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To: Senator Loren Leman: Senate Natural Resources Committee
From: Nancy R. Lcthcoc, President
Date: February 9. 1995

RE: IIB 121 Timber Salvage Bill

Please include these comments in the legislative packet for committee members. Com-
ments were written for AWRTA by consultant Bill Copeland. Mr. Copeland, retired DNR
Fairbanks District Manager, now operates Raven Charters. These comments replace
AWRTA's February 3, 1995 comments to the House Resources Committee on HB 121.

After further review of I1B 121 and the issues surrounding salvage limber sales, AWRTA
believes this bill in its entirety is unnecessary, Large volume timber sales should be of-
fered competitively and with public notice. The existing statutes provide the mechanism
to appropriately conduct salvage sales. To allow for the necessary expedited offering of
salvage sales, it appears die only statute amendment necessary is to exemptsalvage sales
from the provisions 0fAS 38.Q5J11T that require timber sales to be placed in a five year
schedule and a two year notice be given prior to offering the sale.

HB 121 in its present form presents many problems:
It would allow large scale, negotiated timber sales of up to 25 years.

It introduces hyiKUhcliCfllJ*nsidcijluQns in the decision process by requiring
the prediction of factors such as timber health, unemployment, and limber
manufacturing capacity in an area. In some cases this could actually hinder
the speed with which a salvage sale could be issued. Also, while it is possible
to determine that a timber stand is at high risk of insects or disease, it could
not be reasonably predicted which stands will I>¢ so affected within the next

fwo years.

No reforestation would be required widiin salvage sale areas, even if the area
had been classified for forest management. Failure to reforest would lose
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base acreage i pon which the allowable cut is determined and leave the ef-
fects of a large clearcut unattended.

It utilizes AS 38.05.118 as a mechanism to facilitate salvage sales. This stat-
ute is a result of special interest le g a tion passed several years ago to facili-
tate a large scale negotiated timber sale near llaines. This statute has heen
utilized only once since its passage because its provisions are awkward and

cQiiliQYcCisial.

AWKIA-rccQmmen(ls_thatAg,” 05]13 bf aniendejltQJLxenipt salvage timber sales
frondnd usimLjhiifrjLfik lycajd&cbMuleand froiiuhe requirement tQ.glYc_lwp.yeac
advance notice prior to offering the sale. This seems to be the major impediment for
the Department of Natural Resources to offer salvage sales where time is of the essence
to avoid value loss in impacted timber stands.

llic advantages of this amendment and using existing statutes to conduct salvage sales
are many:

It requires minimal statute amendment and eliminates a bottleneck to speedy
offering of salvage sales.

It utilizes existing mechanisms already in place.

It avoids public controversy by offering competitive, advertised salvage
sales where there is opportunity for public involvement in the decision.

There appears to be only about two months difference between the time it
takes to prepare a negotiated sale and an advertised competitive sale.

Speculative factors would nfil have to be included mjhtLdccisiQihmakin”

As with any other timber sale, large salvage sales would be offered consis-
tent with existing land classifications and land use plans, This would ensure
large salvage sales would be conducted in areas where it is appropriate to
harvest timber and in areas where all interests have had an opportunity to be
presented and considered. If it warn't planned to cut trees in an area when
they were green it doesn't necessarily mean it is appropriate to cut them
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when they're dead. Conducting timber sales consistent witli area plans or
forest management plans avoids much controversy.

Other specific recommendations:

In areas where salvage timber cutting has taken place, and wht.e the land
had been previously designated for forest management, reforestation should
be required. On lands designated for other uses, but where timber cutting is
also appropriate, reforestation should be considered but not mandatory.

Salvage sales should be offe;ed only when the impacts to the timber II&VE
occurred and not on the basis of speculation when they may occur.

AWRTA will submit additional comments on the potential impact of HB 121
on the touri m industry.
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Representative Jerry Mackie
House of Representatives

Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Mackie,

| am writing in opposition to HB121. | am a tourism business owner hiring
Alaskans almost exclusively and feel stron IK that this bill will have adverse
effects on the tourism business of Alaska. The long term effects of the
!ongg this bill will allow should be considered more closely. This not only
includes the negative impact on tourism but also on wildlife and fish habitat,
over the long term.

With all the talk about how regulations should have their economic impact
taken into account | wish that this bill would take into account the long term
effects on the tourism industry’. Please work to allow adequate public mlput
into this bill as it is still early in the legislative year. It seems that this bill is
not being given the public input it deserves.

Sincerely,

David Lesh
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Friday, February 10,1995

Sen. Loren Lehman

1/907-465-3810

Gustavus Im

PAGES: 2

s2/10/% 01227pm  DIf2

MEMO

Sen. Lehman

" I1HB 121 Is sent lo your commlltoo please
oppose It Enclosed Is a copy of my letter
to Rep. Mackie with my views.
Slincoroly,

I 1 David Lesh



02/.15/1995 10:01 9077675522 AL 8 PAWACCGEP PAGE 02

TO: House Natural Resources Committee

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99G01-11G2

ATTNt Mr. Jack Phelps
RE: House Bill 121
Message:

1 have been 1involved in the forest 1industry as a timber faller
since 1972 and 1 have worked 1in logging camps from Ketchikan to Icy
Day. 1 am also a registered big game guide and a recreation guide
operating 1in the Haines area.

Over the years | have learned to keep and open mind to all aspects of
utilizing our natural resources. But because of my diverse life style
and knowledge concerning logging practices and the subsequent impact
on wildlife and recreation as well as subsistence us?rs, 1 am

concerned that WB121 has the Potential to abuse our state forest to
the point where all other users take a bark seat to logging.

HB121 1is nothing more than an open ended bill that will circumvent
local involvemont 1in forestry management. The wording of that bill IS
so generalised that the commissioner of the DNR could of for gigantic
timber sales in areas that areonly "threatened** by insect infestation
or forest fTire. Any forest 1isat all times 1iIn a"threatened"™ state,
yet we have always had old growth forests 1in Alaska.

In the early 1930*s we had a local spruce bark beetle out-break near
Haines. The old timers say that everyone thought we would Ulose all of
our spruce trees. The outbreak ran 1it"s course and we still have our
old growth forost today.

Presently the Haines State Forest 1is once again "threatened™ by
beetles. Under HB121 the commissioners could allow the entire area
Surrounding the Chjlkat Bald Eagle Preserve to bo clear cut.

Our Ilocal community has alread hashed out a Hainr6 State Forest
Management Plan Provisions are already 1in place to allow salvage
sales in our forest, and HB121 could only prove “0 be detrimental to
our wildlife, view sheds and subsistence users.

To cail HDI21 a "salvage sale™ is erroneous. Itis a free for all
give away of public resources to the timber 1industry and it Iis
dost mod to be abused, fought over and ultimately rejected in the

years to come; should our legislature be foolish enough to support it.
1 urge fTor the resounding defeat of HB121.
Sincerel]y,

Al Gilliam
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TO: SENATE RESOURCES COMM1TTEE FROM: AL GILLIAM
C/0 LOREN LEMAN

FAX: ".65 3810 PHONE/FAX: 907-767-5522
DATE: FEBRUARY 16, 1995 PAGES: 2
MESSAGE: FOLLOWING 1S A STATEMENT ADDRESSED TO THE ATTENTION

OF MR. JACK PHELPS REGARDING MY CONCERNS REGARDING
HOUSE BILL 121.

TH1IS STATEMENT 15 BEING PAXED tg THF FOLLOWING PEOPLE:

DREW PIERCE
MR. WILLY DUNN.
LOREN LEMAN
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To: Sen. Loren Lehman
Company: Alaska State Senate
Phono: 1-907-466-2096

Fax: 1-907-465-3810

From: Terry T. Brady

IHIRUTSIKSr W<QX0)]© & jpoieisstoy
SISIRtVIKCIBS

Phone: (907) 333-9462
Fax: (907) 333-9462

Address: 3842 Wesleyan Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

_ ) ~ Date: 2/23/95
Pages including this page:

RE: HB 121

| Request Immediate 8assa8e of HB 121, Timber Salvage and
amendment to AS 38.05.118.

Alaskans must move together to stop the loss of the forest ,
environments due to spruce bark beetle, fire and other destructive
agents. Also. Alaskan people need high-tech Jobs, that can he created
by intelligent use of replenishable natural resources, as envisioned by
the founders of this State (Article VIII of the Constitution of the State

of Alaska).

However, in addition to new legislation gthe intent of the Legislature) |
strongly suggest that some fiscal control be put on the Division of



From: Tony T. Orady To: Son. Loron Lohmon Dalo: 2/?3/95 Timo: 1- .1J. M

Forestry &ADN_R) and ADF&G, to mandate action. These agencies have
never met theirresponsibilities, though they have adequate Iegal
authorit (1T|tles 16, 38 and Title 41, most particularly AS 38.05.027,
AS 38.05. 110 et seq., As 41.15.010 et seq., and AS 41.17.010 et. seq.)

They continually ignore the mandates (ministerial duties) and adhere
only to the discretionary actions, and particularly the "negative"
aspects of the laws. This has resulted in the current problems.

Fmally, as a professional, | feel the For_es_t_Managzemen_t Agreement
type e%wlatlon, putting more respon3|b|I|t¥_ on the private sector, Is
advisable. However, creating a "Demonstration FMA" would be a "Paper
Tiger” that would not show any results for many years, yet keep the
remainder of the forest In "limbo."

The State of Alaska, by law, is responsible for the protection of all
state., municipal and private forest land in the State. The record, vis a
vis, the spruce bark beetle is horrendous, particularly at a time when
the "wasting resources" are in demand.

Respectfully,

M.S. (forestry) with 36 years Alaskan professional experience.
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Alaska Forest Association, Inc

111 STF.DMAN SUITS 200
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 99901.Q090
Phone 907-225 0114

fAX 907-225-6920

Position raper
The Alaska rorest Association, Znc
MB-121

Tho Alaska forast Aaaocoiatlon supports pasaags of an unaltsrsd H3-121.

Objective! Thia bill hslps tha foreet, ths gsnsiral fund and rural Alaskana by
allowing quicker aoosas to dsad and dying trssa on stata lands.

Prasant Situationi
e 20 million truss diad in Alaska laat yaar (38 trssa par minutal}r and
the rata of daath is incrsasing at an inoraasing rata -par UFIPS.
e tlaarly 90% of Alaskana who livs on tha Xenai Paninsula and Anchorage
baliava dead and dying apruoe trees are the moat aerlous problem with
foraaea on tha xenai paninaula (XHXR).
e Government now pay to build Inaffioient fire breaks to proteot
oosmunitlea and oitiaens froa inoraassd firs risk due to inseot killed
treaaj whan instead, stumpage recaipta oould provide a net gain to tha
treasury while eliminating tha danger to people and property.
e Without 90-121, tha stata does not have the legal ability to allow
people qulok enough aooass to dead trees to maximise the ohanee of ths
private saotor paving reforestation coata.
e substantial numbers of year-round, primarily rural, jobs are being
lost beoauso Industry is not being allowed quiok enough access to dead
and dying trace.

Proposals mb-121 providas a tool to allow state timber managers to salvage
dead and dying trees on state lands while there ia still enough value to pay
for the harvest (and possibly reforsr “ion) of the infested or damaged area.

Advantages! Numerous. There la suoh a thing as "waste””. The oonoapt of waste
has to do with losing a time sensitive opportunity to help people when there
is the ability to do so. Delaying harvest of dead and dying trees to the point
where there la Inaufflolent value to pay for both harvest and reforestation
squanders valuable public property. The concept of "stewardship™ has to do
with maximising benefits and minimizing risks while managing other people®s
assets. Allowing dead trees to rot on the stump wheni
they can be used by people who desperately nssd the jobs,
additional damage can be averted,
healthy forest oan be more quiokly restored,
major habitat loss oan be minimised,
negative impaota to salmon and wildlife can be minimised, and

e. lives and property oan be protsotsd
la.nslthsr.flood mtavardshia_nor good public policy.

o O O T w

ror these reasons, and many sx>re, we urge your moving HB-121 with a "do pass"”
recommendation to the full Senate.

5CAVINO AIASXAt MTKUff INDUSTRY
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AME: GARY WININGS
ADDRESS: Box 1327 (103 Victor Lane)
Seward. AK 99664

I am writing this letter in support of HB 121. | have boon involved In the timber
industry all of my adult life and have used the forests since | havo been old onough to
get out in them.

To keep a forest alive, it has to bo a healthy forost. Right now on the Kcnai
Peninsula and In some parts of the Interior the health of our forests is vory much in
jeopardy due in large part to the Spruce Bark Beetle. Thoro are natural enemies to this
epidemic, such as birds and fire.

Fire is an enemy to the beetle in preventing the growth and the spread of tho
beetle. Because of the fire suppression practices in use today this weapon has boon
rendered largely useless.

I bolieve with proper management, logging this dead and dying timber could
also be a partial answer to this problem. At the same time lot me add, |don't want to
sog the forest leveled and loft for a wastoland. | believe that with the proper tools and
suppou from all agencies involved, public and private, we can help to create a healthy
and vigorous forest for all people and creatures to use now and In the future.

Due to tho rapid deterioration of this timbor it is imperative that the means be in
place to allow state agencies the directive to set up sale areas in heavily infested
areas while there is still commercial value left in tho affected timber. This would not
only help to eliminate the source of the problem but also i*olp generate revenues both,
public and private, so that an active reforestation plan can be put Into effect so that we
can again have a healthy and vigorous forest instead of the sick and dying one that is
becoming more and more evident.

I believe this bill could become a very important tool in this overall picture. In closing |
urge passage of this bill and Ithank you for your patience, time and support.

Sincerely,

Gary W Winmgs

TOTFL P.0O1



Ketchikan Pulp Company
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POSITION OP THE KETCHIKAN PULP COMPANY
REGARDING HD 121
A BILL TO EXPEDITE THE SALVAGE OF DEAD AND DYING TIMBER
FEBRUARY 27, 1995

The Ketchikan Pulp Company fully supports HB 121 as a method of
expediting the salvaging of dead and dying timber, while still
maintaining the quality of our environment, HB 121 1in needed to
address the urgent forest health crisis on the Konui Peninsula and
those future forest health crises which will certainly erupt in
other forested regions of tho State.

This legislation would allow for retrieving the greatest value from
a State forest resource which is currently not boing roalizod due
to a longthy procedural process which renders the resource value—
less duo to decay. Not only does the status quo result in an
oconomic loss in State revenues, it also contributes to the
continuing decline of forest health, loss and delayed
rehabilitation of fish and wildlife habitat and the loss of the
natural character of the forested areas we all enjoy. HB 121 would
rectify this situation and allow for tho timely rehabilitation of
fire killed, insect infested, diseased and wind-thrown forest
stands.

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

a:\feb\hbl21lpos
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. Alaska Environmental Lobby, Inc. 07463336
P.0. Box 22151 Juneau, Alaska 99802 Tax: 907-163*3312

HB 121. Salvage Timber Sales

HB [2] would create a new category of timber sale called "salvage sales”, . in areas where
the Commissioner o? DNR has d%t mined t?rat timber will lose |9s economic value due to

Insects, disease or Hie within two years.

Sectronz of HB 12l would glve the Commissigner of[fNR thw Wer to ne otrat%
timber sales in areas ?re ce tarncondrtrons exrst | exist. within two years. These
conditions Include h |g evels of unemployment an trmberwhrch will lose”its economic

value due to Insects, disease or fire.

AEL opposes HB 121.

*Salva%e trmbersales as ?ropose ?uld be exe Pt from exrstrn srzelrmrts public

review Under the 5 year plan, and reforestation ovrsronso sae law.

Consideration would only be grven to theeconomrcv ue 3 timb ?rw hile other economic
0

valules such as subsistence, recreation, fish and wildlife and other forest products would

be Ignored.

* Many biologists and forest ecologists believe that forest insect epidemics are often

%elftlre§ ?a%g% and can actuall Improve erdIr% %abrtat Recordsprn cate tﬁat barﬁ
etle outh

frnAas a have occurred reqularl ey over the past 70 years, without updue
e fects to overall forest healt However, forest héalth probléms aif ‘often associated with
oor 1o mg Qrac#rces road building and sei mrf line acfivities. As DNR acknowledges,
utting he forest docs not solVe forest health problems.

*These pi rvisions wo ld %rvia DNR extrafrdr dﬁY Btrtud? In deﬁ [mrnrn and even
re |01;|r1p forethealt oymegt Ievefan timber va He(f Ile remo mg from
e decision- ma mg process the"wisdom of local resicents and die concerns of tfie public

which owns and USes these resources.

* Salvages sales would create a loophole %Iowrng lar escale ne?otrated timber sales
ofu%to 25 (;/ears to occur In areas such as the Kendi Pehinsula - alf exempt from » e
planning prdcess required in other timber sales.

Under current TrtI 38 re ulaton [[))NRcan complete the timher iale G[ocess in
less than2 ears Savagies eSS oud eunnecessar? |fDN R efficien

competently plannncd sales under existing law, DNR al o has eauthor|¥ to carry out
emePgency)rrﬁr%er sapes Inorder to responqd to forest hea th pro qems / Y

%B nne

« Tl < fad S\ = < v]nu iv< ** b Fll

ku | m avis vm ii = m hi- s f . %t *eei*ny»ic >e eisq < t*/|x
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Resource Development Councill

121 V/es| Firoweed Lane, Suito 250, Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2035

for Alaska, Inc. Phono 907/276-0700 Fax 27C 3867

March 14,1995

M/lft / 10

Senator Loren Leman
Alaska State Senate
State Capitol Rm. 113
Juneau ,AK 99801-1182

Dear Senator Leman:

The Resource DeveIQ[pment Council is writing to _ur?e your support of HB 121,
the salvage timber bill. HB 121 will served as a vital forest management tool to
help manage dead and dying forest land in Alaska.

RDC is a proponent of a healthy forest products ind_ustm{] and has worked over
the years to advance a forest health initiative addressing the spread of the spruce
bark beetle infestation in Southcentral and Interior Alaska. RDC supports timber
salvage efforts directed at trees that will lose substantial economic value due to

disease or fire.

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

There is a great deal of misinformation about this legislation. HB 121 would not
exempt salvage timber sales from public review nor eliminate public planning
for lands and resources. The public process will still dominate the timber sale
Program if HB 121 is passed. Moreover, this bill does not exempt timber sales
rom reforestation provisions of existing stale law. Operators will have to reforest
harvested areas as is currently required under state rules. In addition,
considerations current(ljy given to"the non-economic values of the forest are not
restricted b?/ HB 121. Consideration of other values are required under a Forest
Land Use Plan for any salvage sale proposed under HB 121,

Some opponents of this bill claim there is no limit to the amount of time a
company could have access to the forest under a negotiated sale. In reality, if the
sale is a'negotiated sale, it is limited to a duration of no greater than one year.
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Currently, the Commissioner of Natural Resources can conduct a negotiated sale
if there is a high level of unemployment, o

underutilized manufacturing capacity and an underutilized illowable cut of state
timber. HB 121 m_ereh{ amends current law to add "‘amber that will lose
substantial economic value due to disease, fire or land use conversion." The bill
simply adds another circumstance under which the commissioner can utilize the
existing negotiated sale authority. The bill will give DNR the ability to accelerate
its timber sale program for insect-damaged trees.

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

HB 121 provides the tools to advance proper forest management on stale lands
and help decrease the P_otenﬂal for damage to the forest and its resources. This
bill would allow state timber managers to salv??e dead and dying trees on state
lands and help expedite the recovery of the forest by encouraging managed
reh estation which is c.on3|derabl}/ faster than natural regeneration in Alaska.
HB 121 will permit quick access to damaged trees when there is still enough
value in the timber to allow for harvest and reforestation. Habitat values for fish
and wildlife will benefit if Alaskans are allowed to harvest and reforest, In
addition, HB 121 will encourage the establishment of a rural forest products
industry with year round jobs and tax revenues for local communities.

Without HB 121, the state does not have the legal ability to allow quick enough
access to dead trees to maximize private sector reforestation efforts. Without
quick access to the dead timber, substantial numbers of high-paying, year-round,
primarily rural jobs are being lost.

Trees across Southcentral Alaska are rotting on the stump and a major fire
potential exists. In the short term, logging may appear unsightly to some, but a
R‘reener, healthier forest will grow back much sooner than if nothing is done.

atural regeneration takes considerably Ion.?er to reforest then managed
reforestation. Greater dama&;e may occur to habitat values for fish and wildlife if
Alaskans do not harvest and reforest,

Opponents of this Ie%islatio_n claim logging will harm tourism and hurt habitat
values, just as they claim oil and gas, mlnlnﬁ and other development activities
will cause narm to the visitor industry and the environment. Tourists, however,
do not come to Alaska to see vast graveyards of dead and dying trees.
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With Proper forest management, a new young and vibrant forest will rise from
the infested stands, but if nothing is done, the dead trees we sec today will stand
for many, many year, eventually blowing over. Vast areas will likely become
dominated by grass. If that is allowed to happen, it could be decades or hundreds
of years before an evergreen forest reestablishes itself.

HB 121 would help eliminate waste of a public asset. Delakling harvest of dead or
dying trees to the point where there is insufficient value fo pay for both harvest
and reforestation, squanders a valuable public asset.

1B 121 will:

» Defend against loss of tourism and recreation values by protecting healthy trees
and accelerating reforestation after an outbreak;

» Decrease the potential for further forest damage,

* Help maintain trees as dominate to grass in beetle-infested zones;

* Help create subst_antlaIIY better long-term fire management infrastructure and
access for regional fire protection; N

+ Reduce what is currently paid to protect Feo_le and communities from
increased risk due to fire as a result of the heavy loading of fuels in the forest;

t.' Rbemforce existing public support for producing jobs with dead and dying
imber;

» Maximize stumpage revenues to the state versus the current system:

» Allow the State to selectively harvest areas where the beetle is starting to attack
- 10 Protect what remains of healthy forests _

J A!bolw a rural industry to become established where year-round jobs are
possible; o _ . _

» Helps the State to maintain the sustainable ecological functions and
biodiversity of the forest.

Senator, please support passage of HB 121 on the Senate floor. Alaska is rapidly
losing its ability to cost-effectively rehabilitate impacted forest areas. Cutting is
much better than "no action" for many good reasons. With your support, we can
move beyond the gridlock and misinformation surrounding the issue and take
the necessary steps to restoring forest health across Alaska.

Sincerely

RKJIOURCnh DHVFLOI'MnNT COUNCIL
for Alaska, Inc.- 0

Carl Portman _
Communications Director
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A POSITION STATEMENT
ON
SOUTH-CENTRAL AND INTERIOR ALASKA'S

DETERIORATING FOREST HEALTH

l. Summary

The largest spruce bark beetle epidemic in North America as rosultmg in substantial and expanding
impacts to wildlife, fisheries, recreation, and timber rosourcos. as well as loss of critical old-gruwth
habitat. Inthe white and Lutz spruce forests of Southcontral and Interior Alaska. Continued extensive
tree monality and associated resource impacts constitutes tho greatest ecological crisis facing
Alaska forests today.

An aggressrve forest restoration and forest health mamtonanco program involving federal. State, local
and pnvato forest managers is necessary to fully recognize tho seventy and extent of impacts to forest
resources and to develop coordinated forest management actions to restore damaged ecosystems
and prevent unnecessary additional ocologlcal impacts.

Tho Socioty of Amoncan Foresters fulfy supports coordinated multi-ownership forest health planning
at the landscape scale, research to idontrfy spruco boetlo induced impacts to all forest rosourcos. and
development of a forest industry as tho funding mechanism iu suu»*d"” o implementing planned forest

health actions.

Il. Definition of Issue

Forest hearth in Southcentral and Interior Alaska is rapidly deteriorating Tho spruce beetle eptdonnc
is manifesting unprecedented rapid forest change within tho whiio. Lutz and Sitka spruco forest types
Spruco beetle induced mortality is m many instances eliminating all Irvo forost cover (mam canopy)
in motor portions of largo dramagos. impacis associated wiih forost troo canopy lossos are occunmg
to all resources that require a forosted landscape (io wildlife, fisheries watersheds, scaoic vistas,
otc.) Many of theso infested forest stands do not moot current definitions of ‘ecologically functional*
old-growth and lack of regeneration following infestation has potential to owvort these stands to



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

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

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

Ill. Background

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

increased spruco beetle population growths to epidemic proportions.

Systematic monitonng of insect conditions by tno U S.D A Forest Service has documented that the
area of active spruce beetlo infestation is growing at an exponential rate and will likely exceed 1 million
acres by the summer of 1994

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

research studies or published monitoring is limited.

IV. Discussion

Spruce beetlo populations havo shifted from e. .domic to epidemic levels. Halting the infestation in the
near term is unlikely However, concortod efforts by all landowners and resource managers can
significantly slow tho bu(dup. restore already impacted areas, and minimize future resource impacts
from this insect

Tho only recognized effective treatment to reduce hazard and risk of spruco beetle induced resource
damage at tho landscapo scale is to maintain a mosaic of species and age types. Maximum resource
values can bo maintained using coordinated restoration and prevention silvicultural treatments. While
economics should not be the major driver for addressing Alaska forest health problems, clearly,
economics should not bo ignored Tho fact that implementation of forest management to fcddress
forest health will not only assist to pay for tho needed forest health treatments, but meet ottio. state
goafs such as rural economy development is significant. Particularly with wood product values
anticipated to rtso. tho potontial for significant economic roturns from implementing forest health
treatments, and consequent loss of these valuos through Inaction, should not bo ignored.



Tho Socloty of American Forcstors has recently published a National Task Force roport ’Sustaining
Long-Term Forest Health and Productivity’. This report describes tho nood to address tho sustainabil—
ity of healthy forests by considering social or human forces as well as considering scientific and
economic forces. A coordinated effort applying positivo management actions to doal with this Alaskan
forest health crisis would be consistent with tho recommendations of this roport to sustain long-term
forest health and productivity in our ecosystems Lack of action allowing continuation of increasing
forost health doclino would bo Inconsistent with sustained ecosystem productivity

V. Recommcndatlono

Tho Alaska Socioty of American Forostors recommends and fully supports

(@ Coordinated multi-interest forost hoaltn planning at the landscape scale.
(b) Resea *h to identify spruco beetle induced impacts to all forest resources.
(c) Development of a forest industry as tho funding mechanism to subsidize planned forest

health actions

The Alaska Society of American Foresters should aclively highlight the need for assertive manage—
ment actions to address doclining forost health in southcentral and interior Alaska to local, state, and
federal officials This implios implementation of ecologically and sifviculturalfy 30und management
approaches that will assuro maintenance of the health of the forest as well as it's biodiversity.

The Alaska Society recommends using the 1994 National Convention to highiignt the National
significance of this extensive forost health problem and promoto understanding and support for
assertive ecological management applications within tho American Forestry profession

This position was approved by tho Alaska Socioty of Amorican Foresters Exocuiivo Committee on
Novombor 7. 1993 and will oxptro November 7, 1996
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1 BACKGROUND

Tho largost spruce bark beetle epidemic in North America is resulting in substantial and oxpanding
impacts to wildlife, fisheries, recreation, and timber resources, 03 v/oll as loss ol critical maturo forest
ecosystems, in white, Sitka, and Lutz spruce forests of south-contral and intorior Alaska. Incroasod
spruce beetle activity is also ocurring In the maritime Sitka spruce stands of Princo William Sound
and southeast Alaska, although of lessor magnitude than infestations further north. This epidemic
constitutes one of the most significant forost h >alth declines currently impacting Alaska forests

Histoncal descriptions from minors, fur traders and settlers (Lutz 1060, Johnson 1975) indicate
common and extensive fires in those Alaska forest types in the midao late 1800's. Fire was a maior
natural chango agont that helped maintain species and age class diversity on the landscape. Stand
dovolopmont following thoso oarty firos. and offoctrvo fire suppression since the 1950's, has created
hundreds of thousands of acres of whito. Sitka and Lutz spruce forest typos that aro simultaneously
becoming mature, decadent and highly susceptible to spruco beetlo damage today

Ina 1987 timber inventory, tho Konai Poninsula was ostimatod to havo 364.000 acres of whito/Lutz
spruco typo, of which 220,500 acres was considered commercial timbcrland. «that is producing over
20 cubic foot of wood per acre per year (Van Hoos and Larson. 1991). This inventory estimated that
on tho Chugach National Forost portion of the Kenai Peninsula, mortality excoods annual growth and
that 57% of this mortality is estimated to havo been caused by tho spruce bark beetle. Van Hecs
(1992) notod dramatic incroasos in spruce bark bootlo populations on tho Konai Poninsula smco tho
1987 inventory

Systematic monitoring of insect conditions by tho U.S. Forest Sorvico has boon in offoct since tho
1950's. Entomologists monitonng the spruco beetle infestations havo been predicting substantial
population mcrcasos for a number of years (Holston 1990). Rapid beoilo population incroasos to
opidomic lovels havo becomo a reality in tho last 4 yoars. Statowido. acroages of active spruco bootlo
infostation from tno U.S. Forost Sorvico annual lorost insect and disease aerial surveys (USDA Insect
Conditions Reports; 1989. 1990, 1991. 1992) are:

1989 - 177.000 acres
1990 <= 232.000 acres
1991 - 375.000 acres
1992 - 600.000 acres

Tho current infestation of 600,000 acres is located in throo principal goographic locations. Thoso
aro tho Konai peninsula, tho Ccpper River basin, and tho Yukon River basin This infestation is the
largost area of aciivo spruco bootlo infestation over mapped m Alaska and consiitutos tho largos!
ousting spruco bark booho infostation in North America

This op*domic spans a variety of private as well as stato and fodorat land ownorships Addrostung
thts situation w=I roquiro coordinated land managomont actions Signrfinnt ownerships of infested
forost typos mc.'udo. tho Bureau of Land Management, tho U S. Fish and WiidMo Sorvico. tho U S
National Parti Service, tho Stato of Alaska tho U S Forost Soivko. sovoral boroughs and pnvalofy
owned forest lands Some of thoso ownerships havo few or no forost managomont specialists to
addross this problem (to Tho Stato Drvtsion of Forostry currently has loss than 2 full time forestry
people dodicatod to ptanrung and implementing forost hoaRh treatments on tho Konai Poninsula)



Efforts to address this problem to dato include:

..During 1991 and 1992, tho U.S. Forost Sorvico coordinated a comprohonslvo lorost health
protoctlon and restoration effort for tho Coopor Landing aroa of tho Konai Poninsula. Tho
majority of that project has boon Implomontod.

..As part of a State Forost Health Initlath/o, tho Stato Division of Forestry completed a general

Forost Hoalth plan for tho Wostorn Konai Peninsula and Kalgln Island in 1992. Soven projoct

oroas woro identified in that plan to rocoivo managomont actions. Tho first of tho soven aroas

(Falls Creek) Is plannod for projoct Implementation, but is receiving criticism from the environ—
mental community. Also as part of this Initiative, the Division of Forestry has established a

citlzon working group to consicjr managomont actions In tho Coppor River basin.

..Tho U.S. Forest Service has begun a planning effort for tho Seward Sconic By-Way and
Hopo portions of the Konai Peninsula Thoso actions constitute the extent of coordinated
planning and implementation efforts to dato in spruco beetlo impacted areas.

Thoso actions have thus far tesultod in approximately 3.000 of the current 600,000 acres (0.5%)
receiving actual ground treatments.

2. DISCUSSION

Concern for mamtaronce of healthy forest ecosystems has becomo as national issuo in recent
years. A national strategic plan has boon dovolopcd by the U.S. Forest Service to address concerns
of forost hoalth (USDA, 1993). Tho current national forost hoalth monitoring programs by the U S
Forost Sorvico and tho Environmental Protection Agency givo strong emphasis to maintaining forost
health along with forost biodiversity, all wiihin tho context of sound ecosystem management Marty
existing silvicultural practices havo strong application within this context.

Public porcoption regarding tho spruco bark beetlo problom in Alaska has boon documented
(Daniels 199*, Kruso 1991). Study respondents overwhelmingly woro in favor of prevention of spruco
beetle outbreaks, m/tigation of associated impacts as well as providing management actions that
would restore the health of tho impacted forests. Surveyod publics expressed a willingness to
subsiduo reforestation actions if nocossary.

The Society of American Foresters has rocomfy published a National Task Force report ‘Sustaining
Long-Term Forest Hoalth and Productivity* (Society of American Foresters. 1993) This report de-
senbos tho need to addross tho sustainability of healthy forests by considering social or human forces
as well as considering tho sciontrfic and economic forces. This Task Force Report includes 26
recommendations on ecologically sound approaches to maintaining or improving foresi health
Theso fan in four broad areas of action:

-Advocate ecosystem management.

-Intcgrato ecosystem managomont into educational programs
Prcmoto ocosystom managomont rosoarch

=Coordinate botwoon lano owrtors and the public.

A coordinated effort applying assertrvo managomont actions to deal with tin<s Alaskan fore:. nonin
ensis would bo consistent with tho recommendations of this roport to sustain long torm foro- health



and productivity in our ecosystems. Lack of action allowing continuation of increasing forest health
doclino would bo inconsistent with sustained ecosystem productivity and biodiversity.

Not all rosourco disciplines aro actively funhoring tho ecological significance of thoso forost
alterations. Changos Inforested wildlife habitat and/or old-growth habitat nas not been raised as an
issuo in south-central or Interior Alaska. Tho limited and naturally fragmented landscape patterns of
south-contral and Interior Alaska make this loss of forest habitat a much more critical issue to
sustainod ecosystems than loss of habitat In southeast Alaska where the forested landscape is
broador and moro contiguous. Yot, habitat loss has boon raisod as a major Issuo in southeast and
virtually not acknowlodgod in south central or Interior Alaska.

Lack of fully recognizing the ecological impacts coupled with lack of a viable forost industry to
provido cost offocitve managomont options has resulted in little direct action to address this doclining
forest health problem. Meanwhile, hundreds of thousands of acres of Alaska forests are being subject
to over-increasing nogativo Impacts, losing future resource potential, and rapidly losing oconomic
valuo that could fund positive management actions.

Forost oconomic development is often billed as tho rationale for 'logging*. While economics should
not be the major driver for addressing Alaska forest health problems, clearly, economics should also
not bo ignored. Implementation of forost management to address forest health can not only assist
to pay for the needed forest health treatments, but contribute to other state goals such as rural
oconomic development and economic diversification. Particularly with wood product values rising
rapidly, the potential for significant oconomic returns from implementing forest health treatments and
consequent loss of these values through inaction, should not be ignored. The U.S. imports marly
thirty (30%) percent of its wood fiber, much of which comes from countries with less stnngont
environmental guidelines than our own (Salwasser. MacCleery. and Snellgrove). Non use ol the large
and growing inventory of beetle killed spruce, while supporting the harvest of green trees from foreign
sources, may be considered environmentally Irresponsible.

Tho previous lack of viable timt or markets in South-central and Interior Alaska havo proventod
development of a forest Industry to utilize Industrial wood recovered in silvicultural management
activities. Without an industry to provido a reasonably cost offectivo vehiclo to support forost manage
mont actions, few silvicultural management actions have been taken to assist ecosystem manipula—
tions. Tho rocont national riso in industrial wood product values has sot tho stage for ocosystom and
silvicultural management that could subsidize assortive forost hoalth enhancements. Markets are
rapidly developing for a vanoty of forost products from Alaskan forost typos including houso logs,
veneer, dimension lumber, and chips All indications aro that market values will increase in the future.

3. STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Forest health in South-contral and Interior Alaska is rapidty deteriorating. Howevor. tho greatest
forest impact is potential long term change in forost cover from spruce bark beetle induced tree
mortality over oxtonsivo portiora n<tho white. Sitka. and Lutz spruco forest typos.

Spruco beetle populations havo shifted from ondemic to epidemic levels in many areas of Alaska.
Spruco booilos havo and always will be a foaturo of thoso ecosystems, however, tho notion that this
infestation is or should bo managed as a totally ‘natural* event is erroneous While several environ-
mortal factors such as annual woather conditions, host susceptibility, changes in predator and
pa.osito populations, otc. continue to mfljcnco beetle population changes, past and futuio human
intervention (such a? fire suppression, clearing activities, or simply increased habitation) has re—



moved this situation from a 'natural’ sotting. Even if this ovont was natural, impacts aro ocurring which
could bo either positlvo or negative depending on tho affoctod rosource and the desired future
condition, Consideration of human needs and Influences to establish an appropriate dosirod futuro
condition for these impacted forest types is ecologically appropriate.

Spruce beetle induced mortality is currently occurring on over 600,000 acres In these forest typos
(USDA, Insect Conditions Report-1993). In many instances this mortality is eliminating all live forest
cover (main canopy) in major portions of large drainages. Impacts associated with forost tree canopy
losses are occurring to all resources that require a forested landscape (ie. wildlife, fisheries, water—

sheds, sconic vistas, etc.).

Many of these spruce beetle impacted forest stands will not meet current definitions of 'ecologically
functional' old-growth (USDA, Ecological Old-Growth Dofinitions-1992) following beetle infestation.
Thi3 long-term loss of old-growth habitat will havo a significant impact on maintaining current biologi—
cal diversity in South-central and Intorlor Alaska.

Natural regeneration of spruce in thoso impacted stands is spotty at best. Without assertive
reforestation actions, long-term forest conversion from spruce to hardwood stands or grass dominat—
ed areas could occur on many sites. This conversion will drastically alter current landscape patterns,
substantially reducing forested wildlife habitat for tho long torm. Cover and largo organic material
Input to anadromous stroams will be significantly altered over time. From a human ecology stand—
point. fire *isk and hazard aro increasing and causing substantial concern in rural communities as
woll as in tho larger urban forost interface areas such as the Anchorage bowi.

Research on Impacts of tho bark bootlo on tho timber rosource and control methods exists (Werner
and Holston, 1953: Werner. Hard. Holsten. 1988: Holsten and Werner. 1990; Hard, 1989). but more
emphasis Is needod in this area. There is currently a lack of research documenting impacts to
non-timber resources associated with tho spruce bark beetle infestation. Impacts to wildlife and
stream side stability aro observable, but documentation of thoso through research studies or long—
term monitoring are limited. The emergency nature of this beetle epidemic dictates use of an adaptive
management approach based upon known research.

Lack of action and continued forest health decline will result in:

«Increasing loss of wildlife habitat for mature forest species.

-Continued riparian area degradation.

-Substantial long-term conversion from forest to grass or hardwoods (lack of spruco
regeneration)

eIncreased community fire hazard & associated increased firo suppression costs.
-Degradation od aosthotic quality of forosted landscapes.

<Degradation of doveloped recreation areas and increased trait maintenance costs for
removal of hazard and down trees.

Connnuod focus of habitat loss in southeast Alaska (primarily tho Tongass National Forest) with
littlo e«prosscd concern for habitat loss in south-central or interior Alaska is a serious wildlilia manage —
ment oversight. Applying fundamental habitat relations and fragmentation concepts, rtis clear that
hundreds of thousands of acres of tree mortality (with littlo natural regeneration) to forosted habitat
in a naturally fragmented environment (south-certral and interior situation) has tromondously more
impacl than ono-thirtieth of those acres being convertod to young forost conditions a loss fragmented
environment (southeast situation). Wildlifo species only respond to habitat changes, regardless if
those changes are human induced (Umber harvesting) or from another change agent (spruce



beetles). Ecologically sound resource management philosophy must bo founded upon biological
and ecological reasoning rather than development versus non-dcvolopment opinion. Strong focus
needs to be directed to maintaining tho biological diversity through sound ecological mana }ement
(including silvicultural) procedures.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Lack of forest management, non-rocognitlon of tho biologlcal/ocological Impacts, and lack of
oxprossed professional concorn havo all contributed to this forest health problem.

Halting the Infestation In the near-term is unlikely; however, concerted efforts by all landowners
and resource managers can significantly slow tho buildup, rostoro already impacted areas, and
minimize future resource Impacts from this insect.

Once forests are dead, options for tho typo and sizo of ecosystem managomont aro limited. I,
however, silvicultural treatments aro considered not only for restoration of damaged areas, but also
for damago prevention of currently uninfested areas, a variety of silvicultural options are available to
meet various rosourco objectives. Maximum ecosystem values can be maintained using coordinated
restoration and assertive silvicultural treatment planning.

Coordinated ecosystem enhancement and restoration planning has the capability to provido:

*Restoring damaged wildlife habitat (forage and cover).

*Restoring damaged riparian area integrity (cover and stream bank stability).
-Providing immediate reforestation.

-Reducing potential fire hazard to communities.

-Preventing additional uncontrolled impacts (reducod mortality).

*Providing rural community development (jobs).

Tho most generally accopted treatment to reduce hazard and risk of spruce beetle induced
rrsource damage at the landscapo scale is to maintain a mosaic of specios and age typos. Consider-
ing public habitation and uso of tho forests, eliminating fire suppression now and allowing this change
agent to create future mosaics through unrestricted burning is not a viable option. Active ecosystem
management, applying appropriate silvicultural techniques to create a future desired mosaic is the
most plausible solution

An aggressrve forost restoration and forest health maintenance program involving federal, state,
local and private forest managers is necessary to fully address the severity and extent of impacts to
forost resources and to dovolop coordinated forest management actions to restore damaged ecosys—
tems and prevent unnecessary additional ecological impacts. This conclusion is consistent with the
recommended option of tho Konai Poninsula Borough report (Hall 1992) addressing forest health
manage nent needs for tho Konai Peninsula



5 RECOMMENDATIONS
The Alaska Society of American Foresters fully supports:
1) Coordinated multi-interest forest health planning at the landscape scale,
2) Research to identify spruce beetle inducod Impacts to all forest resources,

3) Development of a forest industry as the funding mechanism to subsidize implementing
planned forest health actions.

Following the lead of the National SAF Task Force roport on Sustaining Long-Tr Forest Health
and Productivity, it Is recommended that the 26 specific recommendations from that Task Force
Roport be implemented in Alaska using ecologically sound approaches to maintaining or improving
forest health. These recommendations will bo appliod through tho following four broad areas of

action:

Advocate ocosystom managomont,

eIntegrate ecosystem management into educational programs,
-Promote ecosystom managomont rosoarch,

<Coordinate between land owners and tho public.

The Alaska Society of Amorlcan Foresters shoud activoly highlight tho nood for assertive
management actions to address declining forest health in souih-central and interior Alaska to local,
state, and federal officials. This implies implemention of ecologically and silviculturally sound man—
agement approaches that will assuro maintenance of the health of the forest as well as it's biodivor-

sity.

The Alaska Socioty recommends that agonclos charged with a mandate to manage sustainable
forost rosourcos establish adequate organizations with appropriate expertise to develop site specific
silvicultural treatments to accomplish those goals.

The Alaska Society recommends that the U.S. Forest Service's Pacific Northwest Research Station
prepare a white paper evaluating tho significance of the loss of old-growth habitat in south central
Alaska resulting from continued forest hoalth decline.

Tho Alaska Society rocommonds using tho 1994 National Convention to highlight the National
significance of this extensive forost hoalth problem and promote understanding and support for
assertive ecological management applications within tho American Forestry profession
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tONGF _ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1003 GF/Propam Receipt 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
|006GF/MHTLA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ettmui* of My oirrni ytr [FY>) coirs J 0.0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0] 0
PART-TIME 0] 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

The department would promulgate the requested definition of 'point source discharge* in a
revision of the wastewater regulations u,mg existing staff and funding.

Prepared by: Deena J. Hcnktns f' AW\ Phone:  465-5312
Division: Environmental Qualitv Date: 2/2/95
T77" /A
Approved by Commissioner:
Agency:  Department of Environmental Conservation Date: 5/21/5
COMMIT ALL DISnUBIT,ON COPE5 TO covT RNOR's LEGISLATIVE®FFICE

distribution information, call the Governor's LeguUlive Office
(REV 1/95) tm\* Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA HILL NO.
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dale: Department Affoctod: Administration

Title: “An Act relatin% to the disposal ol waste, aivma tho BRU: Alaska OiLand Gas Conservation Commission
AlaSha'Q|Und.GaS. J Component: Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission

Sponsof:.Egotesgntalivfl..Willianb
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 2010

Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands ot Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FYOB FY 99 FYOO FY 0L
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
.CHANGEIN REVENUES-( .)

1002 Fedoral Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Rocoipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL . 0.2 0.0 00 00 oo 0.0,.
Estimate of any current year (FY 95) cost: S0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

TV PBARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

Economic Impact: Bill consolidates management of annular disposal under the Alaska QOil and Gas Conservation
Commission (AOGCC). Currently, both AOGCC and the Department of Environmental Conservation have oversight
ofannular disposal. Bill will streamline permitting and reporting requirements under one agency.

Prepared by: David .W-JahnaianJ~hamuan. AQGCC— Phone (9Q71279 1433
Division Alaska Oil and Qai Conservaticn Cqmmissio Date

Approved by Commissioner: Mark Boyer 1

Agency DgdflflmenL ciAflmimaiiaiign Date:

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

Rev 01/95 pago. .0t
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OK ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

3/21/95
Wml» dlipoiel permit exemption

Ravlaion Onto:
Till*:
Reptaeentativa William*

Sporuof:
Senate Reiourcea

OPERAT1NO EXPENDITURES FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0
GRANTS. CLAIMS 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0
TOTAL OPERAT1INO 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANOE IN REVENUES |
FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipt*

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Progrem Receipt!

1000 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0

Eitimete «( dNY current Y* * IFY95) cox< |

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME
3ART-TIME
-EMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a iaparata paga if necaaiary)

<hepar*d by: Garan tbvc*

v 97

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

"bRU:

HILL NO. CSSSHB 128(PE?i am

Dept. Affected:__ Fl«h and Gam™
Habitat and Rettoretion

Component: Habitat

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollarsl

Otritron: Cw iw 'iiilonn’l OMk\j /7 /

Approved by CaiMw ia aw /j _
Agency-

r.»/i and Gama

FY 98 FY 90 FY 00 FY 01
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
00 0.0 0.0 0.0
00 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.C 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
iTlioutendi of Dollaul
0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Rwn™*: 485-01*3
' Dal*: I 21/S5
ﬂ.J4 o<1+ |

PREPARER TO PKOVTDC ALL (MS RIBUTION COPIES TO OOVEJENOR S LEGISLATIVE OffICC
fat tunhar *ao<x»waw x/amiaaaw. tea faOe*em«we»'e t »*®'»>»« O'***

ea* 100*1 IIN m megiOSR

Ta*a | e |



FISCAL NOTE EI]A/ ion: fs 9B |

state Ofalaska (H) Publish Date: 3/3/9$—
19% LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Rovition Dato: 3/1/95 Dept, Affected: Hah and Game
Till# Wmta dl*po*sl permit exemption BRU: Habitat arj Rmtoratton
Component: Habitat
Spontor: Rap. William*
Rogueater; Home Retourco* COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 480
b'xpanriitufos/Rovonuos (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
LAND A STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS. CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
MISCELLANEQOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATINQ 0o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1
| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES . T 1
CHANOE IN REVENUES ( >
FUNDS O U R C E (Thoutanda of Ooilaral

1002 Federal Rece-pl*
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1C05 GF/Program Receipt*
10f»> OF.MHT1A

Othe*

TOTAI 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Einmate of any current year IFY95I coal: 4 00

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 1 ! 1
PART-TIME |
TEMPORARY I i !

ANALYSIS: (Attach a itparate Pa(€ tf necniaiyl

This committee substitute hatter defines too scope of tho exemptions. Moat of tha lisicd catogonos are covcrod
by existing Corps of Engineers general or nationwide permit*: other* . such as roadside ditching could be
addrassod through an individual Corps of Tngtnaars permit, if wotlands nro mvolvad. Not much =agemod bv
keep.ng an essentially redundant AOEC permitting /eoueemont. This committee substitute addrosses tho
department's concerns.

P*scared by Garun Bruce ~one:  405-0143
Civmen Centnutwones'a Off.ea Data: 3/1/05
Apcrovad by Commit™. Data'

Agency

PREPARER TO PRhVIOC A Il DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO OOVERNOR S IEOISLATIVr OrTICC
fxi aiii t»ter nr*imat««. m 4 in# G> e le««i*t»* Or*ve



Discl\él\?e}< berﬁ{l%gnlnc
Box 111165 .
Anchorage, Alaska 99511-1165 s 2~ W
Irbruory 20, 1995

Representative Williams

e Canitol
o 2 00801+ 1187

Dear Representative Williams,

I'm writing today to ofTcr total sy §ortof Pendin HB 1_2?. | feel that some background

information_is critical to understanding the value of this legislation.
Alas aStatut? 4%.08.108. states, in so many. word* thaq_m sorllldor liquid discharges t? the

lands or waters, of the stafe shall procure a permit. This requirement has gone largely tnenforced
since Its mceEtlon. Recently, R_re sure fromp a certain specﬂﬂ Interest grogp, has [)geer)n/ brought to

bear on A.D.E.C. to enforcg this statute on a specific industry. This pressure_hrought into™ .
ex?stence a proposed drmlng wastewater perm?t EPermn ﬁo%MO-DDB%OH. The pgroBIIems with

this proposed permit arc many;
» The proposed permit targets a specific industry.and ignares all others. .
. Tpe BroBoseg Bermlt 1S r?ot%ase% on any spe%cmaz%rg. It 15 In responseto a political

eed. . . .
L Tﬂe ro oseg ermit sh?wsablatant IPckofan cost_benefit anaé SIS,
C T,e(EroEose §ermlt IS far more comF |gated, e Pe,nswe and burdensome thanwhatshould
be required for oper

_ tions with, as the pe-mit dales, ‘minimal environmental impact and no
percelved risk to'human health'.

« The permit is unnecessary in light of the fact that there are already laws in effect that

{
rohibit any pollution of dale fands or water, that u s enforce o
P . Alglélle re resentatwe*%ave ve\r%a“:y ofate tshat the or_ﬁP/ affected parties will be the
ns ( water well drilfers etc.) need not be concerned

t%rgetted roup ant that other drilling conce
about epforcement. . . . -
. ?Re damte 1s tar tu broad All discharges are included without regard to their sire, source
or harmlew nature,

As a driIIi? cor'}trac oh we would beuigverfsfeelpltﬁg%:(t)es? Po th|t geurrﬁ?\gcé]s%\g%\@ﬁgrd gu%ergfs

engineering firms ) and their dtents wo
apgrworlk r%omtor ncT1 and ﬁab C0StS requweé %y this permit, as they are the oocs who wo
Ultimately have to deal with f(hese ISSUES. . . .

The proposed germn ISC arlay not reﬁresentanve of responsible government policy. | feel
hat HB 12I oe? long w%y to ddre33| g the ovgrla/ t?]roa natrr.eo the statute and
Docymently deals with”A.D'B-Cs need to'respond o the special interest groupmquesn_on. _

Thank you very much for your time_in this matter. Please contact me_t%/ourconvemence if
you have any questions or if I'can help in some other way to help with this issue.

Very Truly Yours,

Kyle Brown . .
Discovery Drilling Inc.
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February 2/. 1995

To' Representative an Williams !
From: Anita Williams G
Subject Support for HB- 178

I want to thank you for taking tne stops to introduce HB-128 concerning drilling
wastes Government has become so encumbered with usokm rules and regulations
that it a d fficuft to concentrate on the important issues and probtems By sponsoring
this bill you are making an important statement that government need to locus its
energies on solving real problems net making rules arm regulations lust because it

can
Thnnk you lor your efforts Koop up tho good work.

Pott fI* &mo I&i trtfltmOtf xtno <tEh (e o' »-**e» /
'(S// Iff

M0 1« ol

** kT ht2cC Tcn

“Ve7-/65-3791  r ft>T-s+3-Tssy
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lebruary 27, 1995 COOK INLET REGION, INC

Honorable William K. Williams
Co-Chairman, House Resources Committee
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1102

VIA TAXCOM 907-465-3793

Dear Representative Williams:

I am writing to express my suuport for MB 128 which provides a statutory alternative to
the General Permit (GP) for drilling wastes proposed by the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation tADEC). ADEC's proposed CiP, which would selectively
apply to the drilling industry, derives from the permitting requirements of AS 46.03.100
which requires a permit for any disposal of solid or liquid waste into the waters or onto
the lands of the state. The proposed GP would create additional regulatory compliance
Ixrrdens for drilling programs where no environmental problem has been shown to exist.

HB 128 adopts the reasonable approach of providing a general exemption for discharges
which are incidental to drilling, trenching and construction activities and not directly
discharged into waters of the state. It would remove the need for yet another permit
that would do little, if anything, to protect the state's environment. By streamlining the
permitting process, it would promote responsible resource development and would
help ease the work load on state agencies charged with the administration of
environmental permitting. HB 128 makes good sense for industry and government alike
and | strongly support its passage.

Sincerely.

Manager, Minerals and Coal

cc G. Booth
GMarrs
L Kimball

fWh iirs*c:wi c-nnr»n «o3)»*0 *no«c*acl
nan>>>m«



Fobruary 17, 1995 EB 2 7 199j

R iprosentallve Bill Williams

Rcom '?B

Staie Capitol

Junoau. AK 99811-1182 2 7 Woi#

Doar Reprosontative Williams

This letlor is writton to oxpress our support ol your proposod HB 128 establishing an
exemption to tho roquiromont ot ootaimng a waste disposal pormit lor corlain activities, otc.
The proposed draft regulations by tho DEC that is obviously dirocted at oxploration drilling; it is
onerous, ridiculous, and would bo nothing more than one more "road block* for miners and
mining companlos. Your proposed bill would lix this dilemma. | applaud your actions.

Yours truly,

Richard A Hughes. P E.
Projoct Manager

=173 UNtVEU3rrv AVENUE SOUTH. SUITE 101 .fAIPBAN<SA ALASKA 99TOP « PHONE 907-474.2080 TAX 907-474 2082
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ambler exploration inc.

/a\\ CONTRACT DRILLING & EXPLORATION SERVICES
1JtOW. INTCIVIAttOtiAL AJIPOM T ROAD, UNIT |I
ANCMORAQF. ALASKA M» 1i

icL(»07)m;47U
FAX (NT) M243M

February 27, 1993

William K. "BUI"™ Williamo
House District: 1

Statu 01 Alaska

P.0. Box 63/A

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Re: HB-128 (Drilling Wastes)

This letter is to acknowledge our support tor HB-128 which reGolves
the l16sue of dinchorge from drilling operations. I understand this
was initially raised to penalise or target a single operation. Your
perscrvcranco in helping to legitimize the permitting and regulatory

process 1is appreciated.

Industry®s faith In Alaska is at a low ebb with investment dollars
continuing to go overseas where a more temperate investment climate
prevails. Wo nopd to send a me8aage chat Alaska is not advcroc to
development of our natural rcr,ourees and that WE nued to foster
such development 1ii we arc to continue to provide employment
opportunities, social programs and an acceptable lifestyle.

Again, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely.

INC.

.Ul
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Howard J. Grey
1927 West 13th Avanuo
Anchorage AK 99501

(907) 272-2617

Fexuary 27. 1995 via Fax 907-46 5-3793
1 Page to Trans mit

'Villiam K. "Bill* Williams
House District 1

Stato of Alaska

PO Box 6374

Kotchlkan AK 99901

RE:  HB-120 (Drilling Waiter)

Doar Representative Williams:

Thank ¥ou for Introducing HB-128. This legislation will correct any misirtcrpretation with
regard 1o permlttlngofdrlllmg operations, for what amount to low"volumjj discharges,

| appreciate your assistance in watching over tho regulatory process.
Sincere!

HG:los

a-m jojioi ire
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wnnorable William K Williams
Co-Chairman Honsfi Resources Committee
State Canite!

Juranu. AK 09801

Dear Hon Williams:

rhjo ipHa, m  r*yrn/P«a r.upport from both NANA and its nubsidarv
NANA/Dyrtstec fcr UE 429 ~ ¢ » w@v wablo alternative to tho nroncsed gonerd|
potntit far ;ac:qcr.ta! .vttotoc *:cm orthrg programv pinnrksad ocneral normit
~uukj Waato aja.baaai ;cgjla:;ona LI pregrarrs *nw=*ich n? «nvimnm*ntal problem*;
nave UWi 3l kjwii iu cAtai. ;;« ADLC has a tot cf real prcfciems with which to *>?a
ano snoiua cxj avoweu iu otuimeci limr cmO/to h:to uii"»p such ZZ ZZI0 "vatsr, cow ¢jo
disposal and land tins in 0ommuniuos miy vmayea. : e

Ihan't YOU for your time ana onort I sponsonny HB-125. »i*n VoIy rr c/'r ,kk

and responsible approach to solve the nrosonr oiiema

Sincarelv.

tJlu kLgd U SiXJuirvw J
ilnita Wifiiam®

senior Ceoloaic:
¢ J Hence

J. Schaofter

*C71 1»«Hr*%>ei » X
1 LtirniiM A~ Ltdillia /M .1
«°* C7»h it eV AAJ/L -
TMT o ks otin 7 r 1
V. . _
| WAVIO-J/jrn J Y KA [— 1
fioL
VriU.in*. imb»1l WWN<*/*i Ci."fi. Htnj ItItZITi KtiJ* KOTTECUT. V811l



Corporation

601w Sth Avenue Su.le 200 « Ancnor.igo AK 99505-2225 « <« 07>279-5516 « FACSIMILE i?0'i 2"2-5060
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February 28th, 1995

Representative Bill Williams
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol (MS 3100)
Juneau, AK, 99801-1182

Representative Williams.

Lsupport House Bill No. 128, sPecifically the language which exempts
mineral trenching and drilling from additional regulation. Certain
language proposed as part of the Alaska DEC permit process would have
provided unnecessarily burdensome controls over activities such as the
discharge of minor flows of diatnond-drill circulation water. Drill sizes
and water flows are very small compared to oil and gas drilling. Mineral-
drill discharge consists of water, rock dust, and heavily diluted drill
additives which arc environmentally benign.

HB 128 adopts the reasonable approach of providing a general exemption
for discharges which are incidental to drilling, trenching and construction
activities and not directly discharged into waters of the state. It would
remove the need for yet another Bermlt that would do little, if anything, to
protect the state's environment. By streamlining the permitting process, it
would promote responsible resource development and would help ease the
work load on sate agencies char(fed with the administration of
envwonmentallﬁerm|tt|ng. HB 128 makes good sense for industry and
government alike and | support its passage.

Sincerely,

Senior Exploration Geologist



ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS of ALASKA

vl
MAP 0 6 jyy

2-28-95

To
Representative Bill Williams
State House of Representatives

Juneau

Subject: HB 128
"An Act establishing an exemption to the requirement of
obtaining a waste disposal permit for certain activities
that yield water and wast material discharges ancillary

to those activities".

Dear Representative Williams:

This is to inform you that we are in full support of this bill in its
present form. This bill will clarify those activities and provides a

realistic base.
Thank you for action.

Sincerely,

Heinrich Springer

Exec. Director



Alaska Forest Association, Inc.

11 OTTOMAN SUIU 200
KHOUKAN . ALASKA 8C901-0LQU
Ftwn# WO; 225 4114

CAX 007 276 6020

POSITION PAPBR
ALASKA FOREST ASSOCIATION, INC.

COMMITTEE BURSTITUTE FOR SPONSOR SUD8TITUTB FOR HOUSE DILL - 128
TITLE: "AN ACT RELATING TO DI8BPOSAL OF WASTES..."

The Alonkrt Forest Association, Inc. a statewide forest products
trade a .d development ansociatiou uupports paanago of
Repreoentativo William®s CS SSUB-128 for the following reasons:

A. This bill tightens a regulation which was nover intended to
apply to miscellaneous cuttings or dominiums activities relating
to a main permit.

B. The fiscal gap ia real. It"s time to make it easier for tha
privato sector to operate in Alaska.

C. The act facilitates ean«\crec within tho otata"a aore resource
davolopjaont industries.

D. Tho act assists present and future forest products
manufacturing firms to operate in Alaska - producing jobs and
economic activity of value to tho state.

For the above reasons wo urge your passage of CS SSBB-128.

VNG AHWA* KWKTT IHIHBTIY
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s»s= Denali Dnlimg

March 7, 1995

State of Alaska
Alaska Legislative Branch
Juneau, Alaska

Attn: Rap. Dill Williams
Ref: HB 128
uoar Rep. williams:

Denali Drilling, Inc. is m total support of your sponsoring
House Bill #128. This addendum to AS 46.03.100 will
hopefully eliminate the ADEC"s proposal for requiring a
general permit for discharging non-contaminated drilling
waste water by drilling contractors such as ourselves or the
cliont™ for whom we work.

IT we can be of any help on this 1issue, please do not
hesitate to contact our office.

Slncorely,
DENALI DRILLING, INC.

Ron Pichler
Vico Prosidont

RP: kh

OllYj knt fI000ASrni «31B 907 W-nt? FnW M?S17t



February 24, 1995

Representative William K. Williams

Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182 MAR o 1 jyy

Re: CSSSHB-128

Dear Representative Williams:

I wish to go on record favoring CSSSHB-128. It benefits the State
by clarifying the 1line of authority between the Alaska Oil & Gas
Commission and the Department of Environmental Conservation. The

apparent overlap between the two agencies has 1in the past resulted
in some disagreement.

More 1importantly, it puts into law a logical and usual practice
concerning the need for a permit for certain solid and liquid waste

discharges.

Where such discharges are benign there should be no need for a
permit. Unfortunately, the current law does not provide for an
exception, and some individual State employees have required a
permit. This bill, if enacted, should not only clarify the
requirement, but would help advertise Alaska“"s invitation to
explore for minerals and drill for water. Such 1industries would
provide not only high paying jobs, but income to the State during
the time oil revenues are falling.

Again, 1 favor passage of CSSSHB-128, and thank youfor introducing
the original bill.

Sincerely,

George R. Schmidt
2356 Sonstrom Drive
Anchorage, Ak 99517

Phone: 1-907-243-0644



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

501 W, Northern Lighls 9lvd , Suilo 203. Anchorage. Ainsk.i 99503 FAX (907) 279-7997 Telephone (907) 276-0347

w2/

February 24, 1995

Honorable William Williams
Co-Chairman

House Natural Resources Committee
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

RE: CSSSHB-128(RES), Drilling Wastes

Dear Representative Williams,

On behalf of the Alaska Miners Association | wish to go on record
in support of House Bill 128 dealing with discharge of drilling and
other incidental wastes. This issue is very important for
exploration, construction, Jlandscaping, and any other commercial
activity that results in disturbance of the ground.

This bill will correct a technicality in the existing statute and
maintain the status quo regarding minimal discharges. Without the
changes proposed in this bill, a special additional permit 1is
required for any commercial activity that causes a surface
disturbance. This would include water well drilling, mineral
exploration drilling, construction foundations, landscaping,
ditching, trenching and similar activities.

This 1is a prime example of an area where requirements exist that
add to the permitting burdens for industry without providing any

benefit. This 1is also the type of item that Governor Knowles has
indicated he wants to see corrected. There 1is no evidence that
there 1is a problem with these discharges. The status quo has

worked for years without harm to the environment and changing the
statute as proposed in this bill will keep the current practice 1in
place.

Thank you for sponsoring this bill and we urge its rapid passage so

the affected activities will not need to obtain a permit for the
immediate future exploration and construction season.

cCinrnrn 1\]

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director

cc: Governor Tony Knowles
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Paul S. G lavinovicii
Minerals »\*nm iivni
po Box iipoto

«"liKjhor.jgc, AJoako <)f)5l |

February 24, 1995

Rep. Dill Williams, Chairman
House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska

Re: HB 12B
Dear Representative Williams:

HB 128 will amend AS 46.03.100 to exempt certain

activities associated with mineral cxplc ation,
construction, water well drilling and etc. from the
requirement of obtaining a waste disposal pernmit. The

activities so exempted represent no threat to environmental
qguality and had been ignored by DEC wuntil 1994 when an
environmental activist demanded this statute be enforced on
all activities irrespective of environmental 1impact. DEC
Southeastern Region®s immediate and arbitrary response was
extremely disruptive and had the potential to seriously
delay, defer or cancel ongoing exploration activities.

I cannot believe that AS 46.03.100 was intended to
includo the minimal discharges associated with those
activities addressed in your legislation. HB 128 corrects
this oversight and provides very welcome regulatory relief
with tho attendant reduction 1in associated cost3.

I strongly recommend the Committee®"s support for HB
128.

Sincerely,

Iplophero

(907) rm .1046



AMERICAN ARCTIC CO.

P.O. BOX 01618 = FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99706 « PHONE 1907) 451-4350 «FAX (907) 451-4356

FEB 16 to

February 7, 1995

Representative Bill Williams
Co-Chairman, House Resources Committee

Dear Mr. Williams,

I whole heartedly support H.B. 128. lam a drilling contractor in Fairbanks,
Alaska and understand the negative implications of selective enforcement of A.S.
46.03 100. The matter of permitting drilling waste water discharge is of great
concern to me and others in the drilling fraternity in Alaska. H.B. 128 will help
limit a statute written to broadly.



(Ejjh Alaska Earth Sciences

February 27, 1995

Representative Bill WillL:—s
Alaska State Leqislature

State Capitol é S 3100
Juneau AK 99801-11X2

Representative Williams,

I would like to express my support for House Bill No. 128. specifically the
language which exempts mineral trenching and drllllnq from additional
regulation. Certain Ianguadge proposed as,i)art of the Alaska DEC permit
process would have provided unnecessarily burdensome controls over
activities such as the discharge of minor flows of diamond-dxiU anImH_water.
Drill sizes and water flows are very small compared to oil and gas drifling,
and in general tnineral-drill discharge consists of water, rock dust, and heavily
diluted"drill additives which arc environmentally benign.

As an active exploration q_eologiist,and a director of the Anchorage Branch of
a

the Alaska Miners association. 1will actively support regulations and
Procedu_res which will prevent, minimize, ot reclaim unnecessary damage to

he environment by mineral exP_Ioratlon or raining activities. | do, however,
strongly object to qverly complicated or burdensome regulation which serves
no meaningful environmental purpose. In my opinion House Bill 128
forestalls potential regulation of lliis type.

S’ *

r
Consulting Exploration Geologist

11341 Ottv* Lane, Anchorage, Alaska 90015
Phone: (907) 522-4004 Fax: (907)349-3557
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February 26, 1995

Rep. Hill Williams, Chairman
House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1187

RE: HR 128

Dear Representative Williams:

Thank you for introducing HB 128. 118 128 will amend AS 46.03.100 to exempt certain
activities associated with mineral exploration, well drilling or tran_sPonatlon from the requirements
of obtaining a waste disposal permit  The activities listed'in the bill create only minimal
disturbances and are not a significant impact on the environment,

The State needs to encourage resource development, rot require a permit for each stone
overturned  Swift passage of the bill will afirm the State’s commitment to encourage responsible
resource development

| wish to thank you and the Resource Committee for your efforts to ease unnecessary regulatory
burdens and encourage the Committee’s strong support for HB 128,

Sincerely, /1 1/)

Kevin P. Adler, P.E
Vice President

TotaL P.01
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RDC Comments on HB 128 February 27, 1995

The Resource Development Council supports I1B 128, "An Act

g tio relating 1o the disposal of wastes: giving the /Uaska Oil and Gas
Wrtf&’h{ﬁ‘ Consergvatlon Con?m|s,3|on authorﬁy tog regulate disposal in the
s <M TRt annular space of an oil or gas well of dnllmg mud, cu,ttm?s, and
] Lem | Cloal nonhazaritous dnllmgi operation wastes, an exemptm([; he
*U 1 OtBwGFt disposal of those wastes from the requirement of a waste
PR O disposal {),ermn issued by the Department_ of Environmental
0w raoi Congervation; and establishing an exemption from the
o requirement of obtaining a waste disposal permit from the
| el Department of Environmental Conservation for_certain
T umrerwa activities that yield solid and liquid waste material discharges
o gy HA and cooling water discharges."
‘Aarmr Vrta-tm o )
fujm)r G Ine Resource I"evelopment Council i3 a Ion%-nme Proponent of

*»eam C. ftfw w
flo tW BAnrtaa
. ttaal U«M»D
i*adt Cawaici
nmiCn*
Mean* Cm ka

providing a regulatory regime within the Stafe of Alaska that
ensures environmental protection while at the same time
providing regulations that are realistic and necessary

C por RDC supports HB 128, which would provide a Lt;eneral_ _
Aratur gue exemption for discharges which are incidental to activities such
Ve Odft as mineral drilling and trenching, well drilling, or mad and
s Y facility construction.
[ it . . . .
&M@Eﬁ KDC is a statewide, membership-funded, non-profit, pro-
T s development organization working on belialf of Alaska's basic
Ufﬂé in a industries, including oil and gas, mlnlng, timber, fishing and
Xy tourism. RDC's membersh|F includes the aforementioned
i 1 industries, as well as the sectors which support those industries,
such as construction, labor and other technical service providers,
-oma individuals, Native corporations, communities and a wide
*ee Otaam variety of Alaska interests.
i<n« *r Providing a general exemption for incidental discharges, not a
Wi A i point source, allows for environmental protection while
reducing the regulatory burden on. industries aIread%/ complying
with maltiple regulatory and environmental permits and
& standards.
—-»
tj<t*W
U0l AIQVI n£>>°/0CTO*»

M *iA «n«M

U4>IK»MUMUB
iTMI
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KDCoofnmmu on 1t8128 February 24.1995

Under existing law there arc no provisions lor .in ex-npdon regardless of how
minimal or berugn the deposit inav pe. Incidental discharge regulations may be
administered inconsistently given chantqes in department Personnel and political
agendas. Providing.the exemption In statute restores the status quo which lias
worked. for year= Without harm to the environment and ensures that this
exemption will not be at risk in the future.

It's important for tlto Slate, to provide re%ulatory incentives to resource
develoP_ment activities. 1lir industries which will be affected by this discharge
exemption arc vital to the economy of Alaska.

RDC beligves HB 128 sends a refreshing me_ssaqe to Alaska's resource development
»(Immunity that the Stale of Alaska is cognizant of the burdensome nature and
potrntial économic hardships environmental re?ulanons can Impose upon
resource projects and to the private development sector in general,

RDC commends Representative Williams for a ill that makes good
environmental, re%ulat,ory and economic sense. RDC hopes this bill is passed
expeditiously by the Nirurtcenth Alaska State legislature.

Thank you for the opponmity to submit comment* on HB 128,

e ira nr<t ra] ee



TESTIMONY OF THE
ALASKA OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION
ON
CSSSHB 128 (Res) am. WASTE DISPOSAL PERMIT EXEMPTION
BEFORE THE
SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
MARCH 22 1995
Good afternoon. My name is Chris Phillips. lam Manager of Operations

Engineering for Prudboe Bay with BP Exploration (Alaska). Inc. Iam here today

representing the Alaska Oil and Gas Association as Chairman of the AOGA AOGCC

Task Force.

The Alaska Oil and Gas Association (AOGA) it a trade association whoso 18
member companies account for tho majority of oil and gas exploration, production,

transportation, refining and marketing activities In Alaska.

AOGA supports the intent behind Sections 1 and 2 of the bill. Those sections
relate to tho regulation of tho disposal of nonh&tardous drilling operation wastes
through the annulus of wells associated with tho exploration and production of oil or
gas. They would efTectrvely transfer Jurisdiction from tho Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation to the Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation Commission. This
adjustment of regulatory authority makes eminent sense. The Alaska Oil and Gns
Conservation Commission is the regulatory agency wtth the greatest knowledge and
oxpononce wtth regard to regulating oil and gas operations in general, and with well-

related disposal operations in particular. The Commission already regulates these

k1lne 11Infl w»i vJj ‘W «j aua C ita UVﬂjnU 11.31 /»3» CO_33 UUI|



Alaska Oil and Gas Association
Testiony on CSSSHB 128 (Res) am
March 22,1995

Pago 2

wells for conservation and correlative rights purposes, has authority over underground
Injection operations, and has an established arrangement for working with the EPA.

Thus, transfer of the jurisdiction will promote regulatory efficiency and effectiveness.

Section 3 of tho bill creates cortain exemptions from the permitting requirements
of AS 48,03.100 (a). Although this section Is not focussed on the oil and gas industry, it
Is relevant to our Industry because the proposed new subparagraph AS
46.03.100(f)(1)(B) would create an exemption for certain discharges that arise from
facility and road construction and maintenance, which are activities associated with oil
and gas development. Although AOGA supports this exemption, Its main concern is
that, oo stated, the statute could be interpreted as creating new permitting

requirement*. Thu*, AOGA recommends that the Senate make two clanfylng

amendments to Section 3.

First, we recommend deletion of the lead-in phraso to the proposod new soction
(0. which read* ‘Except as to discharges arising out of exploration and development
drilling for oil and gas resources..," This language Is unnecessary because the
oxomptod activities are specifically stated in the bill. In the absence of any clear Import,

there is a danger that tho longuago could bo construed as creating a new permrtting

requirement.

WH LA Aimjum N /01 noran* s 2



Alaska Oil and Gao Aocociation
Testiony on CSSSHB 128 (Res) am
March 22, 1995

Page 3

Second, wc recommend that language be added to make it explicit that the
proviso in the proposed now subparagraph (f)(1)(B). which states that ‘the exemption
provided under this subparagraph doos not reliovo a person from obtaining a permit
under (a) of this section,' is not Interpreted as expanding tho soope of permitting
requirements under AS 48.03.100(a). This clarification con be simply offoctod by
adding language such as the following on page 3, line 15 and 10 *“the exemption
provided under this subparagraph does not relieve a person from obtaining a permit

otherwise required under (a) of this section.*

In combination, thoso two amendments would make dear that Section 3 of the

bill creates exemptions only, ond no new permitting reouiremonts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment

CINMzZM mxvi @asvso*nowsw N m ssEaw
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lj AAC 70111)  \IA>KA ADMINISTRATIVE CODF. IS AAC 70.110

131) " il and grease" means nil and grease as defined by the
procedure used under Is AAC 70.020(c): _

«32) "pH" means the neiraiive logarithm of the h){drogen*lon
concentration, expressed as moles per liter; pH = -log,, »H+*

(33) "point source” means a discernible, confined, and discrete
conveyance, including a pipe, ditch, channel, tunnei. conduit, well,
container, rolling -tock. or vessel or other tloating craft. from
which pollutants are or may be discharged: _

*34) "pollution means the contamination or altering of state
land or water in a manner that creates a nuisance or makes land or
water unciean. noxious, impure, or unfit so that it is actually or
potentially harmful, detrimental, or injurious to

IA) public health, safety, or welfare: .
It) domertic. commercial, industrial, or recreational use: or
( 1livestock, wildlife, or aquatic life: _

o15) “-esidues’ means fioatine solids, debris, sludge deposits,
foam. .-cum. or any other material or substance remaining m a wa-
ter body a? a result of direct of nearby human activity: =~

«30) “-econdary recreation" means recreation activities in
which water use Is incidental, accidental, or sensory; it includes
fishing, boating, camping, hunting, hiking, and vacationing;,

((37) "-ediment" means solid material of organic or mineral ori-
gin that is transported b%_suspen_ded in. or deposited from water;
It includes chemical and biochemical precipitates and organic ma-
terial such as humus:

f (38) "-heen" means an iridescent appearance on the water sur-
ace:

(392 "sodium adsorption ratio (SARf means the estimated de-
gree to which sodium from a given water will be adsorbed in soll,
as proposed by the t'.S. Salinity Laborato(rjy, U.S. Department of
Agriculture. "Handbook ii0M it 1s expressed as the quotient of the
sodium ion concentration and the square root of hail the sum of the
calcium and rRlagnesmm jon concentrations:

»Na+>

iCa & M g—i

40) "spawning" means the process of producing, emitting, or
deposgtlng,qus, sperm, seed. germ, larvae, young, or juveniles,
especially in large numbers, by aquatic life:

(41) "thermociine” means a layer of water between a warmer
surface zone and a colder, deep-water zone in a thermally stratified
80d¥h0f water, in which water temperature decreases rapidly with

eptn,

336
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SPONSOR  STATEMENT

CS SSHB 128(RES)

The curront language of AS 46 03 100 requires a permit for any disposal of solid or liquid waste
into the waters or onto the land of the state. Under the existing law there is no provision for an
exemption regardless of how minimal or benign the deposit may be.

Until recently, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) treated negligible
discharges as if there were a minimal exemption in the statute Presently, the department is in the
process of considenng a general permit that would apply to "mine drilling exploration, water woll
drilling and monitoring well dnlimg" (Proposed permit 09540-DB001). It is not apparent that the
department is contemplating regulations that would apply to other industnes which would be
affected if the current law was followed to the letter

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

CS SSHB 128(RES) also eliminates current dual junsdiction over the disposal of oil field dnlling
wastes into the annular space of wells in the oil fields. Currently, both ADEC and the Alaska Oil
& Gas Conservation Commission (AOGCC) regulate this activity . In 1992. the Interstate Oil & Gas
Compact Commission recommended that the regulation of annu ar disposal be consolidated under
the AOGCC. Sections 1& 2 of CS SSHB 128(RES) would accomplish that goal.

CS SSHB 128(RES) is an important step »n reaching the oft-ropeated goal of minimizing

unnecessary regulatory burdens on Alaska's resource development industnes | urge its speedy
passage

Klin + K«ut>4*n ¢« Mom Owl ¢ sumn



CS SSHB 128(RES) am
Waste Disposal
Permit Exemption

Sectional Analysis

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

pumping.

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

Section 3 of the bill adds a new subsection to AS 46.03.100 establishing
an exemption from the requirement of obtaining a permit for tha
incidental discharge of solid and liquid waste materials and certain water
discharges arising from mineral drilling, trenching, and ditching;
landscaping; water well drilling, geophysical drilling and coal bed
methane drilling; and certain construction activities within the state.

To qualify for the exemption, the discharge must be incidental to the
activity and the activity must not produce a discharge from a point source
directly into the surface waters of the state.

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



i 46.03.100 i 46.03.700

-Vater. Air. Energy. Etc.

NOTES TO DECISIONS

uoted in State v Ar.cerson. 49 P2d
AUskj 19nda:

1Jﬁ

Sec. 46.03.100. Waste disposal permit, at A person who con-
ducts an operation that resuits in the disposal of soiid or liquid waste
material or heated process or coding water into the waters or onto the
land of the state -nail procure a permit from the department before
disposing of the waste material or water. The i)_ermn shall be obtained
fortdlrect disposal and for disposal into publicly operated sewerage
systems.

&> A permit for disposal of a hazardous waste may not be issued
under this section uniess the applicant for the permit has furnished
proof to the commissioner of financial ability to control the hazardous
waste. Proof of financial responsibility may be demonstrated by self-
insurance. insurance, surety, or guarantee, under regulations adopted
by the department. Acceptance of proof of financial responsibility un-
der this subsection expires _

<L) one year from its issuance for self-insurance;

12) on the eifective date of a change in the surety bond, guarantee,
or insurance agreement: or _

(3) on the expiration or cancellation of the surety bond, guarantee,
or insurance agreement. . _ .
~'ci This section does not appiv to a person discharging only domes-
tic sewage into a sewerage system. _ _

<) This section does not apply to injection projects permitted under
AS 31.05.030ih). _ ) . o

© A person who applies for a soiid waste permit under this section
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the commissioner that the
applicant has reasonably considered all solid waste management op-
tions and that the permit would be consistent with the Eractlces and
priorities established under AS 46.06.021. (§ 3 ch 120 SLA 1971; am
| 3¢ch 220 SLA 1976;am 4 9 ch 93 SLA 1981; am 4 4ch 91 SLA 1984;
am § 3 = 88 SLA 1990)

Ravisor's note*. — subsections «bi and wetlcnds. estuaries, and inland and

«c>were formerly ici and <b». respectively
Relettered in 1587

Croea references. — For further re-
guirements for persons suDraittmg proof
of financial ability under this secuon. see
A3 4603.833.

Effect of amendment*. — The 1990
amendment added subsection ee».

Opinions of attorney general. — Thu
section confers upon the Department of
Environmental Conservation permit au-
thority over dredge or fill activities, in-
cluding residential subdivision*, within

coastal marshes periodically inundated by
discernible bodies of fresh or salt water
upland ftom the mean high tide line to the
extent of the aquauc or salt water vegata-
tion lint. November 13. 1975 Op. Atty
Gen.

Dredge or fill acuvities in coastal and
fresh water wetlands shoreward to the
iquauc vegetation line do reeuit in the
iispotal of solid waste material into the
waters of the state within the meaning of
this section and thua. to the extent that
these activities are of a commercial or lu-
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Comments Enclosed aro the few pages from the Interstate Oil and Gas
Compact Commission's report on Alaska's Oil and Gas Waste Management
programs. The rccommondalion concerning annular disposal is on page 11,

Recommendation 1.9

bnng a copy of the entire document with me. See you next week
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ALASKA STATE REVIEW

IOGCC/EPA STATE REVIEW OF OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION
AND PRODUCTION WASTE MANAGEMENT REGULATORY PROGRAMS

A PROJECT OF THE
Intorstats Oil and Gas Compact Commission

DECEMBER 1992



INTRODUCTION

Tliir, roport contains rho findings and recommendations of a six pnrson tonm appointed
by 110 Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission (IOGCCI to roviuw components
of tho rngulatory programs ol the stato of Alaska that pertain to tho management of
wastes derived from the exploration and production (E&P) of crude oil and natural Qns.
Tho review was coordinated by tho IOGCC in cooporation with the United Status
Environmental Protection Agency (EPAI and other intorest groups.

BASI5 FOR THE REVIEW: Tho primary basis for the Alaska review is tho EPA/IOCC
Sunlv PI_Siaic Regulation of QIL.ond Gas Exploration and Production Waatc.
hereinafter. retimed to as tho "IOGCC Guidonco" or "IOGCC Guidelines". Tho review
tonm evaluated Alaska’s E&P wasto regulatory programs afjainst tho guidolinos and
criinriu listed iri tltn IOGCC Guidance. However, the review toam also had some
latitude to mako Inquiries, findings, and rocommcndotlons beyond tin* specific
guidelines and criteria contolnod in tne IOGCC Guidance. Thoso outside comtnonts
wo idcniified as sucli In the report. Tho Guidance deals only with E&P waste
identified as exempt from Subtitle C of tho Rosource Consorvotion and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Since the potential exi6i6 for non exempt wasio to bo commingled with
exempt waste at E&P sites, steps should bo taken to prevent euch mixing. This Issue
is nut the subject of this report.

The iitimnio purpose of tho review was to identify strengths and recommend
improvements for the state's E&P waste regulatory programs. Bocauso it is not
intended to bo a dotailod roviow of the effectiveness of Alaska’s E&P waste program,
titn mvmw did not include an evaluation of site-specific case studies or environmental
data. T he review (and the ulieria upon which it Is hnsad) is more of an evaluation of
whether the stato bos certain olements of an E&P wasto regulatory program than It
is a determination of tho extent of which the Alaska program is protoctivo ol human
hoalth and the environment.

Ground rulos tor tha Alaska review were established by an IOGCC stocrmg committee
compromised of stato environmental a,id oil and gas rogutatory officials,
representatives of industry and environmental ui gam*ations. and officials of Interested
fodurol agoncies. Members of the roviuw team, official observers of the reviews, rules
of participation, *>nd guidelines for preparation of tho draft and final reports worn
approved by the steering committee.

CON IENTS OF THE REVIEW: A questionnaire (soo Appendix B), based primarily on
criteria listod in the IOGCC Guidance, was dovoioped by tho steering committee and
used as a focal point for the Alaska roviow. Tho questionnaire touched only briefly
on EKrP waste mnnogornont Issues thut were not addrossed in tho administrative and
technical criteria of tho IOGCC Guidance. Thoso practices and issues nxcludod ore:



rutjhnirnl requirements (or InjRctlon wnlls regulated undor the federal
Gain Prinking Water Act (SDWA);

Effluent limitations (or discharges to surface wators regulated under
(ndoiat Cloan Wotor Act's Motional Pollutant Dlschnrgo Elimination
Systnm (NPDES) permits;

Monitoring and regulation ol naturally occurring radioactive material*-.
(NORM) in oil field wastes; and

* Air omission from oil field wastoc or waste monngernunt facilities.

Questions concerning injection wells and NPDfcS-pormittod discharges woro limited,
both in the quastionnuire and during tho in-state review, to how the regulatory
progiams fo those practices Interface with other E&P waste managomont practices.

Tho review team focused its evaluation on Alaska's regulatory requirements for onsiin
disposal of drilling and production wastes and offslto treatment and disposal facilities.
Tho roview addressed managomont of thoso wastes In onsite pits, one-timo land
application, bunal, rnndsprcacilng, commercial drilling mud pits, commercial soil farms,
surface facilities m commercial disposal wells, solid westo landfills, and crudo oil and
tank bottom reclamation plants.

Statutory and administrative components of tho Alaska programs, Including staffing
and funding levels and enforcomont activities, were assessed against applicable
criteria in tho IOGCC Guidance. How Alaska's programs Interfeco with federal
programs applicable to E&P wastos was also roviowed.

REVIEW TEAM MFMBERSHIP: The toview team chosen fo* tho Alaska review
Included: Mr. William R. Bryspn (review mam chairman). State of Kansas, Corporation
Commission; Mr. Jumes E. Erb, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Deportment of
Environmental Resources; Ms. Patti Saunders, Alaska Corner for the Environment; Mr.
Michael Stntinor. State of California, Doporiinent of Conservation, Division of Oil &
Gas: Mr. Rob Irpchak. ARCO-Alaskn, Inc.; and Ms. Janie Nelson, Stato of Wyoming.
Oil und Gas Conservation Commission. Observers includod: Mr. Curt Eilo. EPA
Region 10; Mr. Rill Hochholsor, U.S. Deportment ol Energy, Office of Fossil Energy;
Mr. David Lowe, BP Exploration; and Mr. Jim Rodorick, Public Awareness Committee
(or tho Envuonment-Cook Inlot Vigil. Others present Includod Mr. Jerry H. Simmons,
IOGCC staff; Ms. Brortda Creipor, 'QGCC staff; Mr. Donnls Ruddy, U.S. Cnviroiirneiual
Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste; ana Mr. M.G. “Marty” Mefferd, I0GCC
contractor.
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WIIClin AND HOW THE REVIEW WAS CONDUCTED Tile Alaska roviow was
conducted in Anchorage, Alaska at tho Alasku Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
(AOGCC) offices on July 13-17, 1992. Mr. David Johnston, Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission Commissioner was rosponsihlo for AOGCC staff's
responses to tho questionnaire ond roviow pannl questions, and provided inombcrs of
his staff as necessary during the roviow process. Mr. Glenn Miller, Alaska Department
of Fnvironmentol Conservation (DEC) was responsible for DEC staff's rnsponscs to tho
guestionnaire and rnvlow panel questions, and provided members ot his staff as
necessary during the roviow process.

Tnn rovlew was conducted by discussing tha answers in tho quostionnairo provided
to thn roviow team by AOGCC, DEC ond DNR. Prior to beginning oach section of tho
guestionnaire, the appropriate staff member would give an ovorviow of the topic to
he nlsc.ursod (i.e.. permitting, enforcement, technical requirements, etc.). Each
roviow toam member wos responsible for leading tho questioning and onsuing
discussion for particular topics. Observers wero also pcrmlttod to ask questions
throughout the review. At the end of each day, tho review team and observers
identified issues raised during thn daily sessions.

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

Each review team member was assigned ono or more sections to prepare into draft
report. Tho roviow panol mot uyaln on September 21-25, 1992, to complote the draft
roport. Once completed, the draft roport was distributed for rovicw ond comment to
all participants In the roviow. Including tho Alaska regulatory officials and review
observers. The roviow punel met on November 8 10, 1992 to consider all comments
nnrl to prepare o final report.

Tho mviow team roached consensus on most ol the findings and recommendations
contained heroin. In areas where consensus was not achiovod. appropriate entries
have been made In the report.



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

Hu; fust commercial oil production occumrd In tho Katalla hold In tho Gull of Alaska,
which was discovorud in 1902. Thn fiolil was abandoned in 1933, after processing
1134,<JO0 barrels of nil. when tho roflnoiy tnirnod. Modern day production b«oun with
Hu; discovery of tho Swanson Rlvor field on tho Konnl Peninsula in 1957 ICook Inlat
Aioa) and the Prudhno Bay field In 1967 (North Slope Aroah

Thn Siam of Alaska owns 30 percent of the land in tho state. This Includes all of tho
North Slope oil fields, os well as most of tho Cook Inlet fields. Thus, the Stato of
Alaska is involved in oil and gas exploration and production waste management both
ns a regulatory agency and as a lerulownor.

In 1991 Alaska produced 1b.4 million barrels of oil Irorn tho Cook Inlet holds ond 665
million harrols from tho North Slope flolds. Cook Inlet production poakod at 03 million
harruls in 1970 and tho North Slopo peaked at 744 million barrels in 1988. Tho North
Slope fields produced a poak of 2.1 trillion cubic feet (tcf) of natural gas in 1991; alt
but 248 billion cubic feet (bcfl was reinjected to maintain prossure and Improve
Ultimate recovery. All gas produced is utiluod nr roturnod to tho rosorvolr on tha
North Slopo, os them aro no pipelines carrying gas to other markets. North Slopo gas
production started with the Borrow field which was discovered in 1949. Cook Inlet
gas production began from Swanson Rivor in 1958 ond peaked at 311 bef in 1990,
Fhn 1991 production was 308 bcf. Gas from the Cook Inlet Aroa goes to Anchorage,
Kimtii and other South Control Alaska communities. It is also used to produco
ammonia and urea as well as being exported as I.NG to Japan. Alaska currently has
1,572 producing oil wells and 108 producing gas *ve . Currently. Alaskan oil fields
produce nearly 25 porcent of domestic production.

Mu iiiJuunatioti about reserves was provided to the review team; however, production
lidni Cunk 1 ilet fields is oxpectod to decline from approximately 39,000 harrols per
day (b/d) in 1992 to 17,000 b/d In the year 2000. The North Slopo holds will decline
fiom 1,700,000 b/d In 1992 to on estimated 100,000 b/d in tho yonr 2016,
dcpuurfiiiy on tho economic limits of tho fields, end assuming no othor discoveries ore
made and developed.

Alaska currently has 613 injection wells, of which 34 aro Class Il disposol walls and
579 are enhanced rccovory (EOR) wells. Twenty four disposal wells wero active et
lint end of 1991, Injecting 125,683,277 barrels uf produced wator in that yoar. In
1991, approximately 830,193.000 barrels woro reinjected Into producing formations
through EOR wells. In addition, 999,700 barrels of fluid associated with North Slope
operations woro disposed of Into Class | non-haznrdous/industrinl walls at Pud 3. Dato
no volumes of waste disposed Into rosmvo pits or through permitted NPDES
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discharges woru not mado available to tho roviow teem. Volurnos wort? ul.su uni
available lor hurlol and landfilling practices on the North Slope, although thn volume
wo5 charnctoii/od os a "small amount.”

Major sources of groundwater am from ulluvlal dopoaits lit tho Konol Poninsula (Cook
Inlot}. On the North Slope, no fresh groundwater zones hove boon identified in ml one
gas fields. 1ho Swenson River Hold Is located In a federal wildlife refuge on ihn Kentt
Peninsula. Only Q small portion of Alaska’s oil and gas production activities urn
conducted on privately owned lends.

E&P waste management practices in Alaska have been changing in the last few years.
Over the past five yoars, the Industry- state relationship on tho North Slope lies
matuied into n more cooperative, proactive and opon approach to solving prouioros.
This mlationship has bcon possible because of the small number of oporaturs. all ol
whom aro major oil companies that have adequate multidisciplinary personnel
resources to deal with Alaska environmental regulations and probloms.

The acceptability of some longstanding practices has been rethought by industry,
stare and federal agencies. Now technologies for waste treatment end disposal aro
being developed. As these new technologies come on lino, old practices lire being
phased out. For instance, on tho North Slopo, muds, cuttings and soma associated
waste are now being ground and Injoctod, replacing above ground reserve pits, whic'i
hove in the past boon tho primary method of disposal. Also, prior to 1980. the
general practice was to discharge the liquid fraction in tho pita (consisting ol snow
melt and some froe liquids In the wastes! to tho odjacent tundra. This prar.ilco was
conducted pursuant to DEC wastowator permits, but without fodnral NPDES5 purmils.
These liquids aro now disposed of in injection wolls.

Although not prohibited by regulation, abovc-grado pits, tundra discharges and
roadspreuding of pit liquids havo nut been authorized on the North Slope since 1988.
Thn nsu ol msorvo pits for F&P wasto'management continues on tho Konai Peninsula,
although roadsproadlng of pit liquitis was discontinued in 1988, os it was on the North
Slope.

Non commercial E&P wasto monagumont facilities such os tonk butteries, lescivcpits
and EOR/disposal wells oro used in both tho North Slope and Cook Inlet Areas.
Neither producing area has commercial E&P wuste mnnngemont facilities, nor um
there anv roadspreading or landfarming operations.
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f-HA dud DEC havo sifjood a Memorandum ol Agrooment pursuant 10 which DEC

cnnrl corloin aspects of the RCRA hazardous wnsto program In Alnska. Alask;
(iocs not have RCRA Suhtitlo C primucy. CPA also retains authority for tho 1
Whninr Ar.i's'NPDES wastowntur dlschargu program, while DEC manages a stato/ r

quality prngrat

FINDING 1.7.
Cunsistont with fi*GCC Guldellno 3.1, Tirln 40 of Stotutos sois forth
DEC’S programs foNmvlronrnontal protection. AS .010 is u declaration
of the state's policy tHjuntect tho environment the health and welfare ol

tho puoplu of Alaska.
FINDING I.B.
I he declaration of policy In AS {.03.010 is an outstanding example of the

goal statomeot called for by I( iuldollno 3.2.

DFC ndmmlstors the following technical criteria relevant to:

JO AAC Chapter Air quality control

in AAC Chapter 60 Solid wostc maiiHgomXnt

IB AAC Ghifpior 02 Wastewater disposal

18 AAC.-&hapter 70 Water quality stnndnrds

18 AAC Chapter 72 Hazardous wnsto

10,/Ca C Chapter 75 Oil and hazardous substance illation control
AAC Chapter 80 Drinking water standards

18 AAC Choptor 85 Radiation protection

FINDING f 9.

Annular disposal of wastos Is regulated by DEC'S wastewater program, while
injection of wastes through tubing into Class Il wolfs Is controlled by AOGCC.

RECOMMENDATION 1.9.

To maximize efficient *nd offectlvo use of rosourcos. especially in light of fiscal
and staffing shortfalls, and to loko advantage nf existing teCFInlca oxportise.
AOGCC and DEC should considor unifying administration ol the annular
disposal and UIC pr&&rams undor AOGCC using on MOU or othnr such
delegation. (10occc GUIAANCE 3.1.0.)

1



Issue Paper
Minor Discharge and Disposal Regulatory Issues
AH. Clough- DCED- DED
8 September. 1994

Background:

The Alask Depgrment of Envnonmental n ervatlon DEC) has
refeny QW It re u t S |nC|d tal |sch r rom mmeral
e 7te drilling. This occu unnﬂ] pnng0 94 |n response
to /Vl Mine opponents complalnts to the SE R

The CrUh( '[hlé re%ulato Issue is 18 AAC??fSOO ThIS statute is
xn der the nong tn;r astewater ectlono
dministrative Code. The. code, under 3 C|tes,
restn flons on ondomestlc wastewater lsoosa |t state "A person
|sposeso nondom |c wastewater Into or onto surace
ater or onJ r|n aska mu t have a permit Issued by the
partme C or that dlsposa

The Waste D|s osal Permlt process IS rowdeg under Sec. 46.03.100.
Wasﬁe Dlsposa Permit; (ta person. wno congucts an. oper t|on that
results In the ?IS osa 'of a soI| or i UI waste matenal or

Erooess or coolin watef into the waters or onto the land of t eshate
hall procure a permit ron}]the de ar m nt be[)ore disp osm(ﬁ
Waste aten Iorwater taine or direct

disposal and for |spo]sa mt(ig 83/ lg)erggeé) avdlleJag tec!nw;stet
e

ortant to note that unqe
dstsch%rge ant! disposal 1s to eregulat

ﬂ'[” these 1SS swere ra sedh bly Al IPIHGO onents arioys activities
which resulted n m|n |sc /geso eithe soI| or | uid waste
were treated as Ins n| o H |gnore es of such

Clnutlve activitie mcg meral malne e pumping,
roadway construction an matntenance ao W|t other routine
construction and maintenance activities,

The scope of these disposal |ssue Were dlscusse An detail with ADEC
in une%o on s%nerrﬁtérocc Sloonnstmer%retlc t|n antlscussm oS wgret
DCED the SPvmo ov rnmentaI oor at|on Dng fnr?i qt
epartment of La QD The e ar mento atnt Ined that
under the statute (18 A C 72. 500 no d|m|nut|ve exemption existed



and that ADEC . ust require a permit for all discharges, atter how
mINnor. or insigniricant. ?—IoweveP Dol ?Iowed nat ag glscrﬂarge
situation did not require a permit,

Thus far. the gnw actbvn%whlch ADEC has chose]n to enfor%e tills
statute on is drilfin |n|n|g com an|e urt more {
regulrem t has on been se ct|veI |e to EcoBa AaskasAJ
ven more |sturb|n conte raneous with
evelo me t of this.issue, a on truc |te aelAacent t(? the ADEC
uneau. office SJgtnnman %n nsg rastmtg dri ﬁ a e
gxcavat|onSW| cear lgnificant dis argfea |spoeh
oth Ilgmd and solid waste w (e]re nn oing. T esmlarmes 0 J ese
aCtIVI'[I s tot Tmeral reate dri g cno Bay was notle _
Nevert eegs no effort was made bz// ADEC ersonne to require
?ermlt for the adjacent onstchtlon activities. This selective
enforcement ot statlite an ation Is an examg e of overnment at
d;s worst. Suc a tions are a amste % protection_under the law
?ctr}ne andcear%/&ont ar egog lic policy. That suc a]dualjty
? e orcem?nt ha eve op d readily demonstra es that somet
entg wron the sfrict apgllcatlon of the statute alon
W|th subor ate requ at|0n and enforcement

|\/||n|n mpan les, or others, may Ialw xemptlon qm the statue
an r tlon ta|n|n |sc aré;e dunng, drilling g\wever
oaI (e elyr ero tained: due to"leakin Ln
stn 0|n s lost dunn Je rctricval and s (m)
at constructlon{ ate exc%vatlons cou econ3| ere or
dISC arge exemption from 18 A

%mdmated this statute and regulatlon are not being a B lied tg any
other interest such as ma]nne bi Bumps along wit strnctlon and
majntena ce actmﬁles This Is not minin fsue Clearly, ang
actlvnyvy] Ich resu ts in the discharge o SO|Id r liquid waste’are at
Issue ﬁtatutory exemption Is for omesﬁl(? Wa. te\nfatr It is
H ﬁ certain W ether die dome IC exemption would be applied to the
rilling of doni**stic water wells or not.

ISSue:

Various constructlnn minin reIate? anne related, and othg

rqutine acftlw 1eS cga]r result In re Iatlveg rna disch ar

ﬁjhs o0sal 0 so waste to land. and rwaters tate
waste mtot ree main cate%or es: CI rwatejr {usu yon

site derjve WII Ithout any sus ﬁd ditjves),

site derived Sol on* sue derived rol urt er, ecean f|

materjal common?g u(?ed for various com t ucthon Urposes renresents
a similar discharge/ disposal situation under the current statu



essence |t Is not ?srble o drill a hoIe excavate a tren orrr]) g
brlge WI'[hOUé some [eyel 0 drscha e fs discharged
|snose maten saret prca ocal rve n uraI
rn]atenas are nPn oxr(cI any |t|ves are nrg(n (example

the com olymer_additive us I mrnera‘ rg rilli
an rove by US EPA Tfor ¢ water well J ers
inutive dr?c arge anpndrs osa ractices %resent S nhcant

environmental hazdrd. ' In recognition of these situations S
drscrrrarges and nﬁsposals have ﬂot prevrous?y een regulat ed

Discussion:

The en orcem nté rtake ADEC on. this |ss shr Iy seectrve
|

Region atunes a compl ntrs
case vr?t?r ne op onents thatpA ECW %ot oIookrn feor

ﬁ; pliar ce orvro trons an a)r r ar¥ don t ask- ontte ty% orcy
% s policy. s clear ¥evrdent otal dri\rs [ ofdrhe disc
related to ‘the constry tron site” agjacent to EE Iyq}i%rters

en

Co temHoraneouszE Aon t'ask- don't te
Icate %y wauld be Inv strnatrn the Feve op of a %eneral
ther similar mechanism (fo dgﬁ] O|t the reEU|atnnt

ermrtor
5vrnordrsc arges. Work |sa arent
wever, nert DCED or [ndustr

evelopment of a Ge era e J
representative ave aske to artrcr ate I he P developmen
at this time. Therefore, testatus f the General Permit project Is

unknown.

Clearl¥ ‘he cyrrent S Fctrve enforcement polb? of ADEC Is not
? ﬁ@ %be Three viaple oBuons seem available concerning resolution
ischarge permit issle

First, mdrvrdual ordpr]éect wide permhts could he so ghtb minin
com anres (o ﬁnsy r activity which results rna J charge) as tne
Peeer A an aIS Pcoatnetl %%ﬁ a?eért%%t 0rnec nasuc Ioner0 e thme
qH g, ycost%/ aRH commrtmgrﬁ)tyb ADEC cou(P be mugh g]et er
|ze on mor pr srng }SSH eurnng enforcin L#]c
rest ctrons oud [ ect ely delay an andﬁ:] activities wn
|sc arear ment could be advance ut a* |

af %ar? mdrcated aCtUﬂ Ischar eHs nearly |m?ossrbe to attain in a
ld situation: especially in the case of any excavations

| | | | DEC and th d
Sec?nd ydrm?nuﬁ(rae g(err\r/rlrttlecsou He deveogﬁrﬁib ADEC an en use

R low ills repres n impr em nt over
epro’ect permittin tstrl reclurres development of the GP as well

mitting process Iminutive activities. A GP_ma
Woﬂ<gbe systegnrpbut It st EI represents anotner layer of buyeaucracy
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ulatory interference which is I|keI not necessary.. As.with
|I J protect Ygtde permits, Fyst|{ y nlilca t staff

egH te and en orce act|V|t|e %vln ﬁc\garg/ 0 not
need such scrutm or theﬁe rgasonsa enere(ijn rnlt ap;t) ach F
not favored. . Nevertheless ﬁas aer\]/elr%){)me tan ementation o

general permit may be usef erim measure awa|t|ng a
tatutory change.

s do”jab Stattuuttoorrgé:han%%hc%ls“ gPra”tedstSb "thataenﬁ“oeuaBrnoPt"tv”.‘n

%e a concerte ort {0 mgve the necess yr

eqIs at|on rou the Las ale sature an %overngt e

st tutor esent est {0 ellmlnate the proble

ta utors znn d be enV|s|on d to det (ne d|m|nut|ve act|V|t|es
gCtI th allowable exemptions. This wou e|m|na e

b i
eSS 0? the current system, not resut In. expanaed or
recteg% ! h

ureaucracy thus respondin osItive manner to
ustrly Ogd)vern LIyand C|t|zern neeogs ? ICt)h|s c?n be accomphshed
W'é?"é’s ! Ina % g

r nal burea erso
a/hlc do reqm?/e additional oversi

|n IVI
time anda ort

CracC erm It In
S s

Recommendations:

Pursuing a statutory change is tta referred course of action.
statutory. cha els recommende rseveralr son Irst ofaII
majntal mg status gug 1S s|mp not worka e. places an
activit wh ch re%unﬁs} isch g dlsp%sal o1pen to I|t| at|on
Prolec ponent e second Option, that 0 %enera n“
esents a Preat |mprovement over, the current Sityatio
requires a p m|tt|B rocess for insi n||cant t|V|ttes 3{1 ocs not
represent either a nes gov rnm n orgu |c frl HS em.
The statutory ch n e res |n% Hor blemh allowing erhalnty
of activities, and 6; 3 testa %s nto t e|ssit
%agt%torzrchangessh ul eactlveysoug unng the 19th



DIMINUTIVE DISCHARGES

FlNDING The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) has recently begun selective
enforcement on the mining industry of j regulation relating to disposal of nondomesttc wastewater. This
regulation applies to a broad spectrum of routine activities in Alaska which result in small discharges of solid
ir liquid waste, such as dnlling. blasting, construction and earth excavations, and marine bilge-pumping. .ADEC
regulatory action is oeing conducted under. IS .AAC 72.500. *hich states (in part) “a person who disposes of
nondomcstic wastewater into or onto land, surtacewater. or groundwater in Alaska must have a permit issued
by the Department <AD EC for that disposal." Regulations detailed through 72.500 are promulgated under .AS

d6.03.10J. which specifies that both liquid and solid waste are to be regulated.

Clearly, this regulatory language is  oroad as to include most outdoor activities in me State. The Department
of Law nas maintained that no exemptions arc allowed and :hat ADEC must require a permit tor all discharges,
regardless of the source, type, or insignificance of the discharge. To date. ADEC has chosen only to require
a permit for selected mineral dniiing activities This selective enforcement of J bad regulation is an example

of government at its worst.

THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT:

14. |lhe Alaska Legislature mould amtna AS 46.03.100 :0 exempt diminutive activities, neiudinf
mineral drilling, certain construction activities, and marine ptige-pumping ,rom requiring a Waste
Disposal Permit. Soecificatlv. mineral drilling in wmch the omv aiscnar“es are $muna-\io rocic.

water. and btodeqraaapte additives, \which are EPA approved for water-*etl . tiling), mould be
exempted.
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Fiscal Note Analysis

H8 140 « Small Fish Processor Surety Bonds
February 9. 1995

Page 2 of 2

Bill Analysis
This bill reduces the amount of surety bond required for small fish processors that process
30.000 pounds or less of fish a year from S10.000 to S2.000. Processors who initially filed a

52.000 bona under this hill and then process more than 30.000 pounds of fish in a year are
required to notify the Department and comply with the 510,000 bond requirement.

In lieu of the surety bona, small processors may file a cash deposit or other negotiable
security acceptable to the Department in the amount specified for the bond.

Operating Costs
Department of Revenue does not anticipate any additional ope'ating costs for implementing

the provisions of this bill This bill only affects the dollar amount o' surety bonds required 4or
small processors and will not establish new filing requirements for processors.

Revenue

This bill does not impact revenue because surety bonds, cash deoosits and other negotiable
securities filed under the surety bona program are filed as security and held in trust for the
period of time specified under statutes.

P.irc Z of

copy



WALTER J. NICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT Ol:| (D)MI\/IE Po BOX n0BM4

C
ECONOMIC DEVE

DIVISION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DCED Comments on House Bill 140

This bill reduces the amount of surety bond required for small fish processors that
process 30,000 pounds or less of fish a year from $10,000 to $2,000 Processors,
who initially tiled a $2,000 bond under this bill and then process more than 30,000
pounds ot fish in a year, are required to notify the department and comply with
the $10,000 bond requirement,

The purpose of the bond is to protect fishermen and processing workers from
processing companies that do not pay them in full at the end of the fishing season.
I he bond payment is made to the Department of Revenue and, according to
agency officials, is rarely activated.

‘Changes in market conditions and fishery management have caused many
fishermen to constder marketing their own fish. One of the biggest impediments
to the development of these entrepreneurial enterprises are the costs of oermits,
licenses and bonding requirements which were designed for compliance by large
processing companies Furthermore, operations that process less than 30,000
pounds ot fish annually are likely processing the fish harvested by their own
fishing operation and bonds posted to protect them from nonpayment to
themselves would be rendered meaningless.

HB 140 will significantly help reduce capital investment costs for small direct
marketing operations and increase their likelihood for success.
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SPONSOR STATEMENT
HB 140 - "SMALL FISH PROCESSOR SURETY 30NDS"

February 14, 1995

House Bill 140 reduces the surety bond or cash deposit that small
processors pay to the Department of Revenue if the processor
processes 30,000 pounds of fish or less annually. These businesses
would otherwise have a $10,000 surety bond obligation or casn

deposit.

HB 140 is an economic development bill for Alaska. It benefits the
smallest of potential fish processing operations by lowering the
bond amount from $10,000 to $2,000, and thereby providing an

incentive for value-added businesses to establish themselves in the

fishing industry.
This bill originated from a SWAMC resolution which later passed

unianimously as an AML resolution. The AML version revised the

annual poundage to 100,000 pounds.

Sponsor Statement

1
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Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference
Putting Resources to Work For People

3300 Arcuc Blvd.. Suite 203 « Anchorage. Alaska 99503 « (907)562-7380 ¢ FAX (907) 562-0438

RESOLUTION 94-19

A RESOLUTION REGARDING BONDINC REQUIREMENTS FOR SMALL
PROCESSORS

Whereas, communit-as in Southwest Alaska are i ivolved in the seafood and fishing
industeries and;

Whereas. declines in fish prices have forced fishermen to look for alternative
markets or processes that would allow for higher prices for their fish

and;

Whereas, the amount of bonding required by the State of Alaska is the same for
a small processor as a large processor and;

Whereas, small processors do not have the same financial resources as large
processors and;

Whereas, allowing a lesser amount of bond for small processors would alloviate
much of the financial burden to mom and pop processing operations and,;

Be It Resolved that a small processor that processes 30,000 Ibs. or less of fish a year
shall pay a $2,000 bond to the State of Alaska and;

Be It Further Resolved that SWAMC respectfull requests its legislators to introduce
and push legislation for the bond requirement for small processors.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE

Mary Stadum, Executive nir«***«r
94\/wi>41f1 Support Lottor

Representing the Bnstoi uay. ruuuui, isoum* imuiiv ui Aleutian Island areas.



AGUE 2™ jinNcec”N.aSuite2CC mJuneau *askc * riift « 3Jt

February 9. 1995

TO Representative Alan Austerman
Chairman, Fisheries Committee

FROM Kevine?” Ueifcduv *
E?/ca™tH)irectorV

RE HB 140 - Surety Bonds Required of Certain Fish Processors

Attached please find a copy of the Alaska Municipal League Resolution 95-19 regarding
bonding requirements for small processors. This resolution passed at the Alaska
Municipal League Conference in November 1994

A revision was made to the resolution on the tloor of the annual meeting to change the
number from “30.000 pounds to 100,000 pounds or less of fish ayear " There were

no objections

The League supports allowing a lesser amount of bond for the smaller tish processors
because they don't have the financial resources of the larger processors

i [TU<O IITINOIu

Support Letter
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Resolution of the Alaska Municipal League
Resolution No. 95-19

A RESOLUTION REGARDING BONDING
REQUIREMENTS FOR SMALL PROCESSORS

WHEREAS, communities in Alaska are involved in the seafood and fishing
industries; and

WHEREAS, declines in fish prices have forced fishermen to look for
alternative markets or processes that would allow for higher prices for their fish;

and

WHEREAS, the amount of bonding required by the State of Alaska is the
same for a small processor as a large processor; and

WHEREAS, small processors do not have the same financial resources as
large processors; and

WHEREAS, allowing a lesser amount of bond for small processors would
alleviate much of the financial burden to ‘mom and pop’ processing operations:

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that a small processor that
processes 100,000 pounds or less of fish a year shall pay a $2,000 bond to the

State of Alaska.

BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Municipal League respectfully
requests its legislators to introduce and push legislation fcr the bond requirement

for small processors



