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Ur
Don’t Pass Up

Ice fishinghas been one of the leadingwinter oorts in
the north couttry for yean; however the mgjority of ie
fishermen concentrate on northem pike, walleye and
perch.

New tipp ice fishingpotential exists thisyear, which
has not been possible for saveral yean; inthe Stlivater
Reservoir inHerkimer county. In recent years ice fishirg
coulld be done in the resenvoir by gigging wnh artificial
lures but live bait coulld not be usd.

* )\ -

You have the possibillity of catching lake tradt, brook
traut or splake in this area. The aeel limit sthree lde
traut plus a bonus of 5 brook trout and spllake combined.

From what 1 gather in talking with some of the suc-
o=ssful fishermen in the Stilivater area, they are having
good luck on Iive minnow"s wirth fishing depths varying
Trom 6 ft o 50 ftof water.

Some splake in the seven pound range have already
been @en, and theres dilll plenty of time foryou togive it
atry.

Big Rack Awards To Be Made

The awards for the 19/ Watertoan Dally Times Big
Rack Cormtest will be held at the Big Buck Hall of Fame in*
Croghan,

The_evart vill ke place on Saturday, March 1stat 7:30
p-m. Advance reservations will be required, and limited o
. We willl have all the winning racks on display and 1
am cartain that thewinners will all bewilling topasson dl
the seoretsof trelr suocess. ifyou, withwives and friats,
are interested in deer and deer hunting, and would lilke
1o have ogpportunity t meet the wimers, try .to atted.

In additionto thewinning racks thetwill be on display,
Larry ana Laumj. Vielhauer of Larrys Taxidermy inOg-
densburg, N.Y. will have a display of mounted fish and
both stall game and big game animals for you toenjoy.
Reservations can be made by calling 315-3%6-120.

Stand Up and Be Counted

What are your thoughts on the Alaska Land Grab?
\iell, with Senatte activity on Alaskan land legislationhalt-
ed utal legislators reconvene after the Christmas recess,
both the hunters and the enviromentalists have a mo-
ment 1o breathe before the next round in the battle.

As you probably know, the strong possibility exists
that urtold milllions of acres of valugble hunting resource
willl be lost unless we voice our pINIas.

Briefly, the evertts leading up to the current sittatian =
goback 11971 when the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act was pessed. This act entitled natives to select 4 mill-
lim acres of lad, tobe conveyed into theiir hands via na—

Winter Trout

thvecorporatians. Also Gause 17 (d) 2 of this Act allloned
the Secretary of the Interior towithdraw up to 8 milllion
acres for study and possible inclusion among the raticral
interest lands, by December ]978|»

In 1978 the strogly epviromerntal ly-oriented Alaska

%Bill H.R. dwas passed by the House of Represents-

vith a mgjority of 277 © 3. When the hill emerged

i. - the Senate Energy Commission, however, Serator

Mike Gravel (D-AJaska) killed compromise negotiatios

on the grounds that provisions for access to feceral lands
were inedequate. -

With the December 1978 deadlire fast ing
and no lggislation enacted on (d) 2 by the end of the %5th
cogressioal session, 110 million acres of contested land
were withdrawmn In November 1978, under the Federal
Land PolicyManagement Act (FLPMA) These landswere
wumdra/m by the of the Interior for two yearsor

rC'_(:gress coulld act, to prevent treir lgpsing intoun-

1

On December 1, 1978 President Carter established 17
retiaal monuments coveting 56 million acres within the
above 110millian, under the Atouirties Act of 196. He also
ordered immediate study of an additionall d million acres
far possible wildemess classification.

InJanuary 190 the REAL Alaska Coalition came into

N,Y. — otherwise known as Sdulz"sRestaurant. 1peirg. At first*this group was composed simply of con-

cemed Alaskan citizzzs who were trying to fight the land
grab, but now some 40 sportsmen’s groups from al over
the country have wnited with the Coalition to press far
stronger support for the sportsman®™s positian.

The Alaska Coalition’s positaion is as follons:

1 Any federal lands legislation must guarantee rea—
soreble aoeess, Including easements 1o dll gppropriate
public land and waters in Alaska.

2. State antrol of fish and wildliife resources must be
guaranteed and subsistance provisians must not Wringe
on the state’s rigtt o manage s fish and game

3 Reduction must be made inthe axcessive’amount
of lad closed tohunting, fishingand trgping, and other
recreational purauits.

IFyou are a sportsman Interested inhurting and willd-
lile, or a concemed citizn who wants to provide a bal-
anced environment for the wildlrfe potetaal of our lest
fronter, now isthe time to get your thoughts together and
write toyour U.S. Senator and Representative. Be certain
you secify the hilll you are addressing, farexample: The
Alaska Lands Bill”_Be briefand writeyour own views ina

1 letter. Now isthe time tostand up and be count-
ed. A month from now may be too late.



By JotinB. Oaket
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If the rame isnot familiar, it
probably will be soon. The Inte-
rior Department®s chiefwill be
sued, execrated and cursed for
what he did Tuesday.

What Andrus did was carry
out a long-standing threat to
protect America®s largest
chunk of unspoiled land ifCon-
gressdidn*tdo itfirst. He desig-
nated 40 million acres of Ala"ska
as wildlife refuges, thus ban-
ning development there for at
least 20 years.

For three years now Alaska
wilderness lands have been the
subject of a battle between
environmentalists and indus-
trial development interests as
Congress debated.

In 1979 the House passed a
balanced Alaska Lands Bill
preserving over 100 million
acres, about a third of the state.
It left 85 percent of Alaska’s
best oil prospects outside the
preserve, and 65 percent of the

1Further paralysis on Alaska

f
The U.S. Senate has revised Its calen-
dir concerning the long pending Alaska
lands bill — action not earlier than next
July.

The history of legislation defining na-
tional interest lands in Alaska has been
marked throughout by controversy and
delay. This latest postponement is the
most inexcusable of all. ,

The Alaska lands Lssue has been tho-
roughly thrashed out in debate nnd dis-
cussion since 1971. The only reason any-
one wants Senate action shoved into lhe
peak of the campaign season must be
the hope that action, if it comes at all,
will be under confusing circumstances
rather than when a rational considera-
tion of the issue on its merits is possi-
blt.

Responsiblity for the postponement
rests primarily on Sen. Mike Gravel
ID., Alaska], His position is that no bill
is preferable to one he does not like. It
was Sen. Gravel who prevented Senate
action at the last minute in the preced
ing Congress. He now says cheerfully of
the fresh delay. "Never in my wildest
dreams did 1 think we could hold out
until late summer or fall. ... We could
probably stop a bill coming out of con-
ference.” Now he can hope to hold out
all year. <

ljist Nov. 1 a blue-ribbon panel of
Alaskans appointed by Gov. Jay S.
Hammond agreed that the Alaska lands
bill then before the Senate was "liva
hie" -t that it did not unacceptably re-
strict the private development of Alas-
ka's land. The panel urged the two Alas-
ka senators, Mr. Gravel nnd his Repub-

lican colleague, Ted Stevens, to seek itr
enactment. Sen, Gravel reluctantly went
along with the home folks, though he
thought even the pending bill lheavily
influenced by Sen. Stevens] was "really
terrible,"” conceding too much to con-
servation interests. Two w eeks later,
Sen. Paul E. Tsongas [D., Mass.] intro-
duced a substitute bill, much closer to
the conservationist-backed bill passed In
the House. Rather than risk acceptance
of the Tsonges substitute, the Alaskans
fell back to the no-action position. There
was no Senate vote in 1979, and now it
looks as if there may be none in 1960.

In December, 1978, President Carter
took executive action, temporarily with-
drawing from potential development
vast areas in Alaska. The national mon-
uments he proclaimed infuriated pro-ex-
ploitation Alaskans. The administration
has threatened to extend these with-
drawals for 20 years if legislation ii
sufficiently delayed. But President Car-
ter and Secretary of the Interior Cecil
Andrus may not be in office very much
longer. Senators Gravel and Stevens and
other Alaskans have counted the months
until the end of President Carter’s terra.

But should the two Alaska senators be
allowed to frustrate, year after year, all
their opponents on the Alaska lands is-
sue — the national administration, the
majority in the House of Represents
tives, perhaps a majority in the Senate,
and probably a majority of the voters in
the lower 48 who care about the
question? Hie Alaska lands issue is a
national issue, involving national proper-
ty. The Senate should end its exaggerat-
ed deference to Sen. Gravel and San.
Stevens and act

forCecil Andr

Cecil Andrus, *

hard-rock mineral resources.
Timbermen were lobe allowed
to produce their current yield.
Hunters could hunt ?nd fish”
ermen fish.

Well, a big chunk is no*®
enough for some people. Tht
Senate Energy Committee hat
produced a watered-down ver
sion giving over much more o
the land to commercial exploi
tation. -

Much debate and then a con
ference committee are inpros
pect. Now the Senati
leadership has agrred to delaj
Senate debate until July, aftei
the Republican Convention. It
will be well-nigh impossible tc
pass itby then. Result, another
year of delay.

So Andms acted, not only to
protect the land but to push the
Senate to move its plans
forward. Under his custody,
hunting isforbidden in the lands
so there should be plenty of
angry demands from Alaskans
and others that their senators
quit obstructing.

His action was good for
Alaska, and good for all"Ameri-
cans. It may help drive the
point home that no one has a
God-given right to exploit any
land anywhere just as he
pleabes. It should encourage
the supporters of the House hill,
which allows commerce and
conservation balanced oppor-
tunities, to stand fast.
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" ing a Civilized Blow for the Wild

£
nterior Secretary CecfID. Andrus is impatient,
and rightly n, with the Senate"s failure to act on

of West Virginia agreed to table it for at least 4V4
more months. Gravel has since been boasting to the

legislation to protect vast areas of the Alaskan Alaskan press that not even inhis "wildest dreams”

wudernesa.

The lands inquestion belong toall Americana, not
Just to those in the northernmost state, and include
mountain ranges, gleciers, wild rivers, dense forests,
tundra and seacoast The magnificent terrain isthe
habitat of many species of wildlife, and for certain
creatures theironly habitat >

But Alaskan politicians and the state oh, mining

= and timber industries have been unwilling to accept
a series of White House and congressional recom-
mendations for controlling development of the
federal holdings. And, when i deal was made late
last week to postpone consideration of the latest
preservation measure uitil after July 4, Andrus
struck back by granting long-term environmental
protection to 40 million acres. - -

“This isan insurance policy,"” the secretary said,
in the event that Congress "'doesn’t act this year."
By designating the federal lands as wildlife refuges
and natural-resource aress, Andrus isextending the
controls on development uitil the end of the
century. The earlier restrictions were to expire next
year.

The secretarys action is certain to encounter
strong opposition from Alaska®s senators, Republi-
can Ted Stevens and Democrat Mike Gravel. But
Andrus had every reason to be upset, as were most
environmentalists on the Hill, with the deal that
will delay debate on the Alaskan lads.. -

In exchange for promises from Stevens and
Gravel that they would not filibuster the measure
on the Senate floor, Majority Leader Robert Cl Byrd
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did be imagine that he could stymie the legislation
for such a long tine.

But Andnft moved quickly to circumvent the
deal He said the postponement creates serious
doubt that Congress will have time to enact a
protection measure before the end of the current
sssin. "'As the steward of these lands, 1 feel a
responsibility to protect them until Congress does
ack,"'hesaid. *

The secretary®s action, taken with the approval of

President Carter, will dio just that The 40 million
acres that will now be all but off-limits to new
development until the year 2000, or until Congress
finally legislates their status, amount to one-tenth
the land area of Alaska.
v The terrain includes the nesting grounds of more
than 40 million seabirds; more than 70% of the
breeding areas of seals, sea lions and otters, and the
habitat of moose, wolves, wolverines, Dali sheep,
grizzly bears and musk oxen.

In 1978 and 1979, the House of Representatives
gave overwhelming approval to measures permit-
ting reasonable resource development on the
federal holdings, while protecting tne most pristine
areas and most of the wildlife. But opposition from
Stevens and Gravel kept both measures from reach-
ing a vote inthe full Senate.

Andrus and the President have now spoken in
language that both senators can understand. I they
continue to block the legislation, the Administration
will continue to keep ftunder lock and key through
executive action. — O

Elitists'favored on Alaska

ieditorial!

Ing as the great pro-

J.A"tector of Alaska"s wilder-

ness but in extending for 20
years his temporary withdrawal
from development of 110 million
a‘areS there, Interior Secretary
Cecll’Andrus has tilted the land-
udc debate heavily on the side of
tte. environmental elitists.

~They are the people from else-
where in the country who want
Ijrexclude huge areas of Alaska
from“even the possibility of com-
mercial exploration and devel-
opment. Thus, they would deny
.Alaskans the right to manage
niuch of their own resources and
protect their economic future.
They -would also deprive the na-
tion; of the potential berefit of
critically needed energy sourc-
$-' -

tpxxtcend the three-year protec-
tion; he ordered in 1978 ever
Siqcpthe Senate became bogged
dop'n- In controversy over the
specific terms of a sweeping and
qomplex Alaska Innd-nse hill.

? ’no-lrus has been threatening-

a hill with tough environmental
restrictions on commercial de-
velopment. Kltwas flatly rejected
by state officials, along with
Alaska™s two senators, Demo-
crat Mike Gravel and Republi-
can Ted Stevens.

They agreed, however, to work
for a less restrictive compro-
mise version that came out of
the Senate Energy Committee,
although Gravel thought It, too,
st aside too much land for
parks and wildlife refuges. Then
Democrat Paul Tsongas of fara-
way Massachusetts, leader of
the environmental forces in the
Senate, fouled up the works with
a new bill more like the House
measure. He claimed the Senate
bill favored “‘parochial Alaska
interests,” such as mining, ail,”
gas and timber development.

But Andrus put the blame on
Stevens and Gravel/And, when
key senators agreed to take up
the bill but not util after July 4,
the secretary slapped on the 20-
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[.Action on Alaska Fully Justified

I I TAKES « mighty big shoehorn to
squeeze more thin 100 million acres
of wilderness into a back room of the
U.S. Senate. There apparently Is such a
massive lobbying tool, however. Its im-
print is clear in
the recent deci-
sion to delay discus-
sion of the Alaska
lajgdsJjill until after

July 4.
The delay, if en-
foroed, would

squeeze debate on
this attacal lggisla-

tion into the cam-

paign-ridden period Eft
already cut short by

the two Presidential «~T *
nominating conven- Andrus

tas. Like the closing days of the Flori-
da Legislature, such a period offers high
cotton for speclal-Inicarest Iddyists and
short shrift for the public.

Interior Secretary Cecil Aodrus angri-
ly responded to the SenateY delaying
tactic by invoking his executlv.voranch
authority. Mr. Andrus took 40 million
acres under Federal protection as a wild-
life refuge and properly threatened to
take even more iIf the Senate cortinues
its destructive dandling. The House had
twice passed strong protective lggisla-
.

Thoughtful Americans have sought
passage of the Alaska National Interest
Lands hill for several yeare\ The mea-

,’;

ST. 10U1S POST-DISPATCH
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More delay. After nine years, Congress
still has not found the time to resolve the
Alaska lands issue and the Senate is showing
little inclination to stop the stalling. It has
decided not to consider the Alaska bill
approved by the Senate Energy Committee
until some time after July 4.

Predictably, Alaska Sens. Stevens and
Gravel, who favor throwing open as much of
the state’s wilderness' as possible to the
"rape, ruin and run boys," are jubilant. The
longer the delay, the more likely the
possibility that the legislation to protect
wilderness will get lost in the confusion of
campaigns and the frenzy of the closing days
of the session, leaving the disposition of

sure would set aside more than 100 mil-
lion acres of priceless Alaskan terrain.
Far from the excesses its quick-develo-
ment critics attribute to It, the proposal
would permit more than 85 per cent of
mainland oil-and-gas reserves to be de-
veloped along with those in submerged
lands. Further, two-thirds of Alaskan
mineral reserves would be outside the
preserves. Mineral rights for the remain-
ing third would be held for systematic
later assessment

Future gererations jwould be able t©
release the preserved lands for develop-
ment ifthey chose to do so. But the deci-
sion would be held in tnust for them in-
stead of opening the entire virgin @ri-
tory now to the singlle standard of imme-
diate profitzbility.

Senators who agreed to the sabotage
of postponing floor disaussion of the
measure should be ashamed of them-
shes. The ettire nation has a rigit to
participate in the decision on s ine-
placeable Alaskan wildemess. The dis-
cussion  hould be prompt, thorough, and
pblic. A hurried back-room session in
late summer Just won™t do.

If the Senate cannot break the ham-
merlock of special-Intercst Iddyists, Mr.
Andrus should follow through with as
much executive action as Is necessary.
Senators who cannot bring a major piece
of House-passed lggislation to the floor
for public discussion have no rigtt t©
complain ifthe executive branch filks the
vacuum created by their paralysis.

millions of acres still in question. That is
inexcusable. The Senate has hid since 1971 to
do something. The House has already voted
twice. Moreover the Senate has the time now
to act, much more time than it will have
during the summer or fall.

Final hour consideration invites a repeat
performance of Messrs. Stevens' and
Gravel's 1978 attr mjfls to prevent fair floor
debate by holding it behind closed doors.
There is absolutely no reason for the Serate
to go to such lengths to mollify the clamors of
that stated senators and potential
developers. The land in question is national

land and in the national interest the issue
ought to be resolved noyv.
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RojronQijwdling on Alaska Lands

EThb« legislative battle over Alaska
lands is beginning to match the expan-
sive dimensions of the great conserva-
tion issae itself even though K is the
maneuvering of narrow interests that
bas rendered it this way in the Con-
great

Acceptable legislation has cleared
the House of Representatives, although
as the product of compromise the hill is
hardly the ideal measure that would
best serve the nations interests. But
once again it is the Senate that has pro-
vided the greatest obstacle to enact-
ment of a suitable bUL

Although the Senate hasn been very
busy in recent days, its leadership de-
cided last week to delay consideration
of the Alaska lands bill until after July
4, just in time for It to encounter delays
dictated by the two national party con-
ventions and then the fall campaigning.
The delay could easily work to the ad?
vantage of the narrow economic irnter-
ests that would like to wring every last
dollar out of this vast ratural wonder-
land. -

Developrent interests see it to treir
advantage to delay firal cosideration
of the lands legislatian because continu-
ing resistance s considered a way o
erode support for sstting aside these
lands for preservation and the enjoy-
ment of all Arericans. Consideration
later this year will greatly increese the
prasebility that a suitsble hill cannot
clear the Congress thisyear.

, The prospect seems so dim, asa mat-
ter o: fat, that Interior Secretary Cecil
Andrus decided thisweek to extend fed-
eral protection of 40 million acres for
at lesst 20 years. When lagislation died
in late 1978 for ladk of Sernate actim,
Mr. Andrus and President Carter used
existing federal statutes to protect
most of the lad, pending subsequent
congressional actian, from degoliataon.

The total acreage covered by executive
action was 111 minion. Some of that
acreage — about S2 million acres —

waa covered by an order effective for
only three yean. Mr. Andrus’order this
week covered 40 million of those acres
and he saya he la still considering
whether to extend it as well to the 12
million additional acret We would urge
him to so act without hesitation. This is
no time to sacrifice 12 million acres to
commercial interests.

To be sure, there s no guarantee, or
really even very good progoect, that the
Senate and then a House-Serate confer—
ence can come up with a kil affording
an adequate measure of protection for
these lads. Should the oc-
cur and an inadequate Alaska lands il
clear tre Congress before years e,
President Carter need not hesitate to
u=e the \eto. There salways™a danger
that legal dallenges o the exeautive
orders ssting asice some of the lads
will suooeed. But the laws under which
many of the lands are covered have
been established, and usd, since the
days of Teddy Roosevelt. By sticking to
his guns Mr. Carter at lesst will have
tried, whille all Congress could point
s miserable failure on this greatest
consernvation isse of the 20th century.

Jflondmiir.rnj Aimrrihfj:
MONTGOMERY, ALA.
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Here"s news: Cdngress hasn
anything to do. “We are ina very
diffiault period of not having
much todo that iscleared, ”Alas-
ka Sen. Ted Stevens told the As-
sociated Press this week.

; He should know.
10nly three days earlier Stevens
and Alaska’ other serator, Mike
Gravel, succeeded in postponing
debate on the Alaska land legisla-
tion untdl at lesst duly. ""We oould
probably stop a hill coming out of
committee,” exulted Gravel, who
knows that conventiions and ellec-
tian year gamesmanship will aid
the dbstruction.

;The reason Alaskas senators
oppose the hilll, some supest, B
that caribou can*tmatch thecam-
paign cotributioss of the ail,
mining, timber and other com-
panies which favor urestrictd
development, the kind of develop-
ment which gave us Appnlnrhia

Like Alaska, it was once re-
source-rich. Mined aut, farmed
aut, cut off and burned aut, Ap-
palachia™s present condition s a
dramatic waming t Alabama®s
two senators of the perill Alaska
ocould face. The Alaska lands hill
already passed by thg House
would prevent another Ap-
palachia by making reasonable
compromises between caribou
and crude ail, parks and profits.

The Serate™s delaying action
has already backfired, however.
Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus
this week designated 40 million
acres of Alaska a rational wildlife
refuge, a classification more re-
strictive than the lands would
have under the proposed hill. He
hopes this will spur the Senate to
act.

It could do no better than to
irovc the House hill
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Insurance for the future

~nterior Secretary Cecil D. Andrus
bas provided the Senate with a civics
lesson, decisively demonstrating that”
when one branch of government fails
to perform as it should, another can
step inand do the job.

Mr. Andrus, dbviously piqued at the
unending pettybickering in the Senate
that has prevented passage ofexcellent
Alaskan wildemess lggislation, an-
nounced Tuesday that he was designat-
ing 40 million acres of federally owned
Alaska lands as wildlife refuges. Mr.
Andrus® action shoulld have come asho
surprise to the Senate. He warned llast
fal that ifthe Alaska lands bill was not
enacted by yearsend, he would use his
executive authority to do what the
senators refused to do. On Tuesday he
did, and for the sake or all Americans
itsgratifying that he kepthisword.

The secretary described his action
as ""an insurance policy” for preserva-
tion of the lad. The refuge designa-
tion prohibits all, gas and mineral
development and gives federal protec-
tion t wildlife on the lad. Andrus
took similar action in December, 1978
1o protect another 54 million acres in
the state. T

As with any stopgap measure, how-
ever, there are problems. And §twould
be tragic if his action backfired and
the Senate didnt firally get Ws act
together, as the House has done, and
pess legislation that sets aside 110 mill-
lion acres of Alaskan lands as rational

AJiUS)/.. aA
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us. T

«fecbral govermment owns more
-then ae-thirdd of dl lad in the
<United States, including 86 percent
of Nevada and 85 perocent of Ales-
e
I The Gereral Accountting Office
;(GAO came up with these figres,
:and also came up with a starting
qorclusion: In the next 11 yean,
;the govermment intends to spend
;$10 billinbuying more lad.
;  What should be of prime con-
;cem B tpt, despite the Uncle
;Sam’s messive land holdings and
the plas for huge aitlays far
Jmore. there i no owerall federal
;policy for lad acouisiion — ac-
;quistion that all too often ishan-
| died inways that cause maximum
«friction with local autrorities and
; resicats.
\ The GAO rgort declared the

parks, forestsand wilderness areas.
In hismove, as well as in previous
withdrawals of Alaskan lands for con-
servation, Andrus has relied on some
dusty laws that achieve his overall
goal but weren"t, originally intended
for®such purposes. As a result, the
lands have been withdrawn, but have
not been accorded the maximum pro-
tection they must have. That can be
achieved onlyby Congressional action
establishing wilderness areas, which
the House-passed legislation does. The
wilderness designation prevents devel -
opment of any type. -
_ BEnvironmentalists cite two particu-
> lar tracts in need of the wildemess
lael. They are SO million acres in
southeast Alaska, now seriously threat-
ened by logging imnterests, and 18 mil-
lion acres on the North Slgee, the only
Arctic wildemess kft in the United
States and calving ground for the Por-
cupine caribou herd that s the food
supply for many Alaskan and Canadian
native tribes. Oil and gas exploration
on the slope threaten to despoil this
unique region.

The Senate failed in sduty to pro-
tect America’l lest frontier, allowing
Hie selfish interests of a few to sup-
plant the best interests of a ration.
Cecil Andrus stepped in and bought
some time for everyone. The Senate
should be chastcned and firally do its

ndgrabber

doesnt need, without knowing
what it k going to do with it, and
wirthout consiidering other ways 1
protect it Such a practice often
makes aosts three t four times
higher than expected, and enrages
resiceits who want to keep the
land on local tax rolks for agricul-
ture, housing or resource develop-
ment

As we"ve pointed out in editori-
alson Alaska, much of the contro-
versy over land use Invohes the ex-
tent of federal control and the fect
that mireral-rich lands are ““ locked
up”’ from development

The GAO 5 report know cirar-
lating through the federal bureauc-
racy, and itcan be hoped thratmore
than one agency official will recog-
nize the folly of pursuing the pre-
sent ostly land policies and of
“locking up”” Important tracts of
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Might Prod Alaska Action

In tendiili, dead days almost
beyond recall the U.S. Congress
began considering .whaf Alaskan
lands would be setaside for conserva-
tion purposes, as wildlife refuges,
wilderness areas, wild rivers and so
on.
on.

Now Interior Secretary Cecil D.
Andrus, described by one reporter as
““feisty and pugnacious,” and obvi-
ously fed up by the delay has turned
40 million acres of federal holdings in
Alaska into wildlife refuges.

The Carter administration had
already withdrawn some 110 million
acres from all new development; %4
million acres under authority of the
Bureau of Land Management Or-
ganic Act and 56 million acres by
President Carter as national monu-
ments. Mr. Andrus” latest action does
not increase those 110 million, but
only bars for 20 more years on the 40
million acres all new" ail, gas and
mineral development within the new
refuges and continues federal protec-
tion of the wildlife that inhabit them.

The secretary” action isclearly a
sharp prod to a U.S. Senate that has
put off uttil after te July 4 recess
consideration of an.Alaskan lands hill
that last fall was reported out by its
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. The measure would affect 102
million acres and. has the endorse-
ment, reluctantly, of Sen. Ted Ste-
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Interminably, the debate goes -
-national parks, forests, wildlife ref-

vens, R-Alaska, and Alaskan Gov.

Jay S. Hammonds.

Although Itcontains fewet.restric-
tions and involves smaller acreage,
the Senate version is similar to a
House bill passed last spring that
would protect 110 million acres as

uges and wilderness areas.

Mr. .Andrus, acknowledging his
anger, said he was prompted to
create the wildlife refuges because of
backroom negotiations by the bill’s
opponents which delayed floor consid-
eration. This sort of delay could,
during an election year, prove fatal to
any effort to finally settle the Alaskan
lands question.

The issue has dragged on suffi-
ciently long to get all sides, for all
practical purposes, in agreement on
how to resolVe w"hat parts of Alaska
will remain under federal conserva-
tion protection.

The secretarys arm twisting
might be viewed as petulance. ltwas
inevitable, however. Congress’ lag-
gardly procrastination could produce
only one thing: impatience. To delay
settlement of the Alaskan lands issue,
perhaps through an entire new Con-
gress, only hamstrings the pro-
gressive and productive development
of Alaska. I Mr. Andrus” action
prompts Congress to vote on the land
bills this session he will have done
Alaskans a favor.

Andrus to the rescue

£ Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus properly
demonstrated the Carter administration's de-
termination to protect Alaska's lands by ex-
tending for 20 years restrictions on 40 million
acres of the federal holdings. The restric-
tions. imposed in 1978 when President Carter
set aside 110 million acres in all for preserva-
tion. were to have expired in 1981. Of that 110-
mlllion-acre set-aside, 56 million acres were
designated national monuments and thereby
permanently protected. But the remainder of
the land was only temporarily closed to devel-
opers to give Congress time to debate its use.
The action by Mr. Andrus will give Con-
gress ample opportunity to consider bills in
both houses that would make permanent
wildlife refuges of the land. Strong legislation
approved by the House, fcs well as pro'ospd
amendments to a weaker bill before the Sen-
ate. not only would safeguard Alaska’s cari-
bou herds, bears, and millions of waterfowl.

They would also leave open for oil exploration
and discovery 95 percent of the state’s lands
that are believed to have the greatest oil and
gas potential. Moreover, the more than 501
percent of Alaskan oil reserves that lie off-
shore would remain available for energy
development.

Alaska’s development-minded senators
have led opposition to previous congressional
attempts to preserve the state’s wilderness
areas. More than once they have succeeded in
derailing legislation that had the backing of
the Carter administration and environmental
groups. In this session, Senator Gravel seems
To be employing delaying tactics in hopes of
doing so again. Congress, ought to stop
dallying ur.d enact these reasonable mea-
sures. In the meantime, .ietary
has made certain Alaska’s rich natural heri-
tage won’t be destroyed by ovcrzcalous
de\elopers.
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Alaska - . *

Ths land

IS YOIIr
land...

By Colman McCarthy

WASHINGTON — Ten years ago,
when corporate .exploiters began
going after the wealth of Alaska in
earnest, the public was lold not to
worry. It was.only a few caribou that
would be disturbed.

Today tbe price of progress is still
small, xcording to this thinking.
Now it's only a few drunken Eskimos,

A University of Pennsylvania re-
port last month'oD Ibc sudden effects
of energy development iu'Alaska’s
North Slope oil fields fouDd that alco-
holism ar.d violence have become
major social problems among the
Inupiat natives. In oDe town of 2,000,
the alcoholism rate Is 72 percent.
Homicide and suicide have increased
< markedly. ODe of the sociologists
said that "offshore development is
expected io peak in 2010 or 2015. We

don't sec the Eskimo surviving until
then.” .

Wbil proUMj win .arrive Ti Ib.
same spirit of exploitation that was
00 view the other evening when the
Senate again debated the Alaska land
preservation bill With most of their
colleegues'baving left.for tbe main
festivities of the evening'— a con-
gressional kkkolf dinner (as against
a payoffdinner) — Alaskan Senators
Gravid and Stevens -maneuvered aa
agreement'that would'postpone de-
bate oftbe biU until next July.7-- -ee

The chances' ave bow increased
that no'bill at all will emerge from
Congress this session, just' as none
was passed the lest session due'to the

* chaos of the last tninute rush.- The

Alaska lands bill bad beencalled the .
major environmental riuedf the
1970s.' But'with one'decade's worth of
debate already* frittered” away.". It
appearsas Ifamining start is under
way to. delay a find "settlement for
another decade. -« S-

The Carler administration, which
favors immediate and strong prolec-
tions, responded to the Stevens"Trav-
el stall by using the emergency pro-'
visions of another law to set aside 40
million acres of ldnd as wilderness.
That was a useful move, except it
isn't the way the process is meant to
work.

But nothing seems to be working
in this seemingly doomed effort to
protect the country’s last unspoiled
area from rape-end-run land abuse.

In'the aggression against Alaska,
the energy, timber and mining cor-
porations and their couriers to Wash-
ington, «Stevens and Gravel, have
been able to make much of the coun-
try forget that these'are publicly
owned lands they’are hot to drill, *
mine,'pave, blast or level. Tbe corpo-
rate entity Is thus able to do what no
Individual would ever be allowed to
get away with: Treat pubUc land as
private property.'

The companies In Alaska are even .
more :audacious Through *heavy
investments in lobbying and media
"public education" campaigns, they
have kept the public's representa-
tives — the politicians —afrom enact-
ing a law to protect what the public
already owns. The second Alaskan
land Push Includes tbhe constant
rusbiDgarouDdCapitol HULto assure
that the use of government land be
kept a matter of exploitation, not
ethics.

The'companies currently coveting
Alaska are driven, like geologic
forces, by the same compulsions that
led other companies to run over the
land — Appalachia, the Great Plains,
the agricultural valleys—as If natu-
ral objects had ho rights! In the envi-
ronmental classic, "Should Trees
Have Standing?,” Christopher Slone
argued persuasively that, "If the law
regards the American corporation as
a legal entity, with rights and respon-'
sibilities quite apart from those of its
officers, employes, or shareholders,
is It so unthinkable to grant similar
rights to a stream, forest, a mountain
range?"'. 7 . e

For thousands of years, the natives
of Alaska, from the Inuplats in the
north to theTlingits In the southeast,
have had cultures that'respected
those rights. The threat of sacrific-
ing those Cultures should have been
a major reason  turn back the ener-
gy companies before they were al-
lowed to attack the North Slope and
other areas. It was a moment, to para-
phrase E.F. SchuDacher, for explora-
tion as if people mattered. Environ-
mental impact statements offer at
least a few minor assurances against
the worst kind of assault against the
land. But what of human impact
statements? *

In Alaska, the pattern of victimiza-
tion Veeps on: Only after Ihe worst
has happened-to families are the
psychiatrists and sociologists
brought in, and then not to prevent
the destruction,hut to measure It
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ONGRESS SHOULD HAVE decided theAlaskan

lad guestion a long time ago. True, the doices
are hard. Consenationists, as well as Alaskans, re-
gard them as the most important environmental is-
sues faced by Congress indecades. But by st lettirg
the thing drag on, the Senate ismaking the eventual
resolution harder stailL

The House has twice passed an Alaskan land bin, in
1978 and again lastyear. The Senate Energy Commit*
tee reported itso.wn version kst November, but 1la*
Jority Leader Byrd has been reluctant to schedule it
for flooraction. The irevitabilityofa long floor figtt,
the possibility of a filibusterand the aonflicting posi-
tios of the two senators from Alaska— not to men-
tion the fact that this isan election year— have ail
contributed to the celay.

But this isnot the firstcelay. In 1971, Congress gavs
it=lf seven years to sstte the Alaskan matter. Youl
have thought that would be enough. But ro. Then,
when the lggislators missed their own deadline 14
months ag, President Carter set™asice 56 million acres
of Alaska as national monuments. Now, Interior Secre-
tary Andrus has s.ald he win sst aside another 50 mil-
lian or so as willdlife refuges unless the Senate has de-
cidedby March 1when itisgoing totake up the billL

While Secretary Andrus sright to take this stard
fan executive resolution of the problem isbetter than
none at dl), it sa bad way for such an important

Half-Baked Alaskq .

question to be sstdad. Whi le this action by the secre-
tary could be overridden by Congress (orset asice by
future lggislatian), there i little reason o believe the
Senate would be better able to get its act together
after such amove than before it

President Carter"s action in late 1978 seems tohave
hardened the positions™on both sides conceming al-
most every aspect of the isse. Those who want Alas-
kans 1o have greater access to federal lands than that
Mr. Carters action permits have heated up theirar-
guments against the Hgreat federal land grab.”” Those
who want strict federal controls see little reason to
giveup what theywon with the presidentsdecision.

The besic questions the Senate needs to face are
how much of Alaska’s wildermess should remain in
the hands of the federal govermment, what degree of
protection against development that land should be
given, and where ail and gas exploration should be
permitted.

The Senate Energy Committee’ hill tilts far more
toward the state govermments position (lov protec-
tim, more eploration and development) than erther
the Housepassed hill or a substitute that willl be of-
fered on the Senate flax. That ensures a lag, hard
kattle over gots such as the Arctic Wildlife Refuge,
Adniralty Islad and Misty Fjords. ltshoulld get start-
ed before the Senate getseven more engrossed than it
already i in the politicsof a presidential elecion.

Mic Jfiui findt
NEY; YORK, ILY.
0.58,714 SN. 148,682
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AGadnTinecAsalats

Interior Secretary Andrus has every right to be
irked by the Serate"sdawndllingon the important Aliuk*
lands hilll. Congress has had years todecide how much
o! tre vast Federal holdings in Alaska should be de-
voted to tinber, mining and ail development and how
much should be presenved as mjestic, urttouched fron-
. Action hat repeatedly been blocked by Senator
Mike Gravel, who favors extersivedevelopment inhis
state. The logjam was supposed to have been broken
lst week by an agreement to ket the Senate vote later
thisyear. But like Mr. Andrus we are deptical. This
further delay woulld push the matter to the end of the
Congressional sessian, alloving ample opportunity for
more dostructionby thosewho hope toget a betterdeal
from a new Congress, and perhaps a new Presidant,
nextyear .

S0 Secretary Andrus firally used his administra—
tve pover 1 extend enviromental safeguards over
the lands. That shoulld keep them from despoliation for
twodecades— andmay inpel Congress toactat kst

- >The lands at stake— called ““the crown Jenels of
our American wilds™ by consenationists —  include
virgin forests, high moutains, upolluted rivers and

breeding grounds for bear, caribou, marine life ax
birds. The House has twice passed legislationdesigned
tobalance development and presenvation but the Sav*
ate has failed to vote. In the absence of lagislation,
Presidentt Carter designated Somillionacres, aquarter
of all Federal holding!® In Alaska, as ratioal monu-
ments and made them permanently off-limitstodeve
geera. Now Mr. Andrus has protected an additioall 20
million acres by designating them as wildlife refuges
or natural resource aress. His action has been ait
clied as premature; the 40 million acreswere already
under temporary safeguards that would have kstel
udl next year. But the longer-termprotection sends a
necessary signal todstructionists that they have noth-
ingtogain by waiting for ElectionDay .

These adninistrative actions provide reasoreble

ion for most of the contested lands. Yet lggisla-

tawould be farpreferable. toould be taiload tothe
needs of particular land aress, providing even more
protection for fragileenviromvents and al lovingmore
development in regianswhereA isnow bloded. A law
would alsobetter express the ratticral willl on thismost
Important conservation issueofthedecade.
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drus ordered 40 sdBte tfrec of Alaska uwtor
long-term environmental protection at wild-
life refuges and natural resource areas the
other day, be stated the act constituted an
"insurance policy” It was a challenge to
Congress to come to grips with this important
problem. Lkl | n

What concerned *the secretary was that
under an agreement reached last week, there
will be no action on the Senate’ version of an
Alaska lands bill until after July 4. Such late
consideration during an ejection year could
lead to a stalemate,"a fate ,that overtook
similar legislation two years ago.

The administration had earlier called Its
top environmental priority a measure that
might protect millions of acres of parks,
refuges, forests and scenic ivers iIn® Alaska.
That turned into a classic confrontation
between developers and conseivatlonlsts, with
the Alaska congressional delegation coming
down on the side of local interests who
wished to develop the state’ iesourccs. They
argued creating national park land in some
areas would preclude mining, logging and oil
and gas drilling.

LAST YEAR, aprocc iservation bill draft-
ed by Democratic Representative Morris K.
UdaU of Arizona and Republican John B.
Anderson of Hlimis got through the House,
but the Senate did not follow through, and its
version never reached the floor.

The interior secretarys action, which
extended to 20 years the protection on land
already shielded by presidential edict, found
understandable favor from Udall. He said it
left no doubt that the administration "'stands
with the House iIn full determination to see
that Alaska sproperly protected.”

But Senator Mike Grawvel, the Alaska
Democrat, countered that It was '‘another
demonstration of extreme bad farth.” He said
itwas "'a strange way"' to get movement in <he
Senate, and "‘can only be an attempt to bully
Alaskans o Mr. Carter"s wishes and serve
notice on the environmentalists that... trey"ll

giet everything they want.""

These words strike us as simply obstruc-
timist. For while we are sympathetic to the
desire of Alaskans to have a say in how their
land i utilizd — and have said so — the
blocking action by the states two senators
does their own cause a disservice. They simply
cannot leave the state open to unbridled and
rapacious development that could blight an
incomparable wildermess.
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Bad Legislation or No Legislation —The Alternative is Clear

Representative Morris Udall's public announcement with-
drawing from sponsorship of mining law legislation coupled
with Representative Jim Santini's strong leadership and com-
manding control of the House Subcommittee on Mines and
Mining virtually assures a respite of several years from Con-
gressional consideration of adverse mining law legislation.
Thus, the frontal attack on the mining law has been repelled.

However, as reassuring as this development may appear,
the fight to retain the General Mining Law may. inretrospect,
be viewed as a diversionary skirmish rather than the main
battle. The fact is, the administration, in concert with the
Environmentalist-No-Growth Movement, has chosen to draw
the battle lines on the flanks of the law. a tactic which,
though flaunting the intent of the law, is proving, nonetheless,
successful. Such attacks, of course, are in the form of restric-
tive regulations, executive order land withdrawals, wilderness
study withdrawals, and wilderness legislative proposals -all
designed to erode the applicability of the mining law. The
cumulative effect Is to take away and subvert property and
other rights under the law without repeal or amendment of
the mining law itself.

Currently, the flank under selge Is the Alaska Lands legisla-
tion upon which the Movement has placed great lactical
importance to passage of a bill in the current session of
Congress. Those who direct the Movement's strategies know
that the legislation would have an extremely adverse effect
on the workings of the mining law. in terms of the area of
reduced federal lands to which the law applies, in terms of
the degree of federal control over exploration and mineral
development on lands not withdrawn, and iri terms of the
precedents set applicable to federal lands throughout the
West. As a consequence, passage of S9 and HR 39 would
serve a devasting blow to the mining industrya id insodoing
would have an extremely detrimental effect on the nation's
economic stability and financial well-being.

The fanatlc-llke compulsiveness and ser.se of great
urgency for the quick passage of the legislation exhibited by
the Administration should be viewed with alarm and should
alert Congress to the need to go slow in its consideration of
the legislation.

Time ultimately works to the benefit ofthe disclosure of truth
and the exercise of rationaljudgments. Thus/the critical need
to defeat any and all Alaska Lands legislation during the 96th
Congress becomes self-evident and of highest priority.

The results of the 1980 elections and the Influence of inter-
national events will dictate the course of the Nation in 1981
and thereafter. Such events we can be quite certain, will
reinforce arguments in favor of developing the nation's stra-
tegically important resources and will expose the fallacy of
the current Administration's anti-mining policies.

Fortunately, the means to accomplish the deferral of a
congressional decision prior to the 1980 elections is cvall*
able. The key lies in supporting and sustaining the will of the
Alaska congressional delegation. Senators Ted Stevens and
Mike Gravei and Representative Don Young, to reject out of
hand the intimidations of the Administration and to deny
passage of S.9 and HR.39 in the 96'h Congress. Words of
encouragement from you, to Stevens, Gravel and Young
logether with correspondence to your own congressional
delegates stating the "S.9and HR.39 are bad legislation and
must no* be passed. It IsImperative to defer the Alaska Lands
legislation to the 97th Congress."” will make the difference.

Wallace McGregor

COALITION FOR RESPONSIBLE MINING LAW STATEMENT OF
POLICY ON THE ALASKAN LANDS ISSUE:

“At a time of heightening international tension*, persistent
inflation, worsening energy shortages and an Impending
minerals crisis, the Congress proposes to resolve the Alas-
kan Lands issue by closing vast areas of the nation's most
highly mineralized lands to mineral exploration and
mining.

“In light of the predictably diie consequences of such an
action tothe nation'seconomic stabilityand defensecapa-
bilities. the Coalition for Responsible Mining Law Board of
Directors deems It necessary to make public the position of
the Coalition In unalterable opposition to the passage of
$-9 and HR-39, and calls on Congress to take the lime to
more fully assess the detrimental effects of the proposed
legislation within the guidelines of the Mining and Minerals
Policy Act as set forth In 1970“

1980 Dues Are Now Payable: See fhe Enclosed Membership Application



Whaley protests Alaskan
oil ‘Drosrress hinderances’

Current estimates by various
government agencies and many
energy companies suggest that
well over one-third of our
nation's remaining energy
potential is in Alaska.

Is the Federal Government
hindering Alaskan exploration?
Many in Alaska feel this is the
situation.

In a letter from Ray Metcalfe.
House of Representatives. State
of Alaska, to Foster Whaley.

progress.”

According to the letter from
Metcalfe. Alaska has as much
as 25 percent of the nation's
onshore potential of natural gas
and up to 44 percent of the
nations offshore natural gas
potential.

"It has been rumored that
Alaska is exporting oil to Japan,
such action would be prohibited
by Federal law. rest assured.
Alaska is not selling it's oil to

Texas Representative. Metcalfe - foreign nations.” said Metcalfe.

explained the Alaskan plight. *
Metcalfe restated the need for
help in supporting a resolution
by the Alaska State Legislature
designed to free Alaskan lands
for further development.
Whaley said "in reading this
letter | felt it was of importance
to the people of my district. |
am not against

Alaska's coal fields could fill
the nation's appetite for coal for
the next two thousand years.

"In spite of this, explained
Metcalfe, "our Federal
Government is doing all that it
can to keep these little known
facts the biggest secret in
Washington. Our Federal
Government is inthe process of

development of many of these
resources."

In 1906. Congress passed the
Antiquities Act. giving the
President the authority to
protect objects or sites of
national historic value. The
President has chosen to use this
power by declaring millions of
acres of rich Alaskan lands an
antiquity The Secretary of the
Interior has also blocked
AJaskan development through
the use of similar tactics,
according to Metcalfe.

The Federal government is
exerting control over 85 percent
of Alaskan land. After
implementation of the
Statehood Act. the government
will control approximately 60
percent of Alaska's lands.

"The absurdity af all this is
that it is being done in the name

enviromentalisis. but | gel
uptight about holding up
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tying the hands of the people of
Alaska and blocking the

Metcalfe.

U.S. I’f]IO’[ land baron

A General Accour)wting Office re
port exposing the extent to which
the federal government has been
buying up land is a good basis for
Congress to exert more oversight.
Government not only buys_land, it
also locks it up, with the result (hat
the entire nation suffers.

The study showed that the federal
government currently owns more
than one third of all U.S. land, in-
cluding 86 percent of Nevada and
95 percent of Alaska. Approximate-
ly S10 billion wilTTje used by the
federal government over the next 11
years to purchase more land.

Western states, where most of the
federally-owned property lies, are
upset because they feel they lose lo-
cal control. Washington comes in,

buys land, and then tries to keep it
untouched. Valuable energy and
mineral resources, recreation oppor-
tunities, and development potentials
are kept from the public. Local and
state governments also lose tax reve-
nue.

If the GAO report is correct that
the federal government buys land
for the sake of buying it, with little
planning for future "euse, then Con-
gress must intervene on behalf of the
states. Locking up land is not in the
nation’s interest. True, some regions
should be left in their natural state.
But the pendulum has swung too
far. Less concern should be shown
the bureaucrats in Washington, and
more to the people who must earn a
livelihood and find a decent home.

of Enviromentalism."
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T s Editorial Comment

.»It was a cold day in' Alaska and there are some facts
concerning their supply of oil that the federal government would
like to keep buried in their deepfreeze.

By way of a letter from Ray Metcalfe a member to the Alaskan
House of Representatives came the information that Alaska is
capable of contributing more than any state in the nation to
bring an end to gas lines, the energy crisis and the dependence
on foreign oil. With about 49 billion barrels of oil. onshore and
offshore. Alaska may have enough oil to replace half of all
foreign oil. at the Unitedstates’ current rate of import, for the
next 35 years. In addition to oil and natural gas Alaska has coal
fields that could fuel this country for the next two thousand
years

Only one thing stands between us and the development of the
resources. And that one thing is no: money or technological
know how. The thing that has cut off access to a source of
energy that could lessen foreign imports substantially is the
federal government.

The federal government, currently, has control over areas
of Alaska equal to nearly twice the size of Texas which
amounts to nearly WO percent ot tne land within the state
Federal control of much of this land came under abuse of the
1906 Antiquities Act. An Act that was intended to preserve
historic sites such as battlefields or first settlements. The
President has declared millions of acres of Alaskan land an
antiquity. What hasn’t been grabbed in this manner the
Secretary of Interior has grabbed in the name of
“environmentalism.”

The land grab was carried out because Congress didnot pass
legislation, sponsored by Congressman Udall. which would have
given the government the right to take Alaskan land.. The bill is
back again and has been passed by the House of
Representatives and will likely bo taken up bythe Senate in 30 to

60 days.
The Udall bill would have an adverse impact on our ability to

end dependence on foreign oil.

Another bill S.9. which has recently been reported by the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee, provides
strong protection for Alaska’s scenic and wildlife resources but
at the same times allows for the development of its resources

Another thing, it has been widely rumored that Alaska is
exporting oil to Japan. Rep Metcalfe assures us that federal
law prohibits this. And. the facts of the case are is that Alaska is
not selling oil to any foreign nation.

If the people really knew what was happening in Alaska to
keep us dependent on foreign oil perhaps certain members of
Congress would work with, instead of against. Alaksan oil
production and get some of it on the market for U.S.
consumption. -



"How fast docs this plane god’

"About J(t0 miles per hour.”

"And you mean weve bean flying
over Just OSE of Curlers monuments
for the last hoar and a halft"

elow the plane, and when the
weather cleared enough to see,
was a giant morass of glacial

rock and veritable sens of ice.

men was uninhabited, fur the inor'
part, and largely unexplored. It was
the home of the glacier hear (a blue-
roan color phase of the black hear)
and the home of sheep and goats.

Does it hold oil or coal or zinc or
gold'.” Nobody knows, hut the point is
now moot, since it has become part of
the largest land lockup since the Visi-
goths sacked Italy, and it was done
with the stroke of a Presidential pen.

On a week-long working trip around
Alaska, | was perhaps the only out-
door writer who wasn't astonished at
what we'd found. But then, | had
made that state my home for eight
years, and was fortunate enough to
travel over much of it pursuing a ca-
reer hot)) as a hunting guide and a
journalist. 1 knew how big the place
was. Thu others were just finding out.

Alaska has come n long way from
the butt of jokes about Seward's lce-
box and the folly of "wasting” such
an enormous sum of money ($7.2 mil-
lion) to buy the ground from Russia
in )8(i7. That amount today wouldn't
cover the lobbying costs of some of
the factions fighting tooth and nail
over what is to become of the largest
piece of wilderness left in the world.

What wo flew into, in eight days of
meeting with all sides of this problem,
is a hornet's nest of conflicting inter-
ests, a spider web of bureaucratic pa-
perwork, and very lew hard answers.
The first day set the tone for the en-
tire trip, with a speech from Lieuten-
ant Governor Terry Miller at 7 a.m.;
Commissioner of Fish and Game Ron
Skoog at fi am.; a panel discussion

\%
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What if they toldyou tomorrow that
Colorado and Utah were closed to
hunting? It happened in Alaska ....

By SIim Randles

Theh lenders from mining, park serv-
ice, Audobon Society, hunting guides,
fish and game. Natives, and the De-
partment of the Interior at 10 a.in.;
lunch with Governor Hammond at
12:30 p.m.: and then a flight from Ju-
neau to Anchorage and more meet-
ings that evening. You get the pic-
ture. Multiply that by eight days.
After more than 10.000 miles of
travel, and the accumulation of half a
suitcase worth of piopagnnda fur-
nished daily by whichever group we
were to listen to, our ciicuits were
burned. The mental transistors had

(HUNTING'S Associate Editor Slim
Handles is a genuine "sourdough,”
having spent eight years as a dug
musher, writer, and hunting guide in
Alaska's hush. In addition to dozens
of national magazine articles on the
North, he is the author of Dogsled,
A True Tale of the North, and a novel.
The Wings of Winter. This report on
.Alaska’s current land problems is the
first uf a scries.)

royally had it. By the time we lis-
tened to the timber folks in Ketchi-
kan on the final day, it was all we
could do to he polite, (hie wag on the
trip summed up the feelings of many
of us when lie stared at the mountain
of pajierwork he hadn't had time to
read and said, "I think I've got it fig-
ured out. All we have to do is give
Alaska hack to Panama

Putting things into proper perspec-
tive is a very difficult tHsk, because
this issue of lands withdrawn under

Section 17, sub-section d-2 of the
Alaska Native Land Claims Settlement
Act is not a simple issue. In many
cases, it will he a no-win issue for
everyone. Whatever the outcome, no
one involved will hr happy.

We were told, at various times and
places in the state, that the d-2 con-
troversy was a conflict between: 1)
development and p...serv.ition, 2) Na-
tives and whites, 3) hunters and anti-
hunters, 4) Congress and the Presi-
dent, 5) state and federal govern-
ments, fi) city dwellers and rural peo-
ple, and. 7) once upon a time in Fair-
banks, we even heard it was between
good guys and Commie pinkos.

With the possible exception of
number 7, they are all correct,

The main problem is, as | see it,
that the world has simply run out of
new ieal estate, You can no longer
got away from it all, because "it" (in
the form of rules, regulations, and
hair-sprayed bureaucrats) is already
there. We have crossed the Inst div-
ide. Alaska is it. Ohio lias fallen, gang,
and it’s time we looked closely at Se-
ward's Folly.

Back when Alaska was true wilder-
ness, open to those who would dure
to live in her hackcountry ' id Imd
her minerals (about eight ve. rs ago),
what you had were liundr. Is and
even thousands of septare mile where
no one lived, no one explored, .n one
drilled test holes, no one built, park
campsites, no one even really gave a
frozen mukhtk what happened.

Today things have changed radical-
ly. Corporation presidents, Natives
and pseudo-Natives in Biooks Broth-
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r—hingtop, D.C. Tt» b.,l—
ITLis Mill than aa it waa right yaata
ago, but now GHS}:IIi/cam what
happans. Thera are endleas meetinp,
dinner*, maps with Mylar overlays of
color-coded sections to show what
this will be called, what we will do
with that corner of a mountain range,
and so forth.

Whet has changed ia a very vocal
desperation from people who live here
on the “Outside” to prevent urban
blight and suburban sprawl from at-
tacking the tundra. The Alaska Na-
tive Land Claims Settlement Act
returned some 44 million acres of
Alaska’s land to Native corporations,
fee simple a few years ago, and the
State of Alaska had been promised
104 million acres of land as part of
statehood (of whicl. .hey have re-
ceived about 25 million acres to date).

The giant frozen pie is being sliced
up, and everyone wants a piece.

Under the Native legislation, Con-
gress was to set aside certain acreages
that would be suitable for parks and
monuments, and that has caused the
controversy. Congress failed to pass a
bill Inst yeur to set this aside, so
President Carter fell back on the An-
tiquities Act of 190t> and locked up an
area in Ain. ka equal in size both
Colorado and Utah. Of this land, 57
million acres would be forever closed
to hunting, and it is unfortunately

“Alaska has unique
problems, a/ut those
problems demand
unique solutions.™

some of the prime hunting grounds in
the state

The Antiquities Act was passed so
that some developer doesn't tear
down the Statue of Liberty and erect
Harbor View Condominiums. Its
wording states it to he an emergency
action by the President to prevent
harm to places and objects of histori-
cal value. Many people in Alaska feel
the Antiquities Act, when used to
lock up vast, acreage where no man-
made historical objects reside, won't
stand the test of a court verdict, and
a group culling itself the HKAI. Alas
ka Coalition is proceeding along this
route at. press time.

In the meantime, H it 'ID, the
House hill that. Morris Udall intro-
duced, has gone successfully through
the House, Inn ran up against S. ),
which is a Senate bill much more in
favor of Alaska and its people

Very few Alaskans will be happy

qritnitrr]tiiU,hbut-«8_Lh ha land acb
ntzwmriy un with tha land go
bhag Udall Bilallploy ’

Tba d-2 land* problem is a multi-
faceted Pandora's Box of headachaa,
anxieties, lost rights, and just plain
bureaucratic greed.

One of the top issues in this raging
debate is whether or not Alaska
should be allowed to manage its own
fish and game, and this is an iaaue
which touches us all. The federal gov-
ernment “managed"” Alaska's fish and
game during territorial days. During
those years, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service decided “managing”
meant to open a few offices here and
there in the territory, and to look the
other way on almost everything. They

“Alaskas plight isa clear
and present danger to
outdoorsmen everywhere,
especially hunters.

allowed fish traps in southeast Alas-
ka. which so denuded the salmon re-
source as to take all 20 years of state-
hood-to replenish. This is the most
shining example of federal misman-
agement of the resource, but there
are others.

Perhaps you recall the Marine
Mammal Act of 1972? Congress
passed a law forbidding all Americans
from taking marine mammals because
television movies showed: 1) Canadi-
ans killing baby harp seals with base-
ball bats and 2) .Japanese fleets killing
too many whales. Alaskans, and right-
thinking sportsmen everywhere, are
still trying to understand the logic in
this act

The situation as it stands now re-
garding marine mammals is that Na-
tive |ample iKskimos, Aleuts, and In-
dians) can shoot any amount of ma-
rine mammals they want for subsist-
ence purposes, at. any time of year,
with no limit. Previously, everyone
could hunt them, but only under
strict seasons and limits set by state
biologists. Also, nobody has ever de-
fined what "subsistence” hunting is,
or who qualifies as a subsistence
hunter, which drives another wedge
between various groups of Alaskans

Walrus were returned to state con-
trol after the hands off management
of the feds led Lo a drastic decline in
numbers. Hut. the feds put so muny
strings on how the stale was to man-
age walrus, that Alaska turned man-
agement of walrus back to the feds
last summer, saying, in effect, "You
messed it up .. you take care of it."

This is a tiny portion of what hunl-

would mm tbit Aleekali DapirtmMt
of M ud Gam* would bt in charg*
of regulation and anforcament, but
that doesn’t taka into account tha
fin* print.

In actual fact, the federal govern-
ment would dictate exactly how to
manage the game, and let Alaska pay
for tha enforcement. If Alaska
changed the rules and angered the
fads, the feds would aimply take over
running the show themselves. The
thing to remember here is, when wilt
this be extended to YOUR state?

Each state has always had tha
sovereign right to manage the fish
and game within its boundaries in-
cluding on federal lands within the
State. If the federal government is
allowed to get away with this in Alas-
ka, how long will state-managed game
programs be allowed elsewhere in the
country?

The basic problem with federal
management is u lack of management.
Under federul management, the
whitetail deer became literally extinct
in many states that now have hunt-
able deer populations ranging into the
hundreds of thousands, and even mil-
lions. The wild turkey is back in force
in many states now, and ducks und
geese are thriving many places
federal regulations. In each of these
cases, it was state management (along
with many private organizations, such
as Ducks Unlimited) that brought
about the improvement in hunting
and game populations. The fact is,
the federal government is a nebulous
thing, a megalomnniacal melange of
inefficient offices run by memos from
Washington, D.C., office buildings.
There is no way possible that a non-
huniing office worker in the nation's
capital knows more about deer in Illi-
nois than an Illinois biologist who has
devi ted his adult life to studying the
game in lIllinois.

The same is true in every state, but
especially in Alaska. Alaska has
unique problems, and those problems
demand unique solutions. It is said
that thi< three man Congressional
delegation from the If)lh state spends
more time getting Alaska exempted
from laws and statutes that apply
well to every other state than they do
on now legislation. Here are two ex-
ntuples. The Federal Communications

continued on pitge *>
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Commission has ruled that no person-
al messages be sent over commercial
radio or television stations. This
works well for the rest of the United
States, where telephones are common,
but in Alaska, where more than 20
percent of the population has no ac-
cess to telephones, this must be
waived. Most radio stations in Alaska
have a daily program, like KYAK's
“Bush Pipeline” that sends free per-
sonal messages to residents of the

“The d-2 land problem
is a multi-faceted
Pandoras box of

headaches, anxieties,

lost rights, and
bureaucratic greed.”

L —

hush These programs, among other
kudos, have been credited with saving
more than a few lives.

In another instance, a ruling by the
Federal Aviation Administration
states that no heating fuel or ammu-
nition be earned by air when the air-
craft also carries passengers. Of Alas-
ka's .100 communities, a full 250 of
them are accessible only by air, and
to cut heating fuel and arnruo from
the only flights going to these tiny
villages would he unthinkable.

It is tins callousness on the part of
the federal government in making
Alaska conform to laws that work
well for Virginia that has led to a
substantial separatist movement
among Alaskans. Most Alaskans con-
sider themselves to he Alaskans first
and Americans second. Their prob-
lems are unique, and their conflicts
with federal regulations are also
unique

This shows up especially strong

where it concerns management of
lands and game. Alaska is indeed a
hunter's paradise ... BUI*... it is also

true that u takes vast amounts of
untouched land to support these
game populations. With all the hun-
dreds of thousands of game e'uimals
in Alaska, it should be remembered
that Alnska produces less game per
acre than any other stale.

The state is huge, and, for ihe most
part, untouched When traveling
around the state by air, anti living for
many hours over forest, rivers, and
whole mountain ranges that are vir-
tually unpeopled, the first question to
pop to mind is, "Why all this rush to
lock it up*"

A vast majority of Alaska has bi-i-n
open to settling for more than 101

«m toe pegpk?

The people aren t there for one
very good reason ... there is no rea-
son they should be. There is virtually
no employment there, save for a
handful of mines (and they can't
meet transportation costs, in most
cases), some guiding camps (peopled
only two months of every year), and
a few trappers’ cabins. Native villages
exist only because they are home to
people who have lived there forever.
Unemployment in the villages runs
from SO to 9S percent.

Is the lock-up necessary to save
Alaska from becoming another Pitts-
burgh or New York? No. It jusi not
going to be that way ... unless____

The Big Unless is if the feds have
their way and build roads to the new
parks and monuments. Roads, as we
will see later in this series, are the
downfall of wilderness, and the only
downfall of wilderness. Under state
management and stale control, roads
are out. Hunting and trapping are in.

Alaskans are very bitier about the
proposed legislation because it spells
the end of a way of life for them. No
more will they be able to go any-
where and do anything as long as it
doesn't interfere with their neighbors,
or with laws that were formulated by j
Alaskans for the best interests of i
Alaskans. |

Most Alaskans are in that stale be-
cause it is worth the cost of extreme
weal her and distance and hardship to
be a part of the land. They don’t
want to see this change, and neither
do you. As hunters, we must take a

“One of the top issues . ..
iIs whether or not
Alaska should he allowed
to manage its own
fish and game ...~

clos., look at Alaska's problems They
are also oiir problems. The answer
must lie in education of the public, in
the long run. to assure that sane
management of land and game be-
comes universal throughout our coun-
try. Bui there isn’t time for that right
now The legislation won’t wait until
public attitudes change through edu-
cation. Alaska’s plight is a clear and
present danger to outdoorsmcn every-
where, and especially hunters. It's
hack in the political arena now, and
must be fought there, and won there,
if the last great hunting grounds on
e.wth are to he salvaged from inept
control. Then we can tell them fjy'i
why we did it. "



mm N tefcaM ttsf UX Urrttnrta* as* pm im 2.
uoti trcnuM tS*1 Mck rtprtM SUttM bare.
i:its2ilad to err.ate tACH procedural uJ«*
P ltu to that any plan to piae* Du>
Cltw TU1H 1= title UM rretire* full con-
sideration by tit Cong-ma.

1 could ilk* to u t the Senator in ta Idaho
whether 1 a= correct that tit 1iJ3 !* neutral
on tit queaztcn o: t t overall drsLnbtllty of
ettablishing tn international spent futl
tzoriga txtil'.ly or. an iu liM Pefitfie Island
which met til app'rprlat* techniea: require-
BtBU)

Mr. lieCLru. Tea, that U enj underitand-
tn|. at well. 1: It sot U>t purpose of tilt bill
to ta in/ vij Impede tIt administration**
Lmpcrtant initiative* in tilt regard or to sug-
gest to tap foreign governs:' mt that tie Coa-
[:ut It oppcttd to tht* concept. Tot bill
merely provide* for Congress to be fully In-
formed and fcr tie Interest* of person* Ilr-
Ing In tht U.S. territories tad possession* 10
bt fully protected.

Vs. Glens*. | would alto 1ft* to ask tit
Senator from Idaho whether | am correct
that the basic purpose of thle measure la to
provide sucl added procedural safeguard* for
tilt particular group, which tu no direct
representation in the Conpess, to irzsur* that
thtir conetrni ovtr the pcisible storage of
foreign tpent fuel In the!: vicinity receive
adequate consideration.

2.Ir, McCt.tr*r. Yes. Tht purpcte of thU
erasure It to insure that Congress will bt
Icpt fully end currently Informed of the de-
t»lopm»nt of tuch proposals rnd actlritlel
dtsipned to analyze specific sites, and to In*
sure tlat no proposal will go Into elect with-
out the opportunity for Tull consideration of
tny concern which the people of the area
tr.ljht hare. T.-r Congress has a specltl re-
sponsibility with respect to the territories
and possessions of the United States, one
which Justiftcr the procedures embodied In
this legislation.

Mr. Glenn. 1: Is also roy understanding
that you would agree to an unanimous con-
sent arrangement providing for a Joint re-
ferral cf any tuch legislation to the appro-
priate committees with the understanding
that If one of the committees tepcrta legisla-
tion auihoricir.g such a spent fuel facility,
tbe other cc.-.mltttt would also be required
to report th> legislation within a reasonable
period of tl'r.e or be discharged, and that the
specific number of dips after which the other
commit’#* vreuld be discharged would be
apred upon a: the time of Introduction of
the bill,

Vs. MeClewe | fully understand the Sen-
r.tcr'a concern that such legislation should
iiot be petmlttfd o languish In committee
In light of the vital Importance cf r.onprollf.
erttlon to world ;eace and security. Con-
sequently. | am prepared to agree to the
unanimous consent apecmer.t which the
Senator has suggested In order to Insure
prompt consideration of any aucbh measure
consistent with the r.eed to insure full con-
sideration of the view* of the interested
parties.

Mr. Jacv.sox. | also am prepared to agree
to the unanimous consent egretment which
the Senator from Ohio baa suggested.

Mr. Gurrs. Finally, I would Hite to clarify
certain language of the bill. It la my under-
standing that this bill would only require a
single authcrfzatlecn for any facility. That It,
If legislation is enacted authorizing a pro-
posed transportation and storage p’an, tuch
legislation wculd satisfy the requirements of
this bill with respect to Initial and subse-
quent ihlpmer.ts of tpent fuel and radioac-
tive wzste and the storage of such materials
at that facility.

Mr. McClure. It Is my Intention also that
a single authorization would satisfy all re-
quirements of the bill for the trirjpc.-tatlca
of spent fuel cr radiaaetleg waste to any one
facility and fcr the storege of «ueh material

at tlat facility, it laMt Mftotcetiea ta «*
quire autiH efiiK teiatloai related t0 the
use of a single tuck facility

Tic PusxDwe Omen. T it Senator from
ldaho.

Mr. MeCvcar. Mr. President. |
pared to yield leek tie
time.

Mr. Mavscnaca. Mr. President. X urge
passage of S. 1110 as.a necessary bin IB or-
der to Insure tie role of tie Congress la mat-
ters such s> tbe storsge of spent nuclear fuef
In any of tbe U.S. possession! and territories.
I ask for third reading.

Tie Puststse O men The bill U
open to further amendment. If Here be no
further amendment to be proposed, tbe ques-
tlon Is on the engrossment and third read-
ing of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading and was read tbe third time.

Tht PicsDINC Orrtcra. Does the Sen-
ator from Hsvall yield back the remainder
of his timsT

Mr. Msrsunaca. Mr. President, | yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. McCluu. Mr. President. | yield tack
the remainder of my time.

The PusmiNe Orrtcra. Thbs bill having
been read the third time, the question la,

am pre-
remainder of my

Sball it past?
So the bill (S. 1116), as amended, was
passed, as follows:
s. me

Be it er.eefed by the Ser.ate end House
of P.ep-esentciives o/ the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That prior to
granting of any license, permit, or other
authbrlzatlon or permission by sny agency or
Instrumentality of th* United States to sny
person for the transportation of spent nu-
clear futl or high-level radioactive waste for
Interim, long-term, or permanent storage to
or for the storage of such fuel or waste on
any territory or possession of the United
States, the Secretary of the Interior Is di-
rected to transmit to the Congress a detailed
report on the proposed trtasportttion or
storage plan, and no such license, permit, or
other authorization or permission may be
granted nor may ariy such transpomtlon or
storage occur unless the proposed transpor-
tation or storage plan has been specifically
authorized by Act of Congress: Provided,
That the provisions of this Act shall no*, ap-
ply to the cleanup and rehabilitation of
Blhinl and Fnewetak Atolls.

For the purpose of this Act, the words
o'territory or possewlo.i" Include the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands and any arra
not within the boundaries of the several
States over which the United States claims
or exercises sovereignty.

Mr. Mats3KaC4. Mr.
reconsider the vot*
amended, was passed.

Mr, McClure. Mr. President, | move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to Iny on the table was agreed
to#

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | have
tome amendments to this bill. They per-
tain to various territories. | have dis-
cussed the particular amendments and In
very particular, the amendments that
pertain to the Virgin Islands, with the
Senator from Louisiana. | am satisfied
that those amendments will be given con-
sideration fr. the conference In order that
this bill may go to conference. | have
not offered the amendments. | did want
to make that statement so that it Is clear
that | believe they will be considered la
full in the conference.

Tne PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
Is open to further amendment. If there

President. | move to
by which the bill, a*

hig

art so further amendment*, the quaalon
la oc agreeing ta the committed amend-
ment aa amended.

The committee
amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion la on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The amendment vis ordered to be
g[,'_ngrossed and the bill to be read a third
ime.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to re-consider the vot* by which
the bill passed.

Mr. S'itV.c.NS. |
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

amendment aa

move to lay that

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION TOMOR-

ROW OF HARRY F. BYRD, JR.
Mr. RO3ERT C. 3YRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, | ask unanimous consent that on

tomorrow, after the two leaders or their
desienees are recognized under the
standing order, Mr. Kamy F. Byrd', Jk
be recognized for not to exceed 15 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE MAJORITY
LEADER AND MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
on behalf of the majority leader end the
minority leader appoints the following
Senators to serve as congressional ad-
visers to the U.S. delegation to the Com-
mittee on Disarmament:

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.

Per1) and the Senator from lIllinois (Mr.
Percy).

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Kir. GRAVEL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous convent that Pat Pourchot
nnd Helda Boucher of my staff be
granted the privilege of the floor.

.The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEMENT—
HR.

Mr. ROBERT C.BYRD. Mr. President,
| ask unanimous consent that at such
time as Calendar Order No. 442. the
Alaska lands bill, is called up and made
the pending business before the Senate,
there be a time agreement thereon os
follows: That there be a total of 20 hours
of debate on the bill, to be allocated as
follows: 5 hours under the control of
Mr. Jackson. 5 hours under the control
of Mr. Gravel. 5 hours under the con-
trol of Messrs. Hatfield and Stevens,
5 hours under the control of Messrs'
Durkin and Tsoncas; provided further
that no nongermane amendments be In
order and that the fojlowing" amend-
ments are the only amendments th«t will
be In order: 2 hours on each of five
amendments which may be offe-ed bv
Mr. Tsoncas, 2 hours on each of tl-ee
amendments which may be offered *Dy



Mr. SrtvtNS. 2 hours ea «*eh of three
*mer.dmenU which may be offered try
Mr. GxAuvri. sr.d 3 hour* on each of three
amendments that m y be offered by Mr.
Jackson; provided further that on any
amendments offered to the foregoing
amendments. time be limited on such
amendment* to 30 minutes; provided
further that a substitute amendment
by Mr. Tscncas, If offered, not be in or-
der until after *11 of the aforementioned
amendments have been disposed of; pro-
vided further that no amendment* to
the substitute amendment be in order
and that there be an up-or-down vote
on the substitute amendment; provided
further that time on the substitute
amendment be limited to < hours if of-
fered; provided further that the agree-
ment be In the usual form and with the
understand'.rf that the bill not be called
up before July 4

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving- the right to
object. | see the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts is bere. It is my
understanding that there was a discus-
sion concerning amendments that might
be offered to the substitute amendment
and, in particular, the Wrangell Moun-
tain areas were addressed. The substitute
would not generally be subject to an
amendment, but | thought that, in par-
ticular, the amendments of the Senator
from New Hampshire would be con-
sidered as possible amendments to the
substitute before it was brought up. Am
1lin error there?

Mr. TSONGAS. Tes,

Mr. DURKIN. That is two of us.

Mr. TSONGAS. The agreement was
that the substitute would be voted up or
dewn without amendments |l offered.

Mr. STEVENS, Tnose amendments
would be in order against the five amend-
ments that might address-----

Mr. TSONGAS. That is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Is that right?

Mr. TSONGAS. Tes.

Mr. President, reserving the right to
object, if we could have some c3.iri.0ca-
tion on the July 4 day, Secretary Andrus
has said If v.e co not move on this by
April 1. he will exercise his authority
under the Antiquities Act.

Obviously. | do notr argue with him
that he should withhold that until this
enn be resolved, but could we have some
indication of when alter July 4?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Tes.

If agreeable, | would ask that the ma-
jority leader be authcrirtd to call this up
at any time after July 4, after consulta-
tion with the distinruished acting Re-
publican leader, or the Republican
leader, whichever Is appropriate at this
time, and | would be willing to give the
Senators the understanding that | would
make that bill the ffrst order ol business
after the Republican convention, with
the condition thru, there uot be seme
other measure w.-Jcb would )> of an
cmerrcnt nature which would have to
come first in the judgment of p.-actica'iy
everyone.

lam thinking, for example, let us sa7
that there had to be an extension of the
debt limit, which would not oc the case
in this instance. but scme'-hing like that,
or If there were a second concurrent

budget resolution which was supposed
-be In place by September IS, some tyFe
of bill of that nature which, obviously,
ought to go first. ] o

ut I would do everything within my
power to move this bill as soon as pos-
sible after the recess.

Mr. TSONGAS. | say to the majority
leader that is adequate enough assur-
ance for me and for the people |
represent.

I would also say, as one Senator, that
I do not expect to take the time allo-
cated to me and | hope'that attitude
would be contagious when the time
comes.

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, | would like to ask
the Senator from Massachusetts a
question.

It was my understanding, as we dis-
cussed this, that the substitute would be,
if offered, the last, would not be in order
until all the amendments had been of-
fered, that there would be a provision
to offer my three amendments with re-
spect to hunting at the Eimard Glacier,
JacksLna, and Malaspina. and the ques-
tion of exploratory drilling on the North
Elope, that there would still be a possi-
bility to offer those amendments because
the substitute amendment would be an
amendment In the first degree, but only
subject to those amendments.

Mr. TSONGAS. Well, that is not my
understanding at all, because if we end
up doing that, the Senator has two bites
of the apple. The Senator can do it on
the amendments and or. the substitute.
Double Jerpardy is written Into the Con-
stitution as not allowable.

1 have no problem with a decision to
do one or the other, and the Senator
can choose which or.e he wants. But do
not have me subject to that situation
where 1 have to run the same gamut
twice.

The Senator has to win only once, |
have to win twice.

Mr. DURKIN. | am not sure we are
on ihe opposite sides, at least | did r.o*
think we were. Eut | will not let this
fall apart because ol the difference in
understanding.

Mr. TSONGAS. Let me. If 1 may, re-
assure the Senator from New Hamp-
shire that. In a practical sense, the sub-
stitute would only be offered by myself
If everything else began to fall apart on
me. In a need to have an up or down
vote on the substitute.

| do not anticipate that happening. So
what we arc discussing now, In many
senses, is really not likely to ever occur.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DURKIN, If I may reply, then
1 will be happy to yield.

| would hate to see the day where the
Senator from Massachusetts and the
Senator from New Hampshire disagreed
and we found ourselves on opposite
sides of the fence. But when we are
faced with ccslires this year. | think
v.e would have trouble explaining to the
people that we represent that we had
locked up the North Slope and prevent-
ed any exploratory drilling done under
the most benign end safety-conscious
environmental standards.

| would not want to find myself In a

position of voting against the amend-
ment* that | did offer with respect to
hunting and at- Barnard Glacier and
Malaspina, and the Jackstca area.

I would add that, theoretically, we
have no objection end we have no sep-
arate views. But | am afraid as It un-
folds that we could find ourselves on
the opposite side of a yea or nay vote.
| am trying to avoid that

But | have worked too hard on this bill
to object to the time agreement.

Mr. STE\o_NS. Mr. President, resery-
tag the right to object. It would be my
hope we could have an up or down vote
cn the’Tsongas substitute and then an
up or down vote on the hill Itself.

All these Issues will be in conference.
This Is not the time to argue the bill on
the merits.'

I co want one understanding. It is my
understanding from the Senator from
Massachusetts that the five amendments
are generic amendments. We are not
limiting him to what the total content Is.
but there would be one park amend-
ment. one wildlife refuge amendment.
They are dealing with geographical areas
and park systems or vildilfe systems or
forest systems or wild and scenic river
systems.

Is the Senator from Alaska correct on
that? Is the Senator Iron Alaska cor-

rect in his understanding that that
Is the Senator from Massachusetts’
intentions?

Mr. TSONGAS. Without meaning to be
evasive, since | have not seen the final
language of the amer intents, | would be
hesitant to answer the Senator and to
then be locked in. But | will send the
amendments over to the Senator's office,
and | suspect he is as familiar as i am
with what they are generally about.

| do not think we will have a problem.
But not having seen them, | could be very
ill at case making a tammitment that |
really would be ill-advised to nnke.

Mr. STEVENS. | want to make sure |
understand. It Is a very complicated bill.
We had 44 mark-up sessions in the first
instance, and about 16 this year.

| do thin): if we have five amendments,
that we ought to hare some understand-
ing of what they'are about.

Mr. TSONGAS. Let me, perhaps, lllus-
trate. One will be on Southeast. One will
be on the Arctic Wildlife P-efuce, One
will be on the parks. | think those are
familiar to the Senator.

Mr. STEVENS. Tes.

Mr. TSONGAS. And the amendments
that will be introduced will be of no sur-
prise, | can assure the Senator in that
respect.

Mr. STEVENS. In connection with
that. | want to make certain the amend-
ments In the first degree to be offered by
the Senator from Massachusetts will be
subject to perlecting amendments.

We have had some substantial argu-
ments ss to whether certain State selec-
tions which are approved by ether sec-
tions of the bill would be within or with-
out; for instance, the Gates of the Arctic,
if the Senator from Massachusetts sees
fit to draw those lines In his amendment,
so they might put those State selections
back in the park.

| would like to have the opportunity to
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offer an amendment -o lake them ouC.
Those amendments, perfecting amend-
ments to the amendments, or the Sen-
ator™ to mine, are rot covered by the
limit of three amendments | might offer.

»Il is my tzr.cerstandins we may offer
perfecting amendments to the S-anator's
amendment. the Senator may offer them
to ours.

Is that understood?

Mr. TSONGAS. That is correct.

Mr. GRAVEL. Reserving the right to
object, or. cne point, it is my understand-
ing that in no case will there be an
amendment that will be offered that is
identical to the House bill, which would
thereby preclude the necessity of a
conference.

The second point. | have been given
the word of the chairman of the commit-
tee and the majority leader that, since
I do not serve cn the committee. 1 would
be appointed by the Senate to act as one
of the conferees, recognizing the impor-
tance of this to my State. | am more than
satisfied with that verbal commitment
from these gentlemen.

Mr.ROBERT C.BYRD. Mr. President,
first, let us take the substitute question.

Is the Senator correct that the House
bill would not be offered as a substitute?

Mr. STEVENS. That is my under-
standing. The only substitute would be
offered—if he determines to do so—by
the Senator from Massachusetts, and it
is currently known as amendment C2S to
S.9.

Mr. TSONGAS. Let me respond. | will
give the Senator my arursnce that K.11.
39 will not be the substitute. | do not
want to get locked into the particular
substitute, because perhaps there may be
things in it that would require some ad-
justment to pick up support even among
Senators here.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator has a
right to modify this substitute up to the
time he offers it. But that is the basic
framework of the Tsongas substitute.

Mr. TSONGAS. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Could we in-
clude in the order that no substitute
would be offered that is identical to the
House bill?

Mr, TSONGAS. Tnat is correct.

Mr. ROBERT C. EYRD. | make that
part of the request.

Mr.TSONGAS. lunderstand that Sec-
retary Andrus is obviously a party to all
this and is on the phone and would like
to make a comment. | should like to re-
spond to that phone call before we put
this issue to bed.

Mr. ROBERT C. 3YRD. Eefore the
Senator from Massachusetts does that,
however, let me clarify another matter.

| have induced in the request that no
nonrermar.e amendments be in order, Is
it undcrslood that all the amendments
that have been enumerated here are ger-
mane amendments? So that we will have
no conflict In "he statement that no non-
gcrmane amendments will be in order.

Mr. DUBE IN. That is right.

Mr. GRAVEL. Tr.at is right.

Mr. STEVENS. It is roy understanding
that there will be no nonrcm anb
amendments.
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Mr. ROBERT C- BYRD. While the
Senator from Massachusetts is talking
to the Secretary, | suggest that he tell
him that the Secretary does not know
how difficult it is to get an agreement,
so he should not hold me up too long.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr.RO3ERT C.BYRD. | yield.

Mr. STEVENS. It is my understanding
that all the amendments that were enu-
merated—the three | might offer, that
my colleague might offer, that the Sen-
ator from Washington might offer, and
the five that tbe Senator from Massa-
chusetts might offer—must be germane
to the Senate-reported committee bill.

Mr. DURKIN. And they are amend-
ments in the first degree.

Mr. STEVENS. And they are amend-
ments In the first degree. Tne amend-
ments in the second degree must be ger-
mane to the amendment to which they
are offered. Can we have that agreement,
also? Tnat was our understanding, that
they were to be perfecting amendments.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. But the pro-
viso of no nongermane amendments
would rule those out if they were not

germane.
Mr. STEVENS. That is correct.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. But the

amendments that have been defined here
are definitely, germane amendments.

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.

Mr. DURKIN. Yes.

Mr. STEVENS. We are also trying to
isolate issues, so that we would not ex-
pect to see an .Arctic wildlife r&r.ge
amendment offered as an amendment in
the second degree to an amendment per-
taining to the Wrar.gells. Wc want It un-
derstood that we are dealing with issue
by Issue, and wc are talking about per-
fecting amendments.

My good frier,d se-es my problem. Ve
do not want to get these issues confined
in one amendment.

V.'c might want to repeat that when
the Senator from Massachusetts gets off
the phone, but that is my understanding.

Mr. P.0O3ERT C. BYRD. While the
Senator from Massachusetts is talking
on the phone: Tne distinguished chair-
man. Mr. Jackson, has Indicated that
Mr. G ravll will be a conferee; and | be-
lieve that my colleagues who are present
on the floor heard Mr, Jackson say that,
and | support that 100 percent.

Mr. STEVENS. May | add that, not
having had 3ny advance opportunity to
discuss this with the Senator from
Oregon—I did catch him as he was leav-
ing and have discussed tills with him
briefly—I Informed him of that condi-
tion ; he indicated that that and the gen-
eral outline of the agreement were agree-
able to him.

| apologize to him. | must state for the
Rzcor.D that | cid not have an opportu-
nity, the way ‘h'r came up. to discuss
this agreement w.th the Senator frcm
Oregon; but he has told me that he
would accept the conditions.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. | do not went
to include in the unanimous-consent re-
quest the proviso that Mr. Gpavia be in-
cluded as a conferee. | do not want to
start doing that.’ But it Is a gentlemen's
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agreement and Is understood til the way
around, and it is supported specifically

. by the chairman. Mr. Jackson, that Mr.

G zavel will be a conferee, and we all will
work with that understanding.

Mr. GRAVEL. | am satisfied.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the Par-
liamentarian has pointed out to me that
| made the statement that we Intended
that the amendments to be offered must
be germane to the Senate bill. He Indi-
cates that that may be contrary to the
Senate precedents, since we also techni-
cally. have the House bill present.

It Is my understanding, and | hope
that is the agreement, that the amend-
ments to be offered must be germane to
the Senate bill: that tf a subject is not
Included in the Senate bill, no amend-
ment other than the substitute—the
substitute'has been specifically cleared
as being a complete substitute—could be
offered.

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, | am not sure
that that dees not add an element that
we had cot discussed. Covering 375 mil-
lion acres, there could be areas that
were deleted from S. 9 that were covered
in HR. 29; and that would preclude us
from offering a refuge amendment cov-
ering areas that were not In S. 9 as a
refuge. It could preclude us from offer-
ing a park amendment. It could preclude
us from offering a wild and scenic
amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Take the National Pe-
troleum Resetvc of Alaska. It is not in-
cluded in S. 9. It is induced in K R. 39.
| hope we do not have to face a series of
amendments concerning an area that the
Senate committee has deleted from the
bill, which will be in conference, and we
want an opportunity to discuss it in con-
ference. We do not want amendments
concerning an area that has been totally
deleted by the Senate committee added
by an amendment on the floor.

Mr. DURKJIN. Mr. President, further
reserving the right to object, that would
unduly restrict the scope of amendments
that would be able to be offered on the
Senate floor; and | am afraid that |
would have to discuss that and the Im-
plications of that. Otherwise, | might
have to object,

If the Senator would agree that the
amendments be to S. 9 but not preclude
any geographic area in Alaska, or any
category of ecosystem protection, or or.e
of the four systems, then | think maybe |
could live with his understanding.

Mr. STEVENS. To bring the Senator
from Massachusetts up to date, we are
talking about my comment that the
amendments to be offered—the five
amendments of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. the three | have reserved, those
my colleague has reserved, those Senator
Jackson has reserved—would be ger-
mane to the Senate bill. It was pointed
out that that statement might be Inter-
preted as being contrary to the prece-
dents. since the House bill is technically
before the Senate.

Normally, a matter that is germane to
the House till or ihe Senate bill would be
in order. | said it was my understanding
that these amendments must be germane
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lo the Ser.ate bill, that we could not go
Into areas that are not covered by the
Ser.ete bill In amendments. other than
the Senator's substitute, which does con-
tain areas that are tn H.R. 39 that are
notin S. 9.

Is that contrary to the understanding
o' the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. DCP.I-ON. While the Senator was
cZ the floor, talking to Secretary Andrus,
| mentioned my concern that « may be
limiting gt-ographic areas, one o' the
'our systems, to substantial parts of the
375 million acres; that if the Senator
from Alaska would agree that his sug-
gestion did not preclude amendments to
any of the 375 million acres or any of the
four systems, then perhaps we could lire
with that

Mm STEVENS. | say to the Senator
that if he offers an amendment to in-
crease the sire of the Gatos of the Arctic,
that is germane; but if he oilers an
amendment to create a second Gates o'
tht Arctic that is separate and apart
from that proposed park in S. 9. then 1
ta not thin); it would be germane.

TVe wecr.t to limit the issues so that we
car. get the matter resolved and get to
conference. That was ny vndtrsirnding.

That is why we have specifically delin-

eated an amendment that we art
ccr.sidcr =*
Mr. TSONGAS. If | might respond,

this is a till of enormous significance,
end 1would hate, on the basis oi a vague
understanding of what may cr may not
be germane, lo agree to something that Is
cring to have implications or go cr. long
after we are laid tc rest, and | think that
the time limit agreemen: gives us the
certainty. | Just do roc mar.t to turn
around arm wake up tomorrow and find
out that | ayretd to something that prc-
clud.”™ tie substance cf the amendments
that we are talking about.

The Senator knows very well what
Vinr o, t-mys v.a are d.-cus..Ing. and he

knows thnt we are operating in good
faith.

Mr. STEVENS. We ere talking about
the h'f.-.A. That ir. r.o: in the- Senate
hill. It is in the Scnr.tor’s substitute. It
is my understanding. | have asked sev-
eral times about the hrrendments to lie
r.'ffticd. and It is my understanding there
were amendments concerning specific
matte:s in the Senate killl and decisions
were mode In the committee that the
Senator disagrees with. If we ate going
to face the NPRA and nil these other
areas thnt the Senate commitite de-
leted then | think we have a different
agreement. Vc are US:Inc about per-
fecting the Senate bin or facing the
Sir.clcr's substitute which dees induce
NPP.A as cl'.crr.ctiv'-s,

Mr, TSONG.".S. That % not my curcc-
sr.snt.

.fr., DTP.ETW if 'he Senator from
Ai.crka will yield. I thir.k that the tk.rurt
cf cur agreement as. fcshicncd in the
ciockrccm was that the five amend-
ments that Senator Tidi.cas and 1 have
tailed shout tnvclv.ng parks in r.ry area
of /—aska. rofu.res *r. ar,v area of Alaska,
wild ar.d sccr.;c rivers, southeast .Alaska,
applying one of the four protective sys-
tems to any area within Alaska, v.cre

Klja raw,
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germane and would be not sublect to
s point cf order or not fall without the
four comers cf tie agreement.

| mean we are not going to try tc make
downtown Anchorage a national park cr
refuge or what have you. But by being
tied just to S. 9, and even though | have
lived w.th this thing a long time | do
not have an instant reran of eve,-"thir.g
in S. 9. 1 am afraid we will be giving
tway a right to amend to ssy to make
Porcupine National Forest the Yukon
—ldlife refuge.

Mr. GBAVEL. Mr. President, if the
Senator win vyield, 1 requested. and
everyone is In genera! agreement, that in
no case would we countenance an
amendment that would be equal to the
House bill. The purpose and the general
agreement o' that was, of course, that
we would go to conference. So | think
that that is our art-3 of concern.

Mr. DUBSEN. | do not have any
problem with that.

Mr. GRAVEL. | know that. | thirk we
might solve this impasse if maybe the
majority kadtr and the minority leader
would pet their minds to a modiflcation
that would say that the f.r.a! dispc, ition
of this issue would be a product of the
conference report, ard that would lay
that to rest once and for all.

Mr. DTP.KIN. | do not kr.ow, | have
been up that street once before last y :2r
with <7 sessions including 3 warn the
Senator In conference.

But what | want to make mire is that
any part of our amendments cr. anyone
of the four protective systems, applying
to any of tht erea thnt is In question in
either H.P.. 39 or S. 9. is not precluded
by virtue of this agreement.

If the Ser.atcr from A’sskc weculd
agree lo that 1 lltir.k vre should have fra
thrust of the agree.rent we fashioned
in the majority leader's o.T.re,

Mr. STEVEN'S. There must be a mis-
viiideisiandinE, 1 will say that, because
Ir. the conference in the majority lead-
er's office it was my under:;tanding that
we were talking about amendments that
would be germane to S. 9. Wc were not
talking about amendments that would
be germane to H.P.. 39.

| might say to >ry good friend that
| assume if he wanted to he could
expand anyone o' those parks :0 inrjude
the whole Stale under the germaneness
rule if it vere one contiguous park. V.'e
have specific ureas that v.cre left out of
the Senate bill nnd under the circum-
stances if we are to preserve any issues
for the conference those arc the issues
that should remain for the conference.

| thought we were talking about S. 9
and amendments to S. 9 or the Tsengis
substitute. In the event the Suvato:
from Mr, mobuselts did not agree with
the result of the individual .am-r.dments
rs they were voied cr. by the Senate,
he had the option to <tier that as a f.ral
amendment, ar.d it ecus certain many
of the items that were in H P.. 33 that
were deleted by the Senate commttlee.

Mr, DCP.HIN. Mr. President. Id the
Senator will yield. | do not think Sen-
ator Tsengas ard | are argbr.g that we
would cot v/fler HFu. 29 as a substitute
in toto and then try to do It in fve
installments er.d foreclose the Senator.
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| say that | think, the Senator from
Massachusetts and | can agree we will
no: try to chop the dog's tail oZ an inch
at a time in five seyruents so the Senator
is not precluded from a conference aa
long as be does not ask us to gjve up the
ability to amend a certain area, any area
Ir. Alaska with respect to one of the four
protective systems.

If we can lay this on the Record and
agree to It 1 thirJc the Senator is pro-
tected and we are protected.

| yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts.
Mr. STEVENS. There are a lot of

other areaA

Mr. TSONGAS. | might say to the
Senator from Alaska that | engage in
this agreement in some jeopardy. | have
net consulted, with the Alaska coalition
and jus; now have informed the S-e:re-
ts— what | am riolngt

| that City seriously.
and | am quite willing to shcuidur what-
ever that raiponsibiiity might be.

But to fall into &trap where without
knowing exactly the details of an
litnindir.'nt that | have r--en something
r.-vay, the outlines of which are -.cry
vague, is irrcrponsbh:C ard ivare is no
way that | can do that.

| will be p-erftatly wi'ling to give the
Senator those amendments e .thin a
short period of time, arid he can look
at them. | do not think he vrii! te .-ur-
prist-d by them. We have dtvrurar-d them
before.

Mr. STEVENS Do they include the
pet-4 reserve in Alaska? The Senator
from Washington has le't tut as the
Senator knows that uas or.e ci the areas
that he specifically vrr.rtcd left out of
this bill.

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, they have already
drilled 15 holes on 23 rr.i’licn acres. Tv ere
was almost unanimity that v.e should en-
courage ir.ore drilling in the pet4 rc-
reive to take the pressure of rfort
Sea which is going to have a blowout
and wipe out God knows what the way
the Interior Department Is going. Do we
want to preclude an amendment which
encourages drilling In pot-4 and post-
pone drilling in Up Beaufort Sc» where
th're is no technology?

Mr. STEVENS. No; the conference
committee can put NPP.A bar',a It Is in
the House bill. It will be within the
sccpe of the conference.

Mr. TSONGAS. Wc can dhrurs this
?U night long. 1 cannot agree in good
conscience to anything other than what
we p.grtcd to in that room, | have five
amendments which will include the
Hart-Culvcr concerns. and | wanted to
be free lo do whnt | tliirk is right and
the people | represent think Is right on
those amendments and not to have
agreed to something here the details of
which arc very vague in rry i.-Jnd.

1Just would feel irresponsible agreeing
to that. ?r.d the Senator can decide what
lie wants lo do on the basis cl that. |
am r.ot trying to be irresponsible. The
Senator knows how | tried to deal with
him throughout the whole prcress.

Mr. STEVENS. | understand that. |
leave the matter to rry ccl’tague from
Alaska. That was not my understanding
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In the majority leader’s conference room.
| thought we were dealing with amend-
ments that were germane to S. 9 and |
so stated before the argument started,
and it was pointed out by the Parlia-
mentarian It might be inconsistent with
the precedents of the Senate.

Mr. DURKIN. VTe can do anything but
amend the Constitution by unanimous
consent.

Mr. STEVENS, | understand that, and
that is what | was trying to co.

Mr. DURKIN. Could | propose a reso-
lution of this, that we will not offer HR.
39 as a substitute either Lo toto or Ir. five
installments and we Will not be pre-
cluded from trying to attach any one of
the four protective systems to any geo-
graphic area of Alaska, whether it is in
S.PorHR. 39?

| think we are protected and you are
protected, and it is laid on the record.
We just do not want lo be surprised.

You know, you heard tne story, about
the guy playing cards. Ke has an ace,
three, five, ar.d seven and he wins the
pet. The guy says, “Well, look at the sign
“‘Oid Cat beats anything in the house.”"

So 3 hours later he has bet the wife,
the cattle, the ranch, and he has ace.
three, five, and seven and he loses to a
pair of deuces. The other guy says to
him. "Look at the other sign, ‘Old Cat
only wins once a ni;ht In th:s place,"’

We Just do not want lo ret Involved
tn such a situation.

Mr. TFONGAS. | would just point out
for the record that (hat is a Massachu-
setts anecdote.

Mr. STEVENS. | find myself in the po-
sition of having argued ior a time agree-
ment for some time but not being en-
tirely secure in the outline of this time
agreement in terms of the fact that we
may face entirely new areas that are not
.within the Senate bill.

Again, rny colleague from Alaska. Sen-
ator Gr.AvrL—It is a good question, if he
wishes to proceed and get the agreement,
then | think It Is an agreement and It
is going to make the joh much tougher
because until we see those ismtndrncrils
we do not know what we art talking
about.

Mr. GRAVEL. Let me Just say that 1
have no motivation at all to proceed with
the bill. | am the last one to come In the
room, to 1 feel there Is no question but
that we arc in jeopardy, if a bill is
passed, | appreciate tire Senator’s
concern.

Mr. STEVENS. | would really like to
see the Senator's amendments, and | will
say to my good friend from West Vir-
ginia | think | have a genuine disagree-
ment or misunderstanding on the gcr-
mantness rule, and | started this dis-
cussion on that basis, ;.nd that is appar-
ently where we are hung up. If we could
make the agreement contingent upon our
stein; lhote five amendments, with the
opportunity to vitiate the agreement if
we have fcc.-ic concerns later on either
side, it would be all right with me.

You have no: seen m'r.e cither, but |
can assure you mmc arc.germane, and

know v,hat they are. Eut | do

whole r.tw configuration of these parks
in areas that are rc-t—four.areas that
art not—within the bill.

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, perhaps the resolu-
tion of this would be to agree subject to
the parties' seeing the amendments of
the other parties when we come back
and have a session, but with the under-
standing that we would vitiate the agree-
ment only—well, there is r.o pc-int in

getting to that. . *
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, | think
It should be "only.” I do not think we

ought to open up a lot of doors by which
the agreement could be vitiated. Tnere
is genuine concern about the contents of
these amendments. If we could condition
it on that--—--

Mr. TSONGAS. Yes. The concern Is
about the amendments being substantive
not, perhaps, a nit-picking procedure,
and there is. perhaps, nothing that |
would offer that has not been talked
about long before this session began.

Mr.ROBERT C.3YRD. Could we care-
fully state the condition on which the
agreement might be vitiated so that we
could proct-ad?

Mr. STEVENS. So far as | am con-
cerned | would like to have the right to
vitiate any agreement if the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from Mas-
0 Ult*6 go beyond the concept of
dealing with the areas that are covered
by the Senate bill to the extent that |
think It becomes a b.ll that, if passed,
would not go lo conference. | do believe
that you could do it on the basis where
we would end up with a bill here that
the House would take and we would not
get to conference at ail. Those areas we
deleted make the bill confer ential, and
it means they would be rc-ohed In con-
ference. That Is wk <1 want this bill
to be written, In conference, if at nil
passible.

| am prepared to enter into an agree-
ment. | want to work It out with the
Senator, but | run sure he can see if we
end up with a bill that Is cntrrrly accept-
able to the Alaska. Ccn".tSr and to the
administration but is going to not get
through conference we do net have any
chance. There are some things in the
House bill we would like to see in the
Senate bill. They arc not In there be-
cause we knew we would have those lo
drscuss In cor.feience.

Mr. DUIrKJN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? That is why | think what
| have proposed, that we will agree not
to replace HR. 39 in five installments,
ard you agree rot to foreclose- not to
apply the germar.cncss rule to any geo-
graphic area In any one cl the four pro-
tection systems, because under what you
rre raying you ; r.r. cr.d up in conference,
and the only brur that v ould be in con-
ference wouiu be .her It is the Yukon
Wildlife Refuge or Porcupine Nr.tior.al
Tores:, and nothing the would be v,.th-
in the scope of the conference.

STEVENS. No. 1 understand. 1
ihir.1: "he amcudi-cr.'s the Senator frcm
Mastai .useits Is rein; to offer—and we
have brcn over It crouch lo know the

original coalition bill, it seems to me
that is what we ought to be dealing With,
not whether we are going to create addi-
tional areas that go beyond the bill that
is before the Senate.

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? What about, say, we come
in with a refuge amendment and sweep
In the entire North Slope in the amend-
ment. Pet <all the way to the Canadian
border. Under what you are asking that
would be nor.;crmar.e except as It related
to areas already In S. 9.

Mr. STEVENS. | am sure the Parlia-
mentarian will tell you that if you ex-
tended It to cover the whole of the
A.rctic it would be germane, but if you
created contiguous areas, areas not
within the Senate bill under my inter-
pretation they would not be germane, the
new areas not coxsrt-d by Lie Senate bill,

the individual areas, would not be
germane.
Mr. TSONGAS. Is the Senator con-

cerned about a particular amendment?

.Mr. STEVENS. | am particularly con-
cerned about all NPRA. | think the
Senator from Washington would agree
that if we have separate legislation, the
President has lccorrmer.ded p course of
action concerning it. We ieft it out Inten-
tionally and the House put it Ln inten-
tionally, and | do think that is a con-
fcrential liem, and the 1 nd of item that
ought tc be considered between the two
Houses and not foreclosed here by an
amendment vhich makes the NPRA a
part or somethin;? like that, of a wildlife
refuge.

Mr. TSONGAS. Does the Senator have
potential objection to that one Issue?

Mr. STEVENS. JI is primarily that is-
sue and also the question of the interior
fori!l.1 rmd what would happen lo those
interior forests. | have r.o idea what your
amendment docs with that.

Mr. TSONGAS. That makes two of us.

Mr. ST.-VLNS. 1 just think It would

ttcr If vc had the right to -let us
er.tir an agreement you have not seen
nv r.m'iidnieutb either. They might send
you up the wall. Hut | do not think they
will because | think we want to get the
metier in conference.

Mr.'i SONCAS. 1think at this point we
either have to be operating on good faith
and show each other our amendments
and then see where we arc -the dis-
advantage that | have Is that you know
Alaska much better titan | do by def-
inition, and for me to enter into an
agreement with considerably less knowl-
ruye, representing nn entire movement
that has spent years on this, r.ot know-
ing what 1 am talking about 1 Just do
not think Is proper. 17:at !j the basis for
m.v hesitation.

Mr. DURKIN. What about kttins it
go over until morning?

Mr STEVENS, Take the Stisifr.a River.
It was included in the House bill and not
Included in our bill, and we ha-.e a very
vital interest in tire Susifr.a Rrvcr. If ve
do no; find it :n the Route bill we are
not going to fare it as a wild and rrcnic
river. It will be in conference, however,
because it is in the House bill, ard it

the
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1131 siree the Ser.ite rules pertain to
Ctr.m.ar.er.tss over House tills. We could
2.-pue over individual issues that were
settled in over 60 ccmmiilee meetings
during the pas'. 3years.

Mr. DURKIN. I think we have made a
lot of progress. | think we have the
framework.

Mr. STEVENS. Can we not get the time
agreement subject to *
do trust my friend from Massachusetts.
Ar a matter cf fact, we have never failed
to reach a final amicable resolution of
what Is a faL* balance. .After you see ours
and | see yours, we will sit down with the
Parliamsntarfsj; end work.lt out on the
tanNis of a comity ts It is fair. | am not
seeking to rewrite the Senate rules,
either.

But | do not think we ought to face
every one of these issues that we created
to hive confertr.tial items with the
House on a basis that wipes out our con-
ference.

Mr. DURKIN. Well. Tro *

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we observe the Senate rules? | do
not want to throw e thorn in this, But
cor'd we address the Chair end address
Senators in the third person?

Mr. STEVENS, Yes.

i'ne PRESIDING OFFICER. Tr.e ma-
jority leader's point is ell taken,

Mr. GEA EL. | th.nk we are pre-
ciously close to an cgreem.ent. What has
|.” ;.n propounded by the majority leader
is merjirfactoiy. that it could be vitiated
if there is ("‘'sagreement on the Issue of
perm: r.rr,ess to the r.rmnrimer,is sub-
mitted by rlJ parties, that that should tie
done us roar. as possible in the next 30
days, and that would be the only grounds
for a vitiation of the agreement. Tnat
‘trrr.s adequate. No one is riving up n
thing. Wc tnl! :te everybody's r.tnend-
rner.t. If th>re is a icmcncm-ss dispute,
f.nd it is or.ly to the ground of grrrnane-
T.rrs, then v.c could vitiate the ngice-
ment. Dr.es that come close?

So. If the Senator from Alaska looked
at your i.rmhdment rnd .said. *sThis, in
my mind is not rc.MS.ne." that vitiates
the rgri .'.int. But at least wc have

m-it a step in the right direction. And
t re is j!0 doubt to vhs.l the majority
lejftr wanted io do and that was only to
have a vitiation as a result of one jinr-
ticulir item.

Mr. TSONGAS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr, GRAVE!, Yes.

Mr. TSONGAS, My concern Is what

happens if ve ret to a point where an
amendment could be chicled to on the
issue of grimaneners rnd yet be clearly
within the rpirlt of the negotiations for
t! epr.il year plus.

Mr. GRAVEL. Then rnv roller,gue is
back to the point v.here there has not
V'.-n ac'.r fj(( of good faith, nnd that
somebody is u.vr.g r device to thwart the
reaiirsttcn of this agn ement. other than
that, v tcar. make some progress tonight
cn this, /.nd If. later on, there is
arrrrr.eny, then this agreement will be
vitiated.

At least we are ricrtinc out with the
thart to do that. .As has been slated by
.r.y colleagues, in the past these areas

conference? |I.

have been accommodated by the good-
will of the people Involved.

Suppose. In my case, people are
suspicious that | might want to sabotage
this. I will look at your amendments and
say, "To me. they are not rcrmane.”
That kills the agreement.

But | am prepared to exercise an
agreement, because | feel ail parties will
act in good faith. They cay not.

Mr. TSONGAS. IX | could have the
agreement that we could be subject to a
response that S2ys: "Yes, we expected
these amendments. We have been dis-
cussing It for s year and a half. It is
proper that you bring it up. We have go-
to get the issues resolvt-d,” but there is a
germaneness problem."

Mr. STEVENS. V’iB the Senator yield?

Mr. TSONGAS. Yes.

Mr. STZtiNS. Could we have the
ftgrcement and the understanding vrilb
the Senator from Massachusetts that we
will all submit the amendments to tne
Parliamentarian within 30 days end wc
will have his decision as to whether the
amendments are germane to the House
bill, are they germane to the Senate bill,

sand the ones that would not be germane

to Senate bill but are germane to the
House bill will be the subject of a con-
ference? If they clearly violate the spirit
of the conversation wc have had here
tonight, If that Is the determination,
then the majority leader or minority
leader can vitiate the Egrcement.

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, what sort of a Iramc-
work do you contemplate? Would the
ruling of the Parliamentarian be subject
to appeal?

Mr. STEVENS. | am Just saving if the
majority leader and the minority leader,
based upon the advice of the Parliamen-
tarian think these amendments would
violate the agreement, they may vitiate
the agreement. They may not. Wo. They
may determine to go ahead with it. Put
we will leave It to their option on the
basis of the comity and If they feel that
either of us is seriously grieved by lhe
procedures that have been followed

Mr. D IE KIN. P.eserv'rg the tight to
object, you say the Susitna is not in the
Senate bill?

Mr. STEVENS. No. It is not. It Is In the
substitute of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. DURKIN. And If the Senator from
Massachusetts or anyone else would offer
an amendment to make the Susitnn a
wild and scenic river, is !t your oair.tcm
that it would be nongennane under the
jigrrrmenl that Is propounded?

Mr. STKVIIJNS. It would depend on the
way It is done, really. Because the v|)d
and scenic rivers rre a serb-s of rives
and the Susitna could be cc-ririacted in a
manner that would make it germane.

Mr. DURKIN. Say the dam site, the
place where you have ccntirnolated put-
ting the dam. and we made tltat n wiid
and scenic river or a national uarfc with
ti'e highest devrt-e of protection. Is it
your vtw of this ur.anlmous-consent
rgreener,t that that would be nortger-
mar.t because It is not addressed tr. any
wav?

Mr. GRAVEL. Wall a minute. You are
pushing me on that. You arc getting into
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the merits of the situation. The Congress
has already acted to authorise this dam
site and the State Is expending millions
of dollars on this Froject. The Ptdtral
Government has alreoriy expanded un-
usual sums. And now to set to preclude
the people of Alaska. In this period of
an energy crisis, to not tnjoy a renew-
able resource is really preposterous.

Mr. DURKIN. the Senator yield?
You know, we damn near got killed look-
ing at that dam site firing in that little
plane.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYPJD. Mr. Presi-
dent—ago f-hcrd and finish your sentence.

Mr. DURKIN. Tne Susitrra was
brought up. | am not arguing about the
Susitna itself. But we are sort of like
the blind man feeline the brewn tear,
not quite sure what we rue up ag-insi,
And we do not want to fore-close the
ability to cffer an amendment Involving
any one of the four prospective units or
systems to any geographic area in the
State of Alaska. We will agree that we
will not replace HR. 39 in five install-
ments.

Mr. GRAVEL. Will the Senator yield?
With the cuggos'lon | made, not cv -n
tying it down to the Parliaments.;lan. If
you wanted to move to vitiate the crrc-e-
ment because you felt that there were
things happening on the basis of
perir.tinersess of ‘he amendments, then
you could do that. There is nr.ily no
diminution of my individual's pr-.ogn-
Lives in this agreement, except that if
v.e do go forward in the spirit of ri -.tty
to try to arrive pt sc:."thing, to accom-
modate the difficulty of leadership.

You could do the tame thing as | could
do if you want to vitiate it later cn these
grounds.

Mr. DUP.KJN. Will the Senator yield?
Maybe the majority leader could help
me answer this question. If we do that,
do wc really have « unanimous-c-n.vnt
p.crc..--icnt or do v.c have cn agreement
to try to reach an ngrccment?

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. | think you
would have an agreement that could be
Vitiated on certain conditions.

Mr, MIEVEN'S. Will the majority
leader yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Yes.

Mr. STEVEN S. Does the majority

leader feel uncomfortable with the sug-
gestion | made that the final decision
wovild be made my the leadership? |
have discussed the matter with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts | think he and
| have the same filling; ard that is if
the fim-1 decision would be sush that
we feel that somehow or other we have
been totally betrayed by the system, we
want out. Hut it would have to be a
total betrayal to get to that point. And
| trust the leadership to make that
Judgment and he apparently v.ould, rho.

is that agreeable with you? We have
. n ft":cement subject to being vitiated
by the leadership if they feel r.c are :o
disturb'd that It might nfiect Lhe future
o; eratlcn of the Ke.nr.ie?

Mr. DURKIN. What is your definition
of "total betrayal"?

Mr. S7 «\ .-.NK. That war the ccr.cept
of my friend from Massachusetts and |
felt very akin to those words-.

Mr. TSONGAS. IX the Senator from

*
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Alaska would delete the word ‘‘total”
ar.d accept the vverd "betrayal,” | think
we have at: a—eement we cam all live
with.

Mr. STEVENS. The condition is that
we have gotten ar. agreement, subject to
being vitiated by the minority leader
and majority leader, if they are con-
vinced any one o! the parties involved
has really been misled by this concept.

Mr. DUEKIN. Reserving tire right to
object, | do net want to have this more
Involved than we already have it, cut |
am. no: sure what the procedure to viti-
a‘e is, what the form is for deciding
whether it can be vitiated or not. and
the framework that the trier of the fact,
if you will, will utilise to determine
whether there has been bet:aval to cause
vitiation.

Mr. TSONGAS. U the Senator will
yield. If we ended up in a situation where
1 offered my five amendments, arid those
were r.0 surprise to anyone, particularly
In view of their being discussed for these
many months, and they were presented
to the Senator from Alaska who said,
“No; sou cannot have one of these for
purely par!;: mentary reasons in the
process,"” that p:octss would so nnder-
mine this environmentalist effort that
| could see that 1 could not procra-d in
good faith and 1 could go to the majority
leader and say that the spirit of the last
13 months has been betrayed. | would
ask him to honor my request, to vitiate
the f.ft cement. We have been through a
rurr.t'.r of fmen.imt p.is and a number of
controversies and ha; ebeen able to work
them all out. Mere v.e are discussing a
hypothetical. | hope that since we have
gone we can continue on.

Mr. STEVENS. | am prepared to ac-
cept that. The majority and the minor-
ity Under tr; tin.- can authorize eom-
ur.itto'-, to fit in the aftt moon, they can
do r. lot of t! ir.gr. contrary to the rules,
if they both a .«e. They both would have
lo agree lo do this. | do not rte any rea-
son why we cannot give that power to
them.

Mr. POIT.RT. C\BYRD, Well, if it is
agreeable to all parties,

Mr. DURKIN. While v.e arc waiting
for Senator Ocv.rt, can | ask another
que tic.r. of Senator S: gurus?

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Yes.

Mr. DURKIN. Under the agreement lo
vitiate if -c:ni  dy tries foul, what::!:sit
if there Is a totally iSi.'"Tcn nt tseatuunt
of Mrity ni'ris?

Mr. STEV;. NS. It would hot rur; . -e
me that It would be ‘ge.mane. Misty
Fjords is ir. the bill. You can rename it
or ref.g:..re it, or do almost anyliring you
v nr.i with It It would not be a new area.
But if you vmt tc some other island: in
er.uiheuVtrn not covered by this bill,
mubijcri to fAuffnp contracts for cutting,
rnd you said you wanted to make that
into tnt Purple F.ioids, then | would say
you had woisied the spirit of this ngTec-
mcr.t.

Mr. DURKIN. V.’hat about if we pro-
jt<"d that the Admiralty I:lands be a
wilderness; would that -be ge: mane?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SEN

Mr. STEVENS. When we talk about
S. S. we are talking about the Senate
committee version, | assume .ve agree
with that, as reported to the fioor of
the Senate. It is ir, S. 9. It would be ger-
mane to do whatever you wished to do
with the Admiralty Islands. That does
not foreclose me frcm being as vociferous
as-l can about what you might propose.

Again, | am trying to avoid getting
new areas in here and, in effect, making
this bill a bill that covers are as v.e have
not even prepared studies on. V’e have
areas that have been suggested by the
coalition and we have not even studied
them. They are coming up with new
ideas for new parks and new wildlife
refuges that none of us have discussed.
| think that would be unfair, if we came
ir. with something that none of us has
reviewed and we had no idea as to what
was golag on. Some of those are NPRA,
incidentally. They have ideas of new
refuges that we have not ever, looked at.
Th.it is all 1 am saying, for us to talk
about existing areas, ar.d the expansion,
redefinition, reclassification. Those are
entirely germane.

But | do not want to fare the problems
of having entirely r.evr concepts came on
the floor of the Senate that ;u- are not
prepared to meet. That is what 1 would
say would be unfair from my point of
view. | do not think the Senator from
Massachusetts feels contrary to that,
but | do think that there are seme v.ho

do confer with my rood friend who
might suggest such an avenue of
approach.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. So what is

the condition, if | can ari: the distin-
guished acting minority leader? What is
the condition by which lire atitemerit
could be vitiated?

Mr. STEVENS. If ..ftcr consults Mon
vith the parliament:slan one of us
raises the question cf a departure frcvn
the understanding, .:d the majority
and minority leader urc convinced to-
gether that that Is the ease, the major-
ity leader could vili.-.le ti e agreement.
Me ;ni-ht not cvi n call it up under those
(ircuinsiances.

Mr. HO/-) wvT C. BYRD. One further
question; When tire Senator says, "all of
us" .

Mr. STEVENS. | nrn talking about
time of us who are involved, iht Drator
fioin Washington, tiro Senator from
0;.-gon, the SsT.ato: Ircm M -:-.ri u cits,
the tor from NV-v Hsm.rir.ire, arid
the two Sej;-.,0."i from Alaska.

Mr. P.O' EHT C. BYHD. Vny well, Is
that aglee-=blc?

The PPi:HIiDING OiT-IC-.R. Is there
ob.-'uen? V.V.hcui objection, it Is ro
o; dered.

Mr. HO— HF C Vs HD. | thank !lc

Chair and 1 thank all .Tumors.
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr ROBERT C BY'P.D, Mr. President,
the order is io: the Senate to convene

ATE
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at 9 am', tctncrrow morning, is that

correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tne Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. 2.0SZ?:T C.EYED. Are there any
orders for the recognition of Senators
other than the order for Senator K af.fy
F. Byp.o, J?2..?

The FP.ZSEDDtG OFFICER. That is
the only order.

Mr. P.OEZP.T C. EYP.D. |
Chair.

thank the

PROVIDING POP. AN ADJOURNMENT
OF THE HOUSE FROM FEBRU-
ARY 13 TO FEBRUARY 19, 19u0

Mr.ROBERT C.BYRD. Mr. President.
| send to the desk a House concurrent
resolution. | e-sk that it be stated by the
clerk, and that the Senate proceed to
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the concurrent resolution by
title.

'Die second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A concurrent resclvtlcn (H. Ccn. Acs 270
p.-oviimg :cr fr. sdiaurr.-rtr.e cf the House
trcra Fttruary 13 io Furuary 1-20.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the immediate cerridiration
of the concurrent resolution?

There being no ob.'tct'on, the Senate
proceeded to corridor the concurrant
resolution.

TnePRESIDING Of-FJCEB.The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the concurrent
re; elution.

The concurrent resolution <H. Con.
r.-.r.2i6) V:-l, SgTMd to.

KI-rESS UNTIL 9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C.BY rO. Mr. President,
if there be no further business lo come
before the ft: nave, | move, in accoidance
with the order prcviouriy entered. Urat
the Eenrite stand in r, s for 12 hours
and 31 minuses until the hour ol 9 o’clock
tomorri w morning.

There bring no objection, the Senate,
at 8:29 p.m.. recessed until tomorrow,"
Friday, February B, 1380, at Dajr .

CO.NFi.PMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 7, 1980:

NiCNAL Co::mission c:; lrir-j = m;v

tSfor.rjATios* furscc

The fcloxiag-r.ss'.ctd ;.e.-scrs :0 be .Mem-
bers of the Net:c,r.si Cc.:: :r.:-*.lcr. or. Libraries
: 1 - ft-wawcn Science for ra.-ms r: plrl::g
J\ly ID. 1PE4:

'ft!. st A ASpers. of Connecticut.

r :c5 A. fuadra. nt CMlfcrnfs

M.tigaret S Worden, of Montana.

The :t.-vc r.o.T.Ir.ntlers r.e:; :,gp:cved sub-
ject :o the r.cmlr.-.es' c(.'tmf'.w.envs io re-
s;,0:id in <qvv:'\ :0 npjicor ar.d wei,fy btlcrt
t-y d-Uy co.-.jil:uud convn'.if.ee of tie
fc.atc.
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Senators Ted

1980, following Senate concurance on a time agreement for the
Alaska lands bill): -

TED STEVENS: We want to tell you about an agreement we just
entered into on Alaska lands on the Senate Tfloor.

MIKE GRAVEL: Ted will speak- for both of us on the details of
the agreement.

STEVENS: We’ve entered into an agreement under which the
Alaska lands bill S.9 can be called up on the floor any time
after July 4th by call of the Majority Leader. Under that
agreement Senator Gravel will serve as a member of the con-
ference committee. The bill will be called up under a time
limitation which will give five hours to Senator Gravel, five
hours to Senator Tsongas, five hours to Senator Jackson and
five hours to Senator Hatfield and myself. There will be
five amendments offered by Senator Tsongas on which there is
a two hour limitation. Thos are amendments 1in the first degree
that are subject to amendment. Three amendments to be offered
by Senator Gravel, three amendments to be offered by myself and
three amendments to be offered by Senator Jackson also subject
to a two hour time limit and they are also subject to amendment
We have further agreement that Senator Tsongas may offer his
substitute amendment i1f he wishes to do so after those amend-
ments are disposed of. There will be no other amendments 1in
order, and the amendments must all be germane. There 1is a
question as to whether they must be totally germane to the
Senate bill or the House bill. That 1i1s to be resolved. If
on the basis of having provided the amendments (all of us must
file our amendments within 30 days -- not the amendments to
the amendments, but the basic amendments must be filed within
30 days) and i1f the Majority and Minority Leader find that any
of the amendments that are offered substantially violate the
understanding that we®"ve reached... that we"re dealing basically
with amendments that are germane to the bill 1itself, then they
may vitiate the agreement, or as a matter of fact, the Majority
Leader is not compelled to call up the bill.

The bill will not be called up before July 4th and the
amendment, in a nature of a substitute by Senator Tsongas,
will not be subject to an)’ amendments.

GRAVEL: This 1is an agreement at this point which probably
will stick, but as pointed out by Senator Stevens, there is
the opportunity, that i1f there is a germaneness problem, and
there"s a feeling of a loss of faith by the various partici-
pants, the Majority Leader, Senator Byrd, and undoubtedly
Senator Stevens as Acting Minority Leader would""tTfen vie fate

this agreement. 1 doubt that would be the case.
STEVENS: That 1s strictly a Minority Leader (Sc-nator Baker)
power. It would take two of them to viciate the agreement.

Although Senator Byrd 1is not compelled to call up the agree-
ment, he may call it up any time after July 4th. But 1t was
sort of a surprise that we were able to reach an agreement.



ve been nefibtiatin|pwr m e «xi
Senator Byrd hdS been quite agnicious r‘po Jgt g}w agreement on
the bill, and he get all the parties together 1iIn his Majority
Leader’s office "and this was the agreement that was outlined
and tentatively agreed to. It has been concurred in by
S5enator Jackson, as’the Chairman of the Energy Committee, and
by Senator Hatfield as the ranking Republican on that committee.
It means that ve are going to face a very tough fight, because
it 1s obvious that these amendments that will be offered by
Senator Tsongas will change the complexion of S. 9 if they
are adopted.

GRAVEL: Also it gives us ample time to pre.pare and with the
climate changing with respect to energy 1t may improve our posi-
tion by then. But the critical thing is that it gets it into
the latter part of the session which gives us, as a small state,
more leverage then we would have certainly during the months of
February, March, April, May and June. That leverage, of course,
can be very important to us.

QUESTION: When do these amendments have be presented?

STEVENS: They have to be presented within 30 days (I’m glad
you asked that question).

GRAVEL: To be examined by all the parties.

QUESTION: Within 30 days of right now?

STEVENS: Yes.

QUESTION: And they"ll be brought up when the bill 1is on the
floor?

GRAVEL: Yes, and the amendments will be brought up when the

bill 1is called up on the floor right after July 4th. Assuming
that there 1i1s nothing of national import that takes a higher
priority.

QUESTION: What 1is it that changed things around today?

GRAVEL: Senator Byrd and 1 had a meeting and from that meeting
he contacted Ted, and then contacted Scoop (Senator Jackson).
The question was how was 1t precipitated today?

I had made an agreement with Senator Byrd earlier in
the week that 1 would get back to him after |1 talked with
Senator Stevens and with Secretary Andrus. I accomplished
that, then got back with Senator Byrd today. He agreed that
after the 4th of July would be acceptable to him, and that it
would be acceptable to him that I would serve on the conference.
So after he left me, he went over to see Senator Stevens to
see 1f that was -acceptable to Senator Stevens. It obviously
was. Then they both talked with Senator Jackson, 1 believe,
and Senator Bvrd then called a meeting to bring 1in Senator
Tsongas and tfie other parties, as many as could be secured,
for a meeting 1in his office. Then from there it went to the
floor. So from that first meeting it sort of just pulled
together very rapidly.
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stitute) voted on second? Doesn’t this really g(ive Tsongas
two shots at S.9? | mean he can amend it, and if he’s not
with the bill he can bring his bill up?

STEVENS: Senator Tsongas has the right to offer his sub-
stitute i1f.he wishes to do so. I"ve thought all along we could
beat the Tsongas substitute. It would foreclose a conference
and | really don"t think the Senate 1is prepared to do that.

He wanted to offer his amendments separately. I told him first
that | wouldn®"t agree to that. It was at the suggestion of
Senator Byrd, | think that that be approached. But he doesn"t
have any great advantage by being able to offer the the sub-
stitute last, as | see 1t now. That may change, but I don’t
think so, because he touches the Arctic Wildlife Range, and he
touches many of the areas in the state that are very vital to

resource development.. I think Senator Gravel and 1 are 1in
agreement that as this develops right now, considering the
great interest in national security, | just don’t see us

passing a substitute that would totally foreclose access to
the Arctic Wildlife Range. As a matter of fact, some of the
amendments that 1 am considering would open that Range further.

GRAVEL: The only thing that 1°d add to that 1is that the
spirit of the agreement 1is that everybody will have a clean”
shot at what they are trying to accomplish. So 1t"s going
to come down to whether ypu have the votes for the 1issues You
are committed to.

QUESTION: Senator Tsongas said he has five amendments, four
protected areas, could we go over those?

STEVENS: We haven®"t seen the amendments, but we generally know
what he wants to do. I think everybody knows what he wants to
do: He wants to change the Arctic Wildlife Range, the Gates of

the Arctic, the Wrangells, Southeastern, and some of the general
provisions of the bill.

GRAVEL: Plus we have recognized, even without consulting each
other that we both chimed in and each wanted three amendments.
I don"t kow what amendments 1 am going to be offering, but since

Senator Tsongas had five, 1 figured if we had six between us
that we were safe.

QUESTION: .And he®ll be able to amend your amendments and you®"ll
be able to amend his amendments?

GRAVEL: Yes, everything 1s to the first degree.

STEVENS: We have an understanding that the procedure that would
shut off amendments would not be followed. It Is possible to

offer an amendment in the first degree, and then offer an amend-
ment iIn the second, degree and prevent any other amendments 1in
the second degree from being considered by the nature of the
perfecting amendment, which in effect would be totally a sub-
stitute, so that the amendment would not be open for amendments.



N"ov viel have an AS«rstandihi“Hwi |SMKI*FfMIAMID™" not be dpirt™In
this case and we will be able to Pffer perfecting amendment:

to one another’s amendments in the first degree. The real
point is we now have our work cut out for us. There’s no
question about that. It would have been a lot simpler 1if

we could have faced the Tsongas substitute, and then faced

S.9 to go into conference. But i1t’s still possible 1 think
with the change of climate for us to iImprove this bill. That"s
what we are going to try to do.

QUESTION: What 1s i1t that changed your mind? You said a few
days ago that you wanted i up and down vote on Tsongas, but
that you didn"t want individual environmentalist amendments to
S. 9. Vs it that Tsongas wouldn"t buy that Ildea? Why is it
that you"ve changed your mind on this?

STEVENS: It*s the apparent agreement we have to put this bill
off until after the 4th of July. I"ve been very, fearful, as
you know, that we are facing a motion to take up the bill with-
out any limitation at all in the very near future...and it was
apparent there has been tremendous pressure on the Majority
Leader coming from the Administration and others to call this
bill up. And if we couldn®"t get an agreement | think we
would have faced the question of calling the bill up. If
the bill was called up without any agreement, we wouldn"t have
had any protection at all. We"ve got a semblance of pro-
tection now 1in terms of the way we got it lined up. We have
the ability to offer amendments too.

GRAVEL: We were both surprised that we could get 1t that
far into the Congress. That gives us considerable more leverage
than we"d have right now

QUESTION: 1 thought the whole 1idea of delaying a vote until the
end of a year though, |1 thought you get leverage from that be-
cause you wouldn®*t have to go along with a time agreement?

GRAVEL: The time agreement bought us time, 1iIn this particular
case, so it"s a trade-off. The only thing at risk, really,
and this 1s what Senator Stevens 1is working on with his violating
agreement, and that was something would pass the Senate that
would be total!)" acceptable to the House and they would just
grab i1t like that, and then it"s law. There®"s no way wc can
circumvent that risk. But by the same token now with- being
able to examine the amendments, 1f there®s something that 1is
tricky that we think 1s not germane, then the whole think can
be brought back to square one. I sort, of doubt that will
happen. Tsongas, et al, certainly have led us to believe, and
I think they 1intend that, that this issue will go to conference
2nd that does give us certainly another step before there 1is a
final determination of the result.

QUESTION: So basically on his honor, he won®t bring up NPR-A
of Susitna?

GRAVEL .AND STEVENS: (together) No, no, no, there®"s more than that.



N5: T thin* hr nay bring tip NPR-A or Susitn*. The

question 1s hov is i1t brought up? If 1t"s brought up so th»t it
opens up 1issues we haven"t faced before, areas we haven"t studied
and they propose-uses that are inconsistent with the general dis-
cussions ve“"ve had iIn the past, | think that would be a violation
of our agreement. They want to fight us on whether Susitna >

to be a wild and scenic river just as such, 1 think we could __
that. But i1f we get a situation where Sussitna 1is so lumped in
with a whole series of wild and scenic rivers that we wouldn™t
have a fair chance to delete 1t then 1 think we would have been
misled. That’s the"basis thing. I think we can win Susitna on
an up anddown vote on a straight issue. We just don"t want to
get intc a position where we don"t have a chance to protect our
vital interests.

GRAVEL: Yes, so much a minor part of a big package that
everybody"s got to vote for politically.

QUESTION: Nov that do you think this will do to the state
effort, the resolution condemning S. 9?

GRAVEL: They can read the English language and can make up
their ownminds. I haven"t been involved 1inthat and don't
intend to. I"ve made my views clear. I*m not happy where
we"re at, but 1 don"t have any control to be where I"m at.

QUESTION: Does this mean that you®"re backing S. 9 now?

GRAVEL: No, I, let me state it again, I"m not here because |
want to be here, I'm here because I1"ve been forced to be here
by circumstances beyond my control. 1 would rather have no

legislation but that"s you know, academic at this point in
Alaskan history.

QUESTION: Did Andrus when you spoke with him reconfirm his
threat to withdraw?

GRAVE’.. No 1 don"t think Andrus added to iny decision-making
process. 1 think a desire to work with Senator Stevens, and
a surprise that we could secure this of time into the session.
I think that®"s very critical to a final resolution. It gives

us more leverage than we would have otherwise.

STEVENS: What Senator Gravel is saying, as 1 see 1t is, and
I was surprised that we were able to get an agreement (be-
cause 1 didn"t know really, Mike that you were ready to agree)
but the impact of it is that by putting it off beyond the 4th
of July (we will be out for a substantial period after the
4th of July. There®s only two weeks there between the two
conventions. We don®"t know whether 1it"s possible to even
get it up in that period, the last week of July)

GRAVEL: 1 think we go as late as after the 201h of July.
In fact., | would guess that there 1is no way, just, look at
the recess calendar.

STEVENS: We"ve jJust agreed that we"re out from the 3rd now
and we come back in on the 20th.



STEVENS: The earl-iest i1t could come upnov is the 21st of
July and as | said during that period are the two conventions.
I have a reason to believe thct there will beother issues
that will be involved that prcbably might take the front burner
there. I see i1t as probably coming up sometime after the
recess Tor the Democratic convention which isin August.

GRAVEL: Then the earliest would be the 18th of August.

STEVENS: As 1 understood what was done by the agreement, |1
assume you mentioned the 4th of July. I didn"t (says 1 did),
I don"t know where that came from...

GRAVEL: I did.

STEVENS: It means that the bill 1is pushedback there 1in the
end of the session, and if we can get it to conference, and

we don"t like 1t from conference we have a great deal of leverage

over it. That"s the critical part.

QUESTION: In other words, 1f you weren"t happy with the result,
you could filibuster the conference?

GRAVEL: A lot easier than now.

STEVENS: The key now is -- get it to conference, and by
putting off consideration of it until after that 4th of July
recess, (it cannot be called up before that now) -- 1t has
bought a lot of time. There 1s no question about that. Senator
Gravel®"s approach has done that. Tt is contrary to what | wanted

to do on the individual amendments, because 1 thought perhaps
we might seat them down to the point where they would get a
vote up or down on the Tsongas substitute, and only that, and
then take S. 9 to conference. But we are both trying to do
the same thing, and that"s get down to the point where we
might have our leverage restored to get a great deal more of
what we want, or not get a bill at all. That, | take 1it, 1is
still our goal.

GRAVEL: Right.

QUESTION: In other words, you“"re talking about a possible
filibuster of the conference report?

GRAVEL: If everything goes to hell in a handbasket, there-"s
no question. V. now have that tactical position that makes it

a lot easier at that point to do that (filibuster). \."e have
no way to do it now.

STEVENS: IfT the bill was called up at this time without a
time agreement, even with a filibuster, we could not have con-
trolled 1it.

QUESTION: Vfhen do you think the bill could come up?



_ TOHKKmM after jbly 2I*t'. The >y element is it
gives us better leverage than we could have got right now.
I"a surprised that we were able to get this much tir.c.

STEVENS: 1 must say that date surprised me too, when we
were talking about buying time, the furthest along 3 thought
we"d get was May, but when somehow or other Mike talked them
into not before the 4th, 1 think that changed the approach
to a great extent.

QUESTION: Kill this satisfy the Secretary of Interior?

GRAVEL : It would be very, very, difficult for the Secretary
to affect a withdrawal with this kind of an agreement, I
think he can iInterpret the fact that we have an agreement is
movement prior to his deadline. So there 1i1s no reason to
try and pressure the Congress anymore than he already has.

STEVENS: You should know that while we were talking Senator
Tsongas was called off the floor by Secretary Andrus because
apparently he was caught by surprise too. The impact of that
was that he too entered into the agreement.

GRAVEL: He told me he was unahppy..and he said but that®"s
the way i1t goes.

STEVENS: I think he wanted more time to define the types
of amendments they were considering, and to try and work out
an arrangement where *e might not be able to amend their
amendments...don"t forget we perfected the rights to offer
amendments to their amendments, and since we are going to have
them in 50 days, that ought to be an iInteresting exercise.
Particularly with the great interest in oil and gas and
minerals here in the Senate, 1 think we can now develop
some effective counter offensives, and that"s why we re-
served the right for these other three amendments.

QUESTION Can anyone else offer amendments?
GRAVEL: There 1is a half-hour for other amendments that
anybody else wants to offer. It isn"t restricted to just

us. Rut i1t"s only a half-hour for anybody else.

QUESTION: For each amendment?
GRAVEL: Yes, for each amendment.
STEVENS/GRAVEL: Are there any other questions? Thank you

very much.
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Jay S. Hammond

Governor

FROM: John W. Katz
Special Couns

SUBJECT: Refutation of statements concerning Alaska®s energy
potential.

DATE: January 30, 1980

For you-- information, | am enclosing a specific refutation of the
statements of Patrick L. Dobey, a paid consultant for a national
conservation group, concerning Alaska®s energy potential.

This critique was prepared by Ross Schaff and Gar Pessel, geolo-
gists in the Division of Geological & Geophysical Surveys of

the Department of Natural Resources. As their analysis 1indicates,
Mr. Dobey"s statements create a highly inaccurate and misleading
impression respecting Alaska®s energy resources. In turn, this

impression could contribute to inaccurate conclusions concerning
the impact of the Udall-Anderson bill on future exploration and
development in Alaska, particularly on the North Slope. Because
of this, we have taken steps to circulate the accompanying
critique to members of the Senate and their staffs.

IT you have any questions or comments concerning the enclosed
analysis, please let me know.

JWKZdw

cij: Lt, Governor Miller
Legislative Oversight Committee

P.S. Our other efforts to develop the energy issue via the
lobby program appear to be going well, and 1 look for-
ward to discussing recent developments with you when we
next get together.



Questions and Answers Alaska“s
Energy Resources: A Refutation of the
Statements of Patrick L. Dobey

January,. 1980
INTRODUCT ION

The following analysis was prepared by two of Alaska®s foremost
geologists (see accompanying biographical material). The analysis
represents a specific refutation of statements made by Patrick L.
Dobey, a paid consultant for a national conservation group. Cer-
tain proponents of the Udall-Anderson and Tsongas Alaska lands
bills have sought to minimize the iImpact of the enactment of either
of these measures on Alaska"s energy resources, and Mr. Dobey-"s
statements are designed to buttress this approach. However, as
the following critique indicates, Mr. Dobey®s analysis and con-
clusions are not supported by the facts, particularly new
geological and economic iInformation relating to the oil and gas
potential of the Arctic National Wildlife Range and other areas

of Alaska®s North Slope.

In addition to the analysis contained herein, the State and other
concerned parties have prepared 1iIssue papers and critiques which
deal with other energy-related aspects of the Alaska lands legis-
lation. These papers, which have been distributed previously or
are now 1in process, demonstrate the detrimental implications of
the Udall and Tsongas measures that would result from inadequate
transportation and access provisions, a new and unworkable leasing
system, land designations which w*ould block iImportant access or
would preclude future exploration and development, and other
factors. By contrast, the legislation reported by the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources is shown to be far more
favorable for the development of Alaska®s energy resources, while
protecting important scenic, wildlife, and other resources at the
same time.

Question: Is it true that "geologists know that oil and gas occurs
only in sedimentary basins, and that r;he boundaries of such basins
are fTirmly established in Alaska'"? "Energy and the Alaska Lands

Bill,"” Patrick L. Dobey, p.2.

Answer: A great amount of doubt exists about the exact boundaries
of the sedimentary basins in Alaska. In the process of compiling
a map of the potential oil and gas basins in Alaska, the Division
of Geological and Geophysical Surveys consulted with geologists
from industry and the USGS, and encountered a lather wide variety
of opinions about the placement rf basin boundaries.

For example, the boundary of a petroleum basin can be obscured by
a so-called thrust belt, where older rouks are shoved over the

edges of a pre-existing basin in a mountain-building process. The

HALL of the STATES Suite 345 414 North Cjpitol Street N.V.', (20?i 024-5853
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eeireh for oil and fas iIn r " conditi
10 overthrust play
now occurring in the Rocky Mountains. Analogous conditions exist
on the North Slope of Alaska, where the front of the Brooks Range
has been thrust out, probably for tens of miles, over the basin =
edge.

Question: Is it true that "3% to 5% of the lands with high or
favorable oil potential would be restricted from oil and gas
exploration and development by the House passed bill"? "Energy
and the Alaska Lands Bill," Patrick L. Dobey, p.3.

Answer: Dobey®"s statement implies that i1f only 5% of the prospec-
tive- ."ad is affected, then only 5% of the potential resources

are at stake. Such a statement disregards the facts concerning
the resource potential assigned to various land areas iIn Alaska.
The fact is that the lands in question include some of the jnost
prospective oil and gas potential iIn Alaska, and the probabilities
are that a very high percentage of that potential could be locked
up by the House bill.

Resources are not distributed homogeneously throughout a basin,
and for this reason, a resource potential cannot be treated as
simply a function of the areas of land involved. For example,
if the small amount of land involved in the Prudhoe Bay field
had been withdrawn, one would have locked up a very high per-
centage of the onshore oil potential in Alaska. Our knowledge
of the geology within the North Slope basin allows us to select
certain areas, such as the Arctic National Wildlife Range, as
having significantly higher potential than other areas.

Question: Is it true that "current geologic information" 1indicates
that the Arctic National Wildlife Range does not have much petro-
leum potential, or is "very low" (citing Grantz and Mull)? "Energy
and the Alaska Lands Bill,”" Patrick L. Dobey, p. 4.

Answer: Dobey 1is quoting Grantz and Mull out of context, and
fails to include qualifying statements and other more optimistic
statements about the oil potential of ANWR in the report so as to
create a totally misleading conclusion.

The statement about a "very low"™ potential related only to the
older sequence of rock.s in the basin (Ellesmerian) , and repre-
sents only a very carefully qualified opinion. In fact, iIn the
same paragraph, Grantz and Mull state that the "prospect for
Ellesmerian petroleum deposits beneath the coastal plain east of
Camden Bay cannot be conclusively evaluated from the existing
data.”™ Grantz and Mull also note, in their report, that "a
range of options have been expressed for the potential of the
coastal plain itself.”



[ | . " .
Question: Is 1t true that "the 197S.Grants and Null report is
based upon 1977 high quality seismic reflection profile* along the
coast and well data that were not available for all previous
studies”™? "Energy and the Alaska Lands Bill,"” Patrick L. Dobey,
p.-4.

The seismic data In gquestion was reconnaissance type work
continental shelf done by an ocean-going vessel, and none
these lines were in close proximity to the coast because of the
draft of the vessel. The seismic rata that was acquired is use-
ful for regional iInterpretations, out could not be construed as
giving detailed information about the coastal zone or coastal
plain of the Wildlife Range.

The statement implies that well data not available for previous
studies whs somehow not encouraging for the petroleum prospects in
the Wildlife Range. The wells iIn question, iIn the vicinity of
Point Thompson and Flaxman Island, immediately west of the Range,
are, in fact, producing oil wells, and can be said to enhance the
potential of the Range, because similar geology is likely to exist
on the Range. Grantz and Mull refer to these specific wells, and
recent discoveries iIn Canada In the following sentence:

"If the reported Dome discoveries have relevance
for the potential of the Wildlife Range, or if
the Flaxman Island and Point Thompson discover-
ies are as large as their initial rates of flow
during testing suggest, “then the potential of
the ANWR coastal plain could be significantly
larger than indicated above."

Question: 1Is it true that "the total potential reserves of the
Arctic Range (are) at 750 million barrels"? “"Energy and the Alaska
Lands Bill,"” Patrick L. Dobey, p. 5.

Answer: A resource estimate given in this form, with no qualifi-
cation about the level of uncertainty in the estimate and no
indication of the data base or estimation technique used to derive
the estimate, might as well have been pulled out of thin air.

Given the fact that the Wildlife Range has never been drilled, and
there is no seismic data on which to base an estimate, any estimate
of the resource potential of the Range would have to be subject to
several orders of magnitude of uncertainty. To deliberately Ileave
out such qualification is misleading and scientifically incorrect.

Question: Is it true that "it woul-d take a field of at least one
Billion barrels on the North Slope to be economical"™? "Energy and
the Alaska Lands Bill," Patrick L. Dobey, p-.5.

Answer: Such a statement may have been correct a number of years
ago, but it is not accurate in the context of current oil prices.



___zIny the recent Beaufort S«a Imi. MI#, economic studic

to detesmine leasing prices by the 0SG8 end the State government
indicated that the minimum economic field size for the xale area,
which 1is offshore, was about 100 million barrels.

Question; le 1t true that "the chances of finding such a fi«ld
(billion barrel) are "very low™", and that "1t makes more sense
to spend limited exploration funds on more promising areas, such
as the offshore areas and the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska'?

"Energy and the Alaska Lands Bill," Piitrick L. Dobey, p.5.

Answer: The chances of finding a very large deposit of oil and
gas are always low, since such occurrences are not conmon. How-
ever, 1In order to find such deposits, it iIs necessary to look iIn
places where they have a reasonable chance of occurrence, and the
Wildlife Range is clearly one of those places.

The drilling results in NPRA do not make that area '"more promising."
than the Wildlife Range. The offshore areas are a very large
unknown. However, the environment offshore is much more hostile
than onshore, and the economics of oil production on the contin-
ental shelf of the Beaufort Sea are much more forbidding than
onshore. Therefore, it is difficult to say that a search for
petroleum in the offshore is either more promising 0l1* more wise
than exploration of the Wildlife Range.

Question: 1Is it true that the NPRA has a very high potential?
"Energy and the Alaska Lands Bill," Patrick L. Dobey, p.5.

Answer: The petroleum potential of NPRA has been the matter of
some considerable amount of speculation, and estimates of the
resource potential are constantly changing because of the continu-
ing exploration program. Because the exploration has, to date,
been unsuccessful, the resource estimates for NPRA are not
especially high. The last published figure (105b study, 1978)
shows an average value (about the 50% probability level) of 8.2
billion barrels of oil in place, of which about one-third might

be producible.

Studies of the resource potential of the Wildlife Range have not
been done using methods similar to those used in the 105b study
of NPRA, and therefore, any direct comparison of the two areas in
question 1is bound to be speculative and subjective in nature.

The geology of the Wildlife Range is more encouraging, from an
exploration point of view, than NPRA. The younger sequence®of
rocks in ANWR, not present in NPRA, contains large amounts of oil
Jjust outside the Range in the Flaxman Island area, and in the
Mackenzie area of Canada. For this reason alone, the resource
potential of the Range is probably significantly greater than
that of NPRA.



stion
rastically and dramatically change(a) the geological concepts and
the oil and gas potential of the Arctic National Wildlife Range,”
and does ’this latest information drastically downgrade(s) the
Range®s economic oil and gas potential”? "Energy and the Alaska =
Lands Bill,"- Patrick L. Dobey, p. 4, 5.

Answer: If anything can be construed as "drastically and
dramatically” revising the oil and gas potential of the Wildlife
Range, i1t would have to be the nature of the Canadian discoveries
in the Mackenzie area. These discoveries have been made iIn the
younger section of rocks that i1s also present in the Wildlife
Range. Grantz and Mull devote a considerable discussion to the
potential of these rocks, drawing analogies to the Canadian dis-
coveries that had been made at the time of their report. Their
method of averaging to determine the expected size of an oil TfTield
that might occur iIn the Range is not a particularly valid method
of resource assessment, but the Canadian discoveries announced In
1979 would revise their figure sharply upward. One such discovery
(Kopanoar, M-13) had a productive rate of 12,000 barrels a day,
leading to a potential reserve of "billions of barrels”™ to quote
the Dome news release.

The discoveries at Point Thompson and Flaxman Island, just west of
the Range, and the bidding of industry in that area iIn the recent
sale, point to the realistic high potential of the younger sequence
of rocks 1in the Wildlife Range.

In addition, a recent report done jointly by the USGS and the State
Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys released

November. 30, 1979, contains "new geological information which rein-
forces the conclusion held by most industry and government geologists
that the Arctic National Wildlife Range has the highest potential

for oil and gas of onshore Alaska,'™ according to Dr. R. G. Schaff,
State Geologist for Alaska.

CONCLUSION: Dobey"s statements quotes the Grantz and Mull report
selectively and out of context so as to present a pessimistic
picture of the oil and gas potential of the Wildlife Range, which
result was not the intention of the authors. Dobey also makes
categorical statements about the geology of the Range which are
simply not supported by any known documentation, either in publi-
cations, or by his own analysis.



Education: A.B. 1957 ki tu University (Cealogy)
A.M. 19SB lotton hlvtraicy (Geology)
FbD 1913 Boston tsinriltj (Geology)

Hock bcptrltacc:

Dr. Schaff"s experience In Alaska bofaa in 1960 when he accepted an
appointment as Assistant Professor of Goology at Alaska Methodise
University, Alaska®s only A-"ear private university. Shortly after his
pronotion to Pull Professor of Geology he accepted the position of Academic
Dean of the University, a position he held until 19/5. In 1975 he uas
appointed fay Commissioner Guy Martin, nowAssistant Secretary iIn the
Department of Interior, to the position of State Geologist for Alaska. As
such he directs the activities of the State"s Geological and Geophysical
Surveys, aa ageoey responsible for the collection and analysis of data
pertaining to oil/gaa, water, coal, geochemal energy, minerals, and
geologic hazards.

Periodically Dr. Schaff has worked as a consulting geologist and currsntiy
serves on the National Research Council, Conaittee on Alaskan Coal Mining
and Reclamation.



M.S. 1)10, California Institute of Tadmol v

*

Work Experience:

Coal geology of Alaska, field geologist for J.A. Noble, a consultant working
for U.S. Steel; three aonthf .In 1959
T

Coal geology in the Ferule district of British Coloobia,'field geologist for'
J.A. Noble, a consultant for US Steel three Months In I960

#
Petroleum geologist and geophysmst for Rlchfleld Oil Corp and Atlantic -
Richfield Co. in Alaska. Included geologic field exploration in all eajor
parts of Alaska; project chief with CG; Mull on the North Slope (1961-1965),
seismic interpretation on the North Slope and Beaufort Sea (1966-1570);
regional geologic interpretation of the North Slope (1570).
Petroleum Geologist with State Division of 0Oil and Gas, Alaska. Regional
interpretation of subsurface geologic data on the North Slope. (1971)

Petroleum Geologist with State Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys.
Geologic mapping and exploration of Brooks Range and North Slope, regional
interpretation of North Slope subsurface geology, liason to NPRA exploration
program; several publications on the geology of the Brooks Range and North
Slope petroleum geology and regional geology, (in cooperation with USGS),

WAE status with USGS, geologic ana geophysical evaluation of Beaufort Sea
leasing area. (1972-1979)

Deputy State Geologist, State Division of Geological arid Geophysical Surveys,
1979 -present.





























































































































































































































