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Adopted: September 241 2012 

Vote: Council Members Harris, Katkus1 Sullivan-Leonard, Wall and Woodruff in favor 
Holler, absent 

CITY Of WASILLA 
RESOLUTION SERIAL NO .. 12-29 

AN RESOLUTION OF THE WASILLA CITY COUNCIL SUPPORTING THE STATE 
OF ALASKA FILING SUIT AGAINST ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
(EPA) CHALLENGING NEW FUEl STANDARDS IN ALASKA .. 

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as of August 1, 2012 has 
instituted a new challenging and expensive fuel standards by extending the North 
American Emissions Control Area to Alaska; and 

WHEREAS, these new regulations will impose additional economic hardship on 
Alaska residents and visitors without any demonstrable need to improve air quality; and 

WHEREAS, the new regulations will require marine cargo carriers and cruise lines 
operating within 200 miles of the Southeast and Southcentral Alaska coastlines to use 
costly and difficult-to-obtain, low-sulfur fuel; and 

WHEREAS, one of Alaska's largest shipping companies estimates this will result in 
25 percent higher fuel costs, which will be passed on to the people of Alaska, raising 
Alaskan's already high cost of living even higher; and 

WHEREAS, the Emissions Control Area (ECA) specifically targets one group of 
Amerjcans, those who do not live in the contiguous United States and it imposes 
unreasonable economic burdens upon Alaskans who will all be directly and 
disproportionally affected; and 

WHEREAS, the ECA designation will directly affect the tourism industry, and the 
Mat-Su Borough, and Wasilla will see less tourism dollars due to the trickledown effect 
this will cause. If cruise ships are not coming to Alaska1 then the Mat-Su and interior 
parts of Alaska will not see tourists and visitors which could be detrimental to an 
already challenged industry; and 

WHEREAS, Alaskan communities have been united in their opposition to the new 
regulations, saying they are not based on science and add needless cost. In fact the 
state notes that the EPA has admitted it failed to perform the air quality modeling in 
Alaska that it performed in other areas included in the ECA, and that Alaska has an air 
quality that is generally cleaner than our National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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NOW1 THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED1 The City of Wasilla supports the State of 
Alaska's actions to file suit against EPA challenging the new ECA fuel standards. In 
Alaska we understand and support the importance of maritime traffic to transfer goods 
and services to Alaskans and support the cruise ship industry which in turn brings 
tourism and visitors to the Mat-Su Valley. 

ADOPTED by the Wasilla City Council on September 24, 2012. 

AlTEST: 

KRISTIE SMITHERS, MMC, City Clerk 
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Resolution Serial No.. 12-29: SUPPORTING THE STATE OF ALASKA FILING 
SUIT AGAINST ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) CHALLENGING 
NEW FUEL STANDARDS IN ALASKA .. 

Agenda of: September 24, 2012 
Originator: Council Member Sullivan 

Date: September 17, 2012 

I Route 
i~t_o_: __ ~ _____ D_e_p_a_rt_m __ e_n_t ______ ~ ________ s_ig_n_a_t_u_re __________ ~ __ Date ! 

I Chief of Police 
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1 Public Works Director 
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Rec & Cultural Services 
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Finance Director 

! Interim Deputy Administrator 

City Clerk 

fiSCAl IMPACT: D yes or t8J no Funds Available DYes or D No 

Attachments: 
Resolution Serial No. 12-29 (2 pages) 
Designation of North American Emission Control Area to Reduce Emissions from 
Ships (5 pages) 
Alaska, cruise lines battling EPA over new clean-air rule (5 pages) 
State Files Suit Against EPA Challenging New Fuel Standards (2 pages) 
Emission control Areas will lead to economic hardships for Alaskans (2 pages) 
Alaska Sues Over Unconstitutional North American ECA (2 pages) 

SUMMARY STATEMENT: 

I ask for your support and consideration for Resolution Serial No. 12-29 to help the 
State of Alaska in its efforts to reject the new EPA regulations for the Northwest 
Emissions Controls Area. 
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I have read the EPA ruling and find that I concur with Sean Parnell and 
Attorney General Michael Geraghty that the ECA regulations that have been imposed 
are far reaching/ and unnecessary for our state. This is due to its unconstitutionality1 

our proximity to the contiguous 48 states/ that there is no scientific fact to concur 
the EPA ruling, and the economic impact on our marine traffic and cruise ship industry. 

The Attorney General1 in his summary of this case against EPA, has stated that this new 
regulation is unconstitutional. This is based on the fact that two-thirds of the U.S. 
Senate did not consent to the extension (oversight to Alaska) as required by the 
Constitution. Under the Constitution's Treaty Clause~ a treaty cannot bind the U.S. and 
is not enforceable as domestic unless two-thirds of the Senate gives advice and 
consent. 

It also states that the EPA did not follow its own duty to ensure compliance. The EPA 
has stated that Alaska is challenging in its proximity to the contiguous 48 states. They 
do have oversight for the other 48 states but have not found ways to measure the 
health and environmental impacts of marine emissions in Alaska. EPA never completed 
the necessary air quality modeling for Alaska, and it never provided sufficient Alaska 
specific scientific basis for extending the ECA to Alaska. 

In addition, the tourism industry is finally seeing an increase in visitors to Alaska 
through our cruise industry. This is especially important after years of battling with the 
increase of cruise ship taxes and an economic down turn. Those tourism dollars also 
come through the Mat-Su Valley and on into the interior of Alaska. The new regulations 
for ECA will make it more expensive to travel to Alaska and for some cruise companies 
they may choose not to come to our ports, which in turn will have dire consequences to 
our tourism dependent businesses in Mat-Su. We also acknowledge that marine traffic 
is necessary for movement of goods and services across the state. At a time when we 
are working to expand Port McKenzie the new ECA regulation would have a dire affect 
on the importing or exporting of goods from our port, which would cause a direct 
economic impact on our community. 

I ask that you support this resolution to show the State of Alaska and other 
communities across the state that we also oppose this new EPA regulation on the 
Emissions Control Area extending to Alaska. 

STAfF RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution Serial No. 12-29. 
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h"'1-=•··""'"'"'u'~'""-,.." 1v1aritime Organization (IMO) an1ended the 

'-'·"'-'"''--'""'-'-~for of Pollution fro1n Ships (MA.RPOL) 
of lJ .S., and waters as an "--'~•CH~,._,~,-'"'. 

Area (ECAJ. The proposal was introduced by the 
U.S. Canada, and 
econornies. July 2009, as a co~proposer on behalf of its island 
territories of Saint~ Pierre and lv1iquelon, which fonn an archipelago off coast 
of Newfoundland. i\lloYving for lead time associated with the Hv10 process1 the 
North American will become enforceable in August 2012. 

Ships are significant contributors to the U.S. and Canadian n"lobile-·source e1nission 
-inventories) though rnost are flagged or elsewhere. Ships cornplying 
ECA standards will reduce en1issions of nitrogen (NOx), sulfur oxides 
(SOxL and fine rnatter (Prv12.5). 2020; en1issions front 

exne:cted to be annually 320,000 tons for r'!Ox1 

920,000 tons for SOx, which is 23 percent, 74 n.<=>·rrc•-n.f"" 

and 86 percent) below predicted levels in 2020 absent 
cost of American is esthTtated at $3.2 billion in 20201 while 



its are to L'-'·'-'U""''-' 

respiratory syn1ptorns for 

2020. 

coasts of 
..._.AL'-''L"' into ·marine areas subject to 

EPA~ is continuing to investigate whether other areas of United States and its territories n1ay 
fro1n designation. \Y./e are analyses to exatnine whether 

designation would be appropriate for the U.S. territories of Puerto Rico and Virgin 
Some other areas for future consideration include the Pacific .S. stnaller 

1 As used here, the main Hawaiian Islands include the islands of Hawaii, Maui, Oahu, Molol<ai, Niihau, Kauai, Lanai, and Kahoo!awe. 
These islands are the main populated isian&; of the Hawaiian Islands chain, with the exception ofKahoolawe, which is an uninhabited 
nature resecve, 



ships. tnore our 
Pacific coasts are located in nonattainn1ent areas for ozone and/or 

has been advancing a coordinated ct-,f•0 ;h:O.;"iU rrrany years to control air pollution from 
large ships. 
is a key component 

in the United 
Ships (APPS). LISA Progrmn, as of our ht-r>r;,...-"j,p.,.-

Diesel Can1paign, fosters innovation to additional emission oP.f'l,,(''T'nrv..-

"'"'"'''~'-'""'--'-"·"' diesel and equip1nent at ports. 

ships is to grow over next nvo \viLhout coordinated 
em_issions fron1 ships would projected to rnore than double} growing 

to L 1 million tons a year while annual Piv12.5 emissions be expected to triple to 
1701000 tons. North An1erican er11issions fron1 ships 
waters and 
our population, as 

October 2008, states of Hv10 agreed to ,..,_."""''""·("! 

new tiers of NOx and fuel sulfur controls. n1ost stringent of 
adopting 

new emission standards 

2 The modest Tier I engine NOx standards continue through 2010, the marginally lower Tier Il standards apply from 2011 through 2015. 

·' U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Principal Port Rank 1ngs for 2008. 

4 EPA's CAA program includes regulations at 40 CFR parts 94, 1042, 1043, and 1065. See 



r.Jote: 

in 2018, may be extended to 2025. 

son1.e 
alternative to using lower sulfur fueL ship operators niay choose to equip 
exhaust gas ("scrubbers"). In case 1 extracts sulfur 

The current "',.,,....,,.,,.".r"" range 9.8 to 17 g/k\V~h~ '-'"'-IJ'--·1-'-'-'L'-''j:::.. on engine speed. 
The Tier II standards ... "'''"".-"'"''""'"""' a 20 percent NOx reduction belo\V Tier I, the 

""'""·'"""'...,'' NOx reduction bdow L to meet 
the use of technology. 

The costs of in1plen1enting and complying with the are to be sntall in compari~ 
son to the health and welfare benefits and on par with the costs of achieving sin1ilar etnissions 
reductions through additional controls on total costs of 

ernissions of ships operating in the current perforn1ance to 
standards be approxilnately billion in 2020. cost to a ton ofNOx~ SOx and 
PM is esti1nated at $2,400) $1)00 and $10,000, which makes this program a very 
cost~effective rnethod to improve air quality in the U.S. and Canada. 



econotnic of co1nplying 
are to be modest. 
1

1
700 nautical miles of ,,,..,c.,.,..,.y,,. ..... 1nay increase by 

cost increase would raise of a container by 

The U.S. coastline and of the interior of country wHl P.vn,_,,.,.~'"'"'~p ... ,.;;:~-'-U'L'-·LU'-'-'- iinprove-
... c .. ,,r= ..... P1v1 ozone fron1 ships complying with standards. 

largest ur.-r.v·rnro.rY'<~"n rc• 

to reach non.attairnnent areas in states such as 
Grand Canyon Park 

significant .L'-·'-'~"~" 
c!-.,r.~i"t:'U>rl:o.rl r,,rj·p,p.,.c·c. health impacts for 

annual benefits in 2020 will Jd.l\~H.!'d"- r;r,o."irt:O.Oci:-H·l,H h;:,r;nocn-. 

14,000 prernature deaths} 3,800 en1ergency romn visits, and 4,900,000 cases of acute ··""'"'"'.,."'~r .... ""' 
"u''"""''"'''"-'" in 2020. wilt increase beyond 2020, as nonnal turnover occurs and 
more complying with 2016 NOx standards set saiL 

The LH'"""~'-"''"''-'--'- U•'-'-""·'-·"'· are ""'"'·"'"'"~'"""" to range fron1 to $110 
billion in 2006 U.S. dollars, "-""'•J'-ULH.'LLt;:., a 3 percent discount rate. 

You can access the ECA standards} the proposal to the Uv10 and related docmnents on 
Office of Transportation and Air Quality site at: 

For additional information, contact i\ssesstnent and Standards Division at 

734-214-4636, or: 
Assessn1ent and Standards Division 
Office of Transportation Quality 
U.S. Environnwntal Protection 
2000 Traverwood Dr. 
Ann Pubor1 MI 48105 



Posted on: 30,2012 0 Tweet 1 

Kate Rice 

various fronts to a ~_,.,.,..,,.. ....... ~ 

waters millions of dollars and 

Last week, the state of Alaska sued the federal government over the new regulation, 
Emissions Control Area (ECA), which applies stringent emissions to 
an attempt to improve air quality by reducing toxic chemicals in the atmosphere. 

The regulation, is 
treaty overseen by the lnt;~rni~t~;nn:::tl Maritime Organization. 

The new rule requires that ships samng within 200 miles of U.S. burn <'U'Vli'-""L!HUt 

is more expensive than the bunker fuel generally burned by oceangoing vessels. The cruise 

in 

estimates that the jncreased cost could push up cruise prices anywhere 5 to $18 per n<:lt:-c-ann•:~.r 
per day. 

it could increase the cost of operating a cruise for a season in Air~sKe:~ as much as to 
$5.5 million, according to the Alaska Cruise Association. 

And those figures just apply to phase one. 

In 2015, phase two of the ECA will mandate usjng fuel with even less sulfur ........... ?.-.. ,..¥ rr•~tr~nn it 
costlier. 

CLIA has presented the EPA with 
mandated by the ECA, but as last 
agency to embrace the trade group's alternatives. 



But with the 1 ae<5Mliline 
state of ,.&,Iaska resorted to 
to into 1. 

Opponents of regulation say it wm take an enormous ecl:ttl()ffi!C 
health benefit. The the Alaska ;3't~,nrr,;o,u no.f-.a.r<-:::.1 

that the EPA did no research in Ataska when aestanm:a 

~'The never looked at Alaska specifically," said a SO<)Ke;srrlan 
~~All the standards are based on modeling in Beach, 

The suit claims 
nru··nn·~uu proposed, the ~n.e.nr•u 

did, the came so late it 
inclusion. 

Usa 

The EPA argued that even though it had not done any research on the environmental 
in Alaska, it was reasonable to conclude that some on the 
"even though our modeling does not allow us to 

In recent years, the cruise had its own tussles with Alaska over wastewater 
cruise ships after Alaska set wastewater treatment for 
standards applied to Alaska cities. 

And about five years ago, a $50-per-head cruise tax, a sta!te\tvldie w, .......... ,..,.._.,,,..,.., was lr>!,..,....,.."',ril 

for a 15o/o drop in visitors to the state. That has been cut in half, and Alaska cruises 
has slowly recovered. 

The Alaska cruise industry estimates that a 15% decline in cruise passengers would tr'Cl>'"""'''"'to to 
585,000 fewer visitors to Alaska and a decline of $180 miUion in tourist spending. 

But in this case, cruise lines and Alaska are 
data to support its lawsuit 

Alaska cruising is uniquely vulnerable to the ECA because most cruises there take 
boundary waters, meaning that cruise lines have to burn the more expensive .... _. .. ,-"" ..... ''-" 
cruise. 

in the case of most other destinations, cruise ships nrr.lr¥>3''\i'lu steam out of waters en route to 
ports of call and begin burning the cheaper fuel as soon as cross the ECA border. 

The anticipated extra cost to cover the increased 
day, the state claimed in its lawsuit. 
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even concern to ...... , .... ~"' .-'1: ,n,;~?,_..,, .... ~.,. 

the two steps the to 
require cruise lines to fuel wjth even less 
10,000 per million called in one. 

In addition to '::!nr11 inn to 
engines. 

twowm 

The impact of the ECA on and tourism e>..iends far h.O\/;"H"!Iri 

it will increase transportation costs of an 
hotel and restaurant pricing as welL 
by as much as 25%, the lawsuit claims. 

1 

"The cost of a steak, the cost of a fishing comes to Alaska is to up,n 
said Ron Peck, president the Alaska Travei nit's EPA run amok in a 
state doesn •t it.;; 

The cruise industry it clear it supports ECA in concept. Howe,ver 

paper it just issued on the ECA that it objects to the current regulation as a 
CUA spokesman said the association has held discussions with 

As an alternative, CUA has proposed that ships burn low-sulfur fuel 
conventional fuels while at sea. where ships would deploy exhaust 
proposed that ships use alternative energy sources such as shore power while in 
speeds to reduce emissions. 

CLIA and its members commissioned Environ lnternationai to undertake a 
this approach for ECA compliance. The study, CUA said, found that HIJ£l>U'd''>hn.n a,m!C•<::<i.f">ln H"'IC.n-:J • ..-.tc-

ways reduced emissions to lower levels than achieved by using 
so in a much more cost-effective way. 

The ECA affects not just Aiaska ports but an U.S. ports. will cut the 
cruise passengers visiting North 

jobs and an annual loss of .5 to local economies. 

CUA also raised concerns about the current and future availability of EGA-compliant in certain 
because the cruise and shipping industries wm now be competing with businesses and 
vehicles for the same supply of low-sulphur dieseL 

The global shipping industry is under pressure to buHd newer fleets and move 
fuei, the lowest grade of refined oil, essentially what's left: over after gas, and e:JVI:Bnr1n 

been distilled from it. Burning bunker fuel produces high levels of sulfur dioxide, mtrooEm OJ~C:Eoe~s 

soot. Currently, some cruise ships burn bunker fuel; others burn 
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Click here for 



State sues over ECA 

2012 at 7:39pm 

Alaskans already pay more than most 
to transportation costs. Prices are set to 

North American Emission Area 

State of Alaska private sector officials noted 
little or no consideration the additional .... ~ .. ~-'""~·~ 
was implemented 

the ECA will 

one size aH program will 
shipped to and from the state~ 

The State filed a la\vsuit in seeking to block 
Southeast to just west of Cook Inlet 

Shipping~ using the ECA-mandated 1% 
increase in shipping costs. This increase 
large business, and consumers. ECA Imp!€~miem=atJ!On 
ships, provide 60% 

Ultimately, this will make Alaska less competitive as a global cruise '-"'"'''-""""''"u'""'V'''"J rl,c!F!inrr 

redeployment of cruise ship assets to other jurisdictions lower costs 
requirements. This will harm many Alaskan businesses services 
attractions to the cruise industry. It will also drive up the transportation cost 
which affects both royalty valuation, and severance taxes, making a 
revenues. 

Alaska feel a disproportionate irnpact r.., ... .,....,..,.,.o,rl to 
traffic to and from Alaska occurs the 200 zone. 

New federal rules on emissions will require marine in waters to use lower 
fuels. Fuels costs will rise as much as 25 percent by 2015, causing an increase in freight rates. 

Days after the August 1st implementation~ Totem Ocean Trailer Express ra..r·PHlP.£1 

continue operations with higher sulfur fuel while it converts its engines to nrn>C.t"l.Ort 

In response, Senator Lisa Murkm,vski cautiously noted, "While this deal 
not address who pay for the additional investments costs 
n1eet the new fuel standards, a total that could run into the hundreds of nuuRms 
is that the total costs of compliance will simply be passed on to 

Murkowski added, "Applying the nevv fuel standards will mean that ve~;sels 
Southeast and Southcentral Alaska~ whether freight ships that deliver 
cruise shins that are the life-blood of our active tourist economv. will now be ,.,...r ... ~,,..,."';: 

gas. 



Other groups like the Alaska Cruise Association 
after it sued the EPA agencies to 

ACA President John 
countries without 

©2012 Cruise ZA.J"',~",>S',':'£';:.•t,"•c',n. AU reserved. 
Communications. 
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July 2012 
Saturday 

(SitNews) Ketchikan/ Alaska- The State of Alaska on Friday filed suit the 
Secretary of State~' Environmental Protection Agency Department of 
Homeland SecuriP.t, U.S. Coast Guard, and others, to block federal from 
extending the North American Emiss~ons Control Area to 

The EPA and the Coast Guard,. a division of the Department of Homeland 
to enforce the EPA1s new emission control regulations beginning Aug. 1. 

The EPA is requiring marine ocean carriers1 including cruise shipS1 in Southeast and 
Southcentrat Alaska to use fuel that meets 1-percent sulfur limits on L 
The new requirements tighten even more to 0.1 percent sulfur in 2015. 

The regulations wm require marine cargo carriers and cruise lines to use costly and 
difficult-to-obtain low-sulfur fueL The regulations wm mean increased shipping 
costs to Ataskans and wm aiso harm the stateps tourism sector. Freight carriers have 
said EPA's new requirements will force them to raise their rates on goods being 
transported to the state. 

The increased shipping costs from these regulations are expected to be passed on to 
Alaska consumers in the form of higher prices for goods, raising Alaskans' already high 
cost of living even higher. 

Totem Ocean Trailer Express (TOTE), one of Alaska's largest shipping rr\l'Y'>Jrl,:::><r\!OC 

estimates that moving to low sulfur fuel will result in an increase of about 8 percent in 
TOTE's total costs. 

"Alaska relies heavily on maritime traffic; both for shipped to and from the state, 
and for the cruise ship passengers who support thousands of Alaskan jobs/' Attorney 
General rv'iichael Geraghty said. '~There are reasonable and equally effective 
alternatives for the Secretary and the EPA to consider which wouid still protect the 
environment but dramatically reduce the severe impact these regulations will have on 
Alaskan jobs and families." 

U.S. Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Aiaska) applauded Alaska Gov. Sean Parnell (R-AK) for 
challenging the Environmental Protection Agency in court over new low-sulfur fuel 
standards for marine ocean carriers being imposed on Alaska-going vessels. 

"Given the immediacy of the threat that these requirements pose to Alaska, Gov. 
ParneWs decision to file litigation against the EPA is the right one," Murkowski said. 
"The only way to avoid the damage these requirements will cause is for a judge to 



issue a stay against them before go into effect 1." 

The EPA is requiring marine ocean carriers~ ........... , ...... '4 in Southeast and 
Southcentra1 Alaska to use fuei that meets c-r:H4FJ:nn on L 
The new requirements tighten even more to 0.1 no.-rc.•n>" 

Freight carriers have said EPAfs new 
on goods being transported to the state. 

"The new marine engine emission standards are just the latest of how the 
Washington-based EPA doesnt get Alaska/' Murkowski said. "If this rule is allowed to 
go into effect in two weeks, fuel costs are going to go up1 which means the costs of 
items on store shelves across Aiaska is going to increase. Alaskans - !ike most 
Americans - can't afford to see the price of food and other necessities go up. u 

Murkowski has been urging EPA since 2009 to conduct Aiaska-spedfic air .:::<~n;:,iv<::p.::;; 
before proceeding with implementation of the rule in Alaska waters out of concern that 
its cost to Alaskans would greatly exceed the potential health benefits. 

"EPA conducted no state-specific air sampling before proposing this rule. One of the 
EPA's most absurd claims is that emissions from cruise ships in Southeast Alaska could 
impact lichen in the mountains above Juneau, and that could then cause a drop in 
Southern Alaska Peninsula caribou populations/' Murkowski said. "The is there 
are no caribou in Southeast Alaska, and EPA has specifically not extended the ECA to 
cover western Alaska where the southern Alaska Peninsula caribou herd actually lives." 

Senator Murkowski and her staff continue to meet with EPA officials over the low-sulfur 
fuei requirements and other regulations to try to find a solution without lowering the 
standard of living for Alaskans. 

Filed in U.S. District Court, the suit maintains the decision to include Alaska in the 
enforcement zone was based on flawed or incomplete data. In the complaint, the 
State notes that the EPA has admitted it failed to perform the air modeling in 
Alaska that it performed in other areas included in the ECA. The EPA also admitted 
when it responded to comments on its rule that Alaska "enjoys air quality that is 
generally deaner than our National Ambient Air Quality Standards." For that reason 
and others/ the State believes the EPA has neither the scientific basis1 nor 
authority, to extend the ECA to Alaska. 

In addition to filing suit, Friday the State gave the Secretary, the EPA1 and other 
federal agencies notice that Alaska will amend its complaint to add claims under the 
Administrative Procedures Act. Those daims will reinforce the State's case that the 
EPA cannot enforce the ECA in Alaska. 

Edited by Mary Kauffman, SitNews 

On the Web: 

Download a copy of the complaint 
http://gov.alaska.gov/parnen media/press/712 compiaint.pdf 

Source of News: 



On August 1st the Environmental Protection (EPA) will 
requiring more expensive fuel for marine transportation. The new r~JUI<atii:>n, 
through the creatton of a special North America Emission Control Area wm go in effect in 
the coastal waters of the United States~ indud!ng Alaska! and wm impact aH areas of 
Alaska. 

Marine is critically important to Alaska. In fact 1 85'Yo of aU Alaskans 
consume are shipped through the Port of Anchorage. In addition to food/ construction 
equipment1 military equipment/ equipment, oil and gas equipment are all via 
marine transportation. 

In a recent article, Totem Ocean TraBer Express stated the higher price fue! will result in an 8°/o 
,,.,,...,.,,";:;'cain total operating costs. These costs wm be passed on to consumers, in effect, 
imposing an 8o/o shipphlg tax on Alaskans. To make matters worse, the EPA wm require even 
more expensive fuel by 2015. The second tier could resuit in an increase of 16°/o- 20%. 

The ECA will increase the cost of 

The rea! problem, however~ is that the ECA regutatlons are not backed up by any proven or 
documented scientific studies. Even the State of Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation has not documented any ambient air quality issues related to In 
addition, the EPA did not conduct any economic analysis of the potential negative effects of the 
ECA on ,1\!askan communities. Modeling done in Los Angeles is not sufficient justification to 
impose such impacts upon Alaskans. 

While the Emission Control Area only extends to the western side of 
Cook Inlet in Alaska, the impact from the increased cost for shipping will be felt statewide. 

Alaska's tourism industry will also be severely impacted, with the likelihood of some cruise 
turning to alternative destinations in the years to come. In 2010, after a 2006 State cruise ship 
tax was put in place! shtps turned away from Alaska, lowering the number of visitors 
140,000 passengers a year. The resulting job loss was over 51 000 in Alaska. 

The ECA impact wm likely be two to three times as high. Estimated fuel prices show the impact 
upon the cruise industry wm be approximately $140 million annually. 

RDC board member{ .A!askaACT steering committee member, and Street Car Company 
President Steve Hites recently disseminated tnformation warning Alaskans on ECA. Here is an 
excerpt from his comments: 

few Alaskans even know that this is The EPA got the North American ECA 
approved into regulation through the International Maritime Organization~ not through Congress 



where it would have been """'"''-'" debated. It is a auesl:iOlla!Jie <nt-·anru-r.>T::.t-iAn and -~QQli~QJQQ[I of 
the Clean Air Act. 

"The regulations will affect ail ocean and 
ships. But because the much fuel costs wm be 
-economically- will be felt by the American people. 

wm hit both cruise and cargo 
on to the consumer, the real effect 

"No economic studies have been done about how the ECA wm impact any 
American economy. 

of the 

"But more troubUng 1 the ECA specifically targets one group of Americans- those of us who do 
not live in the contiguous United States - and it imposes unreasonable economic burdens upon 
us. Alaska, Hawaii, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico wm aU be directly and 
disproportionately affected/ with discriminatory economic on every man 1 woman, 
and child in these non-contiguous places. 

In addition to Hites concerns, the State of Alaska on June 27th sent a ietter to EPA 
Administrator Usa Jackson. In the letter, Attorney General Michael explained the EPA's 
ECA wm threaten Alaska's economy. 

"EPA's decision to indude Alaska within the ECA is based on flawed or data/' 
explained Geraghty. He urged the EPA to revisit the decision to enforce ECA in Alaska waters. 

There have been several proposals submitted to the EPA which would implement the ECA in 
more reasonable manner. One would provide for environmental equivalencies where even better 
fuel would be utmzed near populated areas. The costs would be significantly reduced through 
the allowance of !ower cost fuel in the tong stretches of remote areas in Alaska. 

Extension and implementaUon of ECA to Alaska wm likely Impact Alaska's economy in a larger 
way than the contiguous U.S. ROC believes the ECA is unwarranted and threatens Alaska jobs 
and coastal communities across the state. ROC is encouraging Alaska's congressional deleQiati:on 
and governor to persuade the EPA to impiement the ECA in a reasonable manner. 
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