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HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 12(RES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATORS TAYLOR, Pearce
REPRESENTATIVE Williams

A RESOLUTION
Relating to the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service; relating
to the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, strategic plan
known as "Reinvention of the Forest Service'; and advocating that implementation
of the plan be suspended pending Congressional review and consultation with local
governments.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, has issued
a new strategic plan known as "Reinvention of the Forest Service"; and

WHEREAS this plan has far-reaching implications and was developed without
consultation with key elected leaders, including state governors, members of the United States
Congress, or community, tribal government, and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(ANCSA) corporate leaders in contradiction of President Clinton's Executive Order No. 12875
"Enhancing Intergovernmental Partnerships"; and

WHEREAS Vice-President Gore's "Report on Reinventing Government" was

developed with the promised intent of empowering local governments and decentralizing

4+ HCS CSSIR 12(RES)
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decision-making power; and

WHEREAS the "Reinvention of the Forest Service" strategic plan approved by
Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy, just before his resignation, eliminates the very foundation
of locally based authority that had the responsibility of working with states, local communities,
tribal governments, and ANCSA corporations and masks and diffuses decision-making
authority and withdraws it to Washington, D.C., making the Forest Service less responsive to
local concerns; and

WHEREAS moving the Alaska Region Forest Service office to Portland, Oregon, is
an example of the flawed science being used to define ecosystems and ecological boundaries;
and

WHEREAS the newly defined purpose of the Forest Service to promote the
sustainability of ecosystems without specifically retaining the traditional Forest Service
objective of promoting community stability has already created problems and crises for
hundreds of communities dependent upon the national forests and state and private forest
ecosystems; and

WHEREAS the new strategic plan has seemingly turned away from commitment
towards providing a continuous flow of renewable resources to meet the public need, as
directed in the Organic Act, Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, the National Forest
Management Act, and other Acts of the Congress; and

WHEREAS, under the new strategic plan, the Forest Service is more inclined to
present a nebulous plan for ecosystem management where resource yields are simply the
by-products of management, with no predictable flows or commitments to supply levels to
sustain human life;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature calls upon ;he newly designated
Secretary of Agriculture to suspend implementation of the reinvention project's strategic plan
approved by Secretary Espy to allow for Congressional review and for consultation with local
governments; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, conduct true partnership meetings with states, communities, tribal governments, and
ANCSA corporations to develop a new strategic plan; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Forest Service acknowledge the United States

HCS CSSIR L2(RFS) >
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Department of Agriculture's legal obligations to rebuild, restore, and promote the economic
stability of forest dependent communities; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that, in keeping with federal law, timber commodities are
a primary not a residual value of forest management; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the compensation and cost-of-living allowance of the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Chief and each Regional Forester of the Forest Service be
reflective of timber production; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, through a true partnership with local communities, identify and implement strategies
for decentralizing decision making and empowering state and local governments to more
effectively manage forest ecosystems to assure community stability, improve service to the
public, and reduce government cost.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the
United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Jr.. Vice-President of the United States and President
of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable Dan Glickman, Secretary of Agriculture; the Honorable
Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of the Interior; Jack Ward Thomas, Chief of the Forest Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank
Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of

the Alaska delegation in Congress.
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Alaska State Legislature

Senator Robin L. Tavlor

Sponsor Statement

Senate Joint Resolution No. 12

Before the House Special Committee
on World Trade and State-Federal Relations

March 21, 1995

Early in December, the U.S. Forest Service announced its
Reinvention Plan. A copy of that half-inch thick document is on
file in my office, for those who care to indulge in detail.

Believe me, the devil is in the detail.

Briefly, this plan would centralize decision making in
Washington D.C. Such a policy flies in the face of President
Clinton's Executive Order No. 12875, which calls for "enhancing
intergovernmental partnerships"”. It also puts lie to Vice-
President Gore's "Report on Reinventing Government"”, with its
stated goals of "empowering st2te and local governments" and
"decentralizing decision-making power".

Under "Reinvention", regional forest supervisors and other front
line leaders who now have decision-making authority would be
replaced with four people "leadership”" teams answerable only to
the Chief of the Forest Service and the Secretary of Agriculture.

Gone is any pretense of involving local and state governments in
USFS decisions. The plan goes so far as to consolidate the
regional offices now located in Alaska and Montana to a central
office in Oregon.

District A:
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Sponsor Statement -SJR 12
P.gge—Iff-Q.

SJR 12 calls for suspension of this plan and true partnership
meetings with states, communities, and tribal governments. |
have suggested a committee substitute which would add ANSCA
corporations to that listt The goal would be the development of

a new plan, one that would involve the affected entities up
front. The "Reinvention” scheme goes far beyond the relocation
of regional offices. If left to stand, it will mean a new era of
Forest Service policy dictated from on high, without consulting

the very people most impacted by those policies.
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Personal services
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
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MISCELLANEOUS
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ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 00 00 00 00 00
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1002 Federal Receipts
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1004 GF
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Other
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There is no fiscal impact associated with implementation ot this resolution.
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United States Forest W ashington 14th & Independence SW

Department of Service O ffice P.O. Box 96090
Agriculture W ashington, DC 20090-6090
Reply to: 1200 Date: December 6, 1994
Subject: Forest Service Reinvention Plan °

To: Forest Service Employees

Enclosed is the Summary of our reinvention report approved by Secretary Espy.
This report is a strategic plan for creating the Forest Service of the
future. It was developed in the spirit of President Clinton's National
Performance Review with extensive participation of our employees and members
of the public.

We have deliberately taken a comprehensive and thoroughgoing approach because
of the extraordinary challenges faced by our Agency over the past several
years. Our employees and stakeholders believe significant change in the way
we do our business is necessary to enhance the confidence and trust of the
people we serve.

We have electronically mailed a copy of the complete report to your unit's
mailbox. It should soon be available for your use. Hard copies will be
arriving soon to your unit by surface mail.

In January, we will conduct an interactive video conference to answer
guestions you may have about the report and our implementation strategies. We
hope that you will take the opportunity to read the report between now and
then. Further details on the conference will be forthcoming.

Reinvention is an evolutionary process that will continue over a p-clonged
period. As we phase in various aspects of reinvention, we will use every tool
at our disposal to minimize impacts on Forest Service people. These tools

include buyouts, retraining, retirements, attrition, transfers within and
between agencies, and reassignments.

This is an exciting and challenging time for the Forest Service. We know you
are already working hard to create the Forest Service of the future. We

sincerely thank you for your efforts.

Keep it up!

/s/ Jack Ward Thomas

JACK WARD THOMAS
Chief

Enclosure



Forest Service Reinvention
Executive Summary
Introduction

We believe significant change is needed in the way we do business in order to
perform our duties in a manner that enhances the confidence and trust cf the

public. Because of the extraordinary challenges faced by our Agency over the
past several years, we have deliberately taken a comprehensive and thorough
approach to Forest Service reinvention. Our goal is to improve customer

service and build the public's trust through improved efficiency and
demonstrated competence.

Forest Service Reinvention Report

The newly released report, "Reinvention of the Forest Service: The Changes
Begin," proposes a description of the Forest Service of the future and ways to
bring it into being. The report is a strategic document. It was developed in
the spirit of President Clinton's National Performance Review with extensive
participation of Forest Service employees and members of the public. It does
not attempt to provide solutions to site-specific resource issues. Nor does
it, in general, prescribe sizes or structures of organizations below the
regional level. Instead the report focuses on the purpose, outcomes, culture,
structure, and work for the Agency. However, a number of specific actions have
been, are being, and will be taken in support of the concepts described m the
report. This summary addresses many of those actions as well as the broader

plan for creating the Forest Service of the future.

A number of the changes described in the report are internally focused on

improving how Agency employees work with each other. Others describe how we
can work better with the people we serve. Employees will notice a dramatic
difference in the organization. We hope those outside the Agency who rely on
local offices for service will notice an improvement in that service and

healthier forests and rangelands.

Following are the key elements of the Forest Service reinvention proposal.
Clearly, some of the proposed actions will require close coordination and

dialogue amongst the Administration, Congress, and the people we serve. We
plan to forward more specific details about these proposals to Congress in
January.

Purpose and Outcomes

The purpose of the Forest Service is to promote the sustainability of
ecosystems and to provide excellent public service through conservation

leadership. Our land ethic is to promote the sustainability of ecosystems by
ensuring their health, diversity, and productivity. Our service ethic is to
tell the truth, obey the law, work collaboratively, and use appropriate

scientific information. The phrase "caring for the land and serving .ople"

captures the Forest Service mission.



It follows that our desired outcomes are sustainable ecosystems and public

service. Sustaining ecosystems, because they provide the foundation for all
life, is our first priority. Public service, including high-quality customer
service, is a partnership with society to meet people's needs for natural
resources - uses, values, products, and services - within the bounds of

ecosystem management.

Culture

True improvement begins inside an organization, crossing all internal and
external boundaries. Internally, the Forest Service will recognize and build
upon our multicultural, multidisciplinary composition. We will stress
sensitivity to others as a primary feature of our culture.. We will work in an
innovative, creative, and people-oriented environment, often in teams.
Collaborative processes will characterize our internal and external work
relationships, and we will emphasize cooperation and reward teams and quality
teamwork. Teamwork and shared leadership will be critical as employees help
each other to balance career and personal needs. Lifelong learning will be a

fundamental component of employee development in the Forest Service of the
future.

Externally, we must gain the confidence of the people we serve ®mthe American

people. To be successful in our endeavors, we will need continuous guidance
from the American public as to what works and what doesn't. We will become
active members of the communities in which we live and work. We will also
engage in greater levels of intra- and inter-agency cooperation. We must
recognize that the Forest Service can learn a great deal from other land
managers. We must also be willing and able to work across international

boundaries to solve problems efficiently.

Structure, Roles, and Work of the Agency

The structure of the Forest Service will be designed around five broad program
areas - National Forest System (NFS), Operations (OPS), Research and
Development (R&D), State and Private Forestry (S&PF), and International
Forestry (IF)_and in the framework of a national office and seven regional
offices (see figure 1). Regional offices will be located in Sacramento, CA;
Portland, OR; Albuquerque, NM; Ogden, UT; Denver, CO; Milwaukee, WI; and
Atlanta, GA. This is a reduction from the former organization of nine National
Forest System regions, eight Research stations, and one State and Private
Forestry area. Regional boundaries will be realigned to more closely follow
natural ecological boundaries with the goal of improved coordination with the
N atural Resources Conservation Service and other natural resource agencies
resulting in healthier forests and rangelands. Where regional boundaries on
state lines would split a NF, that entire forest will be assigned to one region
or the other.

The boundaries shown in figure 1 imply several major changes in FS operations:



1. NFS, S&PF, and R&D all have the same regional boundaries. This means
that individual Forests, S&PF units, and R&D units would be reorganized to
conform to these boundaries.

2. The shifted boundary of the Southeastern Region, formerly the Southern
Region, places Virginia in the Eastern Region and the entire states of
Texas and Oklahoma in the Southwestern Region.

3. The former Rocky Mountain and Northern Regions, excluding lIdaho, are
combined into the Northern Plains Region.

4. The Intermouutain Regional boundary shifts north and west to encompass
the entire State of ldaho and Eastern Oregon and Washington.

5. The Alaska Region and the Pacific Northwest Region are merged.

W ithin the seven regions, the boundaries of proclaimed NFs and Grasslands will
be retained, but they may be grouped into larger administrative units so a

single unit may serve parts of several NFs, R& units, S&PF units, etc., that
share a common ecosystem or a common primary management issue. The work among
units will be designed for the best ecosystem management and the highest level

of public servi'-e at the lowest cost.

At the outset, organizational structure bel' /> the regional level will be left
open to experimentation, learning, and adaptation to local circumstances.
Regional leadership teams will work with units at local levels such as NFs,
ranger districts, and R&D units to determine where consolidations and
collocations are possible. As in the past, decisions will be made on a

case-by-case basis and based on continued or improved high-quality public
service and natural resource management, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness.

Shared services will also be explored and implemented where feasible across
unit boundaries and USDA organizational boundaries and, over time, across ocher
governmental boundaries. Our intention is to continue our basic presence and
points of contact at the local level.

To facilitate these changes, we will clarify the roles of each level of the
Agency's organization (see figure 2). We will also restructure and streamline

the Washington and regional offices to facilitate communications and work
across functional boundaries (see figure 3).

In the Forest Service of the future, management will be primarily by teams.
Teamwork at all levels will facilitate a streamlined approval process and
eliminate excess layers of supervisors. The National Leadership Team will
consist of the Chief, Associate Chief, and Deputy Chiefs for NFS, S&PF, OPS,
R&D, and IF. Members of Regional Leadership Teams will be the Directors of
NFS, S&PF, OPS, and R&D. Although their performance appraisals will emphasize
teamwork, Regional Leadership Team members will report directly to the Deputy

Chief in their program area.

Many services now delivered by in-house monopolies will be provided through
"contracting in" to internal enterprises or teams. Individual units will

decide what services they need and are willing to pay for and will contract
directly with these enterprises. Contracting in will eliminate unnecessary

duplication of skills throughout the Agency, and the option of choosing one



service provider over another will offer a powerful feedback mechanism to
service providers. When competition and choice are not options, internal
customer satisfaction surveys will be used to gauge the quality of services
provided by monopoly enterprises.

Transformation Strategies

The Forest Service is such a large, geographically dispersed, and culturally
diverse organization that employees must make an extra effort to be sure the
Agency's goals are clear to everyone. To accomplish the objectives of our
transformation strategies, we will:

-Ensure that all Forest Service employees understand the Agency's purpose
and desired outcomes.

-Examine our current organizational culture to identify those elements that

are fundamental to and support, and strengthen our Agency and those that
must be eliminated or modified in the future.

-Implement the "Toward a Multicultural Organization™ report.

-Provide flexible policies and options on flexitime and flexiplace,
dependent care, and travel arrangements.

-Implement newly established standards of customer service that all
employees will keep as a pledge to the American people. These standards,
created in partnership with our customers, will adapt to the constantly
changing needs of our society.

-Use every tool at our disposal to minimize impacts on Forest Service
people to achieve desired staffing levels when fewer employees are

required.

-Reengineer the Agency's business processes.

-Set standards for and base management decisions on results of monitoring.

This will be done with the involvement of our partners.

-Emphasize integrated, cross-disciplinary teams at all levels and branches

of the Forest Service organization.
-Seek budget reform and extend greater decisionmaking authority to local
units in the development and execution of their budgets, emphasizing

integration of budgets across Forest Service programs.

-Establish internal enterprise units to provide for-hire services to an

internal market system of competition and choice, keeping needed expertise

within the Agency, reducing inefficiency and waste, and eliminating

duplication of skills and activities that do not efficiently support Forest

Service objectives.

-Strengthen our partnership activities across all organizational,
administrative, and functional boundaries.



The vision and transformation strategies contained in this report are the
Forest Service's roadmap to the future. With commitment from our employees and
support from the people we serve, the Forest Service will be well positioned to
be a conservation leader for the 21st century.

Current and Ongoing Actions

Reinvention of the Forest Service is not a destination but a journey; it is an
evolutionary process that will continue over a prolonged period. As we phase
in various aspects of reinvention, we will use every tool at our disposal to

minimize impacts on Forest Service people. These tools include buyouts,

retraining, retirements, attrition, transfers within and between agencies, and
reassignments.

Many actions consistent with this report have already been taken, while others
within our authority will be implemented immediately. We will work closely
with Congress on those proposals with which they are particularly concerned.
We plan to provide details on these proposals to Congress in January.

Planned Organizational and Operational Changes

Following are key organizational and operational changes that will result from
implementation of the proposed Reinvention Plan:

1. Employment in the Washington O ffice will be reduced by at least 10-20%.
Functional staffs will be organized to facilitate interdisciplinary
teamwork while retaining technical expertise and points of public contact.
(A special team is working now on alternatives for restructuring the staff
resources of the national office.) Employees whose work supports field

activities will be assigned to appropriate field service locations. The
Programs and Legislation Deputy Area will be eliminated and its functions
distributed among other program areas. The Chief, Associate Chief, and
five Deputy Chiefs will comprise the National Leadership Team to facilitate

integration of programs and improve accountability.

Planned completion date for reorganization: September 30, 1995

Planned completion date for personnel reductions: September 30, 1996
. Regional Offices will be reduced from 9 to 7 with a potential reduction
of 300 employees and cost savings of $17 million.

Planned implementation date: September 30, 1995
Planned completion date: September 30, 1996

3. Research Stations will be reduced from 8 to 7 with expected reduction of
25 employees and cost savings of $1.5 million.

Planned implementation date: September 30, 1995
Planned completion date: September 30, 1996



4. Revised administrative boundaries will be shared by all Forest Service
programs and will be more closely aligned with ecological boundaries. The
Forest Service and the Natural Resources Conservation Service will
establish common administrative boundaries.

Planned implementation date: September 30, 1995
Planned completion date: September 30, 1996

5. Leadership Teams will be established in each Region to facilitate
integrated management and develop integrated budgets for the National
Forest System, State and Private Forestry, Operations, and Research and
Development programs.

Planned implementation date: September 30, 1995
Planned completion date: September 30, 1996

6. Forest Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service Regional
O ffices will be collocated. The Forest Service will maintain a presence in
locations where Regional O ffices are closed.

Planned completion date: September 30, 1996

Continuing Actions

We are continuing to move forward with the following actions that support
Reinvention:

1. Administrative and Financial Management Consolidation: This USDA
initiative will integrate and consolidate the administrative and financial
functions of the Natural Resources Conservation Service and the Forest
Service in order to reduce staffing and improve commonality of systems
across the Department's Natural Resources and Environment Mission Area.
Implementation is scheduled to begin on May 1, 1995.

2. GPRA: The Forest Service requested and was granted pilot status for
implementation of the Government Performance and Results Act.
Implementation of GPRA is key to improving accountability and reducing
duplication in financial and accomplishment reporting. It provides
meaningful, useful and reliable annual goals and corporate performance
indicators for use in planning, budgeting, monitoring, performance
evaluation, and reporting.

3. Budget Reform: We will continue to implement and seek to extend the
budget reforms achieved in FY 95, which include: budget structure
simplification, integrated funding of projects, and expanded reprogramming
authority.

4. Bureau of Land Management and USDA Forest Service Personnel Exchanges:
The FS and BLM will work together to promote the exchange of professional
and managerial personnel through detail arrangements.

5. Project 615: A contract for information resources technology which will
be ~t .al to the Forest Ser>/ice in addressing complex environmental
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problems related to ecosystems management has been awarded. This
technology will provide geographic information system capability which iss
essential for analyzing complex issues relating to management of natural
resources.

6. Inventory: We will integrate our resource inventories and carry them out
under the leadership of our research branch. We will work with the Natural
Resources Conservation Service to share information and conduct joint
inventories where appropriate.

7. Science/Policy coordination: We will intensify and institutionalize our
collaboration between scientists and managers in the decision-making
process.

8. International Forestry. We will complete development of a strategic
plan for International Cooperation that reflects our vision of conservation
leadership, involves the entire Agency, and builds on partnerships with

other organizations.

itional Implementing Actions

follov/ing actions are being taken to implement our Reinvention Plan.

1. Customer Service - Customer service standards that all employees will
strive to meet have been established and will be put in place in all
offices.

2. Reengineering - A National Reengineering Design Team will be appointed
to implement the Reengineering Transformation Strategy contained in our
plan. This team will set the agenda and priorities for, and provide

oversight to, the critical task of "rethinking and redesigning how we do
work in the Forest Service."”

3. New Performance Standards - Team work agreements will be established
with the National and Regional Leadership Teams to address the outcomes of
sustaining ecosystems and high-quality public service. These new
straightforward work agreements will improve accountability and serve as
models for all supervisors n the Forest Service.

4. Review System and Accountability - The Customer Service Team will
redesign the Management Review System to focus on "Conditions of the Land"
and "Customer Satisfaction." This redesigned system will be initiated this
fiscal year and will be key to accountability for reinvention.

5. Enterprise Fund - We will explore the establishment of an enterprise
fund that will provide start-up financing and incentives for innovative
ideas such as creating competition for internal services. Aunds will be

awarded based on competition.

6. Person-in-joo - A new position classification process will be
established to allow in-place advancement of resource specialists based on
growth in capability and expertise. This draws on the principles and



processes used in the classification and advancement of research
scientists. Application to other types of specialists will be explored.

Recent Accomplishments

Examples of actions taken during the past two years that support Forest Service
reinvention principles include the following:

1.Reduction in Staffing

Since our downsizing efforts began in October 1992, the Agency has reduced
its work force by *.,163 permanent positions, from 35,358 to 31,195, (as of
August 15, 1994). Adequate staffing will be maintained to assure skills
critical to fulfilling the mission are available.

2. Organizational Restructuring

Since January 1993, the Agency has approved eight ranger district
consolidations, seven of which have received approvals for office
closings. The first four of these, as listed below, have been completed.

Cibola National Forest - Rita Blar.ca National Grasslands (Texline, TX)
O ffice was closed and consolidated with the Kiowa National Grasslands
O ffice (Clayton, NM).

Plumas National Forest - La Porte Ranger District Office (Challenge,
CA) was closed and consolidated with the Oroville Ranger D istrict
O ffice (Oroville, CA).

Plumas National Forest - Greenville Ranger District O ffice
(Greenville, CA) was closed and consolidated with the Quincy Ranger
District Office (Blairsden, CA).

Mark Twain National Forest - Willow Springs Ranger D istrict (Willow
Springs, MO) was closed and consolidated with the Ava Ranger D istrict
O ffice (Ava, MO).

Plumas National Forest - Milford Ranger District Office (Milford, CA)
will close and consolidate with the Beckwourth Ranger District O ffice
(Blairsden, CA).

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests - Edgefield and Long Cane

Ranger D istricts were consolidated. The Forest has received approval
to close the Edgefield Ranger District O ffice (Edgefield, SC) and move
to Long Cane Ranger District Office (Greenwood, SC). The date of tnis
closing has not been determined.

Kootenai National Forest - The Libby Ranger D istrict Office (Libby,
MT) will be closed and consolidated with the Fisher River Ranger
District Office (Libby, MT).



Lincoln National Forest - Cloudcroft (Cloudcroft, NM) and Mayhill (Mayhill, NM
Ranger D istricts received approval for consolidation. Decisions on office
closings are pending.

3. Collaborative Approaches and Sharing Administrative Services

Forest Service units have taken advantage of a number of collaborative
opportunities to reduce costs. Examples include:

Region 2 - Streamlined the organization with a focus on the objectives of
reinvention and ecosystem management; established shared expertise
arrangements with other regions and agencies.

Region 3 - Work force was reduced by 11 percent over the past 3 years;
timber and engineering staffs have implemented an aggressive shared
services program between forests and regions, resulting in a consolidation
of duties with salary and related savings.

Regions 1, 2, 3, and 4 are currently sharing forest management activities
such as sales administration, sale contracts, and appraisals.

Region 4's Design Center is currently doing contract facilities design for
other regions.

A team for environmental assessment and impact statement preparation is
shared among Regions 1, 4, 6, and BLM in four states (ldaho/Montana and
Oregon/Wa; ington).

4. Collocation With Other Agencies

Presently, over 60 Forest Service units (about 6 percent), are collocated with

other government agencies. Where opportunities exist, we continue to pursue
collocation with other agencies as a means of streamlining, sharing resources,
and saving rental costs. Examples include:

Region 1 - Beaverhead National Forest shares space with ASCS and SCS. The
Jefferson Ranger District and the Deerlodge National Forest (W hitehall, MT)
share space with ASCS, SCS and other government agencies.

Region 3 - In Santa Fe, NM, the National Park Service and the Santa Fe
N ational Forest Supervisor's office are collocated.

The National Intercigency Fire Center in Boise, ID, and the Minnesota
Interagency Fire Center in Grand Rapids, MN, are outstanding examples of
interagency cooperation and collocation. They include the Forest Service,
BLM, Park Service, and the Fish and Wildlife Service.

Pacific Southwest Research Station - The Institute of Pacific Islands
Forestry (IPIF) in Honolulu, HI, and the Hawaii Department of Forestry and
W ildlife are collocated. The Forestry Research Laboratory in Hilo is

collocated with the National Park Service office.

5. Technology (Integrated Information Systems)



Major business system technological changes are underway that will produce
dramatic efficiencies and better service delivery. Examples include:

Major initiatives to fully automate and integrate Forest Service financial,

payroll, and personnel systems internally and with the National Finance
Center will provide a seamless automated interface between all functional
components. This initiative will eliminate intermediate manual processes

and reduce the time required to complete routine business processes.
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U.S. Senator Ted Stevens (attention Duane Gibsonj
m]).S. Senator Frank Murfcowski (attention Mike Flanagan;
{attention ilcyc Jones)

FROM:

S.EJECT: Mew U.S. Forest Service Strategic .-‘an

Enclosed is a paper: “ACTIONS NEEDED TO CORRECT THE SERIOUS F1.-wS N THE NE->
STRATEGIC PLAN FOR THE FOREST SERVICE RECENTLY APPROVED BY USDA SCRETAfi* ESPY'.

Th's paper was prepared by an ad hoc group cf professional resource managers
{many retired Forest Service employees) from various parts of the nation one
advocate major improvements in the new Strategic Plan fc-r tne Forest Service.

Vie advocate all aspects of this Strategic Plan ce put on hold until tne new
Secretary of Agriculture can review the plan. W also believe tne Congress
must have oversignt cf the major changes proposed. It is essential that
Governors, State Legislatures ana local communities also ce partners in tne
development of any new Strategic Plan for the U.S. Forest Service, which nas
prfounc impacts cn states and communities who are dependent upon tne National
Tcrests. It is imperative that the Forest Service ‘'nave clearly cefined decision-
makers within the state wno can work with the state, local communities ana
native corporations/villages,' as forest plans are prepared and implemented.

The Northern Rocky Mountain Retirees Association is hosting a meeting on inis
important issue January 18 in Missoula, Montana. | ana otners will continue

to work closely with this and other regional representatives from different
parts of tne country. We would like to cffer our assistance in providing you anc
other Members of Congress with whatever information we can to make certain the

Strategic Plan finally approved will meet the needs of states and communities
dependent on tne National 'Forests.

We are very encouraged by your new leadership roles in Congress.

Thank you.
Enclosure: Paper on the New Forest Service Strategic Plan

cc: Organizations and individuals reviewing the Forest Service Strategic Plan

cc: John Katz, Alaska Governor's Office, Washington, D.C.
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Forest Service activities. As a result, the “strategic plan" for :forganization
'alls far short cf a comprehensive plan for reorganization of the agency, “re u.
Tor.gress r.as provided direction, through various laws, for tne development cf 2
rational renewable resource program which "assures that tr.e Nation maintains 2
natural resource conservation posture that will meet the requirements cf Du"

people in perpetuity.. (Reference: National Forest Management Act of -a?*,
Section 2 (2) (5)) 8/

..ms new strategic plan, and a number of policy decisions being applied in .ar:

tarts cf tne-nation, has seemingly turned away from any commitments toward previa
a continuous dependable flow of renewable resources to"meet tne publics needs as

directed by tne Organic Act, Multiple-Use Sustained Vielc Act of 1960. tre’ .N*FA 3

ctr.er Acts or Congress. Under tne Forest Service's new direction, the aoerc-- is
nore mclir.ee to present a ratnar nebulous plan for ecosystem management wnere
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If '"is apparent snift from tne objectives outlined In tr.e ruicsw

statutes was purposefully incorporated into tne [8V, strategic plan, SNeN ;*5 SS.C
cf tne Forest Service and the purposes of the National Feres; neeos rev'ew
exarrination by the Congress cefore tne agency drifts tc its own oecerminat;:.-; :*

wnat is oest for the Nation.

Wwnat can be the point of a major reorganization ;f tre »crest Service without
i'.cse direction from the Congress as tc mission and purpose for trese puoiic lanes?

opportunities fGr local participation in the agency’'s activities, "he U.S. Congress

must surely nave tne opportunity to determine if sucn centralization is appropriate
*or the management of tr.ese puplic lands.

The practicability of implementation of this major reorganization and sr.ift cf
objectives raises serious doubts as to wnether tne agency will oe effective curing
thne period of reorganization and removal of regional, state arc r'orest-leve!

decision-making authorities and accountabi lity'mecnanisms. The strategic pun
provides no insight as to how such major cnanges could take place With tre -ergme
still running” to meet the needs cf communities ana people aepencent cn tr.e -'crest;.

This ccula result in a protracted period when ail available agency energies me

cirected internally while resource management ana production ro meet the ration's
needs are neglected.

The above are a few examples of tne expanding crises and problems stemming from
the Forest Service's apparent shift away from its traditional commitment to
community stability. The Strategic Flan approved oy Secretary Espy will further
weaken that commitment. These developments nave led tc a sharp decline in the
m'orale of professional foresters and otner resource managers, technicians ana staff
who nave devoted tneir lives to the management of forest ecosystems in a true
partnership with communities dependent upon tne National Forests.

T"e failure to adequately involve Members cf Congress, states, communities and
tnsal governments in tne development of the Reinvention Project's Strategic Flan
nas led to a loss cf trust in the Department of Agriculture's leadership. To help
restore this trust, the following action program is suggested.

1. The newly designated Secretary of Agriculture should be asked to review anc
reconsider the Strategic Pt.n approved by Secretary Espy last month. The
U.S. Congress must have * , opportunity to review the plan's conformance tc
the agency's statutes nd other Congressional direction before implementation.

2. The USDA/Forest Ser\ ce should conduct true partnership meetings with States,
communities and tribal governments and jointly develop a new Strategic Piar.

3. The USDA/Forest Service, through this partnership, should identify and implement
strategies for "Decentralizing Decisionmaking” and "Empowering States ana local
Governments" to more effectively manage fcrest ecosystems to assure community
stability, improved service to the public and a reduction in government costs.

Finally, a Forest Service with state and coummunity-based decisionmaking authority

in partnership with empowered state end local governments, will work better and cost
much less than that projected in the new Strategic Plan approved by Secretary Espy.
Forest management models in various parts of the nation already protect the environ-
ment, improve forest health, reduce the risk of catastrophic fires and sustain the

communities dependent upon those forests. 9/ The Forest Service must move forward
with these objectives, and not be paralyzecTby the consequences noted above.
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Governor Walter 0.

nickel's August 26, 1394 letter to Vice President 21 Gore
opposing

the option of merging the Alaska Region of the Forest

Service witn
the Portland, Oregon Regional Office;

locks forward tc discussing tr.e proposal.

2. President Clinton's Executive Order ho. 12375,

jatec Cctooer 26, 1333, t.tl-c
"ENHANCING INTERGOVERNMENTAL PARTNERSHIPS"

3. Vice President Al Gore "THE GORE REPORT ON REINVENTING GOVERNMENT";

page 35; "Empowering State and Local Governments”

page 69: "Decentralizing Cecisionmaking Power"

September 7, 1S93 Times Books Edition, Rancom riouse, inc. iScpp

James Wilson, Secretary cf Agriculture,
Instructions for the Use National Forest
Issued by the Secretary of Agriculture,
The U.S. Government Printing Office,

"THF. USE BOOK - Regulations =nc
Reserves"
July 1, 1905
Wasningtcn, O.C. ZGBpp

S. Gifford Pinchot, "THE TRAINING OF A FORESTER" by the first

USDA Forest Service; Pages 45-50 describes the
the Forest Supervisor and related

for the "protection, use and care"”

Chief of tne
responsibilities of

line positions which are responsible
of the National Forests.

J. 8. Llppincott Company, Philadelphia and London; 149pp

6. Lawrence W. Rakestraw, "A HISTORY Or THE UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE
IN ALASKA" - A cooperative publication of the Alaska Historical
Department of Education, State of Alaska;
Forest Service,

Commission,
and the Alaska Region, United States
Department of Agriculture with the assistance cf the Alaska
Historical Society. Anchorage, Alaska 1931 22lpp

(Chapter 5, pages 83-116 includes a discussion of the establishment

cf tre
Alaska District (Region) Office in 1919)

?. U.S. Senator Max Baucus! December 9, 1994

Agriculture Oames Lyons noting
by the USDA explaining the
of 18 questions regarding

letter to Under Secretary of

the unfortunate lack of information provided
rationale for the proposed actions. A listing
the Reinventicn Project was sent to Mr. Lyons.

USDA Forest Service Handbook No. 453,
FOREST SERVICE ACTIVITIES"

U.S. Government Printing Office,

"THE PRINCIPAL LAWS RELATING TO
Washington, D.C. 531pp

9. Effective forest management models are available

in most regions of the
nation. New models are also

in development, such as those represented by

the Sierra-Nevada Ecosystem Studies and the Plumas-Lassen National Forest
management proposal.

* NOTE: This draft paper (1/6/95) has been prepared by an ad hoc group of professional
resource managers and public administrators (mostly retired U.S. Forest Service

employees) from various parts of the nation who advocate major

improvements m
the new Strategic Plan for the Forest Service,

approved by USDA Secretary Espy.

TOTAL F.06
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Quncau., cftbda 99S02-1135

PHONE: (907) 586-2497
FAX: (907) 586-2490

January 12, 1995

M.J. (Jean) Hassell

Commissioner

Arizona State Land Department

1616 West Adams, Suite 329

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 FAX: (602) 542-2590

Dear C Ssell:

Thank you for sending Governor Fife Symington's Arizona Land Policy 2000 draft
proposal and related information. The State of Arizona's "reinvention of govern-
ment" strategy is an excellent proposal to break the gridlock that has paralyzed
forest management in virtually all of the western states.

| was surprised to read that this strategy was formally presented to Secretary
Babbitt (copy to Secretary Espy) as early as July 14, 1993 - yet this unique
and promising strategy is not represented in the U.S. Forest Service's Strategic
Plan approved by Secretary Espy last month. In fact, the new Forest Service
Strategic Plan actually reduces decentralized decisionmaking in states and
communities in favor of centralizing federal decisionmaking with the Chief of
the Forest Service and Secretary of Agriculture personnel in Washington, D.C.

The State of Alaska, Montana and others have protested the approval of this new
strategic plan without consultation of the elected leaders of our states. It
appears your Governor and the Arizona Congressional Delegation were not informed
and involved in the Forest Service's process of developing its new Strategic Plan.

Representatives of the Northern Rocky Mountain Retirees Association and others
from Alaska, ldaho, etc. will be meeting in Missoula, Montana to consider a
formal response to the new Forest Service Strategic Plan. A draft of a paper
to be considered at that meeting is enclosed.

Please note the reference to Governor Symington's proposal in the paper. |
believe the Governor's strategy is right on target, so will be recommending to
the assembled group that we endorse that and other state/local government steps
to bring decisionmaking authority to states and local governments. I hope this
reference to the Governor's strategy is acceptable to your state.

Once again, | appreciated receiving this information, and the opportunity to
again visit with you on crucial resource management issues that are so important

to the people of our states.

Sincerest regards,

Enclosure:  January 6, 19%



State of Arizona

Executive O ffice
FFE SYMINGTON

May 19,1994

The Honorahble Bruce Babbitt
Secretary, Department of the Interior

The Honorable Mike Espy
Secretary, Department of Agriculture

Dear Secretary Babhbitt, Secretary Espy:

On Wednesday, May 18,1 addressed an assembly of public land "stakeholders™
on the topic of creating a vision for public land management in Arizona. By design,
this Forum was intended to provide state leaders with an opportunity tc formulate
a cohesive strategy for addressing land management challenges.

During the course of public discussion over issues, such as Rangeland Reform
and Mining Law Reform, | have grown increasingly aware of the structural
difficulties that prevent professional land managers from doing their jobs
effectively. Some of these impediments are endemic to a democracy- Others,
however, are the result of the evolution of the state and federal land agencies and
their authorities. This evolution has not resulted in a rational design. In fact, my
contention is that this structure is designed for gridlock.

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the speech | delivered on Wednesday, as
well as a proposal for correcting these structural deficiencies. As a result of this

meeting, | expect some modifications in this proposal may bhe necessary before it is
formally presented to you for review and response. However, | wanted to give you
an opportunity to review the initial offering. It occurs to me that this kind of

reorganization is consistent in many ways with some of your proposals for the

development of state standards and guidelines in the latest version of Rangeland
Reform.

1700 west Washington, Phoenix. Arizona X5007 ¢ <602) 5-i2--i33|



The Honorable Bruce Babbitt
The Honorable Mike Hspv
May 19,1994

Page Two

This proposal is not an effort to "take over federal lands", to "gut the
Endangered Spedes Act" or to, in any way, change the legal mandates that govern
your operadons. It is simply an attempt to bring management decisions out of the
Courts and national political arena and back to ground level where it belongs.

My staff and | are prepared to meet with you at any time to address questions
or concerns you may have with this proposal. In the near future, it may be valuable

for us to sit down together and work through this matter in a very detailed way.

Sincerely,

Fife Svmington
GOVERNOR

FS/jk

Enclosures



LAND POLICY .. .

delivered May 18, 194
Flagstaff, Arizona
by Governor Fife Symington

11 want to start off my remarks today with what may be a controversial statement.

Bruce Babbitt is right. We do live in a NEW WEST. Our region has experienced
very dramatic changes in our demographics, ou: culture and our economic base.

Secretary Babbitt thinks that means that there is a new political ethic in the West

that supports protection of our natural beauty, and promotion of environmental
values. Once again, | think he is right.

As | have traveled this state, | have met the rancher who has changed his grazing
methods. He is working to protect riparian areas, to ensure that native grasses
thrive, and to prevent his cattle from destroying the forage he needs for the future.
He is also teaching others what he knows.

| have met the miner who prefers to live in a small community -- away from the

bright and dangerous lights of the city. 0n weekends he takas the kids fishing in the
stream that runs by the mine where he works.

| have met the environmental activist who put aside his preconceptions, and spent

some time talking to his opponents. And he discovered that he and the rancher
agreed about alot of things.

And | have met the logger who has worked in Arizona's forests, and who has seen
the devastation of the Dude Fire. He is trying, to find a way to use timber
management as a method to protect the big veilow belly pines and the wildlife. He
wants to take out some of the smaller trees chat natural fires would have eliminated
safely before there got to be too many.

We are the But Secretary Babbitt thinks these people are fighting to
n fl htln protect .he status quo. I know that we are the ones
ONEs g g fighting for change. Above all, we are fighting for
for Change. common ground.

Above all, we

are flghtlng fOI’ | don't mind a good fight, but I am tired of the way the

public lands debate has bheen carried on.
common

ground.



What | propose that we begin to taiJk about today is a fundamentally different
management structure for public lands in the West. Not an untested,” unknown
formula, but rather a method for enhancing the ability of individuals and

governments to make affirmative decisions to carry out the activities we agree are
necessary.

The fundamental test cf legitimacy for any government is this: If it cannot function
.effectively, efficiently .and with purpose,, then.it shouid.not pretend,to.. Itshoulclnot..
hinder the efforts of people to do good works. And today, itis doing just that.

The federal government lhdis is| not a matter of doing bactle Withd the

. ederal government. | am not opposed to
ShOUId nOt hlnder the fighting battles where | believe it s
efforts Of people to do appropriate. Battles can and should be fought
good WorkS. And when the federal government attempts to
tOday, It iS doing jUSt 'take on responsibilities it should not; or V\'/h.en
that it attempts to prevent states and communities

carrying out their legitimate responsibilities
and activities.

But my proposal today is not about fighting. It is about ideas. No battle is worth
fighting unless you have an idea for a better way.

| believe the federal government does have a legitimate interest in the condition of
our lands, and in ensuring its sustainability, and the utilization of these lands for a
variety of purposes, including the protection of wildlife populations.

But there is a disconnect today between the federal interest in lands, and their ability
to do what is necessary on behalf of those lands. Everyone is frustrated. W ildlife

managers, hikers, miners, cattlemen, birders — the sense of helplessness and concern
is everywhere.

In 1992, the U.S. Forest Service was described as becoming "a Staiinesque
bureaucracy that is contemptuous of fair play and the rule of law in a democracy."”

That complaint did not come from an out of work logger. It came from the Sierra
Club Chair in Montana.

What is the state of public land management in Arizona today? We have a
Situation where important resource decisions are made outside of Arizona. Often,
these are by individuals in regional offices whose interest is uniformity, not
diversity. If our lands were uniform, then that structure would be rational.

Between these five agencies, four are managed within distinct jurisdictions. For
example, the BLM and the Fish and Wildlife Service operate in the Department of
Interior. But the Forest Service is in the Department of Agriculture.



The talent in federal and state agencies exists to undertake a change of this
magnitude. This proposal requires a change in culture as much as structure.
W ithout the personnel talent, structural change wiii have little effect.

In order to carry out this proposal, we must abide by all existing federal public
laws and state statutes that mandate the utilization and protection of this
states' natural resources. We are not looking here for an exemption from
federal requirements. Instead, we hope to demonstrate that a new structure

can more effectively manage these lands within the context of federal and
state requirements.

The five agencies selected for this proposal have obvious redundancies and

duplication. Other agencies may be considered for future inclusion, but these
first five are the most logical to start with.

By placing the management structure in closer proximity to the residents that
live here, we empower Arizonans to have a powerful impact on their own
future, and the future of their children. Without this power, we become
insulated from the consequences of our own actions.

Multiple use lands can and shouid be managed with an integrated ecosystem
focus.

The flow of public funds should continue from the existing federal and state

fund sources. Revenues from the land should accrue back to the appropriate
jurisdiction.

By improving management process, and eliminating unnecessary structure,
we enhance the availability of resources to perform the functions of
management. Qur preliminary estimates indicate a savings in personnel
costs of ten to fifteen percent. Additional savings would be possible due to

the potential consolidation of offices and the reduction of federal positions
outside Arizona.

new Arizona Resource Management Agency would consist of several

important functions:

A central office with zone and field offices throughout the state. | have a map
to demonstrate a possible configuration.

A Natural Resources Advisory Council, consistin of federal, state and puttie
stakeholders to advise the agency director on policy matters.

A Natural Resources Appeals Commission which would have quasi-judicial
responsibilities to review decisions by the agency.

-J -



W hile each of those programs has problems unique to the subject, | am convinced
that land management is in dire need of the same state autonomy.

It is a dramatic departure from the way public land management has developed
over the last century. The controversies that have sparked the so-called "Sagebrush
Rebellion™' and the recent debates over mine reform and rangeland reform are
symptoms of the underlying problem. The bitter arguments over public land policy
are self-perpetuating and self-defeating. The ~constituency that is damaged directly
by this gridlock on the public lands is the

public. The bitter arguments
| offer this idea as a starting point. Above all Ove_r pUbIIC Iand .
we do need to establish common ground pOIle are self- J
between competing and diverse interests. perpetuating and Self'

There is a lot of ground to cover. .
defeating.

Today, and in the weeks and months to come,

your task is lo analyze this proposal, and to suggest areas and ideas for its

imgrovement and refinement. Ail such sugggstions will he seriously considered.

If we do live in a New West, why should our institutions of government be
restrained by traditional ways of thinking, and doingy, We need to unchain our
citizens from the shackles of bureaucracy,’ and create a new order where the citizens

have a voice, and an opportunity to shape the vision for the land in which they
live.
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Date of Committee Action: "3 AAND

The RESOURCES Committee considered: CSSJR 27(RES)

CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 27(RES)
ENDORSING FALLS CREEK HYDROPOWER PROJECT

Endorsing development of the Fall Creek hydroelectric project near Gustavus.

recommends it be replaced [ ] the same title
with the following committee substitute [ 1anew title
[ ] additional referral to Committee

| | attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: _ _ Letter of Inter.:
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Depl) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (BB 6]
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Senator Fred F. Zharoff

Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. BOX 405. KODIAK, ALASKA 90015 (907) 480-5259 (FAX ALSO)
DUPING SESSION:
STATE CAPITOL, JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-1102 - (907) 405-3473 - FAX: (907) 403-3043

DISTRICT C
KODIAK ISLAND e RUITAL SOUTHEAST e« SOUTH KENAI PENINSULA

Sponsor's Statement

SJR 27

SJR 27 has been introduced to help address the long term energy
needs of Gustavus and the Glacier Bay area. There is a stream

and waterfall close to the town - Fall Creek -thatlends itselfto
harnessing for power generation. It is located within the boundary
of Glacier Bay N ational Park, and therefore itwill take
Congressional action to change the land d signation. Owur
Congressional delegation in W ashington plans to address this issue
soon, and they have indicated that strong state endorsementwould

aid them .

Atpresent, there are two separate diesel power-generating plants -
one for the town, and one for Park Headquarters. Each requires

the maintenance ofa dock, distribution system, and storage tanks.
N either generating facility is adequate to meet the long term needs

of the area.

Fall Creek has been identified as a site that could be developed to
meet the needs ofthe growing community and G lacier Bay

N ational Park with relatively small impacton the surrounding
area. The hydropower project would resultin significant cost
savings to the state and lower power costs to the users, and |
believe it is good public policy to encourage this type of

development.
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FISCAL NOTT
STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

(S) Publish Date: _

Revision Date: Original Dept Affected: Natural Resources
Title: Endorsing development of the Falls Creek BRU. Resource Development
hydropower project Component:  Land Development
Sponsor. Senator Zharoff
Requestor Senate Resources Component Serial No. 431
operating expenditures FV96 | R FYo8 FY99 FYoo fYoi
personal SERVICES
travel
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 00 00 00 00 00
ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 00 00 00 00| 00
ICHANGE IN REVENUES( ) 00 00 0.0| 0.0 00]
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1602 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF ,
1005 GF/Pro%ram Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
TOTAL 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $ None
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0
PREPARER TCI)Z PF%OWDEd'AtL'% I?.IS ()5|I”SLAT|VE office
or further distributio co
423@ - (
(SRS Fiscal Note Pyelal

00
00|
00|

0.0
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CLASSIFICATION TITLE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
DEPUTY DIRECTOH
ACCOUNTANT Il
ACCOUNTANT 1
ACCOUNTING TECHNICIAN
DATA PROCESSING MANAGER
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMER IV
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMER I
ANALYST/PROGRAMMER IV
ANALYST/PROGRAMMER Il
ELECTRONICS TECHNICIAN
ELECTRONICS TECH ASSISTANT
TRAINING TECHNICIAN 1
TRAINING TECHNICIAN Il
TRAINING TECHNICIAN I
BUILDING MANAGER
MAINTENANCE WORKER
SECRETARY
MAINTENANCE FOREMAN
SUPPLY OFFICER II
SUPPLY OFFICER 1
MAIL CLERK
MAINTENANCE WORKER/CUSTODIAN SUPV
CUSTODIAN
HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGER
PERSONNEL ASSISTANT |l
PERSONNEL ASSISTANT 1
PERSONNEL TECHNICIAN
PRINT SHOP MANAGER
DUP SVCS SPECIALIST 1

C100 PERSONAL
SERVICES

PCN
2101
210312
2102
2105
2106
2107
2301
2302
2303
23045
2306,7
2308
2310
2311
2312
2313,09
2314
2401
2402
2403
2404
2501
2502
2503
2405
2406 9
2108
2109
2110
2111
2201
2203-5

RANGE
28
16
23
1
14
12
24
14
24
pal
19
17
17
14
13
1
17
2
16
2
17
18
14
10
13
8
20
16
1
iV
2
17

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
PERSONAL SERVICES DETAIL
CURRENT YEAR FY 96
ftOF  #0F MONTHLY ANNUAL
POS MOS SALARY SALARY
1 12 6,988 83,856
2 24 3541 84,996
1 12 5,084 61,008
1 12 3,785 45420
1 12 3,057 36,684
1 12 2,565 30,780
1 12 6,502 78,024
1 12 2,652 31,824
1 12 6,502 78024
24 4310 103440
24 4475 97,798
1 12 3761 45132
1 12 3761 45132
1 12 3,057 36,684
1 12 2,746 32,952
24 2,869 68,009
1 12 3761 45132
1 12 5496 65,952
1 12 3,785 45,420
1 iV 2,259 27,108
1 12 4,048 48576
1 12 3394 40,728
1 iV 3057 36,684
1 12 2,259 27,108
1 12 2,565 30,780
48 1778 85,344
1 12 4,605 55,260
1 12 3.057 36,684
1 12 3,057 36,684
1 12 2,259 27,108
1 12 6,107 73284
3 36 4,054 145944
Legislative Aflairs Agency

AGENCY

BRU

Legislative Council

COMPONENT Administrative Services

ftoF

POS

PRPRRPRRPRPRPRPRPEPEDNRE

[ N S B RN

PRRPPRPPRPRPRREREPRP R

W R R

BUDGET YEAR

ftOF
MOS

BRRRRK BB RRRBR RS RO RE

MONTHLY
SALARY,
6,988
3601
5270
3,785
3057
2,565
6,502
2,405
6,502
4335
4475
3761
3902
3172
2,846
3093
3761
5496
2945
2405
4,048
3516
3,057
2259
2652
1887
4,605
3,156
2,565
2259
6,107
4054

FY 97

ANNUAL
SAURY
83,856
86.436
63,240
45420
36,684
30,780
78,024
28,860
78024
104,034
107,400
45132
46,824
38064
34152
14,242
45132
65952
35340
28,860
48,576
42192
36,684
27,108
31824
89,004
55,260
37,872
30,780
27108
73284
145944

FY 97

Page 8 of 64 pages

Date: 2-15-96



33

35
36
37
38
39

4
42

46
a7

49

CLASSIFICATION TITLE
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
TELECONFERENCE COORDINATOR
INFORMATION & TELECONFERENCE MGR.
REG INFORMATION OFF -ANCHORAGE
LEGIS INFORM ASST -ANCHORAGE
LEGIS INFORM ASST -ANCHORAGE
INFORM & TELEC ASST MGR -FAIRBANKS
LEGIS INFORM ASST -FAIRBANKS
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER *KENAI
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -KETCHIKAN
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -KODIAK
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -MAT-SU
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER «SITKA
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -KOTZEBUE
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -NOME
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -BETHEL
FIELD INFORMATION OFFICER -BARROW

TOTAL FULL TIME POSITIONS

TRAINING TECHNICIAN 1
CITATION SECRETARY

DATA PROCESSING TECHNICIAN
SUPPLY CLERK

MAIL CLERK

PRINT SHOP MAILROOM CLERK
DOCUMENTS CLERK

MACHINE OPERATOR
COLLATOR

2ND FLOOR COPIER OPERATOR

LEGIS INFORM ASSISTANT -KENAI

C100 PERSONAL
SERVICES

PCN
2602
2603
2601
2604
2605
2606
2607
2600
2609
2610
2611
2612
2613
2614
2615
2616
2617

2315
2104
2316
2504-5
2506
2206
2207-9
2210-12
2213 1517
2216

2618

ADMINISTRATIVE
PERSONAL

CURRENT YEAR

RANGE
2
15
2
17
14
12
18
12
15
15
15
17
15
15
15
15
16

FRRRGRRKRCOoRRK®

AGENCY

BRU

COMPONENT Administrative Services

#OF
POS

P RPRRPRPRRPRRPPRPPRPRPPREPRPRERERE R

&

P ,PPOWOREPNRE PR

SERVICES

SERVICES DETAIL
FY 96
#OF  MONTHLY ANNUAL
MOS SALARY SALARY

iV 2,751 33012
12 3399 40,788
12 4,605 55,260
iV 4,048 48576
12 3291 39,492
12 2,751 33012
12 4310 51,720
iV 3057 36,684
12 3276 39,312
12 3526 42,312
12 3648 43776
12 4182 50,184
12 3521 42252
1 4310 51,720
iV 4,609 55,308
iV 4155 49,860
© 4928 59,136
696 2,559,962
6 2405 14430
6.5 2,405 15633
6 2259 13554
14 2,001 28014
5 1,945 9725

9 2405 21,645
15 2405 36,075
15 2945 44175
22 2405 52910
) 2405 12025

5 2480 12400

Legislative Affairs Agency

Legislative Council

#OF
POS

P RPRRPRRPRPRPRPRPRRRRRERERERE R R

&

P RPPOOERLRREPNRE R

BUDGET YEAR

#OF
MOS

SEREKRRRBRKRKRKRRRRRRR

6

[{e]
»

o
oolNEFFowo Ro oo

MONTHLY
SALARY
2854
3399
4,750
4,048
3201
2751
4442
3172
3276
3526
3648
4182
3521
4310
4782
4310
5113

2405
2405
2259
2001
1945
2405
2405
2945
2405
2,405
2480

FY 97

ANNUAL

SAURY
34,248
40,788
57,000
48576
39492
33012
53304
38,064
39,312
42312
43,776
50,184
42252
51,720
57,384
51,720
61,356

2,586,682

14430
15633
13554
28,014

9,725
21,645
36,075
44175
52910
12,025
12400

FY 97

Page 9 of 64 pages
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74

CLASSIFICATIONTITLE
LEGIS INFORM ASSISTANT- MAT-SU
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -DELTA JUNCTION
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -PETERSBURG
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -VALDEZ
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -GLENNALLEN
LEGIS INFORMATION ASST -JUNEAU
LEGIS INFORMATION ASST -ANCHORAGE
LEGIS INFORMATION ASST -FAIRBANKS
LEGIS INFORMATION ASST TOK
LEGIS INFORMATION ASST -HOMER
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -DILLINGHAM
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -CORDOVA
FIELD INFORM OFFICER -SEWARD

MACHINE OPERATOR

TOTAL PERMANENT PART TIME POSITIONS

75

77
78

79

MAINTENANCE AND SUPPLY CASUAL LABOR POOL

MAINTENANCE WORKER
MAINTENANCE WORKER
CUSTODIAN

SUPPLY CLERK

PERSONNEL CASUAL LABOR POOL
TOUR GUIDE

C100 PERSONAL
SERVICES

PCN
2619
2620
2621
2622
2623
2624-26
2627
2628
2629
2630
2631
2632
2633

2202

2410
2411
2412
2507

2198

ADMINISTRATIVE

SERVICES

PERSONAL SERVICES DETAIL

CURRENT YEAR FY 96

#0F UOF MONTHLY ANNUAL
RANGE  POS MOS SALARY SALARY

12 1 ) 2,652 13,260
15 1 6 3,762 22572
15 1 6 2945 17,670
15 1 6 33% 20,364
15 1 6 3276 19,656
12 3 15 2282 34,225
12 1 ) 2479 12,395
12 1 5 2,945 14725
15 1 6 3276 19,656
15 1 6 3057 18342
15 1 6 3885 23310
15 1 6 3276 19,656
15 1 6 3,057 18342
15 1 55 3276 18,018

35 198 532,777
15 13 2,746 43873
8 © 1778 26,222
8 6 1778 13111
9 12 1887 27,829
9 10 1945 23904

AGENCY Legislative Alfairs Agency
BRU Legislative Council

COMPONENT

Administrative Services

#OF
POS

1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

35

BUDGET YEAR FY

#OF
MOS

coocoooUtIUho o oo

= o;
8o

SRokB

MONTHLY
SAURY
2,652
3,762
2,945
33%
3276
2327
2479
2945
3276
3,057
3885
3276
3057

3658

2,746
1778
1778
1887

1945

Page 10 of

Date:

97

ANNUAL
SAURY

13260

22572

17670

20,364

19,656

34,905

12,395

14725

19,656

18,342

23310

19,656

18342

20119

535558

43994
26,294
13147
27,906

23970

FY 97

64 pages
2-15-96



CLASSIFICATION TITLE
LEGAL DIRECTOR
ATTORNEY Il
ATTORNEY V -REVISOR
ATTORNEY IIl
SPECIAL ASSISTANT
LEGAL EDITOR
ASSISTANT LEGAL EDITOR
PARALEGAL ASSISTANT I
LIBRARIAN
LIBRARY ASSISTANT Il

= OO NOUTD WN

o

TOTAL FULL TIME POSITIONS

11 RESEARCH MANAGER
12 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
13 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
14 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
15 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
16 ATTORNEY IV -ASST. REVISOR
17 ATTORNEY Ill

18 ATTORNEY Il

19 ENROLLER

20 SECRETARY

21 SECRETARY

22 ENROLLER

23 SECRETARY

24  MESSENGER

TOTAL PART-TIME POSITIONS

PERSONAL
SERVICES

C100

LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
PERSONAL SERVICES DETAIL
CURRENT YEAR FY 96
ItOF #OF MONTHLY ANNUAL

PCN RANGE  POS MOS SALARY SALARY
6101 26 1 12 7,246 86,952
6102 23 1 12 6,082 72984
6103 25 1 12 6,497 77964
6104-6107 23 48 6,139 294,672
6108 20 1 12 4957 59484
6109 20 1 12 4957 59484
6110 16 1 12 3516 42192
6111 15 1 12 3526 42,312
6113 17 1 12 3902 46,824
6114 13 1 12 2,953 35436
13 156 818,304
6150 2 1 10 4155 41,550
6151 16 1 10 2,945 29,450
6152 17 1 8 3902 31,216
6153 17 1 9 3761 33849
6154 7 1 7 3516 24,612
6115 24 1 8 5446 43568
6116 23 1 9 5872 52,848
6117 23 1 9 5270 47430
6118 6121 15 20 3276 65,520
6123 12 1 9 2,652 23,868
6112 © 1 10 2751 27,510
6122 15 1 5 2,945 14725
6124 14 1 6 2,746 16476
6125 10 1 5 2,064 10,320
17 125 462,942

AGENCY Legislative Affairs Agency
BRU Legislative Council

COMPONENT Legal and Research Services

It OF
POS

PR RRPRPRPRrRRRRE R

=
w

HrrrRrRPrP PR RPrRrRRR

BUDGET YEAR

#OF
MOS

N}

SRERRR&ERK

5

= S =
BouounBoBooowonss

FY 97
MONTHLY ANNUAL
SALARY SALARY

7.246 36,952
6,082 72,984
6,497 77,964
6,139 204672
4,957 59,484
4,957 50,484
3648 43776
3526 42312
4,048 48576
3064 36,768

822072
4310 43100
3057 30570
3902 31216
3761 33849
3637 25,459
5446 43568
5872 52,848
5270 47430
3276 65,520
2652 23868
2751 27510
2045 14725
2746 16476
2064 10320

466,459

FY 97

Page 29 of 64 pages
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S tate AeyC &tatccki

District Address Session Address
145 Main St. Loop; Suite 226 State Capitol; Room 427
Kenai, Alaska 99611 Juneau, AK 99801-1182
(907) 283-2690 * Fax 283-9267 (907) 465-2828: fax 465-4779

Senator John Torgerson

SPONSOR STATEMENT
SJR 37 - Primary Manufacturing of Publicly Owned Timber

This resolution urges Congress to provide the authority necessary for the
.State of Alaska to regulate, restrict or prohibit the export of unprocessed

logs from State Lands, Municipal Lands, and the University of Alaska

Lands.

In 1984, the Supreme Courtruled that Alaska's Primary M anufacture laws
were in conflict with the Commerce Clause of the United States
Constitution, where the requirement of in-state manufacture placed an

unauthorized restriction of the free trade between states.

In 1990, Congress adopted the Forest Resources Conservation and
Shortage Relief Act, which in part authorized eleven W estern States an
exemption to the Commerce Clause. This exemption has led these states
to restrict the purchase of timber to only entities that are operating within

their borders.

Alaska was not included in this legislation, therefore authorizing other
states to come to Alaska and purchase our raw materials and "export"
them from Alaska to their own state. However, Alaska's manufacturers
are restricted from going to any of the other states in search of raw timber

to run our facilities.

W hen authorized by congress, primary manufacturing of our timber
resources will create value added jobs within the State. W e will be using

our raw materials to provide jobs for Alaskans.

(JT: maj: SIR 37: 2/29/96)

Representing the Communities of. *Lowell Point *Seward *Gear Creek *Crown Point *Moose Pass % Cooper Landlng Storling « Soldotna * Kasilof » Clam Guich *anldﬂlk*l—hppy\/alloy
« Starisky *Nikolaevsk *Anchor Point *Homei *Kcchermak City *Fitz Creek * iok Solo Hlibut Cove « Soldovia *Pori Graham *Narmalok *
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. vixiiur ALASKA B

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date:  1nitial Dept. Affected; (S Publish Date: 1 /& /<26
Title: Primary M anufacturing or jluplicTyeRU: _

1 Timber : Component:
*00Nnsor: Senator Torgerson

Requester: Senate Resources Committee COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Bill Version: 6 1 X 3 9 -

Expenditures/Revenues
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 100 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL °
CONTRACTUAL ¢
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES -0- -0- -0- -0- -n~ -n-
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I i I

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF _
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Merrtal Health

Other

“OTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -n- -n-
wtimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ -0-

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This resolution w ill have no fiscal impact on state departments.
Prepared hy: Senate Resources Committee Phone: 465-4907
D ivision: A Date:

eroved by BgftfiXiSSWiSK C hairman,Senator Loren LemanjrnJ- Date: 3/7/96
. jdncy:

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

For further distribution hfom atii- tal. the Governor's LigieieV.v. CUicc

(Rov 115 St GDEK "4,
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BILL: SJR 37 SHORT TITLE: PRIMARY MFG OF PUBLICLY OWNED TIMBER

BILL VERSION:
SPONSOR(S): SENATOR(S) TORGERSON; REPRESENTATIVE(S) Navarre

CURRENT STATUS: (H) RES | STATUS DATE: 03/26/96

HEARING:(H) RES APR 17 08:00 AM CAPITOL 124 b TELECONFERENCE

TITLE: Urging the United States Congress to give an affirmative expression of

approval to a policy authorizing the state to regulate, restrict, or prohibit

the export of unprocessed logs harvested from its land and from the land of its
political subdivisions and the University of Alaska.

02/12/96 2381 (S) READ THE FIRST TIME - REFERRAL(S)
02/12/96 2382 (S) RESOURCES

03/12/96 2705 (S) RES RPT 6DP

03/12/96 2705 (s: ZERO FISCAL NOTE (S.RES)

03/25/96 2865 (S) RULES RPT 2CAL 1INR 10THER  3/25/96
03/25/96 2883 (S) READ THE SECOND TIME

03/25/96 2883 () ADVANCED TO THIRD READING UNAN CONSENT
03/25/96 2883 (S) READ THE THIRD TIME SJR 37

03/25/96 2883 () PASSED Y20 N-

03/25/96 2886 (S) TRANSMITTED TO (H)

03/26/96 3360 (H) READ THE FIRST TIME - REFERRAL(S)
03/26/96 3360 (H) RESOURCES

03/26/96 3381 (H) CROSS SPONSOR(S): NAVARRE






U.S. Department of Energy Congressional Priorities for 199

Dirk Forrister

Assistant Secretary for Congressional
and Intergovernmental Affairs

U.S. Department of Energy

Clearly one of the primary energy issues facing
Congress this year is the debate over electric
restructuring, although the outlook for completion of
such legislation is far from certain.  The U.S.
Department of Energy will also be addressing its budget
before the Congress in the coming weeks, impacting
Department activities ranging from the fossil energy
program to the national labs. Finally, the intersection
of electric restructuring, Clean Air Act amendments and
the debate over global climate change is sure to draw
attention.

Toxic Release Inventory - One Size Does Not Fit All

Mark Rubin
Exploration and Production Environmental Coordinator
American Petroleum Institute

Upcoming U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) regulations could impose a major new reporting
burden on the oil and gas exploration and production
(E&P) industry. If covered by the expansion of the
Toxic Release Inventory Program (TRi), thousands of
E&P facilities encompassing over 40 percent of the oil
and gas wells in the U.S. will have to report their
discharges to air, water, land, and even underground oil
and gas reservoirs. The result: significant costs to the
E&P industry, misleading press reports, duplicative
reporting, inefficient use of company resources - and
no environmental benefits.

A nerican Mark Rubin
Petroleum Exploration and
Institute Production Coordinator

1220 L Street, Northwest
Washington. D.C. 20005-4070
Tel 202-582-8057

Fax 202-582-8426

E-mail rubmm@api.org


mailto:rubmm@api.org

TRI - One Size Does

N ot Fit A I

W hy Expanding the Toxic
Release Inventory to the O il and
Gas Exploration and Production

Industry Doesn't Make Sense

Upcoming U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) regulations could impose a
major new reporting burden on the oil and gas
exploration and production (E&P) industry.
If covered by the expansion of the Toxic
Release Inventory Program (TRI), thousands
of E&P facilities encompassing over 40% of
the oil and gas wells in the U.S. will have to
report their discharges to air, water, land, and
even underground oil and gas reservoirs. The
result: significant costs to the E&P industry,
misleading press reports, duplicative
reporting, inefficient use of company
resources - and no environmental benefits.

What is TRI?

The Toxic Release Inventory is EPA’s program
for providing information to the public on
releases of toxic chemicals into the environment.
Each year, industries covered by the program
must report releases of over 600 toxic chemicals.
Most of these reported ‘‘releases™ are safe, legal,
permitted disposal, recycling, and air emissions.

Currently, only manufacturing facilities must
report under TRI. However, during the next
year, EPA may expand the program to cover a
host of additional industries -- including E&P
facilities.

Why E&P?

Last year, EPA prepared “profiles" of 25
industries not currently reporting under TR1 to
determine whether their releases warrant
inclusion in the program. Based on these
profiles, EPA has targeted 14 industries,
including E&P, for the program expansion.

EPA’s goal in expanding TRI to additional

industries is to “provide the public with a more
comprehensive picture of toxic releases.” In the
case of E&P, however, expansion will only give

the public an inaccurate impression of an
industry that is already regulated according to the
low risk posed by its operations.

One of the most misleading and inappropriate
requirements for £& P facilities would be
reporting underground injection as a "release” to
the environment. Because produced water and
associated wastestreams are injected thousands
of feet below drinking water zones - and usually
into oil and gas reservoirs - there is practically
no potential for public exposure from these
operations. In addition, because the vast
majority of E&P facilities are in remote, rural
areas —or are far offshore -- they are miles from
the nearest community. Reporting E&P releases,
therefore, provides little, if any, environmental
benefit.

EPA’s profiles assume that “typical” releases for
a given industry remain constant. This
assumption is wrong for E&P operations, where
the concentrations of chemicals in wastestreams
change constantly. Because of this variability in
the streams, the only way for E&P facilities to
ensure accurate reports is for operators to
perform regular, expensive wastestream tests.
The accounting burden for collecting this
virtually valueless data is huge.

EPA wants to expand the TRI program to give
the public better information about toxic
chemicals in their communiti',s. The truth is,
however, that E&P facilities have fundamentally
different operations than the manufacturing
facilities already covered by TRI. E&P facilities
would be forced to spend a substantial amount of
time and manpower trying to figure out how to
make their operations “fit" into the TRI program.
In short, TR reporting just doesn’t make sense
for the E&P industry.

What Would Expansion to E&P
Facilities Mean?

Expansion of the TRI program to E&P facilities
would impose an expensive, unnecessary
paperwork requirement on an already
economically distressed industry.

Specifically, TRI expansion would result in a
costly reporting burden for E&P facilities.

According to a recent study by the American
Petroleum Institute, the potential costs of such an
expansion would be over @3

million in the first



year alone. This money would be spent testing
wastestreams, filling out forms, and figuring out
how to report under an inappropriate program.
Over 4,700 facilities, encompassing over 40% of
the oil and gas wells in the U.S., would be
subject to this unnecessary requirement. In
addition, an independent study by the U.S.
Department of Energy estimates that the costs
could be even higher-- with impacts into the
billions of dollars.

Tragically, companies would be spending this
money to provide virtually no environmental
benefit, since the remoteness of E&P facilities
means that their "releases" pose minuscule risks
to the public. In addition, because TRI reporting
requirements would require a great deal of
interpretation for the E&P industry, expansion
could expose facilities to substantial liability for
administrative errors in reporting. Penalties for
such unintended violations could reach up to
S25,000 a day!

The potential to mislead the public is another
negative result of E&P reporting under TRI. A
recent Bakersfield Californian headline, "Elk
Hills Tops Kem's List of Toxic Polluters,”
illustrates the kind of confusion and
misinformation that results when the media take
release data out of context. In this case, the U.S.
Department of Energy’s Naval Petroleum
Reserve voluntarily reported release information
from its EIk Hills production facility in Kem
County, California.

At Elk Hills, 99% of the reported releases were
strictly regulated underground injection. When
the public and the press received the data about
these releases, no one told them that the
"pollution" from the facility was being injected
into oil and gas reservoirs with no possibility of
public exposure.

TR expansion to the E&P industry also would
divert company resources away from pollution
prevention efforts toward expensive testing and
release calculation activities. For example, in its
jwCond year of reporting, Elk Hills devoted
additional resources to characterizing its variable
product streams in order to do more accurate
calculations that would show how low its
releases really are. Had such recalculation not

been necessary, this money could have been spent

on more productive environmental protection
activities.

Proponents of expanded TR reporting argue that
public attention to the volumes and types of
chemicals released into the environment provides
an incentive for companies to prevent pollution.
For E&P facilities, "release" reduction can only
be achieved through reductions in the amount of
oil and gas produced. The TRI program will
create perverse incentives for E&P operators to
eliminate so-called "releases"” by shutting in oil
and gas production wells.

Conclusion

At a time when Congress and the public favor
relief for industry and the states from costly and
bureaucratic reporting and recordkeeping
requirements and when the Administration is
encouraging “common sense" regulation, EPA is
threatening to impose a needless, unreasonable
burden on the domestic oil and gas production
industry. Communities have the right to know
about potential threats to their health and the
environment. But there is no reason to mislead
the public with confusing information on releases
that pose virtually no threat.

Right-to-know laws should not be used as a right
to mislead. The public has a right to expect that
taxpayer money is going to protect human health
and the environment against real threats. Held
up to the lens of cost-effectiveness,
environmental benefits, and appropriateness,
EPA’s proposed expansion of the TRI program
to the E&P industry is not sound public policy.

If you would like further information on how TRI
expansion could affect the E&P industry, please
call Mark Rubin of the American Petroleum
Institute at (202) 682-8057.

American 1220 L Street, Northwest
N\?trolcum  Vedirgon CCZB400
Institute 202-682*8000
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103. FACILITY COVERAGE AMENDMENT,; TOXIC CHEMICAL RELEASE
REPORTING; COMMUNITY RIGHT-TO-KNOW

Agency: Environmental Protection A”encv/Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic
Substances

Priority: Other Significant

Legal Authority: 42 USC 11013; 42 USC 11023; 42 USC 11048; 42 USC 11076; EPCRA 313
CFR Citation: 40 CFR 372

Legal Deadline: None

Abstract: The original Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) required reporting from facilities in Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes 20-39. These SIC codes cover manufacturing facilities only. This
requirement was imposed under the Emerg ~y Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act (EPCRA)
section 313(b)( 1)(A). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is considering expanding this original list.
EPCRA section 313(b)(1)(B) and (b)(2) provide the Administrator with the authority to add or delete SIC
codes and the discretion to add particular facilities based on a broad set of factors. EPA is currently conducting
analysis to determine which SIC codes (or portions thereof) should be considered for coverage in TRI.
Facilities in a broad set of industries are under consideration, including but not limited to, electric utilities,
waste management facilities, mining, oil and gas production, materials recovery and recycling, and some
warehousing activities.

Statement of Need: TRI is the most complete md accessible source of information for the public on toxic
chemical releases in communities across America. The intention of Congress was for TRI, and indeed all of
EPCRA, to provide information to local communities. Communities need this information to better understand
the nature of the releases at the local level. The intent of TRI has been to share information on releases with
local communities to help in their assessments of the risks. This basic local empowerment is the cornerstone of
the right-to-know program. Yet TRI collects data from only the manufacturing sector, and for only a subset of
toxic chemicals that are introduced into the environment. Congress gave EPA the authority to expand TRI,
both in terms of the chemicals reported and the facilities required to report, because it recognized that the
American public has a right to know what is happening to the environment near their homes, schools, and
businesses. Manufacturing facilities account for only a portion of the toxic chemicals released in the United
States. EPA recognizes the reporting burden inherent in TRI, and is continuing to take every reasonable
opportunity to reduce this burden. The industries under consideration for addition to TRI would conceivably
add significantly to the data available to the public on toxic chemical releases. For this proposal, industries will
be selected based on a number of factors including the importance of the releases to the community, the relative
rank of release estimates, the relationship of activities in these industries to manufacturing, and the
compatibility of these activities with current reporting requirements.

Alternatives: Although data on releases from many of the facilities under consideration can be found, there
is no centralized, publicly available, comprehensive, easily understandable, or consistently collected source of
information for the public on toxic chemical releases from facilities outside of manufacturing. EPA has
examined all available data sources, including information reported under the Clean Air Act. Clean Water Act,
and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as well as other sections of EPCRA, State data collection
programs, and available data provided by industry. EPA can find no information comparable to the data which
TRI provides the American public. Consequently, there are only two alternatives to the expansion of TRI
reporting requirements to cover additional facilities: voluntary reporting bv facilities or a determination that any
additional information TRI might collect from these facilities is of little or no value in terms of community
right-to-know.



Anticipated Costs and Benefits: The anticipated costs of this action are unknown at present. The addition
of facilities to TR is intended to expand upon the past success of the program in enabling all interested parties
to establish credible baselines and to set realistic goals over time. The information reported in TR increases
knowledge levels of pollutants released to the environment and pathways to exposure, improving scientific
understanding of the health and environmental risks of toxic chemicals; allows the public to make informed
decisions on where to work and live; enhances the ability of corporate lenders and purchasers to more
accurately gauge a facility's potential liability; and assists Federal, State, and local authorities in making better
decisions on acceptable levels of toxics in communities,

Risks: Manufacturing facilities, which are currently required to report to TRI, represent only a portion of the
facilities that release toxic chemicals in the United States. Although what portion of releases these facilities
represent is uncertain, the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment has estimated that the original
chemical and facility coverage of TRI in 1987 resulted in data on only 5 percent of releases in the U.S. EPA
believes that the public has a right to know about such releases and about what facilities are doing to manage
wastes. The public can then use this data to evaluate potential risks from these facilities and to determine how
to avoid these risks.

Timetable:

Action Date FP. Cite

NPRM 03/00/96
Small Entities Affected: Businesses
Government Levels Affected: State, Federal
Analysis: Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Additional Information : SAN No. 3034.

Agency Contact: Susan B. Hazen Environmental Protection Agency Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and
Toxic Substances (7408) Washington DC 20460 Phone: 202 260-1024

RIN: 2070-AC71
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3419. CHEMICAL LIST EXPANSION; EMERGENCY PLANNING AND
COMMUNITY RIGHT-TO- KNOW ACT SECTION 313

Agency: Environmental Protection Agency/Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic
Substances

Priority: Other Significant

Legal Authority: 42 USC 11013; 42 USC 11023; 42 USC 11048; 42 USC 11076/EPCRA 313
CFR Citation: 40 CFR 372

Legal Deadline: None

Abstract: The original Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) chemical list consisted of 320 chemicals and chemical
categories. In an effort to provide the public with a broader picture of chemicals that will have to submit
information for the Toxics Release Inventory in their communities. EPA is expanding the original TRI
chemical list. On January 12, 1994 (59 FR 1788), EPA published a proposed rule to add 313 chemicals and
chemical categories to the TRI chemical list. Of the 313 chemicals and chemical categories proposed, there are
approximately 160 pesticide active ingredients. The chemicals and chemical categories being proposed were
selected from numerous other reguLtory lists and meet the criteria for human health and environmental toxicity
and in addition are extremely toxic to aquatic organisms, EPCRA section 313(d)(2). In addition, the chemicals
passed a production volume screen to ensure that reports would be received if the substance is added to the
TRI chemical list. Part of this activity included the review of 17 chemicals, previously described in RIN
2070-AC40, 16 of which are from a list of hazardous air pollutants subject to the requirements of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990, and one of which was considered for addition due to its extreme aquatic toxicity. Of
these 17 chemicals, nine were included in the proposed rule. Linked to this rule is a possible small-source
exemption that will provide some measure of relief to the reporting community. This exemption will allow
facilities releasing small amounts of listed chemicals to be exempt from full TRI reporting requirements.

Timetable:

Action D ate FR Cite
NPRM 01/12/94 59 FR 1788
Final Rule 11/30/94 59 FR 61432

Final Action Deferred Chemicals 03/00/76

Small Entities Affected: Businesses
Government Levels Affected: State, Federal
Analysis: Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Additional Information: SAN No. 3007.

Agency Contact: Susan B. Hazcn, Environmental Protection Auencv. Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and
Toxic Substances, 401 M ST SW (7408), Washington, DC 20460 Phone: 202 260-1024
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POLAR MINING INC

4545 Wood River Dr., Fairbanks, Alaska. 99709 Phone 907755-4198, Fax 907-455-8245

Pamela Grefsrud
W ater Quality Technical Services
Alaska Dept of Environmental Conservation

555 Cordova Str,
Anchorage, Alaska. 99501 March 19, 1996

RE Comments on proposed revisions to Water Quality Standards Revision

Dear Ms. Grefsrud,

As a second generation Alaskan Placer Miner and President of Polar Mining Inc Icm very concerned
about the current water quality standards revision and their effects on our industry. Further | must
protest the timing of the public comment period and would request these regulatory revisions be
delayed,

Whereas the current Alaska Placer Mining General Permit modifications proposed by EPA 0s 0 result
of the Sierra Club lawsuit, and their effects on placer miners, have been contested by the Alaska
Miners Association., the outcome of the Federal changes Is unclear at this time. Since the Alaska DEC
Water Quality standards are inter-related with those of the EPA, | would request an extension cf the
Alaska DEC water standards revision process Inorder to first resolve the uncertainties arising from the
EPA/Sierra Club lawsuit. Once the EPA General Permit issues are resolved we will need additional time
to study the revisions in light of the Federal regulation outcome.

i would furiher request that if the EPA issues excessively restrictive regulations, as are currently
proposed, the Alaska D.E.C. take a good look at what state regulations It could modify, or even
implement. In order to allow and encourage the continuation of our Industry. Our mining company
strives to maintain Itsgood reputation and has struggled to adapt to the many regulatory changes
faced over the past 10 years. However there comes a point in which it will no longer be possible to
comply with these unreasonable regulations, as In the current EPA proposal. To require a miner to
dischorge water with effluent limitations based on ‘drinking water" status while the natural receiving
water Is unfit for human consumption isabsurd, superfluous, and lacks a scientific basis. From where
| stand these proposed changes appear designed by environmental extremists with the purpose of
eliminating placer mining in Alaska.

Over th9 past 10 years Polar Mining Inc. has provided year round jobs near Fairbanks and has a
current work force of 43 employees. During that time this one mining company has produced in
excess or 40 million dollars In new revenue which has fumed over and over again In our community.
Given tne-chance to continue our mining operations Isee a 10-20 year future for our employees, just
within a 20 mile radius of my hometown.

lapplaud the Alaska State Legislature for passing an act allowing for a mineral exploration incentive
credit, designed to stimulate and encourage mineral exploration and development, and to allow
mining to play an Increasing role In our states economy. Once the EPA/Slenra Club lawsuit is settled It
will be time for the Alaska D.E.C. to Implement reasonable regulatory standards-that will both
provide protection for our environment and allow for our mineral Industry to survive and to grow

again.
Sincerely,



Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau AK 99801

SPONSOR STATEMENT
SJR 39: Relating to NPDES Permits for Placer Mining

Why must Alaska continue to be treated more stringently than other states with economic
development? The Environmental Protection Agency, as aresultofanegotiated lawsuit
with the SierraGub LegalDefense Fund, now proposes standards for dredge and
recreational mining activities that are as strictas some standards set for large, commercial
mining operations.

Despite its 30 percent budget reduction by Congress, EP A still manages to propose
rulemakings and negotiate settlements which costindependent businesses time, money and
effort for little environmental gain.

Alaska has along, solid history of mineral production. As other regions of the U.S. have
perhaps lost touch with the bounty of natural resources, the EPA should not subject Alaska
tounscientific, burdensome reporting and permitting requirements at the whim of someone
who has never bad dirt under his or her fingernails.

Alaskans are for the wise use of our resources. W e are far closer toour resources than
some other areas of the United States where inhabitants enjoy the end productof mineral
extraction, but have no concept of how theircomputer components were created.

We mustcontinue to pressure the federal government to stop requesting information and
permits that serve no useful purpose and to cease from imposing onerous restrictions such
as 0.18 parts per billion arsenic levels for mining discharges - orders of magnitude less
than whatis required for drinking water.
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February 23,1996

TO Mres. Dede Mrers. Ruoediod Mrers
SBECT.  NawNRCES Gareral Pemit for Alaska

Your immediiate action is neeced! I the Draft NPOES General Pemit now ot for

public comment is ed, most placer

ﬁiomw_ll be recuired to neet conditions that are nearly inpossible. Under this GPall dredge mining inthestate will be
ively elimirated or each will require an Indiviclal Permit.

permt it is likely that you have one of these G,
things, thet the permit did nat
to dictate a solution, EPA

Your Adion

Background - In 1994 the EPA\issted a Gereral P%}]g((%

for placer mning in Alaska. Ifyou have an NFCES dischar

_ ma%m Lecel rgs'l‘er'se Fud) = o
antee protection fromnetals |nthed|schar%2\i/\ﬂater. Rather thanallowthe

O0F reached a negatiated settlenent. This

sued EPAarguing, other
Wite Feckrl ot
NPOES (s the resulting settlenent.

1. You need to write EPAand tdll themwhy you fedl this Draft GPwill not work: Sard comverts ta Tim

Handing US EPARegion 10; 1200 Sixth Avenue SO155; Seattle, VAéshington 98101. Comments st be

received at EPAby March 18, 199.

2. If @ible, attend the Public Hearing to e held Tuesday, March 5, 1996, 5:30 pm to 11 pm at the
B MNorthem District Cffice Building, Main Conference Room 1150 University Ak, Fairbanks, AKX

3. Gta copy of the Draft P fromBPAat 222 W 7th Aenue. Roamss7 or

| (907) 271-5083.

The folloning are soe df the mgjor problenrs with the Draft G2 Youmay wish to use these topics as part of your conment

letter and.or public comments:

1 The DraftGP sacuslanl lvechange to the existing GP due to its
impact on existing GP holders, expanded goplication t new
operators and new reporting rules.

2. The DraftGP contains uvaallsticrsstridtlos: @) prohibitsmov —
irgan autfall locationduring themiining season, and b) requiresa
minimum 1,000t separation distance between dischargers hav—
ing modified turbidity limits.

3. The 30010 flov Iimit k exsssively restridtive. The 30Q10
formula was desiigned for another purpose and isnot gopliceble
here.

4. There isnoscietific Jesls forrequiring anarsenic leel of0.1B ppb
as proposed inthe GP. EPA Headquarters inWashiingon, D.C. does
not support this leel. EPA Headquarters has already approved
arsenic leels of 50 ppb inat lesst 25 states whereas this GP
requires 0.18 ppb. To impose this requirement only on Alaska
placer mines s arbitrary and cgpricious.

5. The Draft GP includes rgortirg requirenents forarsenic leels
that are below detection. Thi's isarbitrary and cepricious and isin
anflict with EPA Headouarters.

6. The Draft GP assumes "0 lar background lewels of arsenic and
lublditywnich isseldom the case. Thecurrent GPassumes actual
background.

7. The reporting requirements would require the miner to report
arsnic leels thet cannot be measured and then charge him
avilly and/or criminally ifhe reports finding arsenic.

8. The Draft GP k I anflict with and seeks 1o overide State
regulatias which allow mixing zones.

9. The Draft GP will Increese tre number d Irdividlel Permits and
permit processing aosts, rather than reducing permit processing
oosts which was the purpose of the GP.

10. Because of the stipulations inthisGPregarding &) dilt,and b)
adjacent dredgers, dl dredge mining Intrestatewill now be recuired
tohave an NPDES Irdliviclal PermiL

1. This@, forthe firsttime ever,, recuires tratdl drecoers havean
NPOES permit and stipulations of this GP are so onerous that no
dredge miner will qualify foraGP. Thiswill add between 1,000and
2.000 new permittees, al of which will be loroed t© have an
IndividLal Permit. All ol which, because of treirminimal impect,
are not required to have any other pemit. It is arbitrary and
capricious to require this change without scientifichesis and isa
violation of due process.

12. The Fortymile River, and some other areas surrounded by
"Wild & Scenic River” designations, are Stata-owred mvigibla
waterways and notaWild & Scenic River as envisioned intheDraft
GP. Itisarbitrary and capricious o recuire a differant standard
for this state river or any other river or stream unless there i
scientific support and no such support has been offered.

13. EPA does rothave the pagple toprocess trenew GPs or the IS thet
will be generated by this Draft GP. Also, there isnot time forEPA
1o review dl existing GPs. publish them, and dill isste them in
time for the upcoming mining season.

Please write inmrediately and ask that EPA 1] withdraw fromthe settlerrent; 2) discard the Draft G2, 3) hold public

heari ineadwstatec}/ jon 10 (including at least two locations in Alaska)
settlerr;%ﬁ agreenent. Fegon o b )

Steven C Burell, PE
Becutive Director

eany ather Draft GRisinduded ina
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The Anchorage Times

. Publis {1 LI BILL JALLE P
Believing |n Alaskans, putting Alaska first"
Editors: DENNIS FRADLEY. PAULIENKINS WILLIAM). TOBIN
TheAnchoraee al? Wmmonun in ihis seamen! 0lihp Anchoraitr Daily News does not represent

LF ws of the BWS. It is written and pulilLhed under an a%reem ntwjth fonnor owners of
mes in the |nterests of preserving a diversire cf viewpoints in Lite community.

Gold rip-off

T HE SCAM artists are at it again —and Alaska is the intended

victim. The Clinton administration, in cahoots with environ-
mental lawyers, is preparing to pull offanother heist, and this time
the target is Alaska gold.

As the result of an out-of-court settlement proposed between the
Environmental Protection Agency and the American Rivers environ-
mental group, the EPA has proposed regulationsthat threaten to
wipe out small gold mining operations that use suction hoses to
scoop up gravel and gold bits from river beds. Recreational dredge
mining also is in peril.

The Alaska Miners Association says the regulations envisioned
by the EPA are far stricter than those that apply in other states. For
instance, no paperwork-is required for suction dredge operators in
California By requiring small operators in Alaska to comply with
the same permitting rules that apply to the larger, commercial oper-
ators. the net result will be to benefit businesses in other states at
Alaska’ expense.

But the impact would extend beyond commercial operations.

Steve Herschbach. owner of Alaska Mining & Diving Supply, says
the Gold Prospectors Association of America each year brings to
.Alaska thousands of visitors who hunt for gold. Once the EPA pro-
posed regs go into effect, he says, these vacation prospectors will
choose California and elsewhere.

The EPA held hearings in the state this past week pn its regula- ;
tions and, as expected, a number of Alaskans testifiedagainst them.

The miners’association, however, isnt hopeful that the testimony

alone will persuade EPA to change its mind. The miners are seeking !
help from the congressional delegation in Washington to use its clout

to stop the regulatory rip-off. Gov. Ibny Knowles may want to step in

as welL After all, Alaska’s constitutional right to regulate activities i
onits rivers will be usurped ifthe EPArules take effect <

The technique used by the feds and environmentalists to give !
themselves the authority to deny the state its rights in this instance
isa familiar one.

Two years ago, lawyers for American Rivers sued to haltw hat
had been the accepted practice of exempting recreational miners J
from the extensive permitting requirement. Rather than fight it out
before ajudge, the EPA “settled” with the environmental Iawyers by
basically agreeing to their demands.

This technique ofsettling a lawsuit in the environmentalists’ fa-
vor is played out often in Alaska The Forest Service uses itrciutine-
ly to block its owntimber sales. The Park Service used it to shut
down gold mines in Kantishna. Nowthe EPA is using it to squeeze
out gold seekers froih recreational activity on Alaska rivers.

The scam'’s not likely to end until Alaskans, together, get mad !
enough to stop it.
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ALASKA HIKERS ASSOCIATION,

| | | .
501 W. Northern Lights Blvd.. Suite 203. Anchorage. Alaska 99503 FAX: (907) 278-7997 Telephone: (907) 276-034

February 27, 1996

Honorable Michele Brown

Commissioner

Department of Environmental Conservation
410 Wiloughby Ave., Suite 105

Juneau, AK 99801-1795

RE: Placer Mining Settlement
Dear Commissioner Brown,

On behalf of the Alaska Miners Association | wish to thank DEC for
its involvement during the negotiations between EPA and SCLDF over
the SCLDF complaint against the NPDES General Permit for placer
mining in Alaska. We are certain that the settlement would have
been even more onerous had it not been for the role played by DEC.

We are still evaluating the Draft NPDES General Permit (Draft GP)
but it is clear that this permit is totally un-workable for the
miners holding the existing GP and for the Jlarge number of
additional dredge operations that will now be required to have a
permit for the first time. Your November 9, 1995 letter to EPA
described DEC"s position on some of the provisions that EPA was
considering for inclusion in the Draft GP.

However, EPA did not incorporate your points as specified and
furthermore, EPA made numerous other changes to the GP that surely

were not brought to your attention. Regarding vyour specific
points, the Draft GP does not give the miner the assurance that he
will be able to get an. Individual Permit (IP). He may request an

IP but is not assured that EPA will issue one. This is contrary to
your letter where you state "Our willingness to extend such
assurances is based on EPA"s commitment to process applications for
individual NPDES permits from miners who may be unable or unwilling
to operate under the revised permit."” Your statement makes it
clear that the choice was to be the miner®"s but the Draft GP makes
no such guarantee.

There are also numerous other changes to the GP that DEC could not

have known about and 1 will address just a few of these. One such
change is that the Draft GP now requires all suction dredgers to
have permits. Under the existing GP only a very few suction

dredgers were required to have a permit (those with intake nozzles
of greater than 8 inches diameter). The Draft GP requires that all
dredgers have permits. Because of the way the Draft GP is written,
dredgers will not qualify for a GP but each will need an Individual



Permit. Our estimate 1is that this will require between 1000 and
2000 new IPs.

Another major change is that the Draft GP contains unrealistic
restrictions. It prohibits moving an outfall location during the
mining season. It also requires a minimum 1000 feet separation
between dischargers having modified turbidity limits. These
restrictions are at times operationally impossible to meet. There
are many more and our comment letter to EPA will lay all of them
out in detail.

However, the reason for this current letter is to request that DEC

withdraw its letter of November 9, 1995 for the following reasons:

1) the Draft GP does not conform to the assumptions and
objectives of your November 9 letter,

2) the Draft GP includes other substantial changes of
tremendous adverse consequence to the industry that must not
be endorsed by DEC,

3) the Draft GP is so unworkable DEC should retreat so they
have no association with it, particularly in light of the fact
that DEC 1is being asked to pay legal fees to plaintiffs.

Also, we request that DEC formally notify EPA that DEC will not
certify the Draft GP should this permit be taken to final. We
believe that it is only through such a notice that EPA will make
the changes that are absolutely required for a General Permit for
placer mining to be workable.

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

Reply To
Attn Of: S0-1S85
Re: Proposed Modified General Permit for Placer Miners

To Persons Covered under the Placer Miner General Permit for
Alaska:

The Environmental Protection Agency 1is proposing to modify
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Permit for Alaska Placer Miners. EPA anticipates 1issuing
a final modified general permit in early April, in time for the
next mining season.

The EPA has scheduled a public hearing to occur on March 5,
1996 from ?>:30 p.m. until 11:00 p.m. at the State of Alaska
Department of Natural Resources Offices in Fairbanks, Alaska. A
copy of the public notice of this hearing is enclosed.

Comments may be made at the hearing or may be maileu to EPA
Region 10. Written comments must be received by March 15, 1996.
Comments must be received by this date to be considered by the
agency.prior to final 1issuance of a modified general permit.
Please include the name and address of the commenter and a-
concise statement of the precise basis of any comment and the
relevant facts on which it is based. Written comments should be
submitted to EPA at the above address to the attention of the
Director, Office of Water, O0OW-134.

The proposal arises from a settlement agreement reached with
Northern Alaska Environmental Center and American Rivers, who
filed a petition for review of the existing permit with the
Federal Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. The proposed
modification reflects EPA Region 10"s effort to resolve the
petitioner®s concerns 1in a manner that would both protect the
environment by assuring compliance with environmental laws and
also preserve the ability of placer miners to pursue their

livelihood. As proposed, the modified general permit would
require submission on a new notice of intent by all those
currently covered under the existing general permit. Please be

prepared to supply that information promptly to facilitate EPA"s
efforts to make a determination about coverage prior to the
coming mining season.



The proposed modifications 1include:

e changes 1in chose who can be covered under the general
permit. Miners operating on special-use waters, including
Wild & Scenic Rivers, utilize hydraulic removal of
overburden, or who operate suction dredges with intake hoses
larger than eight inches would not be covered by the
modified general permit but may apply for an individual
NPDES permit. Also, suction dredgers with intake hoses less
than four inches in size would be covered, subject to the
exclusion that applies to special-use waters.

© limitations on the volume of effluent that a miner may
discharge and changes in the method of determining site-
specific turbidity limits. The change in the method
generally will result in lower site-specific turbidity
limits.

e an increase in monitoring frequency of turbidity and
arsenic from once per season to once per month. Also,
background monitoring for turbidity, if necessary at all,
would be taken immediately above the miner®s operations.

e a change in the arsenic limitation. Discharges to natural
background would not be authorized in the "general permit,
only in an individual permit.

e new management practices for suction dredge operations.
EPA looks forward to hearing from you. IT you have

questions about the proposed modified general permit, please
contact Tim Hamlin in Seattle, Washington, at (206) 781-0366.

Sincerely,

7-7 L *
Robert R. Robichaud, Manager
NPDES Permits Unit

Enclosure



U.S. Environmental Protection Age&xz &F{A), Region 10
120 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washw%%n 08101-3188
(206) 5531214

NOTICE OF PRO
SC

5 ED II\EAOD ICATION OF A GENERAL NATIOlNAL POLLUTANT

POS IF
HARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT TO
DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES,

and
NOTICE OF STATE CERTIFICATION.

lic Notice Issuance Date:  January 31 19%
lic Notice Expirat?on Date: Marcﬁ y15]1996

Applicant

This proposal is to modify the general permit requlating placer mining activities
in tﬁep Stgte_of Alaska. Oyn I\/Iagg 31, ]934 EPA, %egmng_fo |ssuerH a ggeneral
permit for discharges of wastewater from placer mines in Alaska.

If issued, the proposed modified permit would modify effluent limitations,
standar?ls, rohibitions and other conditions on wastewater dlscharges set forth
In the Alaska placer miner general permit. These conditions are based on .
>existing national effluent quidelines state wate,r%uallty standarads.and  material
contained in the administrativerecord.A description " of thebasis for the
conditions and requirements of the proposed modified general permit, and
especially of the basis for the proposed modifications, i given in the fact sheet.

2 Tentative Determination

Pub
Pub
1

The Region 10 Office of EPA has tentatively determined to modify the_%eneral
permit. “If the modified general permit is isSued, applicants could” obtai
coverage under the modifieq eﬁmlt bY suqmmm aNOtI(ie of Intent NOIB)I be
covered by it. To comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an
Environmental Assessment %EA) had,bg,en completed _Prewousl In connection
with t eexmtmg ?eneral permit. A Fin mg of n Signiticant Impact (FNSI) was
Issued in connéction with'that permit.  Th& modified general permit would
require that NEPA review be completed for new sourtes; an EA and/or an
Environmental Impact Statement must be 3omﬁleted rjor to a decision heing
made as to whether to grant coverage under the modified general permit .

3 State Certification

This Notice will also serve as Public Notice of the intent of the State of Alaska,
Department of Environmental Conservation. to considey certifying that the
subject discharge will comply with the applicable provisions of Sections 208(e)



301, 302, 303 306 and 307 of the Clean Water Act.. The NPDES permit will not
be issued until the certification requirements of Section 401 have heen met,

CoastalZone Management Program Consistency

This Notice will alno serve as Public Notice that the State of Alaska Department
of Government Coordination will be considering whether the subject discharge
will comply with the State’s Coastal Zone Management Program.

Public Comments

Persons wishing to comment an the tentative determinations contained in the
proposed permits may do so, in writing, within, 45 days of the date of this. public
notice. Comments must be received within this 45-0ay period to be considered
In the formulation of final determinations regardlng the application. A
comments should include the name, addréss and telephanenumber of the
commenter and a concise statement of the exact basis ofany comment and the
relevant facts upon which itis based. Al written comments Should be
submitted to EPA at the above address to the attention of Director, Water

Division.

A Public hearing will bi held in Fairbankfs, Alaska on March 5 196t f[he_ _
offices of State ‘of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources, Division of Mining
and Water Resources, 3700 Airport Way from 6:30 p.m. until 12:00p.m
Persons wishing to comment on State Certification should submit written
comments within this 30-day period to the State of Alaska, Department of
Environmental Conservation' (ADEC) at one of the following addresses:

410 Willoughby Avenue, Suite 105 Juneau, Alaska 99801-17%
610 University’ Avenue, Fairbanks, Alaska 99709
566 Cordova“Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99601

Permit Documents

The proposed NPDE% g)ermlt and other related documents are on fileand ma
be inspected at the above EPA address any time between 830am. and 4
B.m., Monday through Friday. Copies and other information may be requested
y writing to the FPA at the above addr%ss to the, attentjon of the Water Permits
Section, or b calllngg % 1214 This material Is also available from the
EPA Alaska Operations Office, Room 537, Federal Building, 222 West

Avelnue #19, Anchora(TJe, Alaska 99613 EPA Alaska OAperﬁtlons Office, 410
Willoughby Avenue, Sutte 100 Juneau, Alaska 99801 Alaska_Department of

Environmeéntal Conservation (ADEC), 610 University Avenue, Suite 350,
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709

To ensure_effective communication with everyone, additional services can be
made availaple to persons with disabilities by contactln? an EPA representative.
For those with impaired hearln% or speech, please confact EPA'S
telecommunication device for the deaf (TDD) at (206) 5531698



Senator Drue Pearce
State Capitol

Room 111 Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Drue Pearce,

lam writing because of proposed changes to the EPA General Permit for Placer Miners AKG-37-0000
that will have a significant impact on Alaskans and visitors to Alaska. The proposed changes discriminate
against Alaskans and visitors to Alaska. The permit seeks to usurp State control of a local recreational
activity.

| have a vested interest in this subject as a life-long resident of Alaska. For the past twenty years | have
been an owner and operator of Alaska f lining & Diving Supply in Anchorage, as well as an avid outdoor
enthusiast. One activity | have enjoyed since 1972 has been recreational gold dredging.

The permit as it currently exists covers small commercial mining operations. The EPA Region 10 office in
Seattle now proposes to include small recreational suction dredges in this permit process. Until now, this
recreational dredging has needed only a State Department of Fish & Game permit, and then only if
dredging takes place on a salmon-bearing stream.

The requirements in the permit relating to dredging make it impossible to actually operate with the
permit. The reucational dredger must choose between operating with this permit while violating its
requirements, or filing afull-scale commercial mining permit to attempt to operate legally. This permit is
not intended to govern a recreational activity and because of the onerous paperwork requirement,
recreational suction dredging will cease to exist in Alaska. It is akin to asking all sport fishermen to
undergo all the requirements for commercial fishing.

The issue of recreational dredging has been debated for years in California, and a full Environmental
Impact Study on recreational dredging completed in 1994. The net effect of the study and uJoatc has been
to allow dredgers to operate with a simple State Fish & Game Permit which costs about 530 00, with some
extra fees for larger commercial style dredges. There arc over 4000 permitted dredgers in California who
provide over 5150,000.00 per year to the Fish & Game budget.

The proposed rules for Alaska are arbitrary and ignore the hard study and debate given the issue in
California. Recreational dredging has been deemed a legitimate activity and to have little or no
environmental impact in California, and is seen to contribute to the economy and tourism in California.

It is not proper for a federal agency to impose practices on any single State that arc much more stringent
than required in other States where the same activity occurs. This would be discriminatory to Alaskans,
and to visitors to Alaska. It is also discriminatory to force regulation ofone users group beyond what is
required of others using the same resource. Dredgers share the streams with fishermen, riv er-raftcrs, and
boaters, and these groups must conform to the same rules if they arc put in force.

The proposed permit usurps the authority of the Alaska State Department of Fish & Game. It proposes
requirements relating to fish and dredging that arc far more stringent llian any currently required in
Alaska. The State of Alaska has long sought to retain its authority in matters relating to fisheries, and this
permit will lead to growing EPA control over fisheries in Alaska. If the EPA is concerned about the
impact a small number of recreational miners may have on fish, then the impact that tens of thousands of
fishermen have on streambank erosion, disturbance of the sucam-bottom environments and more will
surely be next. The rules relating to recreational miners will be illegal unless applied to all stream users
groups, not just one group to the exclusion of the others.



The proposed rules will have an impact on tourism in the State of Alaska. The State Division of Tourism
has announced plans to make gold mining more visible in its advertising, Gold mining lias proven to be
an area of interest to Alaskan tourists. The Independence Mine in Hatcher Pass, Crow Creek Mine in
Girdwood, the A-J Mine in Juneau, the Kennicott Mine in McCarthy and other sites are major tourist
attractions. Tourists wish to experience the thrill of prospecting themselves. They flock to the beaches of
Nome each year. The Gold Prospector’s Association of America brings thousands of visitors to Alaska
each year solely to look for gold. | personally have dealt with thousands at my store in the past twenty
years who liavc come to Alaska for the summer to enjoy this recreational experience and touch the past.

The elimination of suction dredging will not eliminate all these visitors, but it will discourage many for
whom dredging is a goal. They will look to other States which do not impose the same burden on
dredgers. The main point is that this discouraging action is not needed and if done with a California style
permit would generate income for the State of Alaska. The entire concept of recreational mining is a plus
for tourism and the Alaska economy, and should be fostered for the vast potential it holds for the future.

I f these proposed rules do begin to be applied to fishermen, rafters, and others, the effect on tourism will
be devastating.

Lastly, there will be the direct effect on businesses and their employees who cater to this market. Alaska
Mining & Diving Supply is one such business. From a humble beginning as two Anchorage teenage kids
selling recreational mining equipment it has grown to one of the nations largest retailers of outdoor
recreational power products. We employ over 25 people and support their families. The impact on
businesses such as mine Ly arbitrary and discriminatory regulation is unwarranted.

The EPA is not even holding a public hearing in Anchorage. The enactment of these new rules is being
rushed through with no attempt to notify the people it will impact most. The period for public comment
ends March 15th, and so far the EPA is resisting attempts to hold a hearing in Anchorage because it
would require them to extend the time required for public comment. They cite a need to have the new
rules in effect before summer, but that is no reason to deny our citizens their right to due process.

1 am enclosing information relating to this subject. | know the issue seems only to affect a relatively small
number of recreational suction dredgers, but the potential threat to Alaskans by this proposed permit arc
subtle and widespread in nature. | strongly urge that the California regulations be used as a fair model for
Alaska. No excess money need be spent to study an issue and formulate rules when a State with more
dredgers and less area has done the work for us. The State of Alaska will be negligent if it ignores this
llireat to its sovereignty and its economic future. Thank you for taking the lime to review this issue.

Sincerely,

Steve Hcrschbach, Owner
Alaska Mining & Diving Supply
3222 Commercial Drive
Anchorage, AJC 99501
(907)277-1741

P.S. Please, if you can do nothing else on this issue, support our request for a public hearing in
Anchorage. It is not proper that Alaska’s largest population center ;> excluded from the public hearing
process, especially when suction dredging is so popular in the Anchorage area.

Enclosure
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March 19. 1991

POSITION PAPER ON SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39

The Alaska Legislature is contemplating passing a resolution urging EPA to

rescind a settlement agreement that requires a revised Alaska General Placer NPDES
Permit. Asa member of the negotiating team, | vould like to make the following
observations about tlie settlement process, and the proposed/revised General Permit,
and to urge the Alaska Legislature not to uopt Senate Joint Resolution 39.

*

The EPA was in a weak legal position in defending its case before the court. If
EPA loses in court, the court may require much more stringent standards that have
been negotiated under the settlement agreement. For example: the appellants have
asked that a complete set of metals (approximately 10 metals, notjust arsenic as is
the case in the settlement agreement) be required for testing; and, that the testing
interval be once per week, as is required in NPDES permits for other mine
discharges, rather than 3 times per year as required in the settlement agreement.

The miner’s chose not to intervene in the legal challenge to the General Permit
when it was filed. In addition, they were offered an opportunity to comment on the
settlement agreement when it was in its final stages, and declined. The appellants
are still willing to hear substantive concerns from the miners even now, and to
approach EPA about modifications in the settlement agreement if the changes
requested will preserve the integrity of the settlement agreement.

As is the case in most settlement negotiations, there were many compromises from
all the participants (Northern Alaska Environmental Center & American Rivers,
EPA, and the State). No one got “there way” in this settlement agreement.

The arsenic level 0.18 parts per billion is not related to the settlement agreement.
The permit arsenic level was not an issue discussed during the settlement
negotiations. Moreover, if there is no settlement agreement, the arsenic standard
for permits issued under the 1994 General Permit will still 0.18 parts per billion.
This is an issue that is not relevant to the settlement agreement.

Small suction dredges (less than 4") are now regulated under the General Permit,
mainly to make sure operators know what Best Management Practices they should
be utilizing.

All dischargers, including small suction dredges, arc required by the Clean Water
Act to have an NPDES permit. Under the rettlemcnt agreement small suction
dredges must apply (by mail) for a permit, and are obligated to abide by a set of
simple Best Management Practices that EPA will send them. There is no
monitoring or reporting requirement for small suction dredges.



March 19 19%

The public will now be allowed an opportunity to comment on permits and mixing
zone authorizations issued under the General ~srmit.

Mines using hydrauliclring, or mines operating in sensitive areas, like Wild &
Scenic Rivers and wilderness areas, are not covered under the General Permit, but
must apply for a regular (individual) NPDES permit where the public will have an
opportunity to comment on these as individual operations, rather than in a batch-
comment process.

EPA has agreed to conduct studies to quantify the effects of the discharges from
large suction dredge operations (greater than 8"), and to analyze the quantities of
metals being discharged from all placer operations, so that both miners and
environmentalists will know whether these operations are causing metals pollution
or damaging stream beds in Alaska.

If EPA rescinds their settlement agreement, they place themselves in a tenuous
legal position, as evidenced by EPA’s interest in a settlement. The Alaska placer
miners place themselves in the position of having the court impose measurement
requirements and permit restrictions that are much more severe than those reached
during the compromises in the settlement agreement. Fine-tuning the terms of the
settlement agreement, which EPA and the appellants have encouraged, is much more
likely to produce a General Permit that is in the best interest of all parties, than would a
potential court imposed change that would leave all involved dissatisfied.

David M, Chambers, Ph.D.
Mining Analyst
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund
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Title: Disapproving Executive Order
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SSCR 1
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Public Rtlasources § 41.06.060

(Ckall dissolved or entrained minerals and gases that may be ob*
tainedxfrom the material medium, but excluding hydrocarbon sub-
stances and helium; /

(4) "geothermal system” means a stratum, pool, reservoir,-'or other
geologic formation containing geothermal resources; z '

(5) "operator” means a person drilling, maintaining/operating, pro-
ducing, or in contrbl of a well;

(6) "owner” means a'person who, by reasoiL-ef an interest in real
property, has the right to drill into, producekand make use of geother-
mal resources; y [/

(7) "waste” means an inefficient™ excessive, or improper production,
use, or dissipation of geothermal resources, including, but not limited
to, / \

(A) drilling, transporting,, or storage methods that cause or tend to
cause unnecessary surface loss of geothermal resources;

(B) locating, spacing; drilling, equipping, operating, producing, or
venting of a well iiva manner that results or tends to result in reduc-
ing the ultimate”economic recovery of geothermahresources;

(8) "well” means a well drilled, converted, or reactivated for the
discovery”testing, production, or subsurface injection of\geothermal
resources. (8 6 ch. 175 SLA 1980; am 8§ 43 ch 85 SLA 1988)

>88 references. — For additional
jidlinitiona, see AS 41.99.900.

Chapter 07. Geological Survey.

[Repealed, § 2 ch 93 SLA 1972.]

Chapter 08. Geological and Geophysical Surveys.

Section Section
10. Division of geological and geophysi-  20. Powers and duties

cal surveys 30. Printing and distribution of reports
15. State geologist 35.Regulations

11. Hydrological and seismic hazard 40.Coooeration with otheragencies
data declared to be of public inter-

est
Collateral references. — 63A Am. Recovery for unauthorized exploration
Jur. 2d, Public Lands, 88 48-53. or survey. 67 ALR2d 444,

73A C.J.S.. Public Lands. 8§ 30-35.



§ 4108010 Alaska Statutes § 4108020

Sec. 41.08.010. Division of geological and geophysical sur*
veys. There is established in the department a division of geological
and geophysical surveys under the direction ofthe state geologist. (8 1
ch 93 SLA 1972)

Sec. 41.08.015. State geologist. The commissioner shall appoint
the state geologist, who must be qualified by education and experience
to direct the activities of the division. (8§ 1 ch 93 SLA 1972)

Sec. 41.08.017. Hydrological and seismic hazard ‘'lata de-
clared to be of public interest, (a) Systematic collection, recording,
evaluation, and distribution of data on the quantity, location, and
quality of water of the state in the ground, on the surface of the
ground, or along the coasts, are in the public interest and necessary to
the orderly domestic and industrial development of the state.

(b) Systematic collection, evaluation, archival, and distribution of
geologic data and information on earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, and
engineering geology and identification of potential seismic, volcanic,
and other geological hazards throughout the state are in the public
interest and necessary to orderly, safely, and cost-effective develop-
ment in the state. (8 1ch 41 SLA 1977; am § 1ch 101 SLA 1983; am
§ 3 ch 36 SLA 1987)

Sec. 41.08.020. Powers and duties, (a) The state geologist shall
conduct geological and geophysical surveys to determine the potential
of Alaskan land for production of metals, minerals, fuels, and geother-
mal resources; the locations and supplies of groundwater and con-
struction materials; the potential geologic hazards to buildings, roads,
bridges, and other installations and structures; and shall conduct such
other surveys and investigations as will advance knowledge of the
geology of the Btate. With the approval of the commissioner, the state
geologist may acquire, by gift or purchase, geological and geophysical
reports, surveys, and similar information.

(b) In addition, the division of geological and geophysical surveys
shall:

(1) collect, record, evaluate, and dir Xibute data on the quantity,
quality, and location of underground, surface, and coastal water of the
state;

(2) publish or have published data on the water of the state;

(3) require the filing with it of the results and findings of surveys of
water quality, quantity, and location;

(4) require of water well contractors, the filing with it of basic
water and aquifer data normally obtained, including but not limited
to well location, estimated elevation, well driller’s logs, pumping tests
and flow measurements, and water quality determinations;



§ 4108025 Public Resources § 4108040

(5) accept and spend funds for the purposes of this section, AS
41.08.017, and 41.08.035 and enter into agreements with individuals,
public or private agencies, communities, private industry, state agen-
cies, and agencies of the federal government;

() collect, evaluate, and distribute geologic data on seismic events
and engineering geology of the state;

(7) identify potential seismic hazards that might affect develop-
ment in the state;

(8) inform public officials and industry about potential seismic haz-
ards that might affect development in the state. (8§ 1 ch 93 SLA. 1972;
am § 2ch 41 SLA 1977; am § 7 ch 175 SIA 1980; am § 2 ch 101 SLA
1983; am 8§ 4 ch 36 SLA 1987)

Cross references. — For declaration of  sources, see § 1, ch. 175, SLA 1980, in the
legislative policy on geothermal re- Temporary and Special Acts.

Sec. 41.08.025. Accounting and disposition of receipts. [Repealed,
§ 28 ch 90 SLA 1991. For current law, see AS 37.05.142 — 37.05.144.]

Sec. 41.08.030. Printing and distribution of reports. The state
geologist shall print and publish an annual report and such other
special and topical reports and maps as may be desirable for the bene-
fit of the state, including the printing or reprinting of reports and
maps made by other persons or agencies, where authorization to do so
is obtained. Reports and maps may be sold and all money received
from these sales shall be paid into the general fund. (§ 1ch 93 SLA
1972)

Sec. 41.08.035. Regulations. The department may adopt regula-
tions relating to and providing for the systematic collection, recording,
and distribution of data on the water of the state. (§ 3 ch 41 SLA
1977)

Sec. 41.08.040. Cooperation with other agencies. The state ge-
ologist, with the consent ofthe commissioner, may enter into coopera-
tive agreements with federal, state, and local governmental agencies
to perform geological and geophysical surveys, studies, investigations,
and services. (8 1 ch 93 SLA 1972)
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Alaska State Lagisiature

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Official liiisiness House Special Committee On O il & G as State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 2 1996

TO: Reepresentative Jo$ Gr,?en, Co-Chairman
Representative Bill Williams, Co-Chairman
House Resources Committee

FROM: Regresentati_ve Norman Rokeberg, Chairman
House Special Committeo on Oil & Gas

suBJecT: Executive Order No. 2

Exe?utwe Order No. %QC,onsolldates the Division of Oll and Gas with the Division of
Geological an GeoE), ysical SurveYS located within the Department of Natural
Resources, The testimony before the Houg,eS ecia] Committee on OJI&Ga]s, |
Indicated that there 1S no consensus regarding whether the consolidation outlined in
Executive Order No. 921s the correct configuration of the two divisions.

Remarks during public testimony indicates there are hoth good and bad _
consequences 1f the consolidation goes forward. As a resillt of committee testimony,
the members of the committee, votéd to introduce a special resolution to oppose the
consolidation in order to expedite the process and move the executive order to the
appropriate authorized committee.

In addition we checked with Legislative Legal on the proper procedure for ,handlinq a
resolution opposing an executive order. The legal memorandum we received stated
th%t under Uniform"Rule 21 joint standing committees must consider executive
orders.



) . JUSE COMMITTEE REPC..T

Date Referred to Committee: January 8,1996 FURTHER REFERRALS: Resources
Finance

Date of Committee Action: _

The HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON OIL AND GAS Committee considered: EO 92

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 92

Transferring duties in the Department of Natural Resources to consolidate the division of oil and gas and the division
of geological and geophysical surveys into a division of oil, gas, and geology in that department.

recommends it be replaced , ] the same title
with the following committee substitute 1 a new title
[ Jadditional referral to Committee

f | attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Dep0 APPROVES PREVIOUS: (CepVe)
jXJ fiscal note(s) (PH{IEL I ] fiscal note(s)

[ J zero fiscal note(s) { ] zero fiscal note(s)
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CS FOR HOUSE SPECIAL CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 1(RES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON OIL AND GAS

A RESOLUTION
Disapproving Executive Order No. 92.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the governor, under authority of art. IH, sec. 23, Constitution of the State
of Alaska, has proposed in Executive Order No. 92 to combine the functions of the division
of oil and gas and the division of geological and geophysical surveys into a division of oil,
gas, and geology; and

WHEREAS the Alaska State Legislature believes the functions of the division of
geological and geophysical surveys as outlined in AS 41.08.020 would be diluted in a
consolidation with the division of oil and gas; and

WHEREAS certain efficiencies can be accomplished by incorporating the division of
geological and geophysical surveys within the division of mining and water management; and

WHEREAS art. IE, sec. 23, Constitution of the State of Alaska, provides that unless
disapproved within 60 days of a regular session by resolution concurred in by a majority of
the members of the legislature in joint session, an executive order becov.es effective at a date
designated by the governor;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that Executive Order No. 92 is

disapproved.

1 CSHSCR 1(RES)
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