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W TNESS REG STER

LORI ANNE RAWSON

Naknek, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134, and
responded to questions.

PETER CHRI STOPHER, SR, Menber,
New St uyahok Limted Corporation
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Nushagak District Advisory Board for the Bristol Bay Native
Cor por ati on ( BBNC)

New St uyahok, Al aska

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134.

RAE BELLE WH TCOVB

DI l'i ngham Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134, and
responded to questi ons.

MARI LYN KONUKPEOK

New St uyahok Linmted

New St uyahok, Al aska

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134.

WASSI LLI E | LUTSI K
Al eknagi k, Al aska
PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

BRUCE JOHNSON
Di|'l'i ngham Al aska
POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134.

TREFON ANGASAN, Board Menber

Al aska Peninsul a Corporation

Contractor for Northern Dynasty

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134, and
responded to questions.

GLEN ALSWORTH, Mayor

Lake and Peni nsul a Bor ough

Port Al sworth, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified on HB 134, responded to
guestions, and provided a recomrendati on.

RALPH ANGASAN, Presi dent

Al aska Peni nsul a Corporation (APC),

Ki ng Sal non, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134, and
responded to questions.

GARY NI ELSON
Kokhanok, Al aska
POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

RANDY ZI M N
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Ki ng Sal non, Al aska
PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

RAYMOND WASSI LLI E, Shar ehol der

Al aska Peni nsul a Corporation (APC)

Menber, Lake Iliama Advisory Commttee (AC

Al aska Boards of Fish and Gane

Newhal en, Al aska

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

EVA NI ELSON KI NG

Sout h Naknek Vill age Counci

Sout h Naknek, Al aska

PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

MARLENE NI ELSEN

Kokhanok, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134,
responded to questions.

KEVI N JENSEN
Pedro Bay, Al aska
PCOSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

GABRI EL ANDREW

St uyahok Limted

New St uyahok, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134,
responded to questions.

NI CK LEE

Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association

Seattl e, Washington

PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134.

VALLE PETERSON
Sout h Naknek, Al aska
PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134.

SCOTT BRENNAN

Chi ef Operating Oficer

Renewabl e Resources Coalition

Anchor age, Al aska

POSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in support of CSHB 134.

STEVE BORELL, Executive Director
Al aska M ners Associ ation

and

and
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Anchor age, Al aska
PCSI TI ON STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134.

LI NDSEY BLOOM

Al aska | ndependent Fisherman’ s Marketing Association (Al FMA)
Bristol Bay Driftnetters Associ ation (BBDA)

Contractor, Trout Unlimted

Juneau, Al aska

POSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in support of HB 134, and
responded to questions.

JASON BRUNE, Executive Director

Resour ce Devel opnment Council (RDC)

Anchor age, Al aska

PCSI TI ON  STATEMENT: Testified in opposition to HB 134, and
responded to questions.

ACTI ON NARRATI VE

CHAIR PAUL SEATON called the House Special Conmittee on

Fisheries neeting to order at 8:38:28 AM Represent ati ves
W son, Johnson, Johansen, LeDoux, and Edgnon were present at
the call to order. Representative Holnmes arrived as the neeting

was in progress.
8:38: 57 AM

HB 134- PROTECTI ON OF SALMON SPAWNI NG WATER

8:39:51 AM

CHAI R SEATON announced that the only order of business would be
HOUSE BILL NO 134, "An Act relating to conservation and
protection of wild salnon production in drainages affecting the
Bristol Bay Fisheries Reserve; and providing for an effective
date."

8:41: 03 AM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON noved that the conmittee adopt proposed
CS for HB 134, Version 25-LS0381\M Kane, 2/22/07, as the
wor ki ng docunent .

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES obj ected for di scussion.

CHAI R SEATON announced that Version M was before the committee
[for discussion].
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8:41: 26 AM

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON pointed out that the CS was drafted to
include addition |anguage on page 2, lines 22, and 23. The new
par agraphs read:

(5) unincorporated communities; or
(6) transportation projects, energy projects, or
seaf ood processing.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON explained that a controversial resource
devel opnent project is pending in Southwestern Alaska, in direct
correlation to the Bristol Bay drainage area;, honme to the
worl d’ s |argest sockeye sal non fishery. The environnent in the
area is pristine, wld, and supports commercial and sport
fishing industries, as well as a generational subsistence
lifestyle. The intent of the bill is to bring attention to the
current use of the area in relationship to the proposed
devel opnment of a non-renewable resource project, of mammoth
proportions. He stated that the constituents, he represents, do
not believe that the neasures currently in place are capable of
protecting the habitat and wild fish runs against this type of
devel opnent . As proposed, CSHB 134 wll ensure that any
devel opnent taking place in the region protects the fishery, and
that violations of those protections are treated seriously.
This bill, he wunderscored, provides “salnon cones first

| egi slation.” He continued:

There are going to be those that say that this is a
transparent attenpt to stop the Pebble Mne, or to
stop any industrial exploration out there. ... The
intent of this legislation is to protect our way of
life and to protect our fisheries first. Wat happens

afterward in ternms of developnent, in ternms of any
other industry comng in ... that’s an after the fact
matt er. | also want to put forward that ... | am not
anti-mning, |’'m not anti-devel opnent. |’m pro-

devel opment and |’ m al so pro-comercial fisheries.
8:44:41 AM

REPRESENTATI VE EDGVON described the areas current mning
activities: 12 exploration sites, including the Liberty Star
“Big Chunk” claim enconpassing 153,000 acres, or 421 square
mles; and a proposal by the Bureau of Land Managenent (BLM to
open up 2.5 mllion acres of public land for mneral entry. He
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acknowl edged that the Bristol Bay Managenent Plan was recently
rewitten enphasizing the pronotion of the regions mneral
devel opnent . The two critical industries to be considered are
the historical, productive fisheries and |arge scale mning, of
a magni tude never experienced before in Al aska. The [ Pebbl e]
mne wll be developed in an area noted for its wld abundant
sal mon runs and other wldlife. He underscored that this bill
raises the bar regarding protective neasures for salnon, and
makes a public statement that “we as a state ... place a higher
value on our existing fisheries and ... a higher value on our
pristine wlderness.” This does not exclude other industrial
devel opnent, he said. Speaking directly to the bill, he
directed attention to the LEQ SLATIVE FINDINGS and provided a
brief review of the creation of the Bristol Bay Fisheries
Reserve, and the subsequent inplenentation of the Al aska
Nat i onal Interest Lands Conservation Act (AN LCA). The
preservation concepts of these two acts, as well as Title 16,
Al aska Departnment of Fish & Ganme (ADF&G), were the base
materials wused to draft HB 134. Building on the current
measures, and focusing on the five major salnon producing
wat ersheds of Bristol Bay, CSHB 134, includes substantial
viol ation penalties for persons, or corporations. He detail ed
Section 2, page 2, paragraphs (1) and (2); the new prohibitions
proposed as additions to AS Title 16. He read the exenptions to
the prohibitions, as stipulated in subsection (b), paragraphs

(1)-(6). Finally, he pointed out subsection (c), which
establishes the nonetary penalties to be inposed on violators
He stated that the bill is “a work in progress” and invited the

committee process to take its course to create an inproved and
viable bill.

8:52:43 AM

CHAIR SEATON invited the commttee to ask questions of the
sponsor, prior to the opening of public testinony.

8:53: 09 AM

REPRESENTATI VE LEDOUX acknowl edged that this bill rmay have
uni nt ended consequences, and asked why it has not been limted
to inmposing restrictions on mning; is there a reason to include
ot her forms of devel opnent.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON explained that HB 134 is not about

excl udi ng devel opnent, but it is about protecting sal non. He
pointed out that mning may not be the only threat to the
fisheries. Al though it is not feasible to anticipate every
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possi ble future developnent that nmy have negative inpacts on
the fish habitat, he ascertained that it is possible to craft a
bill wth stringent neasures to ensure the protection of the
fisheries.

8: 55: 09 AM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES observed that HB 134 is regional with a
primarily effect on the sponsors constituents. She asked what
the local residents concerns were, regarding the proposed m ning
proj ect [Pebble M ne].

REPRESENTATI VE EDGVMON agreed that the catalyst for this bill is
the proposed Pebble M ne devel opnent. Havi ng canvassed a good
portion of the region, he reported w despread concern. The
residents realize that there will be long term inpacts, from a
mne of this size. Concerns are for irreparable damage, and a
lingering, continuous degradation to the environnent, which many
| arge scale mne sites have denonstrated long after activities

have been conpl et ed. Furthernore, communities are receiving
m xed nessages from Northern Dynasty, “of what the mne wll
be.” He reiterated that the purpose of HB 134 is to focus,

acknow edge, and support the fishing industry, as the long-term
backbone of the regions econom c wealth.

8:57:55 AM

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON referenced page 2, line 20, paragraph (3),
and express concern for the word “future.” She asked how this
| anguage allows for the possibility of growh for the Native
communities in the region.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGVON assured that “this  Dbill is forward
| ooki ng,” and acknow edged that sone comunities are expanding
while some are struggling to rmaintain popul ation. Thi s

di vergent nature is occurring throughout rural Al aska, and he
opined that the trend is for the populace to nove to urban
ar eas. The economc factor has been a prinmary reason for this
pattern, and the «current high cost of energy has becone
prohi bitive in the Bush.

9:01: 57 AM

CHAI R SEATON requested clarity on page 2, line 23, and whether
t he | anguage prohibits the devel opnent of oil and gas projects.
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REPRESENTATI VE EDGVON responded the intent of that provision was
not to prohibit such devel opnent.

CHAI R SEATON recomrended revising the | anguage, on line 23, in a
future version of the bill, to clarify the intent.

9:02: 55 AM

CHAI R SEATON cal l ed attention to page 2, section 2, lines 20 and
22, and queried the intent of the |anguage “nunicipal uses”
[line 20] and the stipulation of “unincorporated comunities”
[line 22].

REPRESENTATI VE EDGVON requested deference to the drafters of the
bill for the specific |anguage crafting, however, the intention
is to exenpt nunicipal uses and the wuses by unincorporated
comuni ties.

CHAI R SEATON asked how the stipulation of “uses” mght effect
tribes, villages, or Native Corporations, not I|isted in the
bill, and if the provision proposes to exenpt uses but not
specific entities.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON pointed out that page 2, line 21,
paragraph (4) identifies “traditional, cultural” uses and he
suggested that the necessary specificity could be brought to
this section through comm ttee discussion.

9: 06: 38 AM

REPRESENTATI VE LEDOUX requested clarity of the |anguage on page
2, lines 17-23, and how the “uses” relate to the entities.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON reiterated that this is a drafting
guestion, and pointed out that the intent of the section has
been defi ned.

CHAI R SEATON offered that the confusion appears to be whether
the stipulation for *“use” refers to a specific entity or the
resource use of that entity.

9:08: 00 AM

REPRESENTATI VE LEDOUX asked:

What happens to transportation, energy projects, or
seaf ood processing, which hasn't been authorized,
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approved, or permtted before the effective date [of
this act]; like a new seafood processor ... or a new
energy project, or a new transportation project.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGVON responded that, wunder this section, such
projects woul d be exenpted.

9:08: 44 AM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHANSEN war ned agai nst elevating one industry
above anot her. Sout heast was once domnated by the tinber
i ndustry, resulting in a long-term conflict between the
fi shermen and | unber workers.

CHAI R SEATON requested that commttee questions to the sponsor
be directed towards clarifying the intent of the bill.

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON asked:

| f unincorporated comunities are exenpt ..., what
woul d keep the nearest community to Pebble Mne from
annexing that as part of their comunity and
proceedi ng anyway they chose.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON the intent is to exenpt unincorporated
comunities, during the course of ordinary types of activities
involving waters that pertain to salnmon habitat; the uses that
are already taking pl ace.

9:11:48 AM
CHAI R SEATON opened public testinony.
9:12:34 AM
LORI ANNE RAWSON, Naknek, Setnet Commercial Fisherman, stated
opposition to HB 134, paraphrasing from a prepared statenent,
whi ch read as follows [original punctuation provided]:
There used to be 13 operating processing plants in the
Naknek and Kvichak river systens. The Kvi chak today
has none and the Naknek has four operating each
sunmer .
In our village of South Naknek, we had five operating

processors using four-to-five canning lines. Today we
have none.
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W used to conmmercial fish both Naknek and Kvichak
river systenms, now we are fishing in a special harvest

area inside the Naknek River. The Kvichak River for
many years has not produced enough salnon to allow any
comercial fishing. The outside district of the

Naknek section has been closed to help the Kvichak
Ri ver sal non run short age.

W used to be able to make our annual inconme from
commercial fishing. Currently, if we don't have
steady enploynment which is scarce; comercial fishing
contributes very little to annual incone needs.

O course you al ways hear about the very few fishernen
who do extrenely well. However they are just a few
The majority of our village fishernmen are setnetters;
our village has approximately 55 salnon permt
hol ders.

The processors used to buy all five species of sal non,
now in the Naknek they only buy one; sockeye. Qur
season used to start early June and end | ate August or
early Septenber. Now our salnon season at best is
approxi mately 4 % weeks.

Not only do we have |ow runs of sockeye to harvest and
very low salnon prices, the Kvichak River can not
produce enough to allow us to harvest to make up the
di fference in volune.

In addition to low runs and low fish prices, the
Al aska Board of Fish places nore and nore restrictions
on our local setnetters. Last year we were only
allowed six openings to twenty-two openings for the
drift fishermen in the Naknek R ver Special Harvest
Area. W were forced by new regulations to renove all
running lines whether we had a skiff or not and nany
of our people were cited because of these unbelievable
regul ati ons.

The Al aska Board of Fish in Decenber 2006 did not hear
us when many of our village setnetters gave testinony

and placed even nore restrictions on us. More than
likely we will have even less fishing tinme than we had
| ast season. The Al aska Board of Fish caters to the
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| oner 48 drift fishermen, not Al askans, especially the
setnetters. W seemto be the eneny.

| don't think the Al aska Departnment of Fish and Gane
could give you an answer why the Kvichak River
Iliama Lake, Lake O ark, Kokhanok Lake an[d] all of
the streans can’t produce. Local comrercial fishernen
believe the reason is prior years of over escapenent.

God only knows when we will ever be able to conmercia
fish like the days Alaska was a territory and our
sal non was under Federal nanagenent.

Wth what | am telling you about our state of
commercial fishing, if you were in our shoes wouldn’t
you support any kind of natural resource devel opnent
i ke the Pebble Project?

The fish processors have had 120 years to hire |ocals;

they did not in the late 1800°s and still do not
today. In just a few years Pebble Mne has hired nore
locals than the processors ever did in the last 120
years. The lodges do not hire locals, wth one

exception; one of the fine lodges in Senator Gary
Stevens’ district hired “one Native” to pick up their
gar bage.

The low runs of the Kvichak River and Iliama Lake
systens cannot be blamed on any natural resource
devel opment because there isn’t any yet.

| am opposed to any legislation that wll either
restrict or nmake it financially unfeasible for nme and
my famly to live in ny village. W need to devel op
our natural resources. W can not nmake it on
comercial fishing, we need jobs.

9:17:41 AM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON clarified that only one Native Alaskan is
enpl oyed at one of the area | odges.

M5. RAWSON answered, “That is what | was told. ... The |odge
owners bring in their own personnel, as well as the seafood
processors.”

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON asked how many | odges are in the area.
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MS. RAWBON estimated that there are nore than ten
9:19: 06 AM

PETER CHRI STOPHER, SR, Menber , New St uyahok Limted
Cor poration, Nushagak District Advisory Board for the Bristol
Bay Native Corporation (BBNC), stated support for CSHB 134. He
called attention to the Cty of New Stuyahok, Resolution 2007-
02, Resolution Supporting House Bill 134, contained in the
commttee packet; signed by 230 of the communities 520
resi dents. Everyone in the conmunity are dependent on the
Nushagak River fish runs, he said, and detailed the subsistence
and commercial harvest of the river. He reported on the high
volunme of fish experienced in the recent harvests of the
Nushagak River and stated that he participates in the driftnet

fisheries in four districts: Kvi chak, 1gi ahk, Nushagak, and
Togi ak. Not only are the wld salnmon a concern for the
residents in these areas, but the freshwater fish nust be
protected, as well. He described the subsistence fishing in the
various waters of the area, and the inportance of the health of
these waters. He reported that New Stuyahok is the second

| argest village on the Nushagak River, and he named the eight
villages that have organized to becone the nmajority sharehol ders
of the BBNC, given the Yupik nanme for “The Caretakers of Qur
Land.”

9:26: 29 AM

RAE BELLE WH TCOMB, Dillingham stated support for HB 134, as a
subsi stence user and generational resident of the area. She
opined that this bill is an inportant means to support the

Native's cultural way of life. Furthernore, she said, the use
of the water <correlates to every activity, for every use:

drinking and bathing, as well as for the fish and gane. The
comunities survive on the food that the |land supplies. She
countered that the lodges will hire locals who want to work, and
that they support the econony in a variety of ways. She stated
concern that the inappropriate wuse of the land wll be
detrinental to the villages and the wildlife: putting a road

through may effect the caribou mgration pattern, chemcals in
the water could be harnful to the health of future generations,
and a dam coul d cause probl ems when an eart hquake occurs.

9: 29: 45 AM
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CHAIR SEATON inquired i f MVs. Whitconb  woul d support
transportation projects such as road construction.

M5. WH TCOMB responded that iif a road were built “from
Dillingham all the way through,” it would depend on the use,
users, and how it is built.

9:30:24 AM

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON asked how far the proposed Pebble M ne
woul d be located fromDillingham

M5. VWH TCOMB answered that it would be sited about 80-90 mles
[ northeast] from Dillingham However, she said, the Nushagak
River is huge and effects a large area, including the caribou
range. She stressed that this is an issue of protection.

9:31:40 AM
MARI LYN KONUKPEOK, New Stuyahok Limted, stated support for CSHB

134, paraphrasing from a prepared statenent, which read as
follows [original punctuation provided]:

| am still, and plan to be forever, a resident of New
St uyahok. | amraising ny three kids there, as it is
our place where we call hone. |’ ve been raised and
taught to live a subsistence |ife style and yes,

subsistence is our main source of living in New
St uyahok. I"’minstilling this type of living within
my own famly, as subsistence is our way of life.

Subsi stence is our Yupik cultural tradition, and our
cultural identity. My people lived on the Nushagak
Ri ver for generations to generations. We the younger
generation have survived living in the rural living no
matter how hard the urban settings get in the way of
survi vi ng. We, the people of New Stuyahok, and the
peopl e of the Nushagak River are strong as one. Ve
survive because we know our Yupik culture traditions,
and live in a subsistence life style. We respect our
| ands on the Nushagak River as our |ands provide us

our subsistence way of Ilife. W need to protect or
Yupik culture identity, and our subsistence way of
life. I’m asking to be heard on this issue because |
reside in New Stuyahok, and also use the lands on the
Nushagak River. | am once again in full favor of the
concepts of CSHB 134. |1’ m speaking today on behal f of

nysel f, nmy children, and ny future grandchildren.
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9:34: 47 AM

WASSI LLIE ILUTSIK stated opposition to HB 134. He reported
that, in 1995, 5 comercial operators were |located within the
Wbod Ti kchik State ParKk. Busi ness has increased, and |ast year
there were 62, however, these | odges and gui de operators are not
local; bringing in their own workers from the |ower 48 states.
Two years ago, he recalled, eight nen fromthe village worked to
get their six pack guiding |icenses, but none of them were hired

by the | odges. Being a crewman on a fishing vessel pays a
vari abl e anmount from $250 to $4, 000, per season. There are no
jobs in the village, and any type of econom c devel opnent woul d
be wel cone. He underscored that there are no Natives being

enpl oyed by the seasonal tourism industry. He opined that HB
134 has been crafted to stop the Pebble Mne project, but he
expressed concern that it could also stop other needed economc
devel opnent . In response to a question, he reiterated that
eight village nmen were |icensed as guides, but none were hired
by the | odges in the area.

9:38: 54 AM

BRUCE JOHNSON stated support for HB 134, and reported that, as a
commercial fisherman along the Nushagak River, he has been able
to support his famly. He acknow edged the econonic hardships
of the area, and underscored that a mne is not the answer. The
potential damage, that the m ning devel opnment could cause, would
be devastating and long lasting. Although sone enpl oynent woul d
be created for a period of tinme, it would be at the cost of the
renewabl e natural resources and subsistence needs; a way of life
could disappear forever. Village life is difficult, he
admtted, and putting a few people to work would be good, but
not at the ecological risk level that projects on the scale of
t he Pebbl e M ne present.

9:41: 31 AM

TREFON ANGASAN, Board Menber, Alaska Peninsula Corporation
(APC), Contractor for Northern Dynasty, stated opposition to HB
134. He reported that he and his wife are driftnet and setnet
permt holders, respectively, and live a subsistence lifestyle
common to the area. The issues raised are all valid, he opined,

but this bill would elimnate subsistence in Bristol Bay.
Subsi stence is managed by the state, as a priority use on
uncl assified | ands. By classifying this 22 mllion acres as a
refuge, other user groups wll be conpeting for the sane
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resource. Additionally, a refuge is not nmanaged under the
system of |ocal advisory conmttees cooperating with the Board
of Fisheries. A governor appointed citizen group would be in
control. In this way, he predicted, the Natives wll |ose
subsi stence opportunities. He rem nded:

Wen we have conpetition for resources ... throughout
hi story the Native people have lost. They have al ways
lost. ... Subsistence is not regulated as a priority
on refuges. It’s just not. Wo are we trying to
protect here, look a the record: 1800 permts in
Bristol Bay; less than 700 permts are owned by
Al askan resi dents. What about t he vil | age

cor porations. The 22 mllion acres of land that this
area is going to enconpass, they |lose the opportunity
to develop the land that ANCSA gave them In ny m nd,
that’s a “taking,” because ... we selected lands, as
village corporations, based on the opportunity for
econonm ¢ devel opnent and the sub-surface resource

opportunities. Those restrictions were not in place
when we ... selected those lands. Now this regulation
will curtail that, because our lands are along the

ri ver bank.
9: 45: 45 AM

CHAIR SEATON interjected that HB 134 does not establish a
ref uge.

VR. ANGASAN mai ntai ned that his concerns are for the
restrictions to be inposed by HB 134, and the 22 mllion acres,
enconpassed with the five Bristol Bay watersheds naned, to be
regul ated under the reginme as a refuge.

CHAI R SEATON stated that Legal Services will be asked to clarify
managenent regul ations for a refuge vs. a reserve.

MR. ANGASAN commented that a reserve is <created for the
protection of the resource, which is usually good. However, he
el abor at ed:

In this case it’s like killing a gnat wth a sledge
hamer . Because you're going to kill the mne, which
is a gnat in the eyes of the other use groups; the
other $400 mllion revenue that’s generated from the
sport fish comunity, and all of the subsistence
users. ... The subsistence users will lose. ... Wre
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going to be back here in 50 years telling you that the
subsi stence people have |ost, because they no | onger
have a subsistence priority under this regulation.

MR. ANGASAN stressed his concern for the “taking” aspect that
clouds this issue. A provision would need to be inserted in the
bill to conpensate for the | oss.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON stated that the Bristol Bay Reserve has

exi sted since 1972, w thout conprom sing subsistence use in the
area and that the intent of HB 134 is to maintain that status.

9:49: 44 AM

GLEN ALSWORTH, Mayor, Lake and Peninsula Borough, stated
opposition to HB 134, and offered that “the law is only as good

as our commtnent to enforcing the l|aw” To create a |arge
speci al nmanagenent area w thout the funding for enforcenment is
poi ntl ess. It is currently difficult for the “state folks” to

respond to common fish and gane violations, due to the lack of
financing to afford the necessary staff. As Mayor, he stated:

W really believe that economic developnent and

environnmental protection can coexist. ... There is no
sacrificing pristine habitat, ... healthy fish,

pure water, those are not up for discussion. ... W
ought to ... be tal king about enhancing habitat.

MAYOR  ALSWORTH said t hat HB |34 renoves | and, vi a
reclassification, that mght otherwise bring economc viability
to the area, and requested that the commttee consider attaching
a fiscal note to this legislation to conpensate the Lake and
Peni nsul a Borough for these |ost econom c opportunities. The
communities have been prom sed land, and the ability to devel op
that land to produce an econom c base. If that 1is not
avail able, the local tax base will be lost and the residents
will survive in perpetual poverty, and be a parasite to the
state coffers. He observed that the ©bill allows certain
entities exenptions to the restrictions otherw se inposed.
However, he wunderscored that no entity should be allowed to
destroy habitat, or create a detrinmental environnment for the

sal non; not busi nesses, resi dents, or muni ci palities.
Exenptions are not the answer. He maintained that well witten
law, which is adequately enforced, will provide protection for
the environment and a scenario in which the villages wll be

able to thrive.
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9:56: 52 AM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON asked what action M. Alsworth would

recommend on this bill, if he were voting on it today.

MAYOR ALSWORTH stated that he would table the bill, pending
further discussion. The concept of protecting salnon is
i mportant. However, he noted that advancing one resource over

anot her is not a gain.
9:58: 28 AM

RALPH ANGASAN, President, Alaska Peninsula Corporation (APC)
stated opposition to HB 134, paraphrasing from a prepared
st at enent which read as follows [ origi nal punct uati on
provi ded] :

APC [ Al aska Peni nsula Corporation] owns about 400,000
acres of land in and around three of the major rivers
that are the subject of HB 134. Qur hol di ngs incl ude
about 180,000 acres of land in the Iliama Lake area,
about 140,000 acres of land along the Naknek River,
and about 90,000 acres of land adjacent to the Ugashik
system including Port Heiden. APC has over 600
sharehol ders with 5,000 years of history in those
Bristol Bay drai nages. W oppose HB 134.

W want our children’s children to continue to live
and work at hone, in Bristol Bay. HB 134 would strip
any econom c or social reason for any of us to remain.
It proposes, with no basis in science, no objective
findi ngs whatsoever, to create a virtual nonopoly for
the preexisting |odges and fish processors, and to
forecl ose any new industry, whether it be mning or
oil developnent, or alternative power that is water-
dependent .

Because the bill allows for only existing permts, it
effectively Dbl ocks any future economc growh.
Communities along the Nushagak would be prohibited
from any extraordinary growmh or needs for water or
di scharges because the bill freezes community needs at
“existing and ordinary present and future needs.”
Naknek, King Salnon, and South Naknek cannot grow.
The exploration now occurring withfin] 2 mles of the
Naknek River for geothermal sources would |ikely cone
to a grinding halt.
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HB 134 would fine ny corporation up to $1,000,000 a
DAY if we filled in a bog. It would fine ny few
shar ehol ders who could still eke out a living in their
communities for riding their four wheelers over the
bogs of our lands in the summer, for causing adverse
affect — like tire tracks. But, with fish prices at
60 cents a pound, and fuel at over $5.00 a gallon, and
electricity at 40 cents a kilowatt hour, and no new
opportunities, perhaps there won't be nuch 4 wheeler

traffic. Bristol Bay is already in severe economc
crisis. It is rapidly |osing popul ation. | ncr easi ng
the pressure on us wll only increase the outward

m gration and depression in the region.

HB 134 wll increase outward mgration. Because,
under HB 134, there won't be any new economc
opportunities. Only uses presently authorized,
approved and pernmitted at the tinme of the bill. The

few remai ni ng sal non processors are covered. That is
probably why fish processors donated to the canpaign
of the sponsor of HB 134. But maybe ny great
grandchildren do not want to gut fish in order to eke
out a living.

Per haps they can go to work at a silk-stocking fishing
| odge for peanuts. That is perhaps why | odge owners
donated to the sponsor of the bill. But |odge owners

responsibilities are only to their famlies, nor are
their famlies struggling to nmake ends neet as the
comunity they live in dwndles, its schools closed
for lack of population. | have over 600 sharehol ders’
futures to worry about. And they can’'t all work for a
few | odges, even if they wanted to.

The sponsor of this bill is in the hands of the rich
and powerful who want to convert Bristol Bay into
their colony, and keep it there. Fish rich and people
poor. That is not my vision, and it is not the vision
of my people. W can preserve our salnmon fishery and
still diversify. Wthout HB 134.

HB 134, in fact, is not the vision of Framers of the
Al aska Constitution. The Framers guaranteed us the
right of water appropriation, regardless of the
wat er shed, and prohibited laws that divest us of the
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use of waters, our interests in the lands and the
right to earn a living on our own.

HB 134 goes too far. Every stream every bog, every
aquifer, every swanp and lake that is in any way
interrelated to or connected wth the Nushagak,
Ugashi k, Egegi k, Naknek, or Kvichak Rivers is off
[imts wunder HB 134. Any use of other than for
drinking water is prohibited unless it is already
permtted. What about the future?

The vision contained in HB 134 is the vision of the
processors to pay 60 cents/lb for fish and send the
profits to Japan. It is the vision of Anchorage and
Seattle |odge owners and noney nanagers to charge
t housands of dollars a week for 16 weeks a sumrer for
outsiders to stay at their |odges, and take it all
home. Their vision is to fine sone Native kid on a 4
wheel er who goes through a blueberry bog that is
connected in some unknown way to the Kvichak,
t housands of dollars a day in fines. O to fine APC
$1,000,000 a day if it has the audacity to provide for
a new industry. That is no vision of the future.
That is colonialism and colonialism should have ended
in the 19'" century. It is up to you to end it now.

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON asked for agreenent that everyone, in the
Bristol Bay Region, is a product of the environnment, and that
every residents relies heavily on and supports the natural
resources/salnmon to provide an incone, as well as a subsistence
life style. The w tness concurr ed.

10: 06: 19 AM

GARY NI ELSON stated opposition to HB 134, as a generational
fisherman of the area. At one tine, he said, anyone could go to
Bristol Bay, catch some fish, and nmake a living, but limted
entry was inposed and took that opportunity away. Then the
parks system canme in, and took nore of what the Natives used
away. These restrictive bills limt the economc and cultural
devel opnent of the area. He opined that HB 134 would inpose
extrenme limtations <causing the villages to experience an
“economi ¢ and cultural suicide.” The region is grow ng, but
with these Iimtations “there is no where to grow to.” Due to
the limted entry system the fishing opportunities have been
cut in half. Al though he owns a business, it is difficult to
stay above the poverty level. He stressed the need for any type
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of econom c devel opnent, mining or otherw se, that mght bring
relieve to the area.

10: 08: 43 AM

RANDY ZIMN stated opposition to HB 134, as a commercial
fi sherman, subsistence user, and business owner. He stated that
he woul d oppose any type of further restrictions on “our |ands.”
Currently, reserves and parks already restrict resource use by
the Native people to a “tiny strip of property.” Wth this bill
his honme would be within a refuge. He contested Representative
Edgnmon’s claim that the majority of the residents support HB
134, although he conceded that there were no hard nunbers to

support the dispute. The protection of the people, and their
right to live in the area, is as inportant as the protection of
the fish and water. He opined, that wthout sonme type of
econom c activity, the area wll die. “Everything can co-

exi st,” he said.

10: 11: 47 AM

RAYMOND WASSI LLIE, Sharehol der Al aska Peninsula Corporation
(APC); Menber, Lake Iliama Advisory Committee (AC), Al aska
Boards of Fish and Gane, stated opposition to HB 134, as a
resident of Newhalen, located 12 mles from the site proposed
for the Pebble M ne. He reported the conditions to be found in
his comunity, prior to and following the arrival of Northern
Dynasty; perform ng exploratory work. The presence of Northern
Dynasty has neant jobs, and with the possibility for the village
residents to earn a wage “their hearts are |lifted.” He
suggested tabling this bill as it represents too nmany
restrictions to the Native villages.

10: 15: 50 AM

EVA N ELSON KING South Naknek Village Council, stated
opposition for HB 134, paraphrasing from a prepared statenent,
whi ch read as follows [original punctuation provided]:

House bill 134 introduced by Rep. Edgnon and The Jay
Hanmond State Gane Refuge Proposal by Senator Gary
Stevens (both separate bills) are as restrictive as
all National Parks and WIldlife Refuges in Bristol

Bay. Currently the Bristol Bay region acre for acre
is nore inpacted by National Parks and Wldlife
refuges than any other region in Al aska. In fact the

HOUSE FSH COW TTEE - 20- February 28, 2007



Bristol Bay region has the second |argest state park
in the United States.

Either of the two bills considered will in fact stop
any developnent in our region. It is an anti-
devel opment as one could ever Dbe. Village and
Regi onal Corporations will not be able to devel op and
nore inportantly villages such as South Naknek will be

choked from devel oping any needed infrastructure in
the future. These bills, no matter how you read them
are a classic exanple of a taking by our governnent,
of our rights and devel opnent potential. Renenber you
cannot restrict or take away our rights and privil eges
from village and regional corporations including our
village communities wthout |egal consideration. | f
you do, it is a taking and the State will find itself
in court — without question.

W feel it is a sorry state of affairs when sone
politicians introduce legislation like this to pay off
political debts to their donors and for special
i nterest groups.

Were in the world is our Alaskan spirit? Anynore it
seens it doesn’t matter if you're a Denobcrat or a
Republican - both parties are acting like the old
Denocrats, which is anti-developnent and anti-work.
I f you choke our village and region from devel opnent
you better be prepared to provide a lot of welfare
checks.

In deed we are commercial fishernen. However, as
resident fishernmen [we] are a mnority.

For your information our village has |ost two-thirds
of our popul ation and our village school is closed.

Because of our comercial fishing situation, a |ack of
catch coupled with low fish prices has forced nmany of
our people to nove to |ook for enploynent. Gone are
the days where we as commercial fishernmen can nake a
decent annual living fromit. Qur only hope is what
Northern Dynasty is offering — with out diversifying
our economc base nore and nore villagers wll nove
out . W are wondering why our State governnent
want[s] to take this potential econom c benefit away.
If you are not going to permit any mning what exactly
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do you have that can replace investnents by private
enterprises? You say you are only applying better
saf eguar ds to pr ot ect our resour ces by this
| egi sl ation. Current environmental protection |aws
and regulations have enough restrictions to protect
the environnent, although |laws and regulations |ack
enf orcement .

By the way, do salnmon processing plants both shore
based and off shore, including fishing boats get a
free pass to pollute our waters? We know sone fish
conpani es oppose the Pebble Project because of
“environnmental issues”, however isn't this the pot
calling the kettle black?

The fishing industry has been polluting our country
for about 100 years or so, and our waters — where is
the state’s oversight? Wy not cone and dig sone
hol es around current and old cannery sites. Come and
take a look at our beaches after a fishing season.
Wiy isn't the State of Al aska concerned about these
pol | uters?

Do sone get “free passes” and others have to be as
clean as the driven snow?

How about |ocal enploynent? The fishing industry has
had over 100 years to enploy our people. How many
have they provided year around jobs to (for resident
and ot her Al askans)?

Northern Dynasty has enployed nore of our people in
the | ast couple of years than the fishing industry has
in over a hundred years. There is sonething wong
with this picture. Can you give us and our region
sonme needed support? \Where are you when we need you?

W feel you don’t actually care about better
saf eguards, but rather to stop developnent PERI OD.
Why not be honest with us with your true intentions —
that this is paying your political debts, providing

for special interest groups; sport fishing | odge
owners, sports outfitters, sports fishernen, etc. And
killing any developnment opportunities — why not be
honest ?
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Jay Hammond was a fine person. However, anot her
refuge will not provide a viable living for us who
live in villages. People fromour village are a proud
people who want benefits of a nore diversified
econony. Therefore, | am opposed to Senate Bill 67
whi ch provides for the Hammond Gane Refuge in Bristo
Bay Headwaters and House Bill 134 which expands the
Bri stol Bay Fisheries Reserve.

10: 20: 40 AM

CHAI R SEATON cautioned the speakers that this hearing is to be
used solely for the purpose of addressing issues related to HB
134, and that w tnesses should denonstrate proper respect for
everyone present and refrain fromusing it as a forum to inpugn
anyone.

10: 21: 25 AM

MARLENE NI ELSEN stated opposition to HB 134, as a conmercia
setnetter, berry picker, noose hunter, and processor of
subsi stence fish. She stressed that the area where she conducts
all of these activities will be classified as a refuge, with the
passage of this bill, and will destroy her way of live. Her
ancestors have lived on the shores of Lake Iliama for 10,000
years, and now sport fishernen and hunters want to take the
rights away. The bill states that salnon need to be protected,

and she asserted that no one knows that nore than the Native
peopl e, who could not survive w thout them

10: 23: 18 AM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES clarified that HB 134 refers to but does
not create a refuge. A bill currently in the senate addresses
t hat subj ect.

CHAIR SEATON reiterated that a request wll be made of the
sponsor and Legal Services for a clear definition of managenent
ternms; reserve vs. refuge.

10: 24: 23 AM

KEVIN JENSEN stated opposition to HB 134, paraphrasing from a
witten statenment, which read as follows [original punctuation
provi ded] :
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| am opposed to HB 134 because | don’t want to live in

a refuge. | don’t want to worry about whether or not
my dragging a couple of trees in place over a stream
so that | can hunt on the other side is going to earn
me a fine or jail tine. | don’t want ny heritage and

cultural rights to subsist as ny forefathers did to be
stonped on by a group of people intent on using any
and all neans at their disposal to fight a process
that has not even begun. Wth or without the mne, we
as a tribal people nanage our resources better than
anyone who has attenpted to do so, and this is an
hi storical fact.

Qur tribe is preparing to begin a waterfront project
that we have been in need of for quite sone time. W
are also trying to finish our new landfill, which wll
require a bridge to reach the site. However, | have
to ask myself whether or not these projects wll ever
reach fruition under this bill. Qur children explore
our lands on foot and by all terrain vehicle, is the
use of these ATVs going to be a point of contention?
If I read the bill right, then yes they wll, and
that’s not sonmething | can agree with.

To use our lands and waters as a fulcrum to |everage

this body to pass laws that will forever change the
way we live is just wong. | want to live on our
ancestral lands the way we always have, wthout
“outside” entities changing our lives wi thout so much
as a by your |eave. | don't believe this bill was
created so nuch to protect our waters and fish as it
was to shortsightedly tilt at a windm Il that hasn’t

even been built.

| inplore you to oppose HB 134, not just for ny tribe,
but for our descendants.

10:27:10 AM

GABRI EL ANDREW Stuyahok Limted, stated support for HB 134,
referring the ancestral and future subsistence use of the |and.
A subsistence life style provides its own riches. He stated
that he works as a | and use agent, which requires himto nonitor
the sport fish industry on the Nushagak, Wod Tikchik, and
Nuyakuk Rivers, and the Milchatna R ver drainage. Wen the
sport fishing guides come in, they offer enploynent to the
villages on the Nushagak River. A hand full of locals, who have
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their six pack licenses, have been hired as guides, and are the
preferred guides, as they know the area. He reported that there
is direct and indirect, econom c benefit from the seasonal | odge
oper at i ons. Additionally, sone APC sharehol ders own |odges in
the area, and only enploy locals. He enphasized:

No fine is big enough to punish a mning or oi
conpany that danmages or pollutes any water system

Once an area is poisoned by chemcals, it will not be
restored; the damages are permanent. Any devel opnent
that threatens our natural resources in our area
cannot support generations to come wth jobs. A
Canadi an mining conpany is not going to nove in and
repl ace our natural resources. Their plans are to
take the ... precious mnerals, pollute the land and

rivers, and a few people would be put to work. A few
But at the cost of nmany generations of [a]
subsi stence way of life.

10: 31: 51 AM

REPRESENTATI VE HOLMES referred to earlier testinony that the
| odges do not hire locals and asked which is correct.

MR. ANDREW responded that permts are issued, for the use of
Bristol Bay Corporation (BBC) Ilands, from which he draws a

salary to nonitor the | odges. Local help is hired to provide
| ogi stical support for |odge supplies. Also, in Ekwk and
Koliganek there are local |odges, who hire |local resident
gui des.

REPRESENTATI VE W LSON queried how nmany of the 60 plus | odges
reported, are locally owned by sharehol ders.

MR. ANDREW answered that seven |odges are locally owned, and he
nmonitors the use of the corporations |and.

10: 34: 04 AM

NIl CK LEE, Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association, stated support
for CSHB 134, as a Bristol Bay fisherman, paraphrasing from a
st at enment which read as follows [ origi nal punct uati on
provi ded] :

| am for responsible resource managenent that ensures

that the fisheries of Bristol Bay renmain sustainable
for the fish as well as the fishernman. The Bri stol
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Bay Salnmon fishery supports many jobs for people
i nside and outside of the drainage. It also provides
tax revenues to the local comunities.

| believe we need higher standards to protect the
habitat of the greatest Sockeye run in the world. The
stakes are too high. Having a massive tailings pond
straddling the ridge that divides the water sheds of
t he Kvichak and Nushagak river systens scares the hell

out of nme. There is too nmuch seismc activity from
vol canoes and earthquakes to safeguard the project
from an environnental disaster. Smal | anmounts of

copper, sulfuric acid, and cyanide can be detrinenta
to our fish stocks.

The Al askan Fisheries have still not recovered from
the Exxon Valdez oil spill. The stake hol ders have
still not been conpensat ed.

ASM with the help of the State of Al aska has marketed
Wld Alaskan Salmon and has differentiated this
product from other salnon caught or farned el sewhere.
One of the biggest selling points is our pristine,

pure water where our fish currently live. Consuners
are very aware of the health benefits of wild Al askan
Sal non. From the low nercury levels to the high
anounts of omega 3 fatty acids. Wl d Al askan Sal non
is sold as a health supplenent. If there are any
issues with contamnated water in Bristol Bay’ s
streans, lakes or rivers it will be detrinmental to the
mar keting of all Alaskan Sal non. This wll not just

effect the marketing of Bristol Bay Salnon, it wll
impact the sales and marketing of salnon caught from
Western Al aska, Kodiak, Prince WIIliam Sound and SE
[ Sout heast] .

The potential for economc growh in the Bristol Bay
commercial fishery is unknown. What | can tell you is
that the price in the least 6 years has been as |ow as
40 cents and fisherman this year have been paid as

high as .82 cents/l|b. | believe that the price wll
continue to increase as our quality inproves and new
mar kets are devel oped. Last year, permt holders

elected to form the Bristol Bay Regional Seafood
Devel opnent Association through which drifters wll
tax thenselves 1% of their profits for product quality
i nprovenents and marketing. This denonstrates
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fishermen’s belief in and desire to work towards
capitalizing further on the -economc potential of
Bristol Bay’'s sustainable commercial fishery.

The wild Salnon Protection Act, along with the Jay
Hanmond State Ganme Refuge bill wll help all of the
Al askan fisheries by enhancing the pure, pristine,
contam nant free imge of WIld Al askan Sal non and hel p
keep Bristol Bay sustainable for the fish and

fi sher man.
10: 38: 03 AM
VALLE PETERSON stated support for HB 134, as a generational
subsi stence fisherman. She opined that the bill supports
heal thy devel opnent and subsi stence. The village is suffering
froma | ack of jobs, however, introducing chem cals from adverse
devel opnment will inpact the future Native generations. She

opined that the results of chemcals in the water may not be
evident for sonetinme, but may eventually have a domno effect.
“Wthout salnon, our region would essentially ... fade away.”
It is inmportant to protect the image of Alaska wld salnon,
harvested from pristine waters, as a marketing tool for the
entire state.

10: 41: 17 AM

SCOIT BRENNAN, Chief Operating Oficer, Renewable Resources
Coalition, stated support for HB 134, paraphrasing from a
prepared statenent, which read as follows [original punctuation
provi ded] :

The Renewable Resources Coalition is a non-profit
corporation formed in Alaska, by Al askans to protect
Al aska’s renewable resources and the existing jobs,
famlies and comunities they support. The Coalition
also seeks to pronpte awareness of public policy
issues that affect the well-being of businesses and
i ndividuals that depend upon fish and ganme resources.
Qur nore than 300 nenbers include rmany Al askan
busi nesses and individuals from the comrercial, sport
and subsistence fishing communities and we strongly
support the salnon conservation concepts at the core

of HB 134. Wiile the commttee process plays an
inportant role in refining legislation and there are
certainly opportunities for wor d- smi t hi ng and

addr essi ng nuances, the concepts at the core of HB 134
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are sound and we strongly support them as expressed in
the CS for HB 134. I would like to highlight severa
reasons that we support stronger salnon conservation
nmeasures in Bristol Bay.

Bristol Bay’'s wld salnon are a powerful economc
engi ne for our state. In 2005 al one, the Bristol Bay
salnon econony was worth nmore than $330 nillion
dollars with $62 mllion of that total com ng fromthe
sportfishing sector alone. Pl ease include the
attached economic report from renowned Natural
Resource Economist Dr. John Duffield of the University
of Montana in the record of these deliberations.

Current salnon protections in Bristol Bay today range
from non-existent to inadequate due in large part to
the actions of the Mirkowski Adm nistration. These
recent rollbacks have elimnated the nuch-needed
checks and balances from our system and have done
great damage to our ability to protect clean water and
healthy wild salnmon in Bristol Bay. From the
dismantling of ADF&G s Habitat Division to allow ng,
for the first tinme in many, nmany years, toxic mXxing
zones in salnon spawning habitat, the danage done in
recent years is significant and serious cause for
concern. HB 134 would restore and inprove our
i nadequate sal non habitat protection and it represents
a step in the right direction.

For additional details regarding the inadequacy fish
habitat protection and the resulting risks, please
consider the following statenent offered in witten
testinmony before the Board of Fisheries in Decenber
2006 by Lance Trasky, fornmer Al aska Departnent of Fish
and Ganme Habitat Division Regional Supervisor for

Bristol Bay. Please also include M. Trasky’'s
testinmony in its entirety (attached) in the record for
this hearing. “.if mne permtting is allowed to

proceed under current state and federal standards and
permtting processes the very large scale mning of
sul fide based copper ore in the Nushagak and Kvichak
drainages will physically destroy thousands of acres
of very high quality spawning and rearing habitat and
over time wll alnmpst certainly seriously degrade
fisheries habi t at and fisheries pr oducti on in
downst ream portions of these drai nages.”
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When evaluating the risks and rewards associated with
resource devel opnent proposals and policy decisions,
it is helpful to <consider the economc Dbenefit
resource devel opnent provides to all Al askans and the
risks that devel opnent poses. According to an
anal ysis conm ssioned by Chair Seaton, in 2005, the
oil and gas industry paid 20 cents for every dollar of
product purchased in Al aska. That same year, the
mning industry paid all Al askans 0.7 cents for every
dollar of hard rock mnerals purchased here in the
state. This failure to pay fair market value for our
resources calls into question the wi sdom of risking an
abundant, renewable resource econony for the limted,
short-term benefits of Jlarge-scale mning in the
absence  of adequate habitat prot ections. I n
conclusion, | would like to thank the conmttee for
this opportunity to testify and | urge you, on behalf
of my hundreds of nenbers, to nove forward with your
efforts to provide adequate protections for clean
wat er and sal non habitat in Bristol Bay.

10: 46: 20 AM

STEVE BORELL, Executive Director, Al aska Mners Association,
stated opposition to HB 134, and opined that the restrictions

i mposed by this bill could serve to inhibit and deter any m ning
conpany from ever exploring or investing in this area. It would
also Dblock any other kind of comercial developnent, as
previously testified. He opined, “This bill will guarantee that
the villages that are in the area right now will stay where they
are, or will decrease in viability.”

10: 47: 39 AM

LI NDSEY BLOOM stated support for HB 134, paraphrasing from a
prepared statenent, which read as follows [original punctuation
provi ded] :

| am a Bristol Bay Drift Permt Holder. I am here
today representing the Alaska |ndependent Fisherman's
Mar keting Association; AIFMA and the Bristol Bay
Drift-netters Associ ati on; BBDA, whose conbi ned
menbership includes several hundred Bri stol Bay
Fi sher man. We strongly support HB 134. | also work
for Trout Unlimted on a contract basis wth
commercial fisheries outreach
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The Bristol Bay watershed is an extraordi nary resource
that sustains one of our states greatest runs of wld
sal non. It’s hard for me to believe that such an
extraordinary resource |acks any special protections

In the face of unprecedented industrial devel opment HB
134 provides the critical standards of protection to
safeguard this phenonenal resource. The absence of
such standards permts unacceptable risks to fish and
the waters that sustain the great fisheries of Bristol
Bay.

In passing this bill lawmakers will lay the foundation
for responsible developnment of the regions other
resources Wwthout conpromsing the fantastic gift of
renewabl e fisheries that conme back year after year.
The alternative: ganbling the wld, pristine, and
thriving salnmon of Bristol Bay along wth |ocal
econony, and a healthy subsistence |ifestyle is
conpl etely unacceptable to us.

The Bristol Bay fishery is in imrediate need of higher
standards of protection because wunlike any other
fishery in the state, it has no special protections
and is threatened by mning devel opnent on a scale
| arger than has ever before been seen in this state.

10: 51:45 AM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON r equested copy of the poll.

CHAI R SEATON asked if the salnmon of Bristol Bay are considered
to be nore inportant than the runs into the Cordova and Prince
Wl liam Sound (PW5) areas. Is there a reason why the criteria
of HB 134 should be enacted for one region and not another, that
al so hosts a major fishery.

M5. BLOOM answered that Bristol Bay is overtly inportant due to
the harvest total production percentage; it represents the
| argest piece of the pie for productivity. However, every
fishery is vital to the state’ s econony.

CHAIR SEATON clarified that her testinony is based on the
i mportance of the fishery to the economic health of the state
and not to the econom c inportance of the individual conmunities
that rely on the resource.
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M5. BLOOM responded that it is crucially inportant on a state
scale and to the specific areas.

10: 53: 58 AM

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON review ng the poll, stated that what the
Wi tness quoted was actually a press release, from the Renewabl e
Resource Conmttee. He requested that the actual poll be
provided to the conmttee.

10: 54: 17 AM

JASON BRUNE, Executive Director, Resource Developnent Counci
(RDC), stated opposition to HB 134, explaining that the diverse
menbership of the RDC supports the responsible devel opnent of

Al aska’ s resources. He stated that Alaska has a stringent
permt process that wll serve to protect this area as the
m nerals are devel oped. Any significant project, proposed in
the Bristol Bay region wll be thoroughly scrutinized by

regul ators throughout the extensive large project permtting
project, and the National Environnental Policy Act (NEPA). The
[ Pebble M ne] may need to seek as nmany as 50 state and federa
permts prior to startup. The Bristol Bay Area Plan was
recently revised, 2005, wth public coment, to recognize the
m neral devel opment potential. Numerous mning clains already
exist in the area, and he opined that the claim hol ders have
valid rights to pursue those devel opnents. He refuted the
earlier testinony given by the Renewable Resources Coalition
representative. As a fish biologist, and having served on the
Essential Fish Habitat Committee of the North Pacific Fishery
Managenent Council (NPFMC), he clainmed that there are clear
protections for sal non habitat.

10: 57: 10 AM

REPRESENTATI VE EDGMON questioned that, in the face of many | ocal
st akehol ders, the nenbers of the RDC are conpletely confident
with the permitting process that is in place, not just for the
Pebble M ne Project but others, which may develop to threaten
t he sal non resource.

MR. BRUNE responded that HB 134 does not add constructive
legislation to the existing process, but rather serves to
“elimnate the potential for economc developnent in an area
that so desperately needs it.”
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REPRESENTATI VE EDGVON underscored that this testinony represents
a disapproval by the RDC for *“additional salnon safeguards, out
in Bristol Bay.”

10: 59: 19 AM

CHAIR SEATON reminded the conmttee that testinony provided
here, is just that, testinony, and he cautioned against
premature interpretation.

[ The notion to adopt CSHB 134, Version M was |eft pending.]

10: 59: 23 AM

ADJ OURNMENT
There being no further business before the commttee, the House

Special Conmittee on Fisheries neeting was adjourned at 10:59
a.m
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