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ACTI ON NARRATI VE

TAPE 01-10, SIDE A
Number 001

CHAl RMAN JOHN TORGERSON called the Senate Resources Committee
neeting to order at 3:43 p.m and said they would hear an overvi ew
of the Carlson case dealing with the differential between the
| i cense fees for residents and non-residents.

MR. STEVE VWHI TE, Assistant Attorney GCeneral, said the |awsuit
originally filed in 1982 by six non-resident conmercial fishernen
who clainmed that the state's fees it charges for non-resident
limted entry permts and commercial fishing crew nenber |icenses
violate two clauses of the federal Constitution. The statute that's
bei ng chal l enged has been a state policy since 1978. It requires
that the Entry Comm ssion charge non-residents three tines what
they charge a resident for the sane pernmt. The permts have to
reflect the different rates of economc return for the different
fisheries and there are five different ranges of limted entry
permt fees. They range fromthe | east val uable $50 resident/$150
non-resident up to $250/ $750.

The other statute at issue is the one that charges non-resident
crew nenbers $65 nore than resident crew nenbers. That is not as
significant in terns of economc inplications as the limted entry
permts, M. Wite said. The |legal issue before the courts is how
much nore can the state charge non-resident conmercial fishernen
t han resident.

MR VWH TE said that the case becane a class action | awsuit of about
11, 000 non-resident conmercial fishernmen. About seven years after
the case was first filed, the state won sunmary judgnent at the
trial court. Superior Court Judge Hunt held that the state's fee
schedul es were constitutional.

MR VWH TE said that the two provisions of the U S. Constitution

that are being chall enged are the Commrerce C ause, which generally
states that the states cannot interfere with interstate conmerce

SENATE RES COW TTEE - 3- February 9, 2001



and the second, nore inportant one is called the Privileges and
I mmunities O ause which generally only applies to situations where
both residents and non-residents are pursuing inportant
constitutional rights like the right to pursue a vocation. He
expl ained that this nmeans that states have to treat residents and
non-resi dents substantially equal. However, there are sonme ways
states can charge non-residents a little bit nore.

MR. VWHI TE explained after the state won the first round, it was
appealed to the Al aska Supreme Court in 1990 and the trial court
deci sion was sent back with ways to determ ne how much nore a non-
resident can be charged. The Court said they have to be treated
with substantial equality except that the state can take into
consideration the expenditures it nmakes for services it provides
| i ke commercial fishing managenent services. The state can take
into account the anount that's paid for those services by residents
through taxes that only residents pay. The Suprene Court said that
Al askans don't pay any broad based taxes to support state servi ces.
However it does contribute the residents' oil revenues into the
state budget and pays for all the services including comercial
fisheries. The Suprene Court rationalized that the state coul d take
into account the oil revenues that pay for conmercial fisheries and
all ocate those to the residents and through a fornmula, the state
coul d determ ne how much to charge a non-resident.

MR. WHI TE said the case went back to Trial Court and the formula
was litigated for five nore years and had no precedent. In 1995,
they won summary judgnment before Trial Court (before Judge
M chal ski). This was again appealed to the Al aska Suprenme Court
whi ch again reversed the Trial Court saying that their fornula was
how much the state coul d charge non-residents.

The formula says that the maxi mum permssible fee for a non-
resident permt or license is the sane fee as a resident permt or
license and in addition a "surcharge" could be added based upon the
follow ng: Take the anobunt the state spends on comercial fisheries
each year and divide it by the Al aska population and that is the
nunber that each Al askan contributes to conmrercial fisheries each
year from the budget. Then, if you put in a factor, which is a
percentage of the state budget from oil revenues ratcheting that
down to just the anobunt the residents pay for the services that
non-residents don't pay, you then cone up with the nunber which is
the maxi mum anount of the difference that can be charged a non-
resident for that year fromthat charged to a resident.

MR. WHI TE expl ai ned that the third handout is a description of the

| awsuit and included an exanple. The Suprene Court held that the
Commerce C ause does not apply to this case; only the Privileges
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and Immunities clause applies. The class attenpted to have that
decision reviewed by the U S. Suprene Court which did not take it

up.

The problemw th the state's calculation in 1996 is a factor using
t he nunber of commercial fishernmen in the state as a divisor. The
Suprene Court said no, that they had to use the entire popul ation
of the state theorizing that everyone in the state contributes
sonmet hing towards commerci al fisheries managenent from their oi
revenues. The Suprene Court said to go back and put a different
nunber in and that's what they have been litigating ever since
1996.

Since then, they have been litigating in two different areas, M.
Wiite said. One is if there are refunds due to non-residents, how
would they deal with them Wuld they have to pay prejudgnent
interest, for exanple? The Superior Court ruled that they have to
do that. The state will appeal that issue to the Al aska Suprene
Court the next tine.

The state al so argued that the class action is not an appropriate
vehicle for this kind of lawsuit and the Superior Court held that
it was. The state argued other |egal issues dealing with refunds
which they will appeal, also.

MR. WHI TE said that another thing they have been litigating which
culmnated in the trail last summer in Anchorage before Judge
M chal ski is what expenditures the state can include in that budget
over the past 19 years. The Departnent of Law canme up with six
different categories of expenditures and presented those to the
Court through various expert economsts and tried to identify as
many expenditures that are reasonably related to commerci al
fisheries managenent. The first category was the operating budget
costs to the state including things like salaries. The second
category was an overhead factor which includes support services
| i ke secretaries. The Superior Court ruled those were appropriate
costs. The Court rejected the other four categories which involved
things like the state's capital budget expenditures supporting
commercial fisheries, harbors, and hatcheries (anortized). A
cal cul ation done at the University of Al aska Anchorage projected
what the |oss of population would be if the comercial fisheries
i ndustry was not present in Al aska. They determ ned about 9 - 10
percent of the population would probably not be here. The state
took that factor and applied it to all the general infrastructure
costs to the state |like roads, hospitals, highways, etc. and
theorized that if the comrercial fishing industry were not here,
then they wouldn't have those costs. The Trial Court would not |et
theminclude those costs, either.
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Anot her category that the Court rejected was the hatchery | oan
subsidy that the state provides to hatcheries at a bel ow market
rate. Another category was the opportunity cost to the fish. The
state did not take the comon property resource and give it to the
fishernen to extract the value and how nuch is that value and the
cost to the state.

The Superior Court rejected four of the six categories, but allowed
the state's argunent based on a figure he pointed out on their
presentation. The state ran the figures for FY 96 as a sanple and,
had the Superior Court allowed all those cost categories, the
permssible differential would have been $570. "Because the
Superior Court knocked out four of the six, the permssible
differential for that year was only $155."

MR WH TE said the state took that $155 differential and cal cul at ed
how much woul d be owed for that one year, plus interest. The total
was $1.4 million. Since then, he has been trying to nove the case
through the Trial Court to get a final judgnent so that he could
take it up to the Al aska Suprenme Court and appeal all the issues
that were found against the state (budget, interest, and class
action qualification issues).

A final judgnment fromthe Trial Court includes a calculation of the
total principal and interest that the state owes for all 19 years.
He anticipated those figures would be ready by m d- March. The Court
will enter a final judgnent and then be set to appeal. The |aw
requires the state to notify as many non-residents as they can and
tell themthey may have a refund due and get current addresses.

MR. VWH TE said the appeal would probably happen this sumrer and
they will then do a briefing and the Suprene Court will have the
case in the fall ready for a decision. Wwen the Superior Court
announces the final judgment, there will be a figure of around $30
mllion and there will be press coverage. He assured the conmttee
that wasn't the final figure and that it just sets the stage for
appeal. He felt they could reduce the figure significantly and
predi cted they would know i n anot her year.

Nunber 1100

CHAl RMAN TORGERSON asked if the 11,000 class action nenbers
i ncl uded crew nenber |icenses.

MR. WHI TE answered that was just |[imted entry permt holders. It
probably won't affect crew nenber |icenses.
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CHAl RMAN TORCGERSON asked if he understood correctly that M. Wite
was not going to recommend maki ng any paynents off the | ower court
rul ing because he woul d appeal right away and there woul dn't be any
paynents due this fiscal year

MR. WHI TE said that was right.

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON asked if he felt confident about the higher
court accepting the hatchery and capital budgets or at |east sone
of the four issues being overturned.

MR. VWH TE replied that he thought they could nmake a really good
case that the capital expenditures clearly support and benefit
commercial fisheries - over 90 percent of hatchery fish are caught
by commercial fishernmen. He felt confident about the capital
expendi tures. The overhead cost factor based on popul ati on decrease
depends on expert wtnesses and the other side had an expert
econom st from Florida who said if the state didn't manage
commercial fisheries, the federal governnment woul d; so there would
still be comrercial fisheries. He felt pretty confortable about
hat chery | oan subsi dies. The | ast one, "the opportunity cost is a
pretty esoteric econom c theory that may or may not.."

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON sai d he thought harbors was a good one.

MR. WHI TE agreed and said they have figures on how many slips in
each harbor on an average are occupied by comercial fishing
vessels. If you take the cost of the harbor and take that
percentage, you can assune that portion of the harbor expenses
supports the industry.

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON asked if they are deducting federal funds from
t hese figures.

MR. WHI TE answered that they are including all funds.

MR BRAD PI ERCE, Econom st, said they are using total funds and al
noney that's appropriated by the | egislature.

SENATOR HALFORD poi nted out that the core noney is not run through
the state budget.

SENATOR ELTON said, "It's an interesting proposition we have here.
If we spent nore noney to fix up our harbors and ports, we'd have a
better defense in court.”

CHAl RMAN TORGERSON asked if they are recomending any statute
changes at this tine.
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MR. WHI TE answered that he thought an appropriate change woul d be
to amend the statute that provides the three to one ratio, because
the Suprene Court has said it's a dollar anmount that's based upon
the fornmula and the anount varies fromyear to year. He said the
formula is not being challenged at this tinme and flows froma U. S
Suprenme Court deci sion.

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON asked if we are using the proper fornula now.

MR. VWH TE answered that the three to one puts the state in the
position of having to do refunds based upon the factors the
Superior Court gave them which varies fromyear to year.

CHAl RMAN TORGERSON asked if it would have to be adjusted every
year.

MR WHTE said he didn't think it would have to be a yearly
adjustnent if regulation could set the fees for a few years.

SENATOR LINCOLN asked if he was suggesting there should be a
speci fic anount or can they say "shall not exceed a bl ank anmount.™

MR. WHI TE recomended that Limted Entry and ADF&G can charge non-
residents an additional anobunt or surcharge to the maxi num extent
established by |law and give the agencies the regulatory authority
to work the formula on a regular basis and add that anpunt to the
fees and |icense schedul es.

SENATOR HALFORD asked which court changed the denom nator in the
formula from Al aska fishernen to Al aska popul ati on.

MR. WHI TE answered the Al aska Suprene Court in 1996.

SENATOR HALFORD said he didn't think that was a reasonable
i nterpretation.

MR. WH TE responded that when they used just fishernmen as the
divisor, the state won hands down, but when the Suprene court said
to use the state's entire popul ation, that reduces the figure.

SENATOR HALFORD asked if anything could be done to rehear that
question with new findings at the Suprenme Court |evel.

MR. WHI TE answered that the next tine this case goes to the Al aska
Suprene Court, particularly with the dollar figure attached to it,
and they | ook at what the actual refunds are going to be and that
conpared to other states we have a low differential, they may
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reexam ne the whole premise. Their 1996 rationale was tight that
t hat should be the case.

SENATOR HALFORD said he thought it was pretty unreasonable to think
that a one-year or one nonth old child gets the sane benefit out of
fi shery managenent as a full time comercial fisherman

SENATOR ELTON said he was bothered that this |ogic could be applied
to a lot of different situations |ike big ganme tags or sport
fishing |icenses. He asked if we are vul nerabl e el sewhere.

MR WHI TE answered that we aren't vulnerable in licenses and
permts and managenent practices that involve sport hunting and
sport fishing, because the Privileges and Inmmnities C ause only
appl i es where you have a fundanental constitutional right and the
Courts have said that applies in this case with a vocation at
st ake.

SENATOR ELTON asked if this could apply to comercial truck
| i censes that are crossing the border.

MR VWH TE answered yes and it mght also apply to guiding |Iicenses.

CHAI RVAN TORCGERSON asked i f anot her action woul d have to be brought
to broaden the issue further.

MR. WHI TE answered yes.

SENATOR HALFORD noted that, "It's interesting that a non-resident
guide is required to buy a hunting license to be able to guide. A
hunting |icense has an unacceptable differential while the guide
|l i cense doesn't. But you have to have both |icenses to operate. W
| ost years ago not allowi ng non-residents at all. So we've |ost
pi ece by piece by piece on that."

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON t hanked them for joining the commttee today and
said they would watch the situation closely.

#HIR6
HIR 6- ROADLESS POLI CY

CHAI RMAN TORGERSON announced HIR 6 to be up for consideration.
Number 1700
REPRESENTATI VE PEGGY WLSON, sponsor, said HIR 6 opposes the

i nclusi on of Al aska's Tongass and Chugach National Forests in the
Roadl ess Policy and wants to overturn it. The Tongass and the
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Chugach Land Managenent Pl ans have cost many mllions of dollars.
The Tongass Land Managenent Plan (TLMP) has al ready been in effect
for over 11 years costing $13 nmillion and countless hours. The
Chugach took 3 years. They were led to believe the national forests
in Al aska wouldn't be included in this program

M5. RACHEL MORELAND, Al aska Forest Association, said they strongly
supported HIR 6.

MR. DI CK COCSE, Ketchi kan resident, said he has lived in Southeast
Al aska for 20 years and has hunted and fished on the Tongass and
the roads and clear cuts are very useful for those activities. He
is retired fromthe Forest Service after 34 years of service. He
assured them that the Tongass was not as bad off as the
preservationists put it.

MR. JOE SEBASTI AN, Prince of Wales Island, said that is the nost
heavily, densely roaded space anywhere in Al aska outside of
downt owmn Anchorage. He strongly supported the Roadl ess Policy and
the inclusion of the Tongass and the Chugach in it. He al so defends
the concepts of the Tongass Land Managenent Plan. "The Roadl ess
Policy enbarks on a new era and a new noral consciousness
concerning natural tracts of land still left to us and calls a halt
to industrial exploitation of nature.”

M5. CORRIE BOSMAN, Sitka, opposed HIR 6 and supported the
application of the Roadl ess Policy to the Tongass and the Chugach
Nat i onal Forests. She didn't think the | egislature understood the
policy after speaking with Representative WIson who, she thought,
was very m sinforned. She thought the policy was a conpl ete ban on
any new road construction and that's not true. "This policy only
applies to areas that are currently inventoried as roadl ess. There
will still be road construction permtted outside of those areas in
both the Tongass and the Chugach.” She said that people in Sitka
and other communities in southeast Al aska who participated in the
Managenent Plan process overwhel m ngly showed support for this
application to the Tongass. She said, "I am appalled at the way
both Governor Know es and the Forest Service has been handling
this. This was lawfully signed into law. It has been disregarded.
These are federal |ands. They need to be nmnaged on behal f of
peopl e here in Al aska, but also all the other people throughout the
nation that these | ands belong to."

MR DON MJELLER, Manager, A d Harbor Books, Sitka, said he strongly
supported including Alaska in the National Roadless Policy. He
thought it was wise for the long-term econom cs of Southeast
Al aska.
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Nunber 2400

MR, MARK RORICK, Sierra Club, said he lived in Juneau for 30 years
and didn't think he could change their mnds within this forum but
he said there had been nmuch m sinformati on about the Roadl ess Area
Conservation Rule. He gave an exanple of the Chol nondel ey [east
Prince of Wales Island] tinber sale, a 35 mllion board feet tinber
sale in the Mackenzie roadless area on Prince of Wles Island.
Since the EIS cane out before the rule, the sale went forward. "It
targets the best |ow el evation, high volune, old growh stands. The
sale units followed stream valleys up three of the areas npst
productive water sheds and constructs 23 mles of road and crosses
the stream 63 tines. Many of the road segnents are steep and prone
to land slides. The drinking water supplies of the residents of
Sunny Cove, O over Bay, and Saltree Cove are jeopardi zed. Two | odge
busi nesses that contribute nmore than $2 mllion per year to the
Ket chi kan econony are being put at risk."

TAPE 10, SIDE B

MR RORICK said, "Wth this sale, the Forest Service has ignored
t he recommendati ons of the interagency biol ogi sts when establishing
the old growth reserves called for by the forest plan[ TLMP] and
opted for getting the maxi mum ASQ out at the expense of the areas
wildlife."

MR. JAN KONl GSBERG Al aska Sal noni d Bi odiversity Program of Trout
Unlimted, opposed HIR 6. He said that Trout Unlimted supported
the roadl ess conservation policy. He didn't want to talk them out
of the current resolution so nmuch as to oppose its current
| anguage. He suggested it be anended in favor of sone balance with
respect to the system that is already roaded in the National
Forest, particularly in the Tongass.

MR KON GSBERG sai d he thought it was the state's responsibility in
terms of sal non production to ensure there is good fish habitat.
There has been nore than 20 years of recognition in the Tongass, in
particular, that there is a fish passage problemw th the roads and
culverts. After nore than 40 years of industrial |ogging, there has
been sone reduction in fish production. That should really be
addressed first. "Support of litigation for new roads seens to ne
to be a bit one-sided unless there is an equal demand to first fix
the old roads. It nmakes good sense. It's good housekeeping."

MR, KON GSBERG had draft | anguage he had presented to the commttee
on this issue.

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON t hanked him but said that he is not in favor of
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anmending this resolution to talk about sonmething other than what
it was designed for. He would support a resolution that told the
feds "to clean up their act on areas that you have identified of
cul verts not letting the fish through and other things. That's just
good sound busi ness practice."

MR. PAT VEESART, Executive Director, Sitka Conservation Society,
said he was very involved in organizing to build public support for
the Roadless Policy. He has had the opportunity of talking to
hundreds and hundreds of Al askans and thousands of visitors to
Al aska about the Roadl ess Policy and was overwhel ned by the |evel
of public support for it. The conmttee is being asked to pass a
resolution that is against the public will he said. The Roadl ess
Adm ni strative Rul emaking process was a highly publicized, very
public process that was open to everybody. It was nation-wide with
617 hearings with 39,000 Anericans attending those hearings; 1.6
mllion Anericans commented on it. Over a mllion of those people
favored the rule and favored inclusion of the Tongass. It was the
| ar gest public process in the USDA history.

After 17 hearings in Alaska, 62 percent of the people who spoke
favored the policy, 75 percent in Southeast Al aska' s four |argest
cities favored the policy. Local forest planning is always subject
to change in the national policy that is brought about by a change
in public attitude about how our national forests are managed.
"This process was exenplary and it was open to everyone.lt is
exactly how policy should be nade in a denocracy."

M5. KATYA KI RSCH, Executive Director, Southeast A aska Conservation
Counci|l (SEACC), said she has lived in the region for 25 years and
has seen a ot of clear cutting. In the | ast decade, she has seen a
much nore diverse econony, including a huge growth in tourism
recreation industries, high businesses, fishing, and a lot nore.
She said, "It's tine to stop |ooking backward to recreate the
econony that chews our |andscape for the gain of just one industry.
Qur region's largest industries depend on a healthy Tongass
Nat i onal Forest. Wiile enploynent in the tinber industry has been
declining, there have been increases in tourism recreation,
construction, health care, and other parts of the econony..This
deci sion is not about closing down any of the nearly 5,000 mles of
road that currently exist on the Tongass. It is about managi ng
those valuable wild lands for nmultiple use that are now roadl ess
for purposes such as hunting, fishing, subsistence, recreation, and
tourism"™

M5. KIRSCH conmmented that 50 percent of the tinber fromthe Chuni ey

sale is going out as round | ogs, red and yell ow cedar, exports. The
Finger Mountain tinber sale which is in a roadless area near
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Tenakee i s abounding in spawning sal non, but the reason for that
sale is to target on round export of cedar. She asked who is
benefiting?

She said according to the Tongass Road Conditions Survey Report
rel eased in June 2000, two thirds of the culverts crossing sal non
streans provi ded i nadequate fish passage and eighty five percent of
the culverts crossing trout streans provided inadequate fish
passage. "Qut of an estimated $20 mllion backlog to fix nore than
700 of these culverts that are blocking safe fish passage, the
Forest Service has been budgeting only about a half mllion dollars
a year. At this rate it's going to take 40 years to fix current
fish passage problens on the Tongass."

M5. KIRSCH said, "The Al aska Legislature should call for sufficient
federal funding to fix these culverts providing jobs for Southeast
Al askans and safe passage for wild salnon so inportant to our
comercial and sports fishernen.”

MS. KI RSCH poi nted out several errors in the "Wereas" section of
HIR 6. "The resolution clains that the forest products industry
contributes significant revenue to the local communities to the 25
percent revenue sharing provision in federal |aw. However, a new
federal |aw was passed | ast year that guarantees stable paynents
for roads and schools to local forest comunities. Under the new
statute, local governnents wll receive an annual paynent
equi valent to the average paynent of their three highest years of
ti mber receipts over the past 15 years. Any reduction in tinber
receipts on the Tongass wll not reduce the amount of noney
Sout heast Al aska's comrunities receive for roads and school s.”

M5. SUE SCHRADER, Al aska Conservation Voters, said the vast
majority of her nmenbers are frequent users of the Tongass and
Chugach National Forests for subsistence, recreational and
commercial activities. They have supported efforts by the U S
Forest Service to protect the roadl ess areas in these forests. She
listed the comunities where there were hearings: Anchorage,
A rdwood, Seward, Cordova, Sitka, Ketchikan, Juneau, Yakutat, Kake,
Tenakee, Hoonah, Petersberg, Thorn Bay, Craig, Angoon, Gustavus,
and Wangell. Over 1,000 people attended those hearings and 62
percent testified in support of including the Chugach and the
Tongass.

M5. SCHRADER said you could see proof of why so nany people are
concer ned about buil ding roads when | ooking at Washi ngton state and
the collateral danage that roads in their national forests have
caused - |l andslides, damage to sal non streans, problens with gane
poachi ng, and increased risks of human caused fires. She concl uded
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by asking the commttee to reconsider her information and not
support the resol ution.

MR DARRELL THOVAS, Aide to Senator Taylor, supported HIR 6 sayi ng,
"The Sout heast tinber industry has suffered blow after blowin the
past few years dealt by the federal governnment. These bl ows were
fatal to two pulp mlls, both nmajor enployers of Southeast Al aska."
He said that there are only a couple of saw nm|ls operating today
and the loss of jobs has resulted in severe negative economc
inmpacts to nmuch of Southeast Alaska. "The Roadless Area
Conservation Rule would deliver the final blowto an entire way of
life for thousands of people. Wthout roads, they have no access to
school s, stores, or even nedical attention."

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON said he had put together anendnent #1 which
recogni zes the President has taken an action to delay the Roadl ess
Policy for 60 days.

SENATOR HALFORD noved to insert anendnment #1 on page 3, line 20. It
reads, "and WHEREAS the Al aska State Legislature expresses its
appreciation of the recent tenporary delay for 60 days of the
Roadl ess Area Conservation Rule;".

SENATOR ELTON asked if the sponsor of the resolution supported the
resolution. Representative WIson said that she didn't have a
problemwth it.

There were no objections and the anendnment was adopt ed.

SENATOR ELTON noved anmendnent #2 on page 1, line 8 to delete "the
25 percent”. The reason is that |ast October Congress passed and
the President signed an alternative way to the 25 percent process.
The alternative ways allow communities in the Tongass to average
the high three of the last 15 years receipts. He thought nost
communities in Southeast Al aska would use that nmethod because it
would bring in a lot nore noney to them Representative WIson said
she didn't object to the notion. There were no further objections
and the amendnent was adopt ed.

SENATOR HALFORD nobved to pass SCS CSHIR 6 from committee with
i ndi vi dual recommendati ons.

SENATOR ELTON objected to say that he is very conflicted about this
resol ution. He does not read the provisions of ANILCA the sane way
t he sponsor does. He said in 1976 as editor of the Juneau Enpire,
he began witing articles to encourage the process of planning in
t he Tongass National Forest. Mst of the decisions that were nade
were by politics and not necessarily by good managenent policy
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whi ch bothered him He said we had cone a | ong way since then. If
he had witten a way of handling federal managenent decisions in
the Tongass, he would have ended up with a process remarkably
simlar to the TLMP process. He feels the sane now that 150 - 200
mllion board feet to be cut per year was a good nunber for the
Tongass - a significant drop fromthe existing cut. They cane up
wth "a process that was a wenching divisive process that
eventually led to the TLMP process and through vari ous anendnents
to the TLMP process, to a cut figure in the nei ghborhood of 150
mllion board feet, right where | wanted to be 10 years ago." He
said he is bothered by a process that |eads to an executive order
by any president that |eads us to sonething that abrogates the TLMP
process that was very painful. He didn't know how he was going to
vote on this resolution when it reached the fl oor.

SENATOR ELTON tol d Chairman Torgerson that he appreciated the way
he had run the neeting on this issue that has divided people rather
t han bringi ng them together.

There was no further discussion or objection and the bill passed
out of commttee.
#

CHAI RVAN TORGERSON adj ourned the neeting at 5:00 p.m
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