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RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

Growing Alaska Through Responsible Resource Development

ACTION ALERT
Call for comments for Nanushuk Project Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Deadline October 16, 2017

Overview

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Nanushuk Project, proposed by Armstrong Energy, LLC. Armstrong’s proposed
project includes constructing and operating infrastructure and facilities to produce and transport oil
to the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline System (TAPS). Armstrong anticipates drilling at three sites 52
miles west of Deadhorse to accommodate up fo 146 production and injection wells.

The DEIS covers various alternatives, including the No Action Alternative and the Applicant’'s
Proposal, which includes building gravel pads, roads, pipelines and production infrastructure on the
site. The project as proposed by Armstrong would include an all-season gravel road between a
Kuparuk drill site and the proposed Nanushuk facilities and a central processing facility. The road
would be 13-miles long and connect to 11.9 miles of new gravel infield roads to drill sites Two and
Three. The total footprint of the project under the Applicant’s Proposal is approximately 272 acres.

The company, which is partnering with Repsol SA, describes its new field in the Pikka Unit on state
land near the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska as the largest onshore U.S. conventional ol
discovery in 30 years. The field is expected to hold at least 1.2 billion barrels of oil and produce up
to 120,000 barrels per day. First oil could begin three to four years after the Corps permitting
issuance, depending on when seasecn permits are issued.

A 45-day comment period is now underway and a series of public hearings will be held across the
state. Comment deadline is Monday, October 16"™. For additional information, visit:
hitp:/iwww NanushukEIS.com/

Action Reguested:

Please participate in the comment period for this important project through attending one of the
public meetings and submitting comments on the DEIS, specifically supporting Alternative 2, the
Applicant’s Proposed Action.

Public Meetings:

Nuigsut: Monday, Sept. 25, 4:00-6:00 p.m. Kisik Community Center
Utgiagvik Wednesday, Sept. 27, 5:00-7:00 p.m. Inupiat Heritage Center
Fairbanks Tuesday, Oct. 3, 6:00-8:00 p.m. Westmark Fairbanks Hotel
Anchorage  Wednesday, Oct. 4, 6:00-8:00 p.m. Hilton Garden Inn

Comments via U.S. Postal Service:‘U,S. Army Corps of Engineers, CEPOA-RD, Ms. Ellen Lyons,
2175 University Avenue, Suite 201E, Fairbanks, AK 99708

Email: Ellen.H.Lyons@usace.army.mil




Online: http://nanushukeis.commentinput.com/?id=UpCx2

Points to consider in your comments:

The $5 billion Nanushuk prospect is an important and positive development for Alaska and
could be one of the most significant discoveries on the North Slope since the discovery of the
Alpine and Kuparuk oil fields. The Corps should approve Alternative 2, the Applicant's Proposed
Action, and allow the project to move forward.

Alaska's economic lifeline, TAPS, is now running at three-quarters empty. The Nanushuk
project has the potential to produce up to 120,000 barrels of oil per day, significantly increasing
TAPS throughput and revenues to the State of Alaska.

State and local spending of taxes and royalties paid by the oil and gas industry directly creates
jobs in the public sector and indirectly creates jobs throughout the private sector.

The project would generate significant long-term business and economic activity and up to 600
North Slope construction jobs for Alaskans. In addition, 80 direct jobs would be created in
Anchorage and one to three rigs supporting development for five years each would generate
120 to 150 jobs per rig, and more through fabrication, logistics, and indirect jobs. For each direct
oil industry job, 20 additional jobs are generated in the Alaska economy.

The Nanushuk project is focated near existing industry infrastructure, minimizing potential
environmental impact.

Thanks to continuing improvements in technology, practices, and oversight, the oil industry has
demonstrated that North Slope energy development and environmental stewardship can and do
coexist. R

Industry has a proven track record of responsible development in environmentally-sensitive
areas, protecting the environment, wildlife and subsistence needs of local residents.

Deadline Monday, October 16, 2017
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Action Alert * Comment Deadline October 17, 2017
. EPA Notice to Withdraw Proposed Determination of Pebble Deposit Area

Overview:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has released a proposal to withdraw its July 2014 Proposed
Determination on the Pebble Deposit Area. This proposed determination was a clear overreach and an attempt to
assess the effects of a potential mining project, without the project plans.

In 2010, the EPA was petitioned to use its authority under Section 404(c) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) to
preemptively veto any dredge or fill permits in wetlands associated with mining and the Pebble Project in
Southwest Alaska. Tribes closer to the project asked EPA to refrain from such action until a formal permit
application has been submitted and the permitting process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
initiated. Having never used its authority preemptively, the EPA decided instead to conduct a watershed
assessment to help "inform its decision” on the issue. The EPA study began in February 2011, and completed the
assessment on an area the size of West Virginia in less than one year. Previous watershed assessments
conducted on smaller areas have taken years to complete.

The CWA does give the EPA authority to veto other agencies’ approval of permits, however, it is unprecedented
that the EPA would administer this authority in advance of any permit application. Moreover, the agency has
rarely used its veto authority and never in advance of permits being issued by other agencies.

The proposed determination is not-based on actual mine plans. It focuses on the effects of a mining project that
has not been proposed, and for which key engineering solutions, environmental safeguards, and mitigation
measures have not been provided. This is a deeply flawed speculative approach.

The State of Alaska, many statewide husiness associations, including RDC, and Native village and tribal
organizations in the area have opposed the EPA’s actions until there is a formal permit application to properly
evaluate the project, and a thorough environmental impact statement is completed.

A copy of the proposed determination and Bristol Bay Final Report 2014 is available online at:
https://www.epa.gov/bristolbay

Action Reqguested:

Please write to the EPA in support of withdrawal of the proposed determination. The withdrawal proposal is a
good step to reverse the undermining of existing regulatory processes and federal overreach. The public
comment period will run through 7:59 p.m. October 17, 2017.

Submit comments online: Reference Docket #EPA-R10-OW-2017-0369: hitp://www.regulations.gov
Send an email to: ow-docket@epa.gov, include Docket #EPA-R10-OW-2017-0369 in the subject line.

Mail to: Water Docket, Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Code 282217
Attn.: Docket #EPA-R10-OW-2017-0369
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20460




Points to consider in your comments:

A preemptive decision, prior o permit or project application and completion of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process, is unacceptable, whether it be approval or denial of any project in any industry.

The proposed determination ignored existing processes, undermining agency responsibilities on both the
state and federal level. Further, the EPA does not have the authority under the Clean Water Act to
preemptively block development in the absence of a permit application.

The EPA must withdraw its proposed determination because it was based on an untested, ad hoc analysis

" that is not sanctioned by the CWA or NEPA. Once the NEPA process is initiated, the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement based on project plans.

Any potential 404(c) aclions against the Pebble Project are premature. The project has not yet been finalized
and no permit applications — including detailed plans and environmental mitigation strategies — have been
submitted to government agencies, nor has the NEPA process been initiated. As a result, the current
assessment and any preemptive action would deprive government agencies and stakeholders of the specific
information, science, and rigorous reviews that would come out of the multi-year NEPA process. '

. Every project, no matter the size or location, should have an opportunity to be reviewed under existing legal

processes. In the case of mining, there are more than 60 major permits and hundreds more from local, state,
and federal agencies that must be successfully obtained. If the process determines a project as designed
cannot protect the environment and other resources, it will not advance. The process will not permit one
industry or resource to advance at the expense of another.

The House Oversight Committee in 2015 concluded that “EFA’s use of a preemptive veto (at Pebble) was
unprecedented and without a legal basis.” The Committee described EPA’s course of action as “an
unprecedented change in the.agency's process for regulating resource and development projects,” and called
on EPA fo “cease all preemptive 404(c) activity” to allow for the normal permitting process to take place.

Any 404{c) action outside the existing permitting process would be an extreme case of federal overreach and
an assault on Alaska sovereignty. The Pebble deposit is not located on federal land, nor inside a refuge or
park. It is located on state land designated for mineral exploration. The State of Alaska depends on the
responsible development of natural resources on its lands to diversify and support its economy.

Until an application is filed describing the project in detail and an Environmental Impact Statement is
completed, the EPA is prematurely determining adverse impacts based on hypothetical assessments and
inapplicable modeling.

The fate of a project; including Pebble, cannot be rationally decided without consideration of the full social,
economic and environmental impacts of the project. This information will be developed through the rigorous
NEPA process.

The actions of the EPA undermine existing regulatory processes and set a dangerous precedent for future
projects. If the EPA preemptively stops projects before they enter the permitting process, any large project
could be at risk. Preemptive action by the EPA could become a new tool opponents use to stop projects, or at
a minimum, intreduce significant uncertainty and delay, chilling Alaska's business climate.
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Growing Alaska Through Responsible Resource Development

ACTION ALERT
. Call for comments for the Liberty Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Deadline: November 18, 2017

Overview

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Liberty Project, proposed by Hilcorp Alaska, LLC. Liberty is a light-oil reservoir in
nearshore federal waters with an estimated 150-330 million barrels of oil in place. Peak production
of between 60,000 and 70,000 barrels per day is projected within two years of initial production.
The field is located 15 miles east of Prudhoe Bay.

Hilcorp proposes constructing an artificial gravel island about six miles offshore in 19 feet of water
that is optimally located fo minimize drilling and production risks. The outer perimeter of the 9-acre
island would be armored with concrete blocks and steel sheetpile, using proven technology to
protect it from ice pressure and storm surges. The island would be similar to the four oil and gas
producing islands currently in operation in state waters of the Beaufort Sea — Spy Island, Northstar
Island, Endicott Island, and Oooguruk Island. The island will be used for wells, production facilities,
a camp, utilities, and a dedicated area for a relief-well. To minimize its environmental footprint, no
permanent road or causeway would connect it o the mainiand.

Oil would be transported to shore via a subsea pipeline, then through a newly constructed 1.5-mile
onshore pipeline connecting to the Badami pipeline and eventually to the trans-Alaska pipeline. The
subsea pipeline would be a pipe-within-a-pipe with a 12-inch diameter inner pipe and a 16-inch
diameter outer pipeline similar to installations at the offshore Oooguruk and Nikaitchug fields. The
marine segment would be 5.6 miles in length, installed during winter and buried deeply in the
subsea floor, safe from ice.

- The rigorous multi-year permitting process for Liberty has addressed concerns raised during
previous comment periods. Approximately 60 federal, state, and local permits and authorizations
"are required before the project can move forward. The latest DEIS at 1,270 pages is the resuit of
decades of study and research.

Hilcorp has majority ownership in Liberty with BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc., and AEX ASRC
Exploration as partners. Hilcorp would be the operator.

* The comment period is-now underway and a series of public hearings will be held. The comment
deadline is Saturday, November 18. For additional information: boem.gov/hilcorp-liberty/

Action Requested:

Please submit comments urging BOEM to approve the Proposed Action in the DEIS and allow the
Liberty project to move forward. in addition, please present brief testimony at one of the upcoming
public hearings supporting the project.

Public Hearings: All times 7:00-10:00 PM

Nuigsut: Oct. 2" Kisik Community Center Utgiagvik: Oct. 5% Inupiat Heritage Center
Fairbanks  Oct. 3 Westmark Hotel Anchorage: Oct. 10" Dena’ina Center |
Kaktovik Oct. 4™ Kaktovik Community Center




Submit written comments:
Online: boem.gov/hilcorp-liberty/” or Post to regulations.gov
Search field: BOEM-2015-0068

Points to consider in your comments:

BOEM should approve the Proposed Action in the DEIS and allow the Liberty project to move
forward. Liberty is an important project for Alaska as it will produce an estimated 60,000 to
70,000 barrels of oil per day, creating hundreds of new jobs, and providing royalty payments to
the State of Alaska, as well as tax revenue to the North Slope Borough.

Alaska’s economic lifeline, TAPS, is now running at three-quarters empty. Liberty will increase
TAPS throughput, helping to keep it operating longer and more efficiently.

State and local spending of taxes and royalties paid by the oil and gas industry directly creates
jobs in the public sector and indirectly creates jobs throughout the private sector. The project
would generate significant long-term business and economic activity. For each direct oil industry
job, 20 additional jobs are generated in the Alaska economy.

The Liberty production island will be well-protected from the polar ice pack, sheitered by a belt
of offshore barrier islands.

The Liberty project builds upon more than 30 years of proven technology and safe operation in
the shallow waters of the Beaufort Sea. Artificial islands in the Beaufort Sea date back to the
mid-1970s. In the last 40 years, 18 islands have been responsibly constructed for exploration
and development of oil and gas.

The offshore Liberty pipeline will be buried in the subsea floor. It will include automatic leak
detection and temperature-monitoring technology, proven technology utilized on existing
production islands in the region.

The rigorous multi-year permitting process for Liberty has addressed the concerns that were
raised during the previous comment period. Approximately 60 federal, state, and local permits
and authorizations are required before the project can move forward.

Hilcorp has committed to signing a Conflict Avoidance Agreement with local whaling groups to
engage with the whalers to protect subsistence activities.

Deadline Saturday, November 18, 2017
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September 15, 2017

Secretary Sonny Perdue

United States Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, D.C. 20250

Re: Regulatory Reform Agenda and Executive Order 13777

Dear Secretary Purdue:

The Resource Development Council for Alaska, Inc. (RDC) appreciates the opportunity
to provide comments cn Executive Order 13777, “Enforcing the Regulatory Reform
Agenda,” which established a federal policy to alleviate unnecessary regulatory
burdens and directs federal agencies to establish a Regulatory Reform Task Force to
evaluate existing regulations and make recommendations to the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) regarding their repeal, replacement or modification.

RDC is a statewide non-profit business association comprised of individuals and
companies from Alaska’s oil and gas, mining, forest products, fisheries and tourism
industries. RDC’s membership also includes Alaska Native corporations, local
communities, organized labor and industry-support firms. RDC’s purpose is fo
encourage a strong, diversified private sector in Alaska and expand the state’s
economic base through the responsible development of our natural resources.

Introduction

Because of the broad interests represented by RDC, we have wide ranging concerns
regarding future management of Alaska’s two national forests — the nation’s largest.
Our concerns can only be addressed through the continuation of the multiple-use
mandate and adherence to the Congressional intent expressed in the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act {ANILCA). The multiple-use mandate has been a
cornerstone of Forest Service policy and set national forests apart from parks and
refuges. Our national forests were established under a working forest model. Unlike the
national parks that were created for preservation, the national forests were established
under the authority of the Organic Administration Act of 1897 to conserve water flows
and to furnish a continuous supply of timber and other resources for the American
people. The notion of the working forest has been with us for over a century.

A working forest is one that recognizes the human component of our forest,
incentivizes workforce development and local jobs, while providing opportunities to
enhance wildlife habitat, recreation, and subsistence activities. A working forest
provides many benefits to local communities and is a cornerstone of some economies.

As our nation grew and demands on our forests increased, additional acts of Congress
refined but did not supersede the Organic Act. The 1960 Multiple Use Sustained Yield

121 West Fireweed Lane, Suite 250, Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Phone: 907-276-0700 - Fax: 907-276-3887 » Email: resources@akrdc.org « Website: akrdc.org
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Act added outdoor recreation, range, fish, and wildlife fo the balance of national forest uses. The 1976
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) established a framework for forest planning, however, nowhere
did Congress alter the fundamental mandate to balance water, timber, mining, recreation, range, fish, and
wildlife.

Multiple use means more than recreation, subsistence, and wildlife habitat. These uses are all important,
but must go hand-in-hand with responsible resource development. The Tongass and Chugach national
forests must be managed for multiple uses, including recreation, commercial tourism, mining, timber
harvesting, and other resources, especially given the fact Alaska contains 70 percent of the nation’s
national park lands, 80 percent of its national wildlife refuge acreage, and 53 percent of federal Wilderness.
These units, like most of Alaska, contain vast roadless and wild areas. Neither forest should be managed as
a national park where preservation is an overriding management priority. RDC believes that true multiple
uses as ouflined above should be reflected in the future management of Alaska’s national forests if they are
truly to be a land of many uses.

RDC'’s comments address the ongoing land management planning process for Alaska’s two national forests
and pertain to the need to streamline regulatory processes and reduce the regulatory burden. The National
Forest Roadless Rule (Roadless Rule), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), and other laws have severely impacted the forest products industry in both Tongass and
Chugach national forests.

Tongass National Forest

Since the 1990s, much of Southeast Alaska has experienced a significant economic downturn due to the
sharp reduction in and access to federal timber and the implementation of burdensome regulations, which
have severely compromised the economics of timber sales. Any new economic activity that promises to
bring in year-round, high-paying jobs should be actively encouraged by the Forest Service.

An important goal of RDC is to build a more diverse and vibrant economy in Southeast Alaska through the
restoration of a fully integrated forest products industry and a vibrant mining sector. The economic benefits
of a fully integrated forest industry and mining to Alaskan residents, local communities, and the State of
Alaska is alone a good reason to reform federal regulations and laws that have blocked access to resources
and compromised the economics of timber sales over the past 25 years. Robust forest and mining
industries should be a major consideration of any regulatory reform effort, given the pressing economic
needs of the region and local economies, and the fact that both industries have demonstrated coexistence
with wildlife, fish, and the environment. Regulations should be reasonable and balanced to protect the
environment while allowing access to and development of natural resources to encourage job creation and
sustain local economies.

While the Tongass National Forest is well known for its timber resource base, it is also rich in other
resources essential to society. Mineral wealth is currently being extracted from the Tongass at two
operating mines — Greens Creek and Kensington. In addition, there are 52 areas totaling 589,000 acres
within the Tongass containing identified mineral resources. Of the identified mineral tracts, 377,000 acres
have high mineral potential. In addition, undiscovered mineral rescurces may exist beneath 6.6 million acres
of the forest. Development of these resources would help diversify the economy and provide opportunities
beyond forest products, fishing and tourism, especially when litigation often derails or delays timber sales.

The Tongass Timber Act of 1947 specifically authorized commercial timber harvests on the Southeast
Alaska forest. The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of 1971 directed how 50-year timber
contracts on the forest would interact with the transfer of lands to Native corporations. ANILCA and the
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Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) of 1990 specifically directed how the forest would be managed. In
2001, the Tongass was the only national forest in America for which there was specific consideration of
impacts and a separate Record of Decision on the 2001 Roadless Rule.

These federal laws and actions clearly demonstrate Congress intended for the Tongass to be managed for
multiple use and warrant special consideration,

Roadless Rule should not apply in Alaska and Road Access Issues

The Roadless Rule should not apply in Alaska because it violates the "no-more” clause of ANILCA and
conflicts with other laws by preventing multiple-use management on vast acreage. Together with existing .
congressionally-designated Wilderness and monuments, the Roadless Rule prohibits timber harvest and
most other development projects on 91 percent of the Tongass. It violates a settlement agreement between
“the State of Alaska and the Forest Service over inclusion of Alaska in the Roadless Rule. In 2003, the
Forest Service agreed to exempt Alaska, but erred in performing the necessary paperwork, which led to a
federal court invalidating the exemption, then the Forest Service declined to fix its error and thus broke the
settlement agreement.

The Roadless Rule designated 9.6 million acres of the Tongass as Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs). This
is in addition to the 5.6 million acres that Congress designated as Wilderness in ANILCA and TTRA. As a
result, it has become extremely challenging to harvest timber economically from the forest and to explore for
and develop new mineral prospects. Even though “reasonable access” to locatable minerals is provided for
in Wilderness and IRAs, it is not practical as special use permits authorizing road access are very difficult to
obtain. While the Roadless Rule allows reasonable access to locatable minerals, it denies access to new
leases for minerals. For example on Prince of Wales Island, Roadless Rule prohibitions deny communities
from accessing potential mines with roads — mines that would provide a new economic base and jobs to
local communities. :

In the 2003 exemption, the Forest Service stated:

The Department has concluded that the social and economic hardships to Southeast Alaska outweigh the
potential long-ferm ecological benefits because the Tongass forest plan adequately provides for the
ecological sustainability of the Tongass. Every facet of Southeast Alaska’s economy is important and the
potential-adverse impacts from application of the roadless rule are not warranted, given the abundance of
roadless areas and protections already afforded in the Tongass Forest Plarn.

RDC urges the USDA to engage in rulemaking to rescind the Roadless Rule in Alaska. The Forest Service
should remove or allow for removal of barriers to development that exist as a result of the Roadiess Rule.
The agency should consider and allow for further road access for timber, mineral and energy uses, as well
as access to resources important to the residents of Southeast and Southcentral Alaska for subsistence,
recreation, renewable energy development, and other community economigc, cultural, and social activities.

Rescind Tongass Transition Plan to young-growth timber

RDC members have serious concerns regarding the supporting analysis and practical viability of the
accelerated transition to predominant young-growth harvest and other elements of the 2017 Tongass
Transition Plan. We are also concerned about the adequacy of the analysis in the plan’s Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) regarding young-growth timber inventory, Native corporation lands,
other timber supply, economics, and communities.
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Further, we are also concerned that the process was rushed to comply with a directive from the former
Secretary of USDA to complete the Transition Plan according to a politically-driven timeline. The Transition
Plan should not have been finalized until after completion of updated field inventory of all young-growth
stands, updated yield/growth models and analysis, and public and agency comment of these.

The Transition Plan was a late rule, which took effect on January 8, 2017, just 12 days before President
Donald Trump’s inauguration. The midnight timeline was similar to President Clinton’s Roadless Rule, which
became effective days before President Bush's inauguration. The Transition Plan was the only forest plan
that was put into effect after the 2016 election.

The Transition Plan further restricts old-growth timber harvests and impacts mining exploration and
development. It prohibits harvests of old-growth in IRAs and phases out old-growth logging in roaded areas
of the forest. With the current application of the Roadless Rule, it essentially creates 9.6 million acres of de
facto Wilderness, in addition to the 5.6 million acres of federally-designated Wilderness.

It will do virtually no good to rescind the Roadless Rule if the Tongass Transition Plan is not also
rescinded. RDC joins the Alaska Miners Association (AMA) in urging the USDA to submit the 2017
Transition Plan to the Comptroller General as a rule pursuant to Section 801 of the Congressional
Regulatory Review Act (See AMA comments, 9/15/17).

An adaptive management component should have been incorporated into the plan to assure that the
transition timber base, schedule, and other components were economically and socially sustainable and
would not result in the loss of the remaining forest industry and related community infrastructure over the
next several years and beyond.

We have strong concerns about the supporting analysis, aggressive schedule, and other parameters of the
transition to predominant young-growth harvest. The Transition Plan was not preceded by an inventory of
young-growth on the Tongass to determine whether there would be sufficient timber to meet market
demand as required by TTRA. The Forest Service should have reviewed and analyzed available market
data and the economic outlook for young-growth forest products to assure that conclusions and any
provisions of a new forest plan were based on a realistic assessment of needs and criteria for a market for
Southeast Alaska young growth in competition with other sources. Experience dictates that there needs to .
be a mix of activities in both old-growth and young-growth stands to ensure a viable timber program, as well
as to meet cultural and subsistence needs and ecological management objectives.

The Transition Plan substantially overestimates the timber supply-from non-federal lands, which makes its
conclusions about adequacy of supply erroneously low. Moreover, the plan treats Tongass timber as a
residual supply to supplement State, Native Corporation and other non-federal sources, and restrict the
timber base to a very small portion of commercial forest lands. This is inconsistent with basic national forest
multiple-use sustained-yield purposes, TTRA's direction to meet market demand, and Southeast Alaska
eccnomic and sustainability needs.

There will be a continued need for old-growth harvest for various commercial needs as well as cultural and
subsistence uses, The 2017 Transition Plan provides only a minimal amount that may not be enough (five
mmbf per year limited to micro and small sales). Contrary to what the Transition Plan indicates, old-growth
is a renewable resource. It can be managed for timber production as well as wildlife habitat and other
benefits, using 150-year or longer rotations, thinning, and other best practices.

The Forest Service based its aggressive young-growth transition on incomplete and unreliable forest
inventory data and other information in a rush to complete the amendment in response to political directives.
The agency’s timber growthfyield model appears to significantly overstate young-growth timber yield and
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volumes. In reality, the industry will need to harvest an adequate volume of old-growth trees for about
another 30 years or more to allow second-growth stands to fully mature, which takes at least 90 years for
most trees in Southeast Alaska. Allowing old-growth stands to mature at least another 30 years to age 90
would roughly double the harvestable volume per acre for Alaska mills.

Provide access to minerals for mining

The 2017 Transition Plan does not recognize or discuss the adverse impacts to mining resulting from major
federal government policy revisions overlain on the earlier amended forest plan since it was promulgated in
January 2008. These revisions severely curtailed access for mineral exploration and development.

Any new forest plan should include enforceable mechanisms designed to promote mineral and strategic
mineral exploration and development and realistic access to mining claims and mining development. In
addition, it should include alternatives that would make mining part of the muitiple-use strategy for the
Tongass. Clearly, mining is not adequately considered in current management plans for the forest.

Rulemaking is needed to implement ANILCA’s “no-more” clause

RDC urges the USDA to engage in rulemaking to implement ANILCA’s “ne-more” clause. Federal agencies
are using restrictive land plans to permanently set aside areas on a de facto permanent basis despite
requirement that only Congress can permanently set aside an area for a specific use. The set asides are
simply rolted forward with each plan amendment.

Through Section 1326 {a) of ANILCA, Congress specifically limited the executive branch’s authority to
withdraw more public lands in Alaska from multiple use, including development. Congress found:

“This Act provides sufficient protection for the national interest in the scenic, natural, cultural, and
environmental values on the public lands in Alaska and at the same time provides adequate opportunity for
satisfaction of the economic and social needs of the State of Alaska and its people; accordingly the
designation and disposition of the public land in Alaska pursuant to this Act are found to represent a proper
balance between the reservation of national conservation system units and those public lands necessary
and appropriate for more intensive use and disposition; and thus Congress believes that the need for future
legislation designating new conservation system units, new national conservation areas, or new national
recreation areas, has been obviated thereby.” (ANILCA 101(d), 3101(d).

In ANILCA, Congress directed:

“No new executive branch action which withdraws more than five thousand acres, in the aggregate, of
public lands within the State of Alaska shall be effective except by compliance with this subsection. To the
extent authorized by existing law, the President or the Secretary may withdraw public lands in the State of
Alaska exceeding five thousand acres in the aggregate, which withdrawal shall not become effective until
hotice is provided in the Federal Register and to both Houses of Congress. Such withdrawal shall terminate
unless Congress passes a joint resolution of approval within one year after the notice of withdrawal has
been submitted to Congress.

“No further studies of Federal lands in the State of Alaska for the single purpose of considering the
establishment of a conservation system unit, national recreation area, national conservation area, or for
related or similar purpose shall be conducted unless authorized by this Act or further Act of Congress.”
(ANICLA 1326, 16 U.S.C. 3213)
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While the intent of Congress is clear, federal agencies have circumvented ANILCA 1326, the “no-more”
clause, because there is no definition of “withdrawal” in ANILCA. As a result, the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia determined that 1.22 million acres of “Old-Growth Reserves” set aside by the 2008
Amended Tongass Land Management Plan were not withdrawals but merely examples of the Forest
Service's responsibility to “provide for multiple use and sustained yield products and services of units of the
National Forest System.”

Lacking a definition of withdrawal in ANILCA, other agencies have designated large swaths of land as
“Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” or other classifications, which prohibit development activities
such as mining and oil and gas development. The lack of a formal definition of withdrawal is a major
loophole that federal agencies have exploited to set aside millions of acres in Alaska in spite of what
Congress intended under ANILCA.

RDC joins AMA in urging the USDA to close this Ioopholé by amending national forest planning rules to add
the following definition of "withdrawal” for national forests subject to ANILCA:

Consistent with the Congressional intent expressed in Section 101 {d) and Section 1326 (a) of
ANILCA, the terms “withdraw,” “withdraws” and “withdrawal” shall mean any agency action or
inaction that has the effect of designating public land in Alaska as: a Wilderness Study Area; a Wild
and Scenic River; an Endangered Species Act habitat area; or any land use designation, made
pursuant to the Federal Land Policy Management Act or the National Forest Management Act or any
other planning statute, that has the effect of prohibiting or limiting resource uses allowed before the
day of passage of this Amendment or impeding access to or inhibiting the development of:
renewable energy projects (including hydropower), mining (including exploration), cil and gas
(including exploration), or timber harvest.

This definition would help ensure the “no-more” clause in ANLICA works as Congress intended.

Chugach National Forest

RDC is concerned the decision process for the Chugach Land Management Plan revision is predisposed to
non-development, pro-wilderness designations. Decisions should be grounded in good science, balancing
economic and environmental considerations. Forest managers should resist decision-making based on
aesthetics, misguided public opinion, and perceived impacts to the forest.

One of the original mandates of the national forest system is to provide a reliable source of timber to a
domestic forest products industry. Yet in its Forest Plan Revision Newsletters, the Forest Service does not
even acknowledge timber harvests except for firewood as a multiple use. Timber harvesting is not
discretionary, no more so than habitat preservation, ecosystem management, watershed protection, and
recreation.

While we acknowledge there is a relatively small percentage of high quality commercial timber in the
Chugach, the plan revision should allow for specific actions to restore forest health and reduce the risk of
wild fire. The revised plan should include measures for ecological restoration on the Chugach, which has
seen forest ecosystems convert to grass and sedge ecosystems in the wake of beetle outbreaks. There
should be an opportunity in the plan revision to introduce an annual sales quantity (ASQ) to aid in
restoration work and possibly support biomass production or other commercial endeavors in the region. A
program of scheduled timber sales should be provided to meet predetermined allowable sale quantity.

The revision should also provide for modern silviculture practices to encourage natural regeneration.
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Forested portions of the Chugach should be managed toward a varied species composition and different
age classes to reduce the risk of large beetle infestations in the future and help restore long-term forest
health.

Provide access to minerals for mining

There are many areas within the Chugach that contain valid, active mining claims, and many more that may
have moderate to high mineral potential. Areas with known mineralization or moderate to high mineral
potential should be given a minerals prescription, and areas with valid mining claims should remain
available for the prescribed use. It is important that access to these areas is not restricted. Moreover, no
areas should be withdrawn from mineral entry unless they are in a specifically designated conservation
system unit where mining is considered incompatible. Areas that are merely being considered for inclusion
into a conservation system unit should not be closed to mineral entry. Much of the forest has yet to be
adequately explored for its mineral values. Closing an area to mineral entry forecloses future exploration
and development opportunities, even if the specific area is later found to be mineralized.

Access

Currently more than 90 percent of the Chugach is roadless. Roadless areas, as well as Wilderness and
Wild and Scenic River designations, make access permits more difficult, thereby resulting in greater
restrictions. Despite future needs, Wilderness designations would prevent the Forest Service from providing
additional access, whether for resource extraction, forest health, recreation, or tourism. Less access to the
public lands essentially means less multiple uses for the public and industries that provide products for
consumers.

Access to timber, mining, recreation, and inholdings should not be precluded in the Chugach. The
revised. plan for the forest must explicitly acknowledge congressionally guaranteed rights of access to
surface and subsurface lands conveyed to Alaska Native corporations within the forest boundaries, The
revised plan should be abundantly clear that ANCSA and ANILCA guarantee access to these lands to
achieve the goals of ANCSA, a fair and just land settlement that addresses the real economic and social
needs of Alaska Natives.

Moreover, improved access for destination tourism oppoertunities must be provided for in the plan revision.
The plan should place a growing emphasis on how to accommodate a larger number of visitors, not just on
how to limit or block access. '

Since much of the forest is roadless, helicopter overflights and landings should be allowed in a variety of
areas. Statistics show helicopter flightseeing and landings are among the most popular and highest-rated
activities for Alaska visitors. Helicopters often afford the only viable access to remote areas. It is often the
only way for the physically impaired, aged or a traveler on a-tight time schedule to experience remote,
rugged lands up close.

Reject Wild & Scenic Rivers and Wilderness Designations

RDC opposes new Wild and Scenic River designations as they are overly restrictive and would diminish
multiple use, access, and potential mining activity in the forest. These single-purpose designations are not
needed in the Chugach and could very well be used as a tool to block economic development, including
activity on Native corporation {and.

RDC also opposes Wilderness designations in the Chugach and believes strict management for Wilderness
is neither appropriate or necessary. ANILCA was intended to resolve the issue of what lands in Alaska
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should be designated Wilderness. Beyond the Nelle Juan — College Fjord Wilderness Study Area, additional
wilderness suitability studies and recommendations are not allowed in Alaska under ANILCA.

As stated earlier, Alaska already contains 57 million acres of federally-designated Wilderness — 53 percent
of all federal Wilderness in the U.S. Together with its vast national park, refuge lands and vast acreage of
state parks, Alaska is at the top of the list for acreage preserved under conservation units.

Further, consideration of federal conservation system units, including Wilderness and Wild and Scenic
Rivers, is not consistent with ANILCA. As pointed out earlier in this letter, Section 101(d) states that the
need for future conservation system units in Alaska has been obviated by the ANILCA withdrawals and
Section 102(4) includes Wilderness in the definition of a CSU. In addition, Congress recognized that for
Alaska to "satisfy the economic and social needs of the State of Alaska and its people,” access is essential.
This point is acknowledged in Section 1326(a), which states that administrative closures, including the
Antiquities Act, of more than 5,000 acres cannot be used in Alaska. Section 1326(b) adds emphasis to the
“no mare” clause in noting that federal agencies must first seek the permission of Congress before even
studying lands in Alaska for Wilderness consideration.

The Forest Service should not proceed in revising the plan as if no Wilderness, national parks, or refuges
exist in Alaska. The areas of the Chugach that are currently being managed as Wilderness should be re-
evaluated and a more flexible management regime applied. Wilderness designations severely limit
recreational and multiple use opportunities, impair access, and prohibit resource development. They would
also hinder access for future generations and restrict tourism. These designations represent an economic
opportunity cost. It is important that the cumulative effects of such lost opportunity be studied before each
new Wilderness designation is proposed.

What RDC finds particularly troubling in the Wilderness Area Inventory and Evaluation for the Chugach is
that the Forest Service-has included fand with existing valid mining claims, approved mining activities, and
legal access routes to valid mining claims within areas that it concludes are suitable for Wilderness
designation. These lands are not suitable for Wilderness and such a designation would preclude future
mining and other multiple use activities that are not compatible with the Wilderness Act. The Forest Service
has essentially ignored mining as an allowed use in the forest’s multiple use lands in making its Wilderness
suitability determinations. All forest lands that are open to mineral location and entry under the federal
mining law should not be considered suitable for Wilderness. - ‘

The cumulative socio-economic impacts of numerous withdrawals and proposed withdrawals of land from
multiple use management must be addressed in the revised plan. There should be a no-net loss in the
economic resource base. '

Reform the National Environmental Policy Act

Legislation to reform NEPA is sorely needed to streamline the permitting process and eliminate confiicting
orders and requirements from various federal agencies. Such action would provide more certainty in the
permitting process, helping industry justify investments worth billions of dollars.

NEPA regulations imposed by the Forest Service are unnecessarily costly to comply with, extremely time
consuming, and unnecessarily limit most development projects. NEPA regulations are misused by anti-
development groups to appeal, litigaie, and otherwise hinder most projecis and timber sales.
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ElSs averaged 300 pages in the early years of the law, and now run more than 2,000 pages each, with a
much broader scope than originally intended. The legal system is partly to blame, given rulings on the
adequacy of environmental rules.

Reform the Endangered Species Act

The ESA has been expanded far beyond its original intent. The splitting of species into small and smaller
subgroups or semi-distinct populations of species has expanded the scope of the ESA far beyond what
Congress intended. As with NEPA, the ESA has been abused by anti-development groups to delay, halt or
impose unnecessary costly constraints on many legitimate development projects. The law has alsc resulted
in endless litigation by non-development activists tc derail projects and is used to limit access to areas even
before a species is listed as endangered.

. The listing of a species as threatened when if is currently healthy and exists in abundance — based solely on
projections that it may suffer from speculative habitat loss in 100 years due to climate change — removes all
meaningful barriers to listing under the ESA. Recent court decisions applying to listings cutside the Tongass
and Chugach have laid the groundwork for hundreds of future ESA climate change listings based only on
projections of events many decades in the future. These future listings are likely to include species inside
Alaska’s national forests and those across the Lower 48 states, inflicting serious economic harm across
America.

Once a species is listed under the ESA, significant regulatory consequences follow. The ESA tasks

agencies with developing a recovery plan and designating critical habitat for listed species. The Act requires
that all projects with federal funding or that require any federal approval must not jeopardize the continued
existence of any threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of a species critical” -
habitat. The Section 7 consultation process injects uncertainty into projects in that federal agencies have
wide leeway to modify or prohibit a proposed action or project.

Resource development projects across Alaska, its national forests, and the Lower 48 are already subject to
rigorous permitting and oversight from the State of Alaska and federal agencies, which implement robust
environmental permitting processes through the Clean Water Act, NEPA, the Alaska Forest Management
Practices Act, and other laws. The Section 7 consultation process, stacked upon these existing regulatory
“hurdles, is redundant at best. The delay and added cost triggered by additional listings may prove
insurmountable for many projects within America’s national forests and beyond.

Conclusion

With immense natural resources, the Tongass and Chugach national forests have the potential to be a
cornerstone of their respective regional economies, providing jobs and economic opportunities o local
communities. Both the mining and forest products industry have proven they can coexist with the fishing
and tourism industries. However, overly burdensome, conflicting, and redundant environmental laws,
standards, and management prescriptions are discouraging new investment, undercutting the multiple-use
mandate in national forests, and hindering sustainable and responsible resource development. We object to
the extent forest management plans prioritize protection of resources and ecosystems over striking a
balance with economic and social sustainability of local communities.
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The need to reform NEPA and the ESA is vital to the U.S. and Alaska economies. Such action will
encourage the responsible development of the natural resources needed to strengthen and sustain the
economy while providing thousands of new jobs across the nation.

RDC endorses the September 15, 2017 comments of the Alaska Miners Association to the USDA regarding
Proposed Rule 13777. We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the need for regulatory reform and
express our position on the Proposed Rule. We look forward to participating in the process as it evolves.

Sincerely,

Carl Portman
Deputy Director

Cc: U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski
U.S. Senator Dan Sullivan
Congressman Don Young
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The Alaska Ocean Leadership Awards were established as annual awards to
encourage and give recognition to outstanding achievements related to ocean
sciences, education and resource management in Alaska.

-Alaska Ocean Leadership Awards

To be awarded at the Alaska Marine Gala ~ February 3, 2018

Walter J. & Ermalee Hickel’s
Lifetime Achievement Award

Stewardship and Sustainability Award
Marine Research Award
Marine Science Outreach Award
Hoffman - Greene Ocean Youth Award

THE ALASKA

A arine

Tl

For information please contact

oceanawards@alaskasealife.org
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Walter J. & Ermalee Hickel’s

Lifetime Achievement Award
$500 cash prize

Sponsored by: Governor Walter §. and Ermalee Hickel

Awarded to an individual or institution that has made an
exceptional contribution to management of Alaska’s coastal
and ocean resources over a period of 20 or more years.

2010 Recipient: Senator Ted Stevens and Dr.Vera Alexander
2011 Recipient: Dr. Clarence Pautzke

2012 Recipient: Caleh Pungowiyi

2013 Recipient: Clement V. Tillion

2014 Recipient: Stan Stephens

2018 Alaska Ocean Leadership Awards

Marine

Science Outreach Award

(Formerly Qcean Literacy and Ocean Media Awards)

$500 cash prize

Sponsored by: Alaska Ocean Observing System

Awarded to a person, team or organization that has made an
outstanding contribution to ocean literacy via formal or informal
education, media or other communications about Alaska’s
marine ecosystems,

Ocean Literacy

2010 Recipient:
2011 Recipient:
2012 Recipient:
2013 Recipient:

Kenai Fjords Tours Marine Science Explorer Program
Elizabeth Trowbridge - CACS

Kurt Byers & Sea Grant Staff

Bonita Nelson

2015 Recipient: Al Burch

2016 Recipient
2017 Recipient

: Captain Ed Page
: Dorothy Childers

‘Stewardship

and Sustainability Award

Sponsored by: Jason Brune

Awarded to an industry initiative that demonstrates the
highest commitment to sustainability of ocean resources,

2010 Recipient
2011 Redipient
2012 Recipient
2013 Recipient
2014 Recipient,
2015 Recipient
2016 Recipient
2017 Recipient

: The Marine Conservation Alliance

: Shelf Alaska Venture

: North Pacific Fishery Management Council

: Holland America Line

: Pollock Conservation Cooperative Research Center
: Alyeska Pibeline’s Vessel of Opportunity Program

: SeaShare '

. ConacoPhillibs

Marine Research Award

$500 cash prize

Sponsored by: Drs. Clarence Pautzke and Maureen McCrae

Awarded to a

scientist, team of scientists or an institution

that is acknowledged by peers to have made an original
breakthrough contribution or a career spanning achievernent in
any field of scientific knowledge about Alaska’s oceans.

2019 Recipient
2011 Recipient
2012 Recipient

2013 Recipient:

2014 Recipient;
2015 Recipient:
2016 Recipient:
2017 Recipient:

: Dr. Gordon Kiruse

: Dr. feremy Mathis

: fan Straley

Drs. Katrin lfken, Brenda Konar,

Russ Hopcroft and Bodhil Bluhm

Dr.Tom Weingartner

Drs. facqueline Grebmeier and Lee Cooper
Gunnar Knapp

Dr. Stanfey “Jeep” Rice

Ocean Media

2010 Recipient: Elizabeth Armold

2011 Recipient: Marine Conservation Alliance
2012 Recipient: Deborah Mercy

2013 Recipient: Thomas Litwin and Lawrence Hott

Marine Science Qutreach

2014 Recipient: Laurie “Poppy” Benson
2015 Recipient: Benjamin Carney
2016 Recipient: Susan Saupe

2017 Recipient: Phyllis Shoemaker

Hoffman-Greene

Ocean Youth Award
$500 cash prize
Sponsored by: Dale Hoffman

Awarded to an individual or team of Alaskan youth ages [2-19
who has displayed a dedication to promoting the understanding
and stewardship of Alaska’s oceans.

2013 Recipient: Ahmaogak Sweeney

2014 Recipient: Pribilof Student Marine Research Student Team
2015 Recipient: Alisa Aist

2016 Recipient: Sofia Astaburuaga Larenas

2017 Recipient: Cade Emory Terada

- On Occasion -
Ocean Ambassador Award

The Ocean Ambassador Award was created to recognize

an individuat or organization that has made outstanding
contributions in promoting public awareness and appreciation
of Alaska’s oceans, coasts, and marine ecosystems.

2015 Recipient: Ray Troll
2016 Recipient: Arliss Sturgulewski
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Presenfed by
Instiiuie of the Norfh
715 L Street, Sulte 300
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
www.inslitutenorth.org

What is ANILCA?

iensive fwo-day ANILCA
ds Co ér’v_cjtio‘n Act of 1980.

Through ANILCA, Congress designated 104 million acres of new national
parklands, wildlife refuges, and other conservation lands in Alaska, for

a total of 139 milion acres {more than one third of the state}. Congress
balanced the unprecedented scale of these designations with similarly
unprecedented accommodations for Alaskans' way of life and refiance
on a resource-based economy.

ANILCA Training Includes

O
O

¢ O

CCOOC

Sumimary of Alaska's land history from Tenitorial days to present

Context of ANILCA's passage — including
e majcr constituents

e issues of the day

¢ fhe Gregt Compromise

Overview of ANILCA statutory provisions

Key access provisions of ANILCA, including access for fraditional
acfivities, subsistence, inholdings, and transportation & utility systems

Subsistence on federal lands

Wilderness reviews and management

ANILCA implementation, including federal land planning
Case studies

SPONSOR This course is offered in partnership with the US Department
of the Interior University (DO}, building on a curiculum developed

in 2004 with an appropriation from Caongress — and now substantially
improved to meet contemporary needs.




ANILCA Training Objectives

Seek a greater understanding of this sweeping legislation and its
in luence on conservation policy, business opportunities, Alaska
residents’ way of life, resource development, and public land
management in Alaska.

Understanding ANILCA assists both federal managers and nonfed-
eral stakeholders in inding implementation solutions that continue
o balance conservation and Alaska's unique circumstances.
Participation by multiple agencies and non-federal stakeholders
enriches the learning experience.

Recommended for

Federal agencies with ANILCA implementation responsibilities,
state and local land and resource managers, Native
corporations, rural residents and inholders, as well as community
leaders, policy makers, consultants, the academic community
and the interested public.

Instructors
Over a dozen presenters include federal and non-federal subject
matier experts with extensive ANILCA experience.

Cost

$575 tuition includes two days of instruction, copy of ANILCA &
Amendments; presentation documents; “Alaska in Maps - A
Thematic Allas"; and a portable USB drive with relevant faws,
regulations and other supporting documents.

The Institute of the North
Founded by Governor Walter J. Hickel,
the Institute of the North's mission is to

En(;rgzg gzlzlﬁzzﬁl:;:'y and culfivate an %/Ilj‘m\\\\

Governor Wainer J. Hicker, Founper

The Instifute of the North works fo increase knowledge of norih-emn
issuas af local, national, and global levels and fo strengthen
Alaskans’ voices in northern

decision-making.

Training Schedule
ANILCA Trainings are typically held in Anchorage af the Campbell
Creek Science Center each Spring and Fall. Upcoming dates
include:

» November 7-8, 2017

s March é-7, 2018

To REGISTER or Learn More

Visit www.institutenorih.org

(For DOI and non-DOI federal employees: see special
government links on registration page)
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"RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

Growing Alaska Through Responsible Resource Development

SPONSOR & EXHIBIT OPPORTUNITIES




Event Sponsorship & Exhibit Opportunities

Platinum Sponsor $5,000

— Ten individual registrations to the conference (Up to $4,750 value)
— Half-page space in the conference program®
-- Sponsor recognition in all conference communications and the Resource Review newsletter
— Display of your company logo on screens at the conference™”
* Due Monday, October 30th, send to resources@akrdc.org. Dimensions: 7.25"w x 4.57h.

Cosponsor $3,000

— Six individual registrations to the conference (Up to $2,850 value)
— Quarter-page space in the conference program®
— Sponsor-recognition in all conference communications and the Resource Review newsletter
- Display of your company logo on screens at the conference**
*Due Monday, October 30th, send o resources@akrdc.org. Dimensions: 3.5"w x 4.5"h.

General Sponsor $2,000

— Four registrations to the conference (Up to $1,200 value)
— Sponsor recognltlon in all conference communications and the Resource Review newsletter
— Display of your company logo on screens at the conference™**

Underwriter $1,250

— Two registrations to the conference (Up to $950‘value)
-- Sponsor recognition in all conference communications and the Resource Review newsletter
— Display of your company logo on screens at the conference**

**Logos due to resources@akrde.org by Friday, November 3rd

Exhibitor $1,200 (Member), $1,500 (Non-member)

SOLD OUT LAST SIX YEARS!
— Exhibit space at the conference®
— Includes one conference registration (Up to $475 value)
- Recognition on program insert
* Reserve early as space is limited. Exhibit hall selis cut quickly.

Return sponsorshrp form b _' Fnday, October 6th

to be hsted in the onlme brochure.




Specialty Sponsorship Opportunities

All specialty sponsorships receive special recognition and display of company logo!
Sponsorship and Exhibitor payment opticns are also available online at akrdc.org.

Luncheon Sponsor (Wednesday or Thursday) $6,000 each SOLD QUT!
Largest attraction of the conference featuring keynote speakers and networking lunch.

Eye-Opener Breakfast (Wednesday or Thursday) $5,000 each ONE REMAINING!
Every attendee’s first stop! A warm buffet with a wide variety of breakfast fare.

Morning Breaks (Wednesday or Thursday) $5,000 each SOLD OUT!
The conference stops for these popular breaks. Advertise your company with our specially-designed breaks!

Wednesday Afternoon Break $5,000
Network at an old-fashioned ice cream sacial event — a big crowd pleaser! Your logo displayed during the break.

Thursday Send-Off Toast $4,000
Champagne and sparkling cider provide an elegant conclusion to Alaska’s premier conference on resource

development. Sponsor is welcome to deliver closing toast.

Centerpiece Sponsor $2,500 SOLD OUT!
Personalized arrangements provided by the sponsor at each table.

Espresso CGart Sponsor $3,500 SOLD QUT!
A big hit among conference attendees. Your company logo on every cup!

Charging Station Sponsor $3,500
A high visibility stop during the conference for attendees needing to charge their phones and tablets.

RDC Grand Raffle
Donate a prize of your choice for the popular drawing held at the close of the conference.

Please fill out the following information and email to resources@akrdc.org. RDC wili send an invoice or gladly
accept credit card payments. Questions? Call (907) 276-0700,

Sponsorship Level. Platinum Cosponsor General Underwriter Exhibitor

Specialty Sponsorship Choice(s):

Raffie Prize:

Company: Contact:

Address: City/State/Zip:

Phone; E-mail:

Credit Card #: Exp. Date: Type:

Thank you for your support and participation! Your generous sponsorship sustains
RDC and its work on issues important to you and your business.




38th Annual ALASKA RESOURCES CONFERENCE Sponsors

Platinum Sponsors Networking Break Sponsors
BP Alaska ConocoPhillips Alaska, Inc.
CH2ZM Stoel Rives, LLP
ConocoPhillips Alaska Inc. - One Remaining!
EXXOH.MObH Breakfast Sponsors
Northrim Bank Wells Fargo
Send-Off Champagne Toast Sponsor One Remaining!
still Available! Centerpiece Sponsor
Cosponsors Alaska Airlines and Alaska Air Cargo
Calista Corpo.ratlon Lunch Sponsors
Cook Inlet Region, Inc. Holland America Line
ENSTAR Natural Gas Company Northrim Bank
Lynden

Espresso Stand Sponsors
Hecla Greens Creek Mine
Saltchuk

Pebble Partnership
Sealaska Corporation
Sumitomo Metal Mining Pogo LLC
Underwriters
AIDEA
Alaska Railroad Corporation
Alaska USA Federal Credit Union
Associated General Contractors of Alaska
Bristol Bay Native Corporation
Coeur Alaska - Kensington Gold Mine
Conam Construction Company
Crowley
First National Bank Alaska
Flowline Alaska, Inc.

Koncor Forest Products
Michael Baker International
Petro Star Inc.

Price Gregory International
Quantum Spatial, Inc.

Shell Exploration & Production

General Sponsors
Alaska Airlines
Alaska Business Monthly
Alaska Frontier Constructors
Alaska Journal of Commerce
Aleut Corporation
Alyeska Pipeline Service Company
Caelus Energy Alaska LLC
Donlin Gold LLC
Dowland Bach
Doyon, Lid.
Hilcorp Alaska LLC
Judy Patrick Photography
Petro 49 Inc/Petro Marine Services
Petroleum News
Petrotechnical Resources of Alaska
North Slope Borough

EXHIBITORS

as of 08/20/2017 for updates visit akrdc.org




