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IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 137 (Resources) am
IN  THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to state land withdrawn from mineral
location or mining."
BE IT ENACTED BYTHE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS38.05.185 is amended by adding new subsections to read:
(d) The commissioner shall submit a report to the legislature
and to the governor within the first 10 days of the convening of each
regular session of the legislature detailing the state land closed to
mineral location and mining during the previous calendar year.  The
report shall include
(1) the known resource values of the area;
(2) the reason for theclosure;
(3) the effective date of the closure; and
(4) the legal description of the land involved in the
closure.

(e) Each area closed under (a) of this section remains closed to
mineral location and mining until the commissioner issues an order
altering the status of the land or until the closure is disapproved by
act of the legislature. In addition to an act of the legislature
disapproving a closure by the commissioner, the legislature may by
resolution make recommendations to the commissioner on future manage-
ment of the area involved.

(f) Each report prepared under (d) of this section that reports
on an area of more than 5,120 acres shall include a mineral assessment
report for the area.

SB0137c -1- CSSB 137(Res) am



(b) Every 10 years, the commissioner shall submit a report to
the governor and the legislature concerning state land that is at that
time withdrawn from mineral location or mining, including state land
withdrawn from multiple use by the legislature. The commissioner may
make recommendations in each report regarding existing closures of
state land.
* Sec. 2. Notwithstanding AS 38.05.185(g), as enacted by sec. 1 of this
Act, the first report to the governor and legislature shall be delivered to
the legislature five years after the effective date of this Act.

CSSB 137(Res) am -2- SB0137c



1968 T EGISLATATE ‘SESSIoN gk g 88 11

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:

Revision Date: _ _ya/aa. A%encyAﬁected:_. Natural Resources
Title: An act relating to state land BRU: Geological and Geophysical
withdrawn from minéral location, eTC. surveys

Sponsor: ks. et. al. Components.

quuestor:. ¢ T-{r]]rlulqlp ansnrrﬁ-; -

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 £Y 90 YOl FY® RV Q3
PERSONALSERVICES 35 35 35 35 35 35
TRAVEL 5 5 5 S : S
CONTRACTUAL % 25 2% 25 % 95
SUPPLIES 5 5 5 5 5
EQUIPNENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAINS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 70 170 10 10 70 10

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND -

PDERALFONDS 10 10 0 10 0
OTHER

TOTAL Sz -0 70 70 70 _H
POSITIONS:

FULLTIVE

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary) The fiscal consequences of SB 137 are
difficult to quantify precisely because the projected offer is directly relate
to the amount of land withdrawn from mineral entry in any one calendar year
and the amount of resource information readily available for each parcel.

Preparedby: Wyatt Gilbert , phone:;,  469-2520
DivFi)sion:y Ggological and  bhysical Surveys Da?g;e_

roved by Commissioner: Date: 3"% f
ﬁggncy: aturg] E%esourc i
Distribution (b¥,preparer):

Legislagve Finance

Legislative Sponsor

Requestor

Office of Management and Budget oage

[mpacted Agency(ies) of



1068 TECISLATAE 510N DBLSE Ao s

REQUEST FISCAL NOTE
ReV|S|0nDa|e

Title: An act relating to state land éﬁeegtl%dgm'gﬁtgnrg lG%%SpOhuyr&%Sal
Sl&ﬁgorrawn 0from mlnaelrlgs! Io%atgoln etc. G Surveys

8qu estor: ognnrppq' | TpOENs

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousandsof Dollars)
OPERATING FY 8 FY 89 FY 90 FY 9l Y2  FY®

PERSONALSERVICES 35 35 35 35 3 3

VEL 5 g 5 5 R gz
CTUAL 2 Ei 2 25 25 25 2

I R 5 5 R R

i

TOTALOPERATING 70 10 10 10, m m
CAPITAL 0 0 0 Q 0 9
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

EEEHEE%FGJHBS 70 . 70 70 70 70 70

Ju___ 72 ~m_____ 10 10 JQ

POSITIONS:

FXIRL-TIME

PARI-TIVE

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attachaseparate page if necessary) The fiscal consequences of SB 137 are
difficult to quantify precisely because the projected offer is directly relate
to the amount of land withdrawn from mineral entry in any one calendar year
and the amount of resource information readily available for each parcel.

LI L S ———— Phone:  462-1529
Brlﬁon GgologmaP and Geffihysical Surveys o ate: il
roved’l\)yCom ISsioner: Date:  3"%'% &
atural Resourcf"

DlSTfIbU[\Oﬂ vgb?_zl Rg%&grer

lisaile Sponsor
e T by




Senate Bill 137

Bill Analysis

One can give a general estimate needed to track the
withdrawals and to carry out a minimum field analysis and
sampling program. The projected expenditures for each
fiscal year are as follows:

100 -35.0 6 months® salary and benefits for

Geol. 1V
200 - 5.0 Travel to withdrawal and field per diem
300 - 25.0 Helicopter expenses (18.0)

Geochemical, mineral and petrographic
analyses (7.0)

400 - 5.0 Field supplies and equipment (3.0)
Office supplies (2.0)

Fiscal Note
3/8/88
page 2 of 2



I T I I F STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

DEE'AKTMENT Ot" NATURAL RESOURCES 400 WILLOUGHBY AVE,

JUNEAQ.ALASKA 99801-1796
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE: (307) 465-2400

April 13, 1987

The Honorable Jack Coghill

Chairman, Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Coghill:

Subject: CSSB 137, an act relating to state land withdrawn
from mineral location or mining.

Position: The Department of Natural Resources recommends
passage of CSSB 137, with modification to Section 1(e),
page 1, lines 24-26.

Background: CSSB 137 calls for the Commissioner of Natural
Resources to provide a report to the Governor and Legisla—
ture detailing state land closed to mineral location and
mining during the previous calendar year.

Additionally, the bill states that a section closed to
mineral 1location and mining by the Commissioner shall remain
closed until the Commissioner 1issues an order altering its
status, or the Legislature disapproves of the closure.

In Section 1(e), lines 24-26, of CSSB 137, the proposed
language states that "[a]n act of the legislature disapprov—
ing a closure by the commissioner may direct the commissioner
on future management of the area involved.”™ Such language
appears to pre-empt the authority of the Commissioner of
Natural Resources. In the opinion of the Department, a
preferable substitute would be as follows: "[a]n act of the
legislature disapproving a closure by the commissioner may
make recommendations to the commissioner on future manage—
ment of the area involved."”

Section 1(f) of CSSB 137 calls for a mineral assessment
report for each area that exceeds 5,120 acres for which a
report to the Legislature is prepared.



Senator Coghill -2- April 13, 1987

Finally, under Section 1(g), the commissioner is required to
submit a report, every 10 years, concerning land that is
withdrawn from mineral location or mining and may make
recommendations regarding existing closures.

Recommendation? With the suggested language change in
Section 1(e), the Department of Natural Resources supports
CSSB 137 and recommends 1its passage.

I would be pleased to make my staff available to the committee
for additional information or further work with the committee
staff.

Bill Sponsors
George Sullivan
Rod Swope



Corporation

516 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaika 99501 (907) 279-5516

March 10, 1988/~
1* ms

Governor Steve Cowper
Third Floor, State Capitol
P.O. Box A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Cowper:

On February 17, 1988, | wrote to you regarding Calista Corporation's concerns with mineral
closures in the middle Kuskokwim River area (copy enclosed). Although | did not request
it, | had hoped to receive a response from you or your staff indicating your position with
respect to this issue.

It is my understandinﬁ that on March 21, 1988,the Kuskokwim Area Plan will be delivered
to you for your authorization for the implementation of this plan. If you make the decision
to authorize these closures, we would Invite you to provide Calista Corporation a letter
which we will  publish in our nextedition ofthe Calista Newsletter. A copy of the
Newsletter will, in turn, be provided to each ofCalista's 13,306 shareholders prior to the
Calista Annual Shareholders' Meeting in May.

This will give you an opportunity to explain your position with respect to these closures. In
your letter, we hope that you will explain the steps your office has taken to determine that
the short and long term economic impact to this re?mn of the state will not be substantially
impacted as a result of these mineral closures. If this factor is not a consideration in a
decision by your office to implement mineral closures or if a determination has been made
that these closures may have a negative impact on the local economy and the mineral
closures are authorized regardless of the identified impacts, we would [ike you to address
this as well. Any plans that your office has developed to offset the potential negative
impacts in this area as a result of a decision to authorize mineral closures should also be
outlined in your letter. If no Plans have been made to compensate for the potential economic
opportunities lost by the people and communities of this region as aresult of the proposed
mineral closures, we think it is important that you state this also.

There is an ironic twist in this plan with regard to mineral properties. DNR is recommending
additional state selections in the area plan. All of these selections are being based on their
high mineral potential. Calista received a letter from Martha Welbourn, Project Manager for
the Kuskokwim Area Plan, dated February 3, 1988. She states that, "Asa result of the
review of selections proposed because of mineral value, the George River area, the upper
George River and Horn Mountain selections are rated high priority...."

It is noteworthy that one of the numerous rivers to be closed to mineral entry by the plan
is the George River. This is the same river that is also being considered by DNR for
selection by the state because of its high mineral potential.



Govermor Steve Conper
March 10, 1988
Pege 2

Ever other area, without exception, that has been rdentr led as havrnq hrgh mrneral potentral
has een tar ted for mrneraI closures Wrthrn this s?ut Iemn area of The [t makes me
wonder. Yvhyr hen the D Prort)osrn% the state s ectror] P hese aregs o Nl I\%h e]
otential. ‘These areas are cur entl apgroprrated ederal fands manaq an
ubject to the I\/Irnrn Laws of 1872 E areas ﬁre aread\% av Ilable to ﬂt PUb Ic_ for
mineral enr makes one wonder what benefit the state Will deriv B ectin these
areas of I?n mrnera otentrFI en mrqrng will be allowed to occur under ert er ownership.
oant ake a gr a sense or DNR to waste valuable state selections to open a
mineralized area to trf ublic that 1s already 0 en un%lghrts pre ent management. It nlg

rﬂakes sense I L ﬁ e otheé surrounding aeas ofhigh mineral value InState ownershi
there is some other hidden agenda.

At least at Calista we are askrnq if these selections are being made _ for the urpos%
facilitating % Brorlgram of mineral ¢ gsures 0[” these atr)ﬁ Hce f erte exrsfs enough doupt I
o r mrnds anout the necessity, wrs om and motives behind t%se additional state “selections,
%very much opposed t 'them. We urge you to review these selection recommendations

th these concerns '1h mind.

Ho eful r¥]ou Yyrll receive Ietter in time to prevent these ill-con erveo\ mi erﬁl closure
org ers rom  taki e fect. If so, | urge you once again to send this plan DNR
without your approva

| will be anxiously awaiting a response from your office to the concems | have raised.

Sincerely, :
CALISTA CORPORATION
Johnny T. Hawk
Acting President
JTH:slb
Enclosure

CC Jeneo e %t”kr'eye "
genator otr EQPW
Senator ||e Hensle oy
Re Lyman Ho man

alé/ Wallis
Alaska ederatron of Natives
Gene Felto @
Glenn Fredericks, Kuskokwim Corp.



Corporation

516 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501  (907) 279-5516
February 17, 1988

Governor Steve Cowper
Third EloorA State Capitol

P.
Jineau, Alaska 99811
Dear Governor Cowper.

After revrewrn(i the readrnﬂ files of Calrsta Ldrscovered several | tter re ard gS%alrsta

Cor oration’s £on erns Wit respect to teKus okvvrlp reahPan (J een a
e In leagership .at Calista, | wanted you to know my board str support

Neﬁ n Angapak's p srtron with respect to mineral cIosures

If there has been any chanrge in Caljsta's B&)srtron it |s that we are now more adamant than
ever regar In teFe closure e 0 not Wish to, see the gevelo ment of a potential maj or
source Of Income for this area of the Calrsta e |0n jeopardized yan arrbtr Iy decrsron o
fhe state to. close thes nds to mineral entry. %o not nﬁw t] oru that Calista
Cor oratron is concemned. aboyt the importance” of the Kusko H mon shery to the
su srs enche and ommercra |s erman |n our regron ars}a s% an oarrfl mem ers have

at the forefront to Protect this resource for the benefit of our S arehoc’ers . h g

ave no \9 responsibility to suRport frsherres Issues, our board does helieve it n
oblrgatron nevertheless, to odr sharenolders to protect this resource.

Nonetheless, _Calista is also supportive of developrng a mineral mdustr)( in the mrddle
Kuskokwrm "This corporation has Spent a ﬁreat deal of reso rces and time trying to |dent|¥

rnerarze zones and encouraging the miferal industry. of otential of the area. A
% g)endrture ofa money a%‘q r?ergy wr\ qbe In varnyr f you ac}%pt the Kuskokwim Area Plan
wrt proposed mineral” closures.

i 2 QU 5 D09 el ) oo )

wou like . 10 F Syou that “whenever ? epartment ?s ag(r) oached an ex oratron
company with offices In Alaska, the Tu uksak mcrdent Invariaply becomes a major {op |c or
drscussron 10 add state im r%osed mineral closures of the magnrtu e that Is bei ng (ﬂro ose Z

oranr 0 Sen one ore strong message to the industry that this regio e stat
|s an |n ospitable place for miners,

The sad thrn? to Us is that we, do not believe thatthe mineral closurs are necessary %
rotect the sherres on these rivers, t IS still uzzle to Calrsta R can H}rslfé g{

hese particular closures. Their |ustification a arent at these ae areas of
potentrgﬁconhrct between mining an Hrs?rerres pﬁ IS oﬁr un erstangrng owever, that



Govermor Conper
Feoruary 17, 1983

means the streams in que]stron are étnadromous streams and that Fhe areas herno closed to
. mineral entr?/ hest and most signpicant potential for mineralization . In the
southe [ h ép Rn g area, Conse uentlé the argument IS magde that mining wi
more |keP/ occur er than an other place, and if any Conflicts at all occur, no matter
How minof, .the occur al n% the ‘portions of the “streams” that go through the lands
aving the highest mrneraI potentral.

This does, not mean however, that the greatest conflict with the salmon re rnrlg aﬂd

soawnrn “habitat will occur here 1t mineral deve gm nt occurs In the region. n act, the

areas peing closed cannot be demonsHatd 0 be the most aorabk abrt] for salmon

rearing and’ s awnrng Those areas. wrt e greatest Eotentral or fisheries hahitat are not

hern?ncosed 0 minéral e]try This plan allows miners to mine to their hearts’ content In
ost productive stretches”of hes [IVers.

the o lect of these closures is to avoid confh?ts and to Rrotect th |sh% ey It would
seerét e more effective to %Iose the portigns o ﬁ rr¥er that have the highést fish erres
gre uctrvrty f0 mrnrn rather t?n to close the stretc the river that rus rou

a with “the hlt% ,ootentral or minerglization to have occurrgd regafr s o the ?vers
0Se Ject o the closures Is t0

Pro uctrvrt}/ ocations. on the other hand the 0
nsure that mining will not be an allowable actrvrt a{)an then one would chopse tg
close the best mi eral lands. These are the minera ds that would attract the attention of

the In ustg %rr t If drscoverres were. made In these areas thfn exploration interest
g{a ually expa hegon these areas into areas now consrdere to have less Potentra
iminat{n rnera ctivit rt/ In the areas that can currenty r%] Herate mterest here will e
no over (f Into surround | areas IS N0 mys e%/ coinicidence é at_th egartmen[)
an warte e art ent of Natural Resourceﬁ entif |e est
mrnera Iand e ore thegs egan the r efforts to secure mineral ?osures The rea r%ster
to Us 1. Y bécome an active participant in this etfort to torpedo the minin
Industry in" this area

I would u e you to take g more ra lonal a GProach to éhrs issue than has the DNR In order
et a ore o ectrve opinign of |8 ISSUe, we would urge you t have the Departments of
munr |ona alrs. an ommerce and Economic Deveo mﬁnt Jevrewt IS 1SSUe

p J?( determine the . got ntha ec nomhc N Jrcance that this decision will have
on t e mrd Kuskokwim  communiti i the short and long runs.

The recent Pay News article on the e{fects of alcohol in some bush] communities identified

t |s area 0 e state a? rn oro em area, It IS oprnron that there Is no area_In
Ttate %eater alco o robe S per capita thﬁn ome of the communities aﬂn%/ the
die Kuskokwi et the messade In the Daily News articles, then allo

to te|| you that there s a growrn proplem In this area that “is not being adequately



Governor Conper
February 17, 1988

addressed by the State of Alaska. LHnIess you are W||||n to close gour eyes t th|s Statio
owde masswe Sl1bSI ies Indefinitely’ to this t] tate &Setter 0

som Ing soon deve [% f‘]encourage rivate enter rlse |n t IS area. ||ng
shut out the |n u%try with the greate otentlal to resolve the econ m| d ;frolf ems of
this area, then mean t e Kus okW|m Area Plan with the mi era closures.
ctions to_remove the mineral

Otherwise, | urﬁe you to senri g é)ac to DNR wth mstrg

closures attoget er“or tailor them t0 address t e real t reatened areas, if any.
Sincerely,
CALISTA CORPORATION

Johnny T. Hawk
Chairman of the Board

JTH:slb
cc  enator Johne Binkley
Senator Arliss Sturgulewsk|

Senator John B, C rqh|II
Senator Willie Hens

Re Albert P, Ht\da 5
Re yman offman
ﬁ elt:y Wallls
nseka Sederatlon of Natives
gFenn Fre enc@s Kuskokwim Corporation



AVAILABILITY OF LAND FOR MINERAL EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT IN ALASKA1l
by
Robert Bottge
Alaska Field Operations Center
Juneau, Alaska
INTRODUCT ION

The Bureau of Mines® Alaska Field Operations Center is currently conduct—
ing a mineral land inventory of Alaska to determine the availability of
federal, state, and private land, for mineral exploration and development
through six regional studies. The objective of these studies 1is to provide
government land use planners and the mineral industry with information which,

1. displays land ownership and land availability for mineral exploration

and development,

2. shows the location of known metallic mineral deposits, and discusses

associated geologic mineral terranes, and

3. compares known metallic mineral deposits and associated geologic ter—

ranes, to land ownership and land availability patterns.

Concern over the accessibility of federal lands was expressed as early as
1964, when Public Law 88-606 established the Public Land Law Review Commission
"_..to study existing laws and procedures related to the administration of the
public lands of the United States, and for other purposes.”” However, it was
not until the study, "Is Our Account Overdrawn," 1in 1976, that real concern
for the availability of federal lands for mineral exploration and development
became an issue. That study estimated that a large portion of public lands
were excluded from the mining and leasing laws (67% and 73%, respectively).

The Bureau showed its interest in this problem in 1977 when it contracted
with the Arizona Bureau of Mines to study and make recommendations for an

inventory of the public lands in the United States for their availability to

Presentation made at the Agency Session, Alaska Miners Convention, in
Anchorage, Alaska, October 30, 1986.



mineral exploration and development. The 12-state study presently underway by
the Bureau shows itscontinued efforts to address the availability of mineral
resources of federal lands to the United States mineral and materials policy
objectives.

The Alaska Field Operations Center is in its third year of investigating
the federal, state, and private lands available to mineral exploration and
development in Alaska. To date we have addressed the land that is available
in eighty four, 1:250,000-scale quadrangles in southeast, southcentral,
northcentral and northern Alaska. We have published one report on the
southeast region, and the reports on the southcentral, northcentral and the
northern regions are in various stages of publication. We have completed
perhaps 30% of the work on the 38 quadrangles in western Alaska, leaving the
31 quadrangles in southwestern Alaska. We should complete our assessment of
the state in FY 1987.

Each published regional report includes 1:500,000-scale maps showing the
land availability patterns for the region. The 1:250,000 scale work maps for
the southeast, southcentral and northcentral regions have been put on open
file and are available for viewing in our Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau
offices

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The inventory of land availability currently being conducted by the Bureau
in the other 11 western states addresses only federal land, but because of the
complex nature of land ownership in Alaska, we felt we could not adequately
explain federal ownership without portraying ownership of all land. Our
reports are composed of three parts: (1) an inventory of federal, state, and
private lands, (2) a comparison of mineral terranes and land availability
categories, and (3) a comparison of mineral deposits and mineral terranes

versus land availability categories.



Inventory of Land Ownership

Computer generated 1:250,000-scale maps, showing state and Native selec—
tions and conveyances of federal lands, were purchased from the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) Public Office in Anchorage. These maps were plotted from
information 1in the Alaska Automated Land Records System (AALRS). The
information was traced onto mylars, labelled, and checked against the Master
Title Plats (MTP"s) of the BLM and the State of Alaska. We then obtained the
land management plans from all the federal and state agencies having land
management responsibility in each region.

Land selections allowed under the Statehood Act, ANCSA, and ANILCA were
plotted co the nearest whole section; Native allotments and other private
parcels were shown as a dot centered on the sections in which they occur.
State mineral closing orders were plotted as whole sections whether or not the
closing order included the entire section. Maps and plans from towns in the
regions were used to determine land where mining would be discouraged.

Because of the continuing selection and conveyance of land from the
federal domain to the state and to Native corporations, this information is
quickly outdated. The computer data for the southcentral, northcentral and
northern study areas are for October, 1984, but the corrections made from the
MTP"s were from cards updated as recently as June, 1986. While the use of one
final date for all data would be preferable, the use of the federal and state
MTP*s during 1985 and 1986 to check the computerized data received in 1984
made this impractical as the MTP"s are constantly updated. This situation
exemplifies the very dynamic nature of federal land ownership in Alaska.

LAND STATUS CATEGORIES

Up to 15 land status categories were plotted on 1:250,000 scale quadrangle

maps and reduced to 1:500,000 scale for our reports. The 15 sub-categories

were part of three major categories: land available for mining, land available



with restrictions, and land unavailable for mining. In our report on South—
east, we showed four major categories and no sub-categories. Depicting land
ownership is fairly easy when the federal government owns 95 percent of the
land.
Land Available for Mining

To date we have examined about 242 million of Alaska®s 375 million acres
(2/3's of the state) and have found that roughly 75 million acres (31%) are
available for mineral exploration and development. The southcentral region
has the most available land (31 million of 72 million acres) while the least
available acreage is in northern Alaska, 14 million of 90 million acres.

Restricted Land

Approximately 24 million of the 242 million acres examined to date are
available with restrictions. This category includes certain federal lands
where mineral entry is allowed but under rigid controls, and all land conveyed
to the Native regional corporations except the Bristol Bay Native Corporation.
Land open to exploration and development with restrictions include partsq of
the Steese National Conservation Area and the White Mountains National
Recreation Area in northcentral Alaska, and the College Fiord and Nellie Juan
proposed wilderness areas of the Chugach National Forest in southcentral
Alaska. In Southeast, LUD Il areas were also put in this category. While
mining is considered an authorized use in LUD Il areas, the emphasis is on
retaining a primitive wildland character. Amenity values are emphasized over
commodity values.

Land Unavailable for Mining
Federal Land

Over 59 percent of the land (144 million acres) is presently closed to

mineral exploration and development of new claims. Nearly one half of that

acreage (68 million acres) 1is located in northern Alaska. Closed lands con—



sist of federal parks, preserves, wildlife refuges, wild and scenic rivers,
wilderness areas, and military land, all of which will remain closed to
mineral entry. Additional land has been closed by Public Land Orders (PLO)
issued by the Secretary of the Interior. Unconveyed lands will eventually go
back to the public domain once the BLM processes the land selection.
State Land

Basically all state land is open to mineral exploration and development
unless it is withdrawn through legislative statute, such as for parks, or
through Mineral Closing Orders 1issued by the Commissioner, Department of
Natural Resources.

State game refuges are open to mineral exploration and development under
administration by the Department of Fish and Game. However, the permit
requirements imposed by the Department essentially make mining impractical in

a game refuge.
Selected Land «

Selected lands consist of tracts that have been selected by the state
under the Statehood Act and ANILCA, and by Native corporations under terms of
ANCSA or ANILCA. If the selection is denied or relinquished, the land remains
closed to mineral entry until the BLM changes the Master Title Plat. This is
called the”notational rule. Land categories include land selected by Native
corporations, land selected by the State, and land selected by both.

ANILCA set aside 104 million acres of federal land for the creation of,
and addition to, national parks, preserves, wildlife refuges, conservation
areas, and recreation sites. The Act also allowed the state and the Native
corporations to select lands within the withdrawn areas. Our maps show lands

selected by the Native corporations in federal withdrawals, state selections

in federal withdrawals, and selections by both in federal withdrawals.



Private Land

The Federal government has made land available to individual Natives under
the Alaska Natives Allotment Act (ANAA), and ANCSA; to Native corporations
under ANCSA and ANILCA, and to other Individuals for homesteads, homesites,
patented mining claims, residential sites, recreational sites, and land
acquired in federal disposal sales. Private parcels are designated by a dot
centered i™ the sections wherein they occur. The state has distributed some
of its land to individuals through land disposal sales and leases. The total
acreage distributed by the state to individuals is not available.

GEOLOGICALLY FAVORABLE AREAS
Mineral Terranes

Maps from the Mineral Terranes of Alaska; 1982, were changed in scale to
match the 1:250,000-scale quadrangle maps prepared for this study. The
mineral terrane maps were overlaid on the land status maps, and the area in
each terrane type was determined by land status category using an electronic
plannimeter. The compilations for each quadrangle are given in an appendix,
while a table in each report summarizes all the quadrangle data.

In the four areas we have examined to date, we have found 90 million acres
underlain by mineral terranes. Of these lands, 26% are available for mineral
exploration and development, 9% are available with restrictions, and 65% are
unavailable. Of the 90 million acres that are underlain by mineral terranes,
approximately 65 million acres underlay federal Ulands, of which 12% are
available for mineral exploration and development. About 17 million acres of
state land are underlain by mineral terranes of which 92% are available.

Nearly 8 million acres of private land are underlain by mineral terranes of

which 98% may be available.



MINERAL TERRANES AND MINERAL DEPOSITS

Each quadrangle map in our reports shows the location of metallic mineral
deposits in addition to land status. This information was derived from the
Bureau of Mines Mineral Industry Location System (MILS) data base. Each of
the computer-generated MILS location points, identifies one or more mineral
deposit sites within a 3-mile radius. Numbers refer to properties listed in
an appendix. The appendix also Includes a list of past producers and the
commodities produced.

Tabulations comparing the mineral deposits and mineral terranes against
land status categories were made by quadrangle. These tabulations are shown
in an appendix and summarized in a table In each report text.

In our work to date, we have noted 4,800 mineral deposits and occurances,
of which over half are in lands available for mineral exploration and develop—
ment and over one third are in land which is unavailable.

CONCLUSIONS
Perhaps the most meaningful statistics to come out of our work to date are
as follows:
After examining two thirds of the state, we have found
30% of the land is open to mining
10% is open with restrictions, and
60% is closed
In round numbers
90% of the state land is open.
80% of the federal land is closed
Ten percent of the land examined to date, 24 million of 242 million
acres, 1is underlain by mineral terranes in land that is considered open. In
other words, only 10% of the land that is worth looking at is available for

mineral exploration and development.



Alaska needs mineral resource assessment

Alot is being said these days
about the sad sute of the min-
eral industry in Alaska. Hardly a
day goes by that we don’t raw or
hear of some new government
regulation affecting mining or of
another report Indicating that
the gross value of minerals pro-
duced last year in Alaska was
down compared to previous
yean.

More frequently we hear of
another lawsuit being filed in an
effort to stop mining somewhere
in the sute. The same coukl be
said about most of the basic in-
dustries In Alaska, including
tourism and recreation, when
someone proposes to land an air-
craft inside one of the parks or
builda tourist destination facility
that will involve public lands.

Of all the Alaska legislation
adopted by the Congress since
statehood, and there has been
considerable, the Alaska Na-
tional Interest Lands Conserva-
tion Act (ANILCA) has probably
had the greatest impact on min-
ing in Alaska. Millions of acres of
‘and theretofore open to mining
activity were closed by ANILCA.

Yet Congress, in adopting AN-
ILCA said:

"This act provides sufficient
protection for the national inter-
ests in the scenic, natural, cul-
tural and environmental values
on the public lands in Alaska, and
at the same time provides ad-
equate opportunity for satisfac-
tion of the economic and social
needs of the sute of Alaska and
its people; accardingly, the des-
ignation and disposition of the
public lands in Alaska pursuant
tothis act are found to represent
a proper balance between the
reservation of national conserva-
tion system units and those pub-
lic lands necesaary and appropri-
ate for more intensive use and
disposition..."

ecently, a study conducted
by the U.S. Bureau of the Mines
looked at land availability and
ownership in Alaska and com-
pared these features with where
mineral terranes and known min-
eral deposits exist geographi-
cally within the sute. The study
took four years to complete.

The study causes me to ques-
tion whether ttalance was really
achieved in the ANILCA leg-
islation. Consider the followin
“bottom line" of the analysis an
draw your own conclusion:

—30 percent of the land ares
of Alaska Isopen to mining;

—10 percent of the land area
of Alaska is open to mining “with
restrictions;"

—=60 percent of the land area
of Alaska isdoeed to mining.

—Si)f)ercent of Kate-owned
land in Alaska is ooen to mining;

—30percent of fedentowned
land within Alaska is open to

mining;

— 10 percent of all the land
area within Alaska that is under-
lain by mineral terranes is " ten
for mineral exploration anu de-
velopment.

. Has the balance scale been
tipped against the national inter-
est when only 10 percent of the
lands within'® Alaska that are
known to be underlain by min-
eral terranes are open to mineral
activity? Stated in the netlg(arl]tive,
is dosing 90percent of the known
mineral terranes in Alaska to
mining a balanced, or responsi-
ble, land-use decision? It would
appear that the sute of Alaska
has donea better job of applying
multipie-use management to iu
land than has the federal govern-
ment which has instead chosen
to set aside large blocks of public
land for single-use purposes.

The federal government, with
the support and help of private
industry and the sute, needs to
complete a comprehensive anal-
ysis of ail public lands in Alaska
to determine the presence of eco-
nomically recoverable minerals.
In short, @ minerals resource as-

Berry's World
PARDON ME,

sessment of all of Alaska is
needed.

This is a chore that will re-
quire a decade or more of time
and hundreds of millions of dol-
lars to accomplish. But it can be
done in a fraction of the time
which would have been required
just a decade ago using sophis-
ticated technology which was not
available even a few years ago.
It can be done without damage to
the environment, too.

One provision of ANILCA is
entitled “National Need Mineral
Activity Recommendation Pro-
cess." It recognizes the time will
come when the nation needs to
access lands closed by law to
mineral entry but which conuin
deposits of minerals the country
needs because of national emer-
gency. The process is lengthy
and could never work in time of
true emergency. Most impor-
tantly, it will only work if we ac-
tually know the minerals exist in
the first place. There will not be
time, in a true emergency, to as-
sess the availability of the min-
erals. That needs to be done
ahead of time, now!

The Bureau of Mines study is
but the first step in locatin
Alaska minerals this nation wi
need In the future. The federal
government needs to accelerate
this effort. It should not wait till
an emergency develops.
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Mineral assessments— a wind of change?

Therelease inearly November of
the first of three mineral assess-
ments conducted for the Bureau of
Land Management of the White
Mountains National Recreation
Area and the Steese National Con-
servation Area should have far-
reaching implications.

The first of these mineral assess-
ments covering the Lime Peak-
Mount Prindie Area in itself calls
into serious question the entire
land-use planning process pursued
throughout the length and breadth
of Alaska in dozens of land plans by
both state and federal age.icies
since passage of the Alaska Nation-
al Interest Lands Conservation
Act.

What is the justification for such
an assertion, you may ask, which
implies that hundreds upon
thousands of man-hours spent on
evaluating land use priorities and
values for numerous plans was
misplaced effort?

Quite simply, it is abundantly
clear that judgments have been
made, plans written and restriction
placed upon land use—particularly
the ability to explore, develop and
mine minerals—from a skewed
knowledge base characterized by
almost total ignorance of the sub-
surface mineral values. In most
cases surface values—scenic, wild-
life habitat, etc.—can be readily

Views expressed here do not necessaril
represen thoseop the Dally News-M|ne¥

identified, but a lot more effortand,
yes, financial commitment is
needed to evaluate even in broad
terms the subsurface mineral
potential of the public lands.

The mineral assessment on the
BLM lands north of Fairbanks may
help expose the sham which has
and isbeing perpetrated on Alaska.
Congress, in its wisdom, estab-
lished these special areas under
BLM management and mandated
that plans be written consistent
with the will of the U.S. Congress.
Congress, inits wisdom, had recog-
nized that significant and compet-
ing values were involved, but some
special interests were much more
successful than others in persuad-
ing Congress as to where the man-
agement leanings should be placed.
Congress, also in its wisdom, de-
cided that in the White Mountains
National Recreation Area those

lands that were open to mineral en-
try would be through leasing only,
whereas in corresponding areas of
the Steese National Conservation
Area mineral activity would be
subjecttothe 1872mining laws. The
planners had additional tools at
their disposal enabling them to
maintain closure to any form of
mineral entry over extensive
acreage within both areas.

The plans, with severe restric-
tions intact, were Implemented in
1986 0ver the protests of the mining
industry; a tribute, | suppose, to
the effective and sustained loth
bying efforts by national environ-
mental groups in Washington, D.C.
It was a travesty for sure, but, be-
fore the door was slammed shut,
the miners and their allies won a
concession. Largely through the
efforts ofSen. Ted Stevens, the U.S.
Congress agreed tospend $1 million
to conduct mineral assessments.
The money was appropriated to the
U.S. Geological Survey who inturn
set up a cooperative project with
the Alaska Division of Geological
and Geophysical Surveys and die
U.S. Bureau of Mines.

The first of the mineral assess-
ments eost $910,000. Now, $900,000
does not go very far in the Alaska
Bush, especially when advanced
prospecting technology, costly
laboratory analyses by the hun-

dreds and expensive logistical sup-
port by helicopter is a must. | ven-
ture to suggest that in terms of the
work load performed and the eco-
nomic points which are emerging,
that this public expenditure just
could be the bargain of the decade.

The BLM has traditionally man-
aged the lands under its jurisdic-
tion for multiple use. This has been
its mission and it was very good at
executing the task. Now to many of
us multiple-use means precisely
that—allowing uses on the public
lands that ore both varied and pro-
ductive while ensuring through
management practices reasonable
protection of other values. Howev-
er, in the case of the land north of
Fairbanks the mission of BLM be-
came clouded and tangled with
politics and in effect Congress set
up BLM for a contradictory role.
The mantle of administering lands
for restrictive public access and
use does not fit the professionals of
BLM. The BLM was, in essence,
taking on the appearance of a
National Pork Service clone!

The question, now that mineral
values estimated in terms of bil-
lions of dollars have been indi-
cated, is will the land-use classi-
fications be changed significantly
and mineral entry facilitated? The
evidence favoring this action is not
coming froma bunch of rowdy min-

ers but rather from highly trained
and respected professionals in the
state and federal geological sur-
veys and the U.S. Bureau of Mines.
If the decision toamend the plans is
made once all the mineral assess-
ments are in, it will take a mini-
mum of two years to change the
present provisions.

Beyond that time frame, what
should happen? Well, mineral
assessments do not of themselves
make mines; neitheris ita function
of government to mount the sort of
high-cost detailed exploration that
would pinpoint specific mineable
ore reserves—that is the role of the
private sector.

However, the private sector—in-
dividual mining companies-must
have the assurance that explora-
tion success would be rewarded
with the ability to develop and mine
economic reserves before money
and human resources are risked in
the effort to prove mines.

Hopefully, mineral assessments
like those for BLM could bring
some balance and credibility back
into the land planning process.
Maybe, just maybe, a glimpse into
Pandora's box is what it takes!
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IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL no. 137 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to state land withdrawn from mineral
location or mining."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 38.05.185 is amended by adding new subsections to read:
(d) The commissioner shall submit a report to the legislature
and to the governor within the first 10 days of the convening of each
reqular session of the legislature detailing the state land closed to
mineral location and mining during the previous calendar year.  The
report shall include
(1) the known resource values of the area;
(2) the reason for theclosure;
(3) the effective date of the closure; and
(4) the legal description of the land involved in the
closure.

(e) Each area closed under (a) of this section remains closed to
mineral location and mining until the commissioner issues an order
altering the status of the land or until the closure is disapproved by
act of the legislature. Anact of the legislature disapproving a
closure by the commissioner may make recommendations to the commis-
sioner on future management of the area involved.

(f) Each report prepared under (d) of this section that reports
on an area of more than 5.120 acres shall include a mineral assessment
report for the area.

(9) Every 10 years, the commissioner shall submit a report to

SB0137b -1- CSSB 137(Res)
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the governor and the legislature conceming state land that is at that
time withdrawn from mineral location or mining, including state land
withdrawn from multiple use by the legislature. The commissioner may
make recommendations in each report regarding existing closures of
state land.
* Sec. 2. Notwithstanding AS 38.05.185(g), as enacted by sec. 1 of this
Act, the first report to the governor and legislature shall be delivered to
the legislature five years after the effective date of this Act.

CSSB 137 (Res) -2- SB0137b
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2/19/87 5-0504A
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SENATE BILL NO. 137
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the definition of 'multiple

use .

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 38.04.910(4) is amended to read:

(4) "multiple use"
(A) means the management of state land and its various

resource values so that it is used in the combination that will
best meet the present and future needs of the people of Alaska,
making the most judicious use of the land for [SOME OR] all of
the [THESE] resources or related services over areas large enough
to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to
conform to changing needs and conditions; [IT]

(B) includes

(i) [(A)] the use of the [SOME] land for less
than all of the resources but does not exclude compatible
competing uses; [,] and

(i1) [(B)] a combination of balanced and diverse
resource uses that takes into account the short-term and
long-term needs of present and future generations for renew-
able and nonrenewable resources, including, but not limited
to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife
and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic
values;

* Sec. 2. AS41.17.950(8) is amended to read:

SB0137a
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(8) "multiple use" haS the meaning Riven in AS 38.04.910

VEANS

SB 137

(A) THE MANAGEMENT OF ALL THE VARIOUS RESOURCES OF
FOREST LAND SO THAT THEY ARE USED IN THE COMBINATION THAT WILL
BEST MEET THE NEEDS OF THE CITIZENS OF ALASKA, MAKING THE MOST
JUDICIOUS USE OF THE LAND FOR SOME OR ALL OF THESE RESOURCES (R
RELATED VALUES, BENEFITS, AND SERVICES OVER AREAS LARGE ENOUGH TO
PROVIDE SUFFICIENT LATITUDE FOR PERIODIC ADJUSTMENTS IN USE TO
CONFORM TO CHANGING NEEDS AND CONDITIONS;

(B) THAT SOME LAND WILL BE USED FOR LESS THAN ALL OF
THE RESOURCES; A\D

(C) HARMONIOUS AND COORDINATED MANAGEMENT OF THE
VARIOUS RESOURCES, EACH WITH THE OTHER, WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT
IMPARMENT OF THE PRODUCTIVITY OF THE LAND AND WATER, WITH CON-
SIDERATION BEING GIVEN TO THE RELATIVE VALUES OF THE VARIOUS
RESOURCES, AND NOT NECESSARILY THE COMBINATION OF USES THAT WILL
GIVE THE GREATEST DOLLAR RETURN OR THE GREATEST UNIT OUTPUT];

-2- SB0137a:





