protected In the new language of HB 121 which provides for a “best
interest" determination by the Commissioner. This process accommodates the
need for public comment and Interagency coordination.

HB 121 Is also good for the state because it provides the Commissioner the
opportunity to negotiate a timber sale when the stand Is diseased, Infested or
damaged by fire. The negotiation procedures of section 05.118 of title 38
provide real advantages to the state in the volatile timber market. A negotiated
sale can proceed far more quickly than a sale conducted with competitive bid.
The state also benefits from the exemption offered In HB 121 from tho sales
restrictions listed in 05.115. Diseased and damaged timber must be moved
quickly. The state has challenge enough in securing a willing and qualified
buyer for this special timber.

HB 121 isfurther %ood for the %eople of the state. Sale of dama%;ed timber
rovides revenue osugport other state programs. The excellent record of the
epartment of Natural Resources in sale management, reforestation, end

multiple use of foresled lends attests to their qualifications to manage these

sales. Itis important to noto here that these sales of damaged timber will be
categorized as “Salvaqe Sales*. Despite the fact that the Commissioner has,
discretion under state law In managing salvage sales, DNR has a long standing
policy to require reforestation.

Finally, HB 121 is good for the timber industry. It potentially offers thousands of
board foot of timber for harvest and production. Alaska is home to a large and
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skilled ‘workforce with expertise and experience in ovory aspect of this industry
including timber cruisers, engineers, heavy equipment operators, cutters, tug
boat operators, and sales representatives. These people have made their
homes here, invested in their businesses, and are raising their families in

Alaska.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on HB 121. | support its passage into
law.
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Thank gou for the oRgortunrt to com ment on HB 121.
gPose Et It Is Wwritten HB 121 would e>i)e{ncpt
yage trm er sales from exrstrn S| trm Its

ze
review. and reforestation provrs s of th state law. The
provrsrons In HB 121 seem to 3ve the Commissioner of DAR
extraordiary latitude pre |ct|n? forest healrh. As |
read the Bill,  any tree th t cou ose econom rc value due
to Insect or fire “could savag g w”hout H)u
comment) -- the entire forest would fa il Into category
Under current TrtIe 38 Iangzua e DNR can _complet e the timber
sae rk)rocess in less HB 121 gav 3ales
would*be unnecessary r DNR e crentIy and competently

planned sales under existing laws.
Fi Hy would Irke to comment on the forest hea Ih rssue

and the nee or sal va e sales, There, are curren %
number of g ?pe an? ganizations crrr]/ t for the need
3% ﬁa\lrg the forest from~Insect, and t for Ieggrng to
It I was concerned Wrt a sound c%mrn rom ray car's engipe
wanteg to now | f th IS Was normgal I wou)fd check ww a
mec anrc raLher than a car dealer. Both of these R Ip
Breﬁuma bly know about cars, but the mec anrc IS cohcerned
[it car runs and the dealer has an economic rnterest
In convincing me that | need a new car.
The same can be said of the people and organizations pushin
(h ﬁa va | do not.find |P srﬁ) rsin ?hat these grr)oups,g
who have n economrc |nter st In Ccutting trees, are
Bromotrn%da e scale o%%n% S a reep nse to sp’r]uce bark
foereetses suggesting that a logged forest is a healthy
But if you check with ogists and ecologists who are
concerngd with how an ? rgsts function. ar(tld 0 not _ﬁave an
economic rnterest in log grn%, you erI find many belr%ve
Insect ? (1 mics are nppo nt to he Jong-term "health of a
natura y ctonrn oresct Where fr)re arg infrequent,
as on , e aH Ins c epl emrf are believed to be
nat u'r (f recﬁ/ the ofder trees to make wa}/ for
new fore s Alon e way, the insects provide food for a
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variety of birds and the dead trees provide valuable habitat
for wildlife before enriching the soil for the new forest

that will follow.

Before we succumb to the sales pitch offered by groups with
an interest in logging, Alaskans need to do some more
research and get other opinions from trusted professionals,
Do not assume that a logged forest is a healthier forest or
that beetle killed trees increase the fire hazard (State
foresters say they do not). Find out what effects logging”
will have on fisheries and tourism. Find out why logging has
actually increased unwanted grass and why reforestation
efforts have had poor results. In short, we need to be sure
we fully understand what the salesmen are trying to sell

before we buy their line.

Thank you again for the opportunity to speak.

I would like to add to my oral testimony. 1 would like to
comment on the repeated use of the word "fGnderutilized" by
supporters of HB 121. They seem to be speaking from a purely
selfish angle. The forest is only underutilized to them
because they can not cut it as fast as they want, but it is
not underutilized to other people who obtain other values
from a standing functioning forest, nor is it underutilized
by all of the critters, fellow inhabitants of earth, who
utilize the forest every day to sustain their life.
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(907) 225-5372

February 6, 19%

TO: COMMITTEE CONSIDERING HOUSE BILL NO. 121
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska 99801

House Bill 121 would give the Department of Natural Resources
the necessary  flexibility to deal with insect outbreaks and control
timber value loss.

A 5 to 10 year wait could make timber harvesting impractical
due to extreme falldown of log values. A deterioration begins as
soon as a tree dies, and continues until the wood has value only for
pulp or Firewood.  Meanwhile the dead and down trees provide a
breeding place for further infestation of healthy trees.

In my 30 plus years in Alaska forestry | have seen several
instances where salvage delay has removed the option altogether,
lowered revenue, or made some form of subsidy necessary either by
extremely low  stumpage or by having to "sweeten the pot" with
salvage-priced healthy green timber thrown in.

The "no-treatment, no-salvage, nature takes its course™ option
is not justified outside of dedicated wilderness areas. There is
already abundant acerage of that. The State needs to be able to gain
some revenue to offset expenses connected with outbreaks, and local
business should be able to stem the losses while making a profit and
providing jobs. H.B"Vis both good forest practice and good economics.

Please pass H.B. 121 with a favorable recommendation.  Thank
you for your attention.

Eric Mucnch
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TESTIMONY BY
Stuart Swiger, Private Citizi i, Ketchikan, AK
BEFORE
State House Resources Committee on House Bill No. 121, Salvage Timber Sales

Ketchikan, Alaska
February 6,1 pos

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, My name is Stuart Swiger. | am a private
citizen, and | support House Bill 121.

Multiple use management of our forests does NOT constitute “no-management” A forest
damaged by disease, bug kill or fire is of little multip* yse. The wildlife are impacted, the wood
resource is impacted, the fish aie impacted, and the seenery isimpacted. It takes alot of
explaining to outside visitors why we are not doing soiljiettiing about our damaged forests

Allowing value to be obtained from an othcrwi: ¢ unused resource is, in my mind, the
equivalent of value added, a new buzz word 1 hear ofte x House Bill 121 will enable resource
utilization before it is completely wasted.

Please pass this bill It is good for our state.

Thank you.
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TESTIMONY BY
Rick Ludwigson, Private Busine: sman, Ivetchikau, AK
BEFORE
State House Resources Committee on House Bill No. 121, Salvage Timber Sales

Ketchikan, Al tska
February 6,1

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, My name is Rick Ludwigsen. i ama
Ketchikan area businessman, and | wish to go on recond supporting House Bill 121.

Bad situations come and go in our lifetimes V e are taught to take advantage of bad
situations and turn them in to winners. | consider fore rts damaged by disease, fire and bug kill to
be bad situations. 1q these cases they are losing forest! for all creatures and plants, (except the
bugs) It then is only rational to allow harvest ofthese forests in a timely manner in order to
maximize the value from a bad situation. The best m4iagement program is where citizens can
gain productive economic activity while improving the health of the foest at the saraae time -
including the health of the forest for wildlife

| have taken time away from by business {0 coi ae before you today, and I urge you to
listen the the people who have a serious stake in Alaskt Pass House Bill 121 It is a winner.
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TESTIMONY BY
Shawn Richardson, Private Ciiizen, Ketchikan, AK
BEFORE
State iJouse Resources Committee on House 3iD No, 121, Salvage Timber Sales

Ketchikan, Ah Ska
February 6, 1895

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, My name is Shawn Richardson. 1am a
life-long resident of Ketchikan.

I wish to go on record before you today in supjport o f House Bill 121. | am concerned
about the economic stability throughout the southeast region, and admire the efforts of the
creators of this bill to provide benefit for people and fobest health.

While damaged state forests to my knowledge fre not plentiful in Southern Southeast, it is
of major concern to the overall well being of Alaska’s $tate Forests. Briefresearch concludes
that one million forested acres are under insect infestat)-on now —and this amount is growing at
increasing rate. It has been estimated 20 million Alaskjn trees were killed by the beetle last year

| am a sportsman and an outdoorsman, and the :ffect these massive damaged areas have
on wildlife, fiSh habitat, as well as scenic considerations is immense. | support timely access to
harvest these areas as a way to improve overall environ mental health. It is high time the state take
the initiave to promote economy and much needed emp ioyment.

1urge the committee to support House Bill 121 and see its passage into law.

Thank you.
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A laska

W ilderness P.0. Box 1333
Recreation.” Valdez, AK 99686
Tourism f, Phone: 907-835-4300
Association Fox: 907.835.5679

AllntviNFiventat nr; twram@r» - firur

February 3,1995

To: Reps: Williams, Grussendorf, Elton, Robinson, Mackie, Navarre, Brown, FinkelJstein,
Davis, Davies, Brice, Kubina, Nicliolia, MacLeac, Foster, Ilvan, Moses
From: Nancy R. Lethcoe, President

RE: I1IB 121: Salvage Timber Sales

Dear Alaskan Democratic Representatives:

I am very concerned about the handling of HB 121 by the House Majority. It ap-
pears that due process has not been followed: 1) the HB 121 was scheduled to only one
committee — that of its sponsor; 2) only two hours of public testimony via teleconfer-
ence wore scheduled which limited the comment period to 3 minutes — as a trade organi-
zation representing the economic interests of tourism businesses likely to be adversely
affected by diis bill, this was barely enough time to mention specific sections of the bill
we would like to see changed; no time was available for explaining why or presenting our
point of view on the economic consequences; 3) although we faxed our full testimony to
the committee chairs on Friday shortly after the teleconference, our testimony was not
included in the House Resource Committee’s legislative packet —-only testimony from
the bill's supporters was included; 4) we requested that the Monday (Feb. 6) teleconfer-
ence include time for public comment — this was denied; later Rep. Davies aide. Shan-
non McCarthy, said she was told no one asked to testify.

1do not know what we as a trade organization can do, but we are very unhappy with the
manner in which this legislation is being pushed through the legislature without allowing
adequate time to determine if the bill is economically sound and in the State's best inter-
est. It is early in the legislative session; there are no time constraints on passing bills; and
there is plenty of time for representatives to listen to the public and try to become in-
formed about potential problems in legislation which are easier to fix now than later.
Although we would support some type of salvage timber bill, this bill needs to be
amended so that it does not cause a loss of businesses and jobs in the tourism industry.
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AWRTA, P.0. Bt)/i 1353. Valdez. AK.996S6 CiA.

For your information, | am attaching the Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism
Association’s comments wliich should have been included in the legislative packet. We
have subsequently seen the amendments proposed by Rep. John Davies and support those
amendments. In addition, we have since learned that the bill not only authorizes salvage
sales to allow die forest products industry to utilize forests damaged by insect infestations
but it also allows salvage sales to aid local unemployment. AWRTA questions the eco-
nomic wisdom of conducting timber sales to promote short-term local employment in the
timber industry (there is no guarantee in the bill that local people will be hired) at the
expense of long-term jobs in the tourism industry.

Testimony sent to the committee co-chairs but not included in the legislative packet:

The Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism Association is a group representing
Alaska's tourism industry with over 100 business members ranging from wilderness
lodges, air taxi operators and rafting, hunting and fishing guides to private and guided
recreationaiists, the outdoor equipment stores that supply them and outdoor education and
agency professionals.

AWRTA promotes continuing conservation and appropriate use of natural resources,
professionalism and high standards in wilderness dependent tourism, guiding and outdoor
recreation, and low impact sustainable wilderness recreation and tourism.

AWRTA is concerned that Alaska will loose its market share in the global ecotourism
market if decision-makers do not carefully consider the impacts of resource management
and development on the tourism industry. We hope the following data will alert you to
this potential problem.

Eco-tourism comprises about 10% of the $315 billion that Americans spend each year on
travel. It’s the industry's fastest growing segment, with a growth rate of 20% per year. A
recent U.S. Travel Data Center survey found that 43 million Americans wiil take an ad-
venture travel/ecotourism trip within the next three years (Lester Reingold, "ldentifying
the Elusive Ecotourisl,” in Going Green: The Ecotourism Resourcefor Travel Agents,
published by Tour and Travel News, Oct. 25,1993, p. 36). The World Tourism Organiza-
tion contends that most of the 86% increase in worldwide tourism receipts projected by
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the end of the century will come from active, adventurous, nature and culture-related
travel, falling within the definition of ecotourism.

According to the Alaska Visitor Statistics Program, visitor satisfaction with their Alaskan
trips declined in 1995. A review of visitor's written comments indicated two major rea-
sons for the decline: a dissatisfaction with clearcuts in Southeast Alaska and the lack of
wildlife viewing opportunities in Denali National Park.

According to Alaska; Economy Performance Report 1994 (State of Alaska, Division of
Economic Development, Department of Commerce and Economic Development) in
1993, Alaska visitors spent $1.5 billion. This created 15,200 jobs and generated a tourism
industry payroll of between $275 and $300 million. By contrast, the forest products in-
dustry contributed only $565 million to the Alaskan economy. This created 3,185 jobs
and produced an industry payroll of $J40 million.

After reviewing HB 121, AWRTA has no objection to the overall idea of providing for
negotiated salvage timber sales where there is a demonstrated economic and scientific
basis for salvaging timber and mitigating outbreaks of tree diseases or insect infestation.
It must be provided, however, that these timber sales be subject to the requirements of
public notice and allowance for public comment and involvement in the decision-making
process, and be consistent with overall land use plans and the provisions of the Forest
Practices Act. Decision-making on timber salvage sales should consider other beneficial
and competing uses in the area as well as the impacts of creating access to the salvage
areas.

Woc specifically object to the proposed language under AS38.05.117(b) to exempt
negotiated salvage sales from AS38.05.115. Instead, we suggest the following:

Add a new subsection applicable only to negotiated salvage sales ofover 500MB that
reads the same as the presentAS3S.05.i15(a), except delete the "without advertisement"
provision contained in the third sentence.

This new subsection would retain the language requiring the sale to be consistent with the
sustained yield principle and be subject to preferences among other beneficial uses, but
would require advertisement of salvage sales over 500MB.
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We suggest that for negotiated salvage sales a cap on maximum volume and contract
period be established by statute. Under the present language proposed HB121 there is
no limit to the volume negotiable and a 25 year maximum is currently allowed by
AS38.05.118(a).

The proposed language for AS38.05.117(a) would allow the commissioner to offer
salvage timber sales in stands that will lose substantial value ifnotsalvaged within
two years. This suggests the term of these salvage contracts should not exceed two years,
since after that the timber will then be of little value.

We object to the proposed amendment of AS38.05,118(c) to include the addition of
the phrase "or will exist within two years™ in the first sentence. It is difficult enough
to make resource decisions on existing conditions, and adding a hypothetical condition
only weakens the decision. It is too speculative.

We add a footnote on regeneration: In most of the stands killed by bark beetle infestation,
there already exists an understory of young, vigorous second growth of spruce that has
survived the beetle outbreak or new seedlings produced by the outpouring of seed by the
dying trees. (When trees are stressed they generally begin producing extra seed). Subse-
quent logging of the dead trees will destroy this already established second growth. Fol-
lowing this, it may be difficult for some stands to regenerate naturally due to seed trees
being too distant. The only remaining alternative for regeneration would be hand planting
of seedlings. This is an expensive, labor intensive undertaking and would require a sig-
nificantly large budget, probably with help from the State, to accomplish.

On the silvicultural basis, it does not seem a good idea to extensively log these areas.
From a tourism perspective, extensive clear-cutting combined with a slow regeneration
could have a significant long-term economic impact on rural and highway tourism.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have questions or would like addition
information, please feel fri jto contact us.
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Good Morning Representatives in Juneau  from an unseasonably warm plus 30
degrees Fairbanks.

On the way In this morning, my car seemed almost giddy with its new found power in
the warm weather If wanted to go faster and faster, yet the mads were deceptively icy.
and slippery and potentially dangerous. |tell you this not as a weather report, but as
an anoiogy of where we will te going it you pass HB 12 1. This piece of legislation
would accelerate the power to go soomcplace last, but the road ahead would be

slippery. deceptive and potentially dangerous.

| oppose HB121 lor 3 basic reasons:

1 Over the past2-3 years, | have attended nearly all the meetings, forums, workshops
an d public hearings on forestry. | have heard the people say they are serious about
being part of the decision making process and they are not going logo away. Inthe
last few months Division of Forestry has begun fo really listen to tho people in their
review of the 5 year plan for the Tanana Valley Stale Forest. | CONGRATULATE PAUL
MAKI, tho forester in charge, fo suddenly reverse this direction, by giving one person
the Commissioner of Natural Resoources. the power to sell unlimited sized sales,
over a 25 year contract, without the oversight of 1he public is a U-turn that is
unacceeptable. It should be against the law.

2. After speaking with ©different professional foresters last week, |teamed some
interesting things Only i of them thought we had a serious insect problem in the
Interior. with the exception of an outbreak on the lower Yukon that is beginning to
decrease and an outbreak In the Tok region that Is beginning to build. Inthe
Fairbanks area some insect activity is lound in areas that have been logged recently.
Standard Creeok and Cache Creek for example, in the cache Creek ojts, thousand of
cords of green trees were decked up and left along side of the rocid for 4 years. Could
it be sloppy logging methods that feswc promote those buildups In insect
populations?

| also learned that the white spruce component of boreal forest is quite small. For ihe
forest as a whole, white spruce categorized as saw timber. lhose older, larger, most
valued comercialty trees, account for only 1.4 % . in the mixed spruce/hardwood
stands, another .5%. With the addition of the poleslzed spruce we can fotal onty n-
12% of the forest as white spruce.

These old trees are also the best targets for insects infestation, because they have iost
their vigor to defend themselves. If these individual trees were selectively cut. with the
remaining forest around them left in tact, tho white spruce forest would continue. But |
see no provision tor selective cutting in this bill. In deed, if these older island3 of forest
are euf In emergency salvage sales, we coutd lose the very forest that represents the
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than just tho S$ It could bring i! cut.

A forest is more than jus*: a number of tree trunks. Here in the boreal forest live more
than looo dilferenl vascular plants, with untold spades of lichen, mosses, algae and
fungi, many of which are essential tor healthy tree growth. 36 different mammals live
here, over 150 different birds and 16 different kinds of fish. When a section of forest IS
cut, Whether Hbe called a salvage sale, or as a scheduled sale, this should be counted
in our total harvest. If we take doubly, out forest will not sustain us in the future.

| close with a favorite quote from HERB HAMMOND. A B.C. FOREST ECOLOGIST.
‘"THE FOREST SUDTAING US, WE DO NOT SUSTAIN THE FOREST.

So good luck on your legislative road for 1995, Drive carefully, YOU HAVE THE
...FUTURE OF ALASKA RIDING IN YOUR BACKSEAT.

Mary Shields member of AWARTA and Alaska Boreal Forest Council
Box 80961 Fairbanks 99700 5- &
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Ted Smith <907> 495 6637 PHONE NO. : Feb. 02 1995 10:02PM

TESTIMONY ON HB 121
House Natura Resources Committee
February 3, 1995

Cha|rman my name is Ted Smlth | am a consulting forester
reS|d|n% Willow, Alaska. T retired as D rector of (She Alaska
Divisio orestrg in 1902.. Since then have se[yed _on
several Sta te boardS or commissions as WeII as the Mat-Su Borough
Assembly

ort the passa ge of HB 121. It fills a void in sta,tﬁ Ia]w

that a% bec me arent In our attemots to deal .Villt the
Eruce ar the e | m|c The ez_poms 0 the b ill are the
emption from t ear notice reqUirement at line 5 and the
from the volume |m|t t|on at I|nes 10 ar]d 11, all on gge 1.
The requwemeB eay. notice only [lt rm|tf a b.
situation to ecom worse S |m e passe evoume tattor}W
means t mang sa va e ?a es must be offered com ttttve¥ The
roce ura re% |rements or a competitive sal% add. at [e861 6
onths an ubstantta cost to the sale. T e pr|m ry reason
or a salvage sale is to Prev ent afte, aqg de ay ony reases
the amount 0f waste. s, the bill would provide m nge ed
tool for the state’s forest managers, out | beI|eve it cou

improved by a few changes

First, windthrow, flood, and erosion may also Cause loss of
timber value and should be added to insects, disease, fire, and
conversion of use as reasons for a salvage sale. An alternative
would be to provide a separate section for definition of "salvage
sale”™ with concurrent deletions in Section 1.

Second, the language added on page 2 at line 4 seems to unduly
restrict the conditions under which the special negotiated sale
pursuant to AS 38.05.18 may be offered. The added language would
seem to require that the underutilized volume of allowable cut be
limited to that which is a proper subject for a salvage sale. It
was the intent when this was adopted that the combination of
three elements - high unemployment, excess manufacturing

capacity, and underutilized timber stands « would be sufficient
to authorize the negotiated sale. Since Section 1 of the bill
removes the volume restrictions on a salvage Bale without
requiring the listed conditions, the new language should not be
needed.

That language does raise the question of how salvage sales relate
to the allowable cut. Usual practice ie to Include the salvage
volume in the allowable cut and if it exceeds the annual
allowable cut, to allocate it to subsequent years. A conversion
of use cut can be counted against that yearB allowable cut but it
should also reduce subsequent years allowable cut since the land
area is removed from timber production. This may not be proper
subject matter for legislation in this title which pertains to
state owned lands since it is (I believe) already covered by
regulations and/or procedures. However, although tho Forest

PO1
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Practices Act (which applies to both public and private lands)
authorizes in AS 41.17.060(a)(6) regulations dealing with salvage
logging, no special treatment for Galvage sales has been adopted.
It might be worthwhile to amend the Forest Practices Act to
providfe some special rules for salvage sales on private lands.

I regret that | am unable to attend the teleconference, but I am
available to answer questions by phone at (907) 495-6637 or by
letter to P.0.Box 11026, Willow, AK. 99688.

| appreciate the opportunity to comment.
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
TO: Work Draft CSSSKB 123(RES), "R" version

Page 2, lines 11 - 12

Delete 'the disposal, in the annular space of an oil or gas well, of drilling mud.

cuttings, and nonhazardous drilJing-Qperation wastes;"
Insen ‘'the disposal of drilling mud, cuttings, and nonhazardous drilling operation

wastes in the annular space of an oil or gas well or in the annular space of a water well

associated with oil or gas exploration and production;"

Page 2, line 19:
Delete "an oil or gas"

Insert "a”
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

9-LS0514\R
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 128(RES)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

OfTered:
Referred:

Sponsors): REPRESENTATIVES WILLIAMS, Kott, Toohey”rt®, Ktllv,

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the disposal of wastes; giving the Alaska Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission authority to regulate disposal in the annular space of an
oil or gas well of drilling mud, cuttings, and nonhazardous drilling operation wastes,
and exempting the disposal of those wastes from the requirement of a waste disposal
permit issued by the Department of Environmental Conservation; and establishing an
exemption from the requirement of obtaining a waste disposal permit from the
Department of Environmental Conservation for certain activities that yield solid and

liquid waste material discharges and cooling water discharges.”

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

* Section 1. AS 31.05.030(e) is amended to read:
(e) The commission may regulate

LU (] for conservation purposes

| o CSSSHB 125(RES)
yen ?XC 'Tr.derlined IDELETED TEXT 3PACXETEDI
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IA) [(D)1 the drilling, producing, and plugging of wells;
JBI[(2)1 the shooting and chemical treatment of wells;
(C) [(3)1 the spacing of wells;
(D) (41 the disposal of salt water, nonpotable water, and oil Field
wastes:
IE) [(5)1 the contamination or waste of underground water,
IE) [(6)] the quantity and rate of the production of oil and gas
from a well or property; this authority shall also apply to a well or property in a
voluntary cooperative or unit plan of development or operation entered into in
accordance with AS 38.05.180(p);
(2) the disposal, in the annular space of an oil or gas well, of drilling
mud, cuttings, and nonhazardous drilling operation wastes: in this paragraph, a
"nonhazardous drilling operation waste™ means a waste, other than_a_hazardous
waste identified bv the Environmental Protection Agency in 40 C.FJR."Part 261. its
regulatiory/Tdentifving and listing hazardous wastes™associated with, the act of
drilling an oil or gas well for exploratorv.or production purposes.
* Sec. 2. AS 46.03.100(d) is amended to read:
(d) This section does not apply to
(1) the disposal, in the annular space of an oil or gas well, of drilling
mud, cuttings, and nonhazardous drilling operation wastes.regulated under
AS 31.05.Q3Q(e)I21mi
12) injection projects permitted under AS 31.05.030(h).
* Sec. 3. AS 46.03.100 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(0 Except as to discharges arising out of exploration and development drilling
for oil and gas resources, this section does not apply to
(1) discharges of solid or liquid waste material or water discharges that
will arise from
(A) the following activities if the discharge is incidental to the
acdvity, the activity is carried out in a manner consistent with established industry
procedures, and the acdvity does not produce a discharge from a point source, as

that term is deiincd in regulations adopted under this chapter, directly into any

CSSSHB 128(RES) 9.
Mw <:nl9r:ir*d /DELETED TEXT BRACKETED1
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surface water of the state:
(i) mineral drilling, trenching, ditching, and similar
activities;
(if) landscaping;
(iif) water well drilling, geophysical drilling, or coal bed
methane drilling;

(B) drilling, ditching, trenching, and similar activities associated
with facility construction and maintenance or with road or other transportation
facility construction and maintenance if the discharge is incidental to the drilling,
ditching, trenching, or similar activity, the drilling, ditching, trenching, or similar
activity is carried out in a manner consistent with established industry procedures,
and the drilling, ditching, trenching, or similar activity does not produce a
discharge from a point source, as that term is defined in regulations adopted under
this chapter, directly into any surface water of the state; however, the exemption
provided under this subparagraph does not relieve a person from obtaining a
permit under (a) of this section if the drilling, ditching, trenching, or similar
activity will involve the removal of the groundwater, stormwater, or wastewater
runoff that has accumulated and is present at an ex. "‘tion site for facility, road,
or other transportation construction or maintenance; or

(C) bilge pumping, unless the bilge product pumped may be
expected to yield an oily sludge, emulsion, or sheen on the surface of any water
of the state; or

(2) cooling water discharges from a boat or vessel into any surface water

of the state.

-3- CSSSHB 128(RES)
Tsxc “Jnderlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETEDI
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Date Referred: February 8. 1995 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action: .3j) hs~

The RESOURCES Committee considered: SSHB 128

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 128 WASTE DISPOSAL PERMIT EXEMPTION

"An Act establishing an exemption to the requirement of obtaining a waste disposal permit for certain activities
that yield water and waste material discharges ancillary to those activities."

recommends it be replaced > [ ] the same title
with the following committee substitute CS S*> Y\ 8 13-S [~ a newtitle
I ] additional referral to Committee

[ | attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (m:0g] APPROVES PREVIOUS: (OdtClle)
I ] fiscal note(s) [ ] fiscal note(s)
\p\ zero fiscal note(s) AD [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
SIGNING WITH RECOMMENDATIONS DP DNP NR AM
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STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: 3/1/95
Title: W aste disposal permit exemption
Sponsor: Rep. Williams
Roquostor: Houso Rosourco9
Expenditures/Revenues

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES 00 00
TRAVEL 0.0 00
CONTRACTUAL 00 00
SUPPLIES 0.0 00
EQUIPMENT 0.0 00
LAND St STRUCTURES 0.0 00
GRANTS, CLAIMS 00 00
MISCELLANEOUS 00 00
TOTAL OPERATING 00 00

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES |
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Roceipts
1000 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 00 00

Estimate of ony current year (FY95) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This committee substitute better defines the scopo of the exemptions.
by existing Corps of Engineers gunerol or nationwide permits; others , such as roadside ditching could bo

T E

BILL NO.

Dept. Affactod:

CaSsS HB

Fish and Gome

BRU: Hobitat and Restoration

Component: Hobitat

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 98 FY 99
00 0.0
00 00
0.0 00
0.0 00
00 00
00 00
00 00
00 00
0.0 00

(Thousands of Dollars)

00 00

00

(RES)

480

00

Most of tho listed categories ore covered

addressed through an individual Corps of Engineers permit, if wetlands are involved. Not much is gained by

keeping an essentially redundant ADEC permitting requirement.
department's concerns.

Praparod by: Geron Bruce —
Division: Commissioner's Office

Approved by Commissioner: flUff

Agency: o

This committee substitute addresses tho

Phono: _

Date:

e Y1 T~

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call tha Govarnor'a Lagitlativa Olflca

IHov 10/94) 95rnno.xI»/0BR

Poga

405-0143

3/1/95
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Alaska State Legiskature

HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE State Capitol
Juneau. Alaska 93601*1182
(907)465*3715
MEMORANDUM
To: Resources Committeemembers
From: Jack PhelpsCfcf?
Committee staff
Date: February 23, 1995
Re: Draft CS SSHB128(RES), version R

Attached is the new draft CS. The principal change is in Section 1 of the hill on page 2, line
14 where we have substituted the federal definition of hazardous waste for the state statutory
definition dted in the O version of the bill. The reason for this change, as discussed before
committee last Monday, is that the AOGCC currently is required to regulate Underground
Injection Control activities using this federal definition. It just would not make sense to require
them to use a different standard for this particular regulatory activity,

1 have attached a c_o%y_of AS 46.03.900. Paragraph (9) contains the definition of hazardous
waste which was cited in the O draft of the CS.

ADEC currently leans on the federal definition in their own regulatory activities. Included in
this packet is a copy of 18 AAC 62.020, ADEC regulations dealing with identification of
hazardous waste. In this section of the code, the federal standard used in the proposed CS is
adopted by reference as state regulation.

Finally, | have attached a copy of AS 29.35.590 in.paragraph (8% of which we have precedent for
Alaska statutes defining hazardous waste by citing 40 CFR 261.

The Dbill will be back up before the committee on Wednesday, March 1. If you have any
questions about this draft, please give me a call @ 3715.



§46.03.900 Alaska Statutes §46.03.900

Revisor"s notes. — Sbsaction @ wes
formerly AS 46.04.090(b)- Renumbered in
1901.

Sec. 46.03.900. Definitions. In this chapter

(1) "air contaminant™ means dust, fumes, mist, smoke, other partic-
ulate matter, vapor, gas, odorous substances or a combination of these;

(2) "air pollution” means the presence in the outdoor atmosphere of
one or more air contaminants in quantities and duration that tend to
be injurious to human health or welfare, animal or plant life or prop-
erty or would unreasonably interfere with the enjoyment of life or
property;

(3) "atomic radiation” means all ionizing radiation;

(4) "broadcast chemicals” means chemical substances which are re-
leased into the air or onto land or water for the purpose of preventing,
destroying, repelling, stimulating or retarding plant or animal life, or
chemical substances released for meteorological control, oil spill con-
trol or fire control;

(5) "commissioner" means the commissioner of environmental con-
servation;

(6) "department” means the Department of Environmental Conser-
vation;

(7) "dispose"” has the meaning given "disposal” in 42 U.S.C. 6903(3);

(8) "facility” means any offshore or onshore structure, improve-
ment, vessel, vehicle, land, enterprise, or endeavor;

(9) "hazardous waste" means a waste or combination of wastes that
because of quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious
characteristics may

(A) cause, or significantly contribute to, an increase in mortality or
an increase in serious irreversible or incapacitating reversible illness;
or

(B) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health
or the environment when improperly managed, treated, stored, trans-
ported, or disposed of;

(10) "hazardous waste reduction” means decreasing, avoiding, or
eliminating wastes that are hazardous to human health or the envi-
ronment through source reduction or recycling; the term does not
include hazardous waste treatment or hazardous waste disposal;

(11) "industrial waste"” means a liquid, gaseous, solid, or other
waste substance or a combination of them resulting from process of
industry, manufacturing trade or business, or from the development of
natural resources; however, gravel, sand, mud, or earth taken from its
original situs and put through sluice boxes, dredges, or other devices
for the washing and recovery of the precious metal contained in them
and redeposited in the same watershed from which it came is not
industrial waste;



18 AAC <52020 Environmental Conservation 18 AAC 622(0

(A) ignitability;
<B) corrosivity;
(C) reactivity; or
(D) toxicity;
(2) is specifically listed at 18 AAC <52.020 as being hazardous; or
(3) isamixture ofa hazardous waste and a nonhazardous waste.
(Eff. 7/11/87, Register 103)

Authority: AS 46.03.020 AS 46.03.299

18 AAC 62.020. IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE,
(a) Regulations of the federal government for identification and list-
ing of hazardous wastes, promulgated and published as 40 C.F.R.
Part 261 (amended through July 1990). are adopted by reference as
state regulations.

(b) The commissioner will, in his or her discretion, list a waste as
hazardous when evidence of sufficient hazard is received. This deter-
mination will be based upon

1) the criteria at 40 C.F.R. sec. 261.11; and
(2; the addition criterion of acute aquatic toxicity defined as a
96-hour LCso of less than 500 mg/l. (Eff. 7/11/87, Register 103; am

8/7/92, Register 123)

Authority:  AS 46.03.020 AS 46.03.299

Editor’s notes. — Copies of the led- of Documents, Washington, D.C. 20402,
eral regulations referred to in 18 AAC or may he reviewed at any regional office
62.020 are available from the U.S. Gov- of the department,
ernment Printing Office, Superintendent

Article 2 Standards Applicable to a Generator

Section Section

200. Purpose and scope 220. (Repealed)

210. Requirements for a generator of 230. Manifest
hazardous waste

18 AAC 62.200. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. 18 AAC 62.200 — 18
AAC 62.230 set out the regulatory requirements imposed on a gener-
ator of hazardous waste. A generator who produces a hazardous
wiste listed or characterized under 18 AAC 62.020 shall notify the
department, and shall obtain a State/EPA identification number. A
generator may not treat, store, dispose, or offer for transport any
hazardous waste without an identification number. (Eff. 7/11/87, Reg-
ister 103; am 8/7/92, Register 123)

Authority: AS 46.03.020 AS 46.03.302 AS 46.03.308
AS 46.03.296 AS 16.03.305 AS 46.03.311
AS 46.03.299

265



} 29.35.590 Alaska Statutes $ 29.35.590

Sec. 29.35.590. Definitions. In AS 29.35.500 — 29.35.590

(1) "acute hazardous waste” means a waste listed by the adminis-
trator or the Environmental Protection Agency in accordance with the
criteria in 40 C.F.R. 261.11(a)(2);

(2) "consumer commodity" means a material that is packaged and
distributed in a form intended or suitable for sale through retail sales
agencies or instrumentalities for consumption by individuals for pur-
poses of personal care or household use, including a drug or medicine;

(3) "extremely hazardous substance” means a substance listed in 40
C.F.R. Part 355, Appendix A and B;

(4) "handles” includes disposes of, generates, processes, stores,
treats, transships, and uses hazardous chemicals, materials, or
wastes, but does not include the handling of hazardous chemicals,
hazardous materials, or hazardous wastes while they are in transit
and before they reach the final destination indicated on the shipping
paper accompanying the shipment, except while they are at a trans-
shipment facility; in this paragraph, "shipping paper” has the mean-
ing given in 49 C.F.R. 171.8;

(5) "hazard class” means the class of a hazardous material defined
in 49 C.F.R. 173;

(6) "hazardous chemical™ means a chemical that is a physical haz-
ard or a health hazard;

(7) "hazardous material™ means a material or substance, as defined
in 49 C.F.R. 171.8, and any other substance determined by the divi-
sion of fire prevention, or by a municipality for purposes of its own
reporting program, to pose a significant health and safety hazard;
"hazardous material” does not include food, drugs, alcoholic bever-
ages, cosmetics, tobacco, or tobacco products intended for personal
consumption;

(8) "hazardous waste” means a hazardous waste as identified by the
Environmental Protection Agency under 40 C.F.R. 261, and any other
hazardous waste defined by the division of fire prevention or by a
municipality for purposes of its own reporting program;

(9) "quantity” means the total amount of a material or waste han-
dled at a time and includes the aggregate of a material or waste that
is divided among multiple containers;

(10) "threshold planning quantity” means the quantity listed in the
column "threshold planning quantity” for a substance listed in 40
C.F.R. Part 355, Appendix A and B;

(11) "transshipment facility” means a building, dock, yard or other
structure or area at which hazardous chemicals, hazardous materials,
or hazardous wastes are held, or transferred from one vehicle, vessel,
or container to another, for the purpose of reshipraent within seven
days after arriving at the facility, if regularly holding or transferring
within that period of time is the principal business of the facility. (8 4
ch 108 SLA 1986; am 8§ 15, 16 ch 143 SLA 1988)

100
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Alaoka Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
3001 Porcupine Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 90501

Phono: (907) 279-1433
Fax: (907) 270-7542

Facsimile Cover Sheet

To: Jack Phelps
Representing: do Rep. williams
Phone;
Fax:

From: David W. Johnston
Title: Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation
Commission

Phone: 907-279-1433
Fax: 907-276-7542

, ~ Date: 24/02/95
Pages including this
coverpage: 8

Comments: Enclosed are the few pages from the Interstate Oil and Gas
Compact Commission's report on Alaska's Oil and Gas Waste Management
programs. The recommendation concerning annular disposal is on page 11,
Recommendation 19.

| bring a copy of the entire document with me. See yoi. next week.
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INTRODUCTION

This report contains rhe findings and recommendations of a six-person toem appointed
by ilie Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission (IOGCC) to roview components
ol tho regulatory programs of the state of Alaska that pertain to the management of
wastes derived from the exploration and production (E&P) of crude oil and natural gas.
The roview was coordinated hy the IOGCC in cooperation with the United Stales
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other Interest groups.

BASIS FOR THE REVIEW: The primary basis for the Alaska review is the EPA/IOCQ
Sliitlv. of_Staie Regulation of OH-.and Gas Exploration and Production Waste,
hereinafter, referred to as the “IOGCC Guidance" or "IOGCC Guidelines". Tho review
team evaluated Alaska’s E&P waste regulatory programs against tho guidelines and
criteria listed in the IOGCC Guidance. However, the review team also had some
latitude to make Inquiries, findings, and rocommendatlons beyond the specific
guidelines and criteria contained in the I0GCC Guidance. These outside comments
are identified as such In the report. The Guidance deals only with E&P waste
identified as exempt from Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Since the potential exists for non-cxnmpt waste to bo commingled with
exempt waste at E&P sites, steps should be taken to prevent such mixing. This Issue
is not the subject of this report.

The uldmaie purpose of tho review was to identify strengths and recommend
improvements for the state’s E&P waste regulatory programs. Because it is not
intended to be a detailed roview of the effectiveness of Alaska's E&P waste program,
tho review did not include an evaluation of site-specific case studies or environmental
data. The review (and the criteria upon which it is based) is more of an evaluation of
whether tho state has certain elements of an E&P waste regulatory program ihan It
is a determination of the extent of which the Alaska program is protective of human
health and the environment.

Ground rules for tha Alaska review were established by an IOGCC steering committee
compromised of state environmental and oil and gas regulatory officials,
representatives of industry and environmental oi ganizatlons, and officials of interested
federal agencies. Members of the review team, official observers of the reviews, rules
of participation, and guidelines for preparation of iho draft and final reports were
approved by the steering committee.

CONTENTS OF THE REVIEW: A questionnaire (see Appendix B), based primarily on
criteria listed in the IOGCC Guidance, was developed by tho steering committee and
used as a focal point for the Alaska review. The questionnaire touched only briefly
on E&P waste management Issues that were not addressed in tha administrative and
technical criteria of the IOGCC Guidance. Those practices and issues excluded are:



Technical requirements for Injection wells regulated under the federal
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA);

Effluent limitations for discharges to surface waters regulated under
federal Clean Water Act's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits;

Monitoring and regulation of naturally occurring radioactive materials
(NORM) in oil field wastes; and

. Air emission from oil field wastes or waste management facilities.

Questions concerning injection wells and NPDES-pormitted discharges were limited,
both in tho questionnaire and during the in-state review, to how the regulatory
programs for those practices interface with other E&P waste management practices.

The review team focused Its evaluation on Alaska's regulatory requirements for onr.il n
disposal of drilling and production wastes and offslte treatment and disposal facilities.
The review addressed management of thoso wastes in onsite pits, one-time land
application, burial, roadspreading, commercial drilling mud pits, commercial soil farms,
surface facilities at commercial disposal wells, solid waste landfills, and crude oil and
tank bottom reclamation plants.

Statutory and administrative components of tho Alaska programs, including stalling
and funding levels and enforcement activities, wero assessed against applicable
criteria in the 10GCC Guidance. How Alaska's programs interface with federal
programs applicable to E&P wastes was also reviewed.

REVIEW TEAM MEMBERSHIP: Tho roview team chosen for the Alaska review
Included: Mr. William R. Bryspn (reviow team chairman), State of Kansas, Corporation
Commission; Mr. James E. Erb, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of
Environmental Resources; Ms. Patti Saunders, Alaska Center for the Environment; Mr.
Michael Stotirror, State of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Oil &
Gas; Mr. Bob Lipchak, ARCO-Alaskn. Inc,; and Ms. Janie Nelson, State of Wyoming.
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission. Observers included: Mr. Curt Eilo, EPA
Region 10; Mr. Bill Hochhoisor, U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fossil Energy;
Mr. David Lowe, BP Exploration; and Mr. Jim Roderick, Public Awareness Committee
for the Environment-Cook Inlet Vigil. Others present Included Mr. Jerry R. Simmons,
IOGCC staff; Ms. Brenda Craigor, IOGCC staff; Mr. DennlsRuddy, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste; and Mr, M.G. "Marty” Mefferd, I0GCC
contractor.



WHERE AND HOW THE REVIEW WAS CONDUCTED: The Alaska review was
conducted in Anchorage, Alaska at tho Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
(AOGCC) offlcos on July 13-17, 1992, Mr. David Johnston, Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission Commissioner was responsible for AOGCC staff's
responses to the questionnaire ond review panel questions, and provided members of
his staff as necessary during the roview process. Mr. Glenn Miller, Alaska Department
of Environmental Conservation (DEC),was responsible for DEC staff's responses to the
questionnaire and rovliow panel questions, and provided members of his staff as
necessary during the review process.

Tho review was conducted by discussing the answers in the questionnaire provided
to ihn roview team by AOGCC, DEC and DNR. Priorto beginning each sociion of the
questionnaire, the appropriate staff member would glvo an overview of the topic to
be discussed (i.e., permitting, enforcement, technical requirements, etc.). Each
reviow team mombor was responsible for leading the questioning ond onsuloQ
discussion for particular topics. Observers were also permitted to ask questions
throughout the review. At the end of each day, the review team and observers
identified issues raised during the daily sessions.

The roview team prepared a list of findings and areas of concern. On Friday, July 17,
1992, an exit interview was conducted with each agency to inform them of the
review team's preliminary findings, including positive aspects and areas of concern.

Each reviow team member was assigned one or more sections to prepare into draft
report. Tho review panel mot again on September 21-25, 1 yto complete tho draft
report. Once completed, the draft report was distributed for review ond comment to
all participants in the roview, Including the Alaska regulatory officials and review
observers. The roview panel met on November 8‘10, 1692t0 consider all comments
and to prepare o final report.

Tho review team reached consensus on most of the findings and recommendations
contained heroin. In areas where consensus was not achieved, appropriate entries
havu been made In the report.



OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
IN THE STATE OF ALASKA

Tlu; liisi commercial oil production occurmclJ In the Katalla hold Inthe Gull of Alaska,
which was discovered in 1902. The field was abandoned in 1933, after processing
1134,000 barrels ot oil, when the refinery burned. Modern day production began with
Hie discovery of the Swanson Rlvar field on the Kenai Peninsula in 1957 I1Cook Inlet
Aien) and the Prudhon Bay field In 1967 (North Slope Arca>.

The Slate of Alaska owns 30 percent of the land in the state. This Includes all of the
North Slope oil fields, as well as most of the Cook Inlot fields. Thus, the State of
AlaSka is involved in oil and gas exploration and production waste management both
dS a regulatory agency and dS a landowner.

In 1991 Alaska produced 15.4 million barrels ot oil from the Cook Inlet fields and 665
million harrols from the North Slope fields. Cook Inlet production peaked at 83 million
barrels in 1970 and the North Slope peaked at 744 million barels in 1988. Tho North
Slope fields produced a peak of 2.1 trillion cubic fear (tcf) of natural gas in 1391; all
bur 248 billion cubic feet (bcfl was reinjected to maintain pressure and improve
ultimate recovery. All gas produced is utilized or returned to the reservoir on the
North Slope, as there are no pipelines carrying'gas to other markets. North Slope gas
production started with the Barrow field which was discovered in 1949. Cook Inlet
gas production began from Swanson River in 1958 and peaked at 311 hef in 1990.
Tho 1991 production was 308 bcf. Gas from the Cook Inlet Area goes to Anchorage,
Keiiiti and other South Central Alaska communities. It is also used to produce
ammonia and urea as well as being exported as LNG to Japan. Alaska currently has
1,572 producing oil wells and 108 producing gas wells. Currently, Alaskan oil fields
produce nearly 25 percent of domestic production.

No inhu mation about reserves was provided lo the review team; however, production
hum Cook Inlot fields is expected to decline from approximately 39,000 harrols per
day (b/<l) in 1992 to 17,000 b/d Inthe year 2000. The North Slope fields will decline
from 1,700,000 b/d in 1992 to on estimated 100,000 b/d in the year 2016,
depending on the economic limits of the fields, and assuming no other discoveries ore
made and developed.

Alaska currently has 613 injection wells, of which 34 are Class Il disposal wells and
579 am enhanced recovery (EOR) wells,. Twenty-four disposal wells were active at
Ifie end of 1991, Injecting 125,683,277 barrels of produced water in that year. In
1991, approximately 830,193.000 barrels were reinjected into producing formations
through EOR wells. In addition, 999,700 barrels of fluid associated with North Slope
operations wore disposed of Into Class Inon-hazardous/Industrlal wells al Pad 3. Data
nn volumes of waste disposed into reseivo pits or through permitled NPDES



discharges were not made available 10 the review team. Volumes were also not
available lor burial and landfilling practices on the North Slope, although tho volume
was characterized as a "small amount.”

Major sources of groundwater are from alluvial deposits in the Kenai Peninsula (Cook
Inlot). On the North Slope, no fresh groundwater zones have been identified in oil and
gas fields. Ilho Swanson River field Is located in a federal wildlife refuge on the Konai
Peninsula. Only a small portion of Alaska's oil and gas production activities are

conducted on privately owned lands.

E&P waste management practices in Alaska have been changing inthe last few years.
Over the past five years, the industry- state relationship on the North Slope has
matured into a more cooperative, proactive and open approach to solving problems.
This relationship has been possible because of the small number of operators, all ol
whom are major oil companies that have adequate multidisciplinary personnel
resources to deal with Alaska environmental regulations and problems.

The acceptability of some longstanding practices has been rethought by industry,
state and federal agencies. New technologies fur waste treatment and disposal are
being developed. As these new technologies come on line, old practices are being
phased out. For instance, on the North Slopo, muds, cuttings and some associated
waste are now being ground and Injectod, replacing above ground reserve pits, which
have in the past been the primary method of disposal. Also, prior to 1988, the
general practice was to discharge the liquid fraction in tho pits (consisting of snow
melt and some free liquids Jn the wastes) to the adjacent tundra. This practice was
conducted pursuant to DEC wastewater permits, but without federal NPDES permits.
These liquids are now disposed of in injection wells.

Although not prohibited by regulation, above-grade pits, tundra discharges and
roadspreading of pit liquids have nut been authorized on the North Slope since 1988.
The use of reserve pits for E&P waste'management continues on tho Kenai Peninsula,
although roadspreading of pit liquids was discontinued in 1988, as It was on the North

Slope.

*

Non commercial E&QP waste management facilities such as tank batteries, reserve pits
and EOR/disposal wells ore used in both tho North Slope and Cook Inlet Areas.
Neither producing area has commercial E&P waste management facilities, nor are
thjre any roadspioadlng or landfaunihg operations.



HPA and DEC have signed a Memorandum of Agreement pursuant to which DEC
cnndiuncertain aspects of the RCRA hazardous waste program in Alnska. Alask
fines not Viave RCRA Subtitle C primacy. EPA also retains authority for the CjerfTn
Water Act's'’JVIPDES wastewater discharge program, while DEC manages a stai$?/water
qualify prngraro.

\
FINDING 1.7. \
Consistent with PKK3CC Guideline 3.1, Title 46 of Ala”Ka Statutes sets forth

DEC'S programs fonenvironmontal protection. AS 54-6\03.010 isa declaration
o! the state's policy “protect the environment an'd the health and welfare of

the people of Alaska. \ S
FINDING 1.8.
he declaration of policy in AS 03.010 is an outstanding example of the

goal statement called for by jpcfccN~uidelino 3.2.

DEC administers the followjp technical criteria relevant to:

18 AAC Chapter'ErO Air quality control
18 AAC Chaptfer 60 Solid waste managerrihjit
18 AAC cpefpter 62 W astewater disposal
18 AAC.-dhapter 70 W ater quality standards
10 AAC Chapter 72 Hazardous waste
10"AC Chapter 75 Oil and hazardous substance (Pollution control
I'6 AAC Chapter 80 Drinking water standards
18 AAC Chapter 85 Radiation protection
FINDING 1.9.

Annular disposal of wastes Is regulated by DEC'S wastewater program, while
injection of wastes through tubing into Class fl wells is controlled by AOGCC.

RECOMMENDATION 1.9.

To maximize efficient and effective use of resources, especially in light of fiscal
and staffing shortfalls, and to take advantage of existing technical expertise,
AOGCC and DEC should consider unifying administration of the anr.ular
disposal and UIC programs undnr AOGCC wusing an MOU or other such
delegation, (IOGCC Guidance 3.1.e.)
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Anchorage, Alaska 99511 (907) 345 3G46

February 24, 1995

ReB Bill WrIIrams Charrman

H esources mittee

Aas a State egrsature
uneau, Alaska

Re: HB 128
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Sincerely,

Paul S. Glavinovichl
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Oil&Gi,s Representative William K. Williams Fax (907) 225-8546

SPONSOR STATEMENT

HOUSE BILL 128

The current language of AS 46.03.100 requires a permit for any
disposal of solid or liquid waste into the waters or onto the land of the
state. Under the existing law there is no provision for an exemption
regardless of how minimal or benign the deposit may be.

Until recently, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(ADEC) treated negligible discharges as if there were a minimal
exemption in the statute. Presently, the department is in the process of
considering a general permit that would apply to "mine drilling
exploration, water well drilling and monitoring well drilling" (Proposed
permit #9540-DB001). It is not apparent that the department is
contemplating regulations that would apply to other industries which
would be affected if the current law was followed to the letter.

House Bill 128 would provide in statute a general exemption for
discharges which are incidental to activities such as mineral drilling and
trenching, well drilling, or road and facility construction when the
discharge is not directly into the surface waters of the state. This would
restore the status quo which has worked for years without harm to the
environment.

House Bill 128 is important in reaching the oft-repeated goal of

minimizing the unnecessary regulatory burden on Alaska's resource
development industries. | urge its speedy passage.

[(yder « Ketchikan + Meyers Chuck + Saxman
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CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. IDSIRES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:

Referred:

Sponsored: REPRESENTATIVES WILLIAMS, Kolt. Toohev 1

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the disposal of wastes; giving the Alaska Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission authority to regulate disposal in the annular space of an jl
oil or gas well of drilling mud, cuttings, and nonhazardous drilling operation wastes:
exempting the disposal of certain wastes in tm; annular space of art > wul
from the requirement of a waste disposal permit issued by the Department of
Environmental Conservation; and establishing an exemption from the requirement of
obtaining a waste disposal permit from the Department of Environmental Conservation

for certain activities that yield solid and liquid waste material uioCnurges and cooling

water discharges.”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA;

* Section 1. AS 31.05.030(e) is amended to read:

I- CSSSHB 128(RES)
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(e) The commission may regulate
LjQ [.j :or conservation purposes
<A) [(I'll the drilling, producing, and plugging ot weils:
i_B] [(211 che shooting and chemical treatment ot wells;
iCl [(311 the spacing of wells;
*D) [(-1) the disposal of salt water, nonpotable water, and oil field
wastes;
IEI [(5)| the contamination or waste of underground water;
iFl [(olj the quantity ana rate of the production of oil and gas
from a well or property; this authority shall also apply to a well or property in a
voluntary cooperative or unit pian of development or operation entered into in
ircoraance with AS 38.05.iSOfpd
*21 the disposal, in the annular space of an oil or gas well, of drilling
mud, cuttings and nonho/ardous drilling operation wastes; in this..p.araacafl.h"a
"nonhazardous drilling operation waste" means a waste, other than a hazardous
waste as that term is defined in AS 46.03,900. associated with the act of.drillmgjin
oil or uas well for exploratory or production purposes.
*Sec. 2. AS 46.03.100(d) is amended to read,;

(d) Tnis section does not apply to

111 the disposal, in the annular s dLaruiiJ. er ms well, of drillm e
mud, cuttings, and nonhazardous drilling operation wastes regulateu under
AS 31,05.030.(e)(2:_.Qr

ID injection projects permitted under AS 31.05.030(h).

* Sec. 3. AS 46.03.100 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
() Except as to discharges arising out of exploration and development drilling
for oil and gas resources, this section does not appiv to

() discharges of solid or liquid waste materia! or water discharges that

will arise from
(A) the following activities if the discharge is incidental to the

activity, the activity is earned out in a manner consistent with established industry

procedures, and the activity does not produce a discharge from a point source, as

25SSHI3 1281RES] -2-
1 DA v e,
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1 that term is defined in regulations adopted under this chapter, directly into any
m surface water ot' the state:

3 (i) mineral drilling, trenching, and similar activities;

4 (if) landscaping;

5 (iii) water well drilling, geophysical drilling, or coal bed

6 methane drilling;

7 (B1 drilling, ditching, and similar acdviries associated with facility

8 construction and maintenance or with road or other transportation facility
9 construction and maintenance if the discharae is incidental to the dnilimi. |
10 ditching, or similar acrivirv, the drilling, ditching, or similar activity is carried out |
u in a manner consistent with estaolished industry procedures, and the drilling, 1
12 ditching, or similar activiry does not produce a discharge from a point source, as
13 that term is defined in regulations adopted under this chapter, directly into any
14 surface water of the state: however, the exemption provided under this i
15
16 section if the drilling, ditching, or similar activity will involve the removal of the |
17 stormwater or wastewater runoff that has accumulated and is present at an ;
18 excavation site for facility, road, or other transportation construction or j
19 maintenance: or
20 © biige pumping, unless the bilge product pumped may be
21 expected to yield an oily sludge, emulsion, .. been or. the
22 of the state; or
23 (2) cooiing water discharges from a boat or vessel into any surface water
24 of the state.

3- CSSSHB 12S1RES)
yo;/ ry ¢ -w°d [DELETED TEXT UFAuEETE",
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Waste Disposal
Permit Exemption

Sectional Analysis

Section 1 of the bill amends AS 31.05.030(e) to give authority to the
Alaska Oil & Gas Conservation Commission to regulate annular

pumping.

Section 2 of the bill amends AS 46.03.100(d) to exclude annular
pumping from the permitting authority granted to the Department of
Environmental Conservation by AS 46.03.100(a).

Section 3 of the bill adds a new subsection to AS 46.03.100
establishing an exemption from the requirement of obtaining a permit
for the incidental discharge of solid and liquid waste materials and
certain water discharges arising from various activities within the state.

To qualify for the exemption, the discharge must be incidental to the
activity, the activity must be carried out in a manner consistent with
established industry procedures, and the activity must not produce a
discharge from a point source directly into the surface waters of the
state.

Under this bill, bilge pumping is also exempt providing it conforms to
current U.S. Coast Guard standards. Engine cooling water discharges
are also exempted by the bill.



FI1SCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB128

1995 LEGISLATIV E SESSION

Revision Dat Department Affected: Environmental
Title: An Act establishing an exemption to the Conservation

requirmt of obtain, waste disposal permit BRU: Environmental Quality
Sponsor: Rep. Williams Componc Wastewater & Water TreatmenJ
Requestor:

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1426

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY00 FYO01
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND&STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS,CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
MISCELLANEOQOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | 0.0] 00| 0q] 0.0 00|
CHANGE INREVENUES ( ) 1 00| 0qg 00 oa 0q
FUND SOURCE
10 Feckral Reeipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10BGF Match 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1MGF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1006 G~/Program Receipt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
106GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Otrer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estinate of any axratyear (FYh) et 5 0.0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

The department would promulgate the requested definition of "point source discharge” in a
revision of the wastewater regulations using existing staff and funding.

Prepared by; Deena J. Henkins , Phone :  465-5312
Division: Environmental Quality » Date: 212795

Approved by Commissioner: ,
Agency:  Department of*vironmental Conservation Date: 5¢
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