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March 2 4 ,2 0 0 3  

Dear Senator Stevens,

Please a lio  vv “ I louse and Senate Concurrent Resolution Number 1 ”  to pass out o f  your committee so 
the fu ll House and Senate can vote on it. My reasons follow .

Governor Murkowski is trying to give the appearance o f  providing a sound financial plan to balance the 
budgc-l. He is desperate... his campaign fo r Governor promised income o f  up to $300 ,000 ,000 .00 a 
year from  the McCovcy o il well, and that well was plugged and abandoned in February. He promised 
income from resource development would close the fiscal gap and i9 now willing to sacrifice the long 
term health o f  our fish and w ild life so he can look better during his term as governor.

Moving the habitat permitting authority from Fish &  Game to the Depl. o f  Natural Resources is inviting 
the fox  to guard the henhouse. I am appalled, yet not surprised, by the governor’s arrogance in continu­
ing to promote the idea when a ll five o f  the last Fish and Game Commissioners, who served under three 
governors, opposed the idea, citinga basic conflict o f  interest as the underlying reason.

Sure, his plan w ill save money this year. However, his plan is like using D D T  to increase crop yie ld ... 
both are guaranteed to work fo r the short term, but the long-term consequences, both planned and 
unexpected, w ill not be worth the cost. When u system o f  checks and balances is eliminated to save 
money, the State o fA laska will suffer long after Murkowski is iio  lunger governor. Responsible mem­
bers o f  the Legisluture must not a llow  this to happen.

We must not al low  his desperation and arrogance to forever ruin the state we love. 1 implore you... vote 
to oppose Executive Order 107.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Keeler

http://www
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March 24,2003 

Dear Senator Stevens,

Please allow  “H ouse ami S enate  C oncurren t R eso lu tion  N um ber 1” to  pass o u t o f  you r com m ittee  so  the fiiti 
H o u se  and Senate can  v o te  on  it. M y reasons follow.

1 oppose  pnssage o f  G overnor M urkow sk i’s E xecutive O rdor 107 d irecting  tluu th e  H abitat D ivision o f  Fish 
and G am e b e  reduced in cizo and m oved into the D epartm ent o f  N atural R esources. 1 have been in A laska fo r over 20 
years and, th rough  my federal jo b  dealing w ith lands, have had num erous opportunities to  w o rk  w ith  bo th  th e  H abitat 
D ivision o f  A D F& G  and D N R. 1 have alw ays found D N R  extrem ely difficult to  w o rk  w ith and never responsive to  
problcm o, Tho long h istory  o f  D N R ’o budget being roduoed Iwg only m ade that problem  w orse. R ecently  I havo 
been ip ld  i f l  w anted  D N R  to  aol on my request fo r road  accos6, that 1 w ou ld  need to  provido th e  funding to  hire 
som oono to  do  tholr paperw ork.

W ith their a ttitu d e  that those  th a t pay get service, only large com panioe will gain th e  atten tion  o f  D N R 's 
staff, and thus th e  p eo n its  they need T his process will prevent diversification o f  o u r oconom y through  developing 
small businesses.

T he logging o f  N ative lands th roughou t A laska is a prim e exam ple o f  p o o r environm ental oversight by D N R  
staff. T he  D N R  F ores te r from Glemdlen w as responsible for assuring  th a t F yak  C orpora tions logging near C ordova 
w as  d o n e  p ro p e r ly . H e  w as ublc to  visit the site tw ice a yeai fbr a few days, not ncuily enough tim e to  co v er th e  
g round  and assure fish stream s and w ildlife habitat w eie  p io lec ted . T he results show ed th e  lack o f  oversight.

My w orking w ith ADF&Q. though  not alw ays pleasant, has alw ays left m e w ith th e  feeling tha t th ey  w ere 
p ro tec ting  the resource  fbr Allure generations. Tho s ta ff in H u b itit often  present new  ideas lo  problem s T have 
encoun tered  and a re  willing to  discuss them ,

I ask all lcgisl-.torB to  require they be presented a  tho rough  analysis o f  th e  benefits to  be  gained befo re  
a llow ing G overnor M urkow ski io  im plem ent this plan. Tb dale, no inform ation has been presen ted  to  su p p o rt m oving 
H ab ita t into D N R . All ihut is p resented  a re  political statem ents o f  support, sta tem ents w ith no facts to  support such a 
position .

The fact that five Fish and G unre C om m issioners stand against th is action should raise m any red flags 
w arn ing  o f  danger, 1 look  at the fact tha t D N R  and D O T  C om m issioners stand lo  gain  by supporting  m oving 1 labiiat,
1 also  see A laska 's resources being I aped and its people being ran  over by big business interests.

Tim e is riot o l' tl>0 essence in th is situation and there  is n o  reason to  rualr in to  n new  mnnogem cnt system . 
P lease  stop  th e  ponding m ove o f  H abita t in to  D N R ,

Sincerely,

l^ o K e c lc r



I f  A laskans looked to a socia l and econom ic future that included on ly  m ining, the 
obvious course w ould be to dismantle environmental regulation in an e ffo rt to boost 
A laska ’ s Policy Potential Index. I don ’ t believe that A laskans are that fo o lish , as was 
read ily  evident from  public testimony at the Senate Resources Comm ittee (3 /1 0 /0 3 ) and 
to the House State A ffa irs  Committee (3 /1 1 /0 3 ) public hearings. T h e  v a s t
m a j o r i t y  ( a p p r o x i m a t e l y  7 5 % )  o f  t e s t i m o n i e s  c l e a r l y  i n f o r m e d  
t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  t h a t  EO  1 0 7  i s  n o t  a n  a c c e p t a b l e  w a y  t o  d o  
b u s i n e s s  in  A la s k a .  S e n t i m e n t  a t  t h e  H o u s e  S p e c i a l  F i s h e r i e s  
C o m m i t t e e  h e a r i n g  o n  E 0 1 0 7  (M a r c h  2 6 ,  2 0 0 3 )  o v e r w h e lm i n g l y  
o p p o s e d  EO  1 0 7 .  T h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  a n s w e r s  w e r e  v a g u e  a n d  
t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  c o u l d  n o t  m a k e  a  l e g i t i m a t e  c a s e  f o r  E 0 1 0 7 .

The relevance of what has been reported above is that:
1) The administration is trying to convince us that the myth - Habitat Division 

as an obstruction to economic progress -  they have fabricated with half- 
baked and insufficient knowledge is an economic necessity.

2) Contrary to Commissioner Irwin’s version of the Fraser Institute’s Annual 
Survey o f  Mining Companies report, the results do not support the 
Murkowski administration’s assertion that ADF&G -  Habitat Division is an 
obstruction to development and therefore a drag on Alaska’s economy.

3) Despite the numerous documented false allegations and documented 
misinterpretations, the administration blatantly continues to promote EO 
107.

4) Despite recent Senate and House committee hearings where public testimony, 
and ADNR Commissioner Irwin and Acting ADF&G Commissioner Duffy, 
made it clear that there is a resounding lack of supportable justification for 
EO 107, Governor Murkowski’s supporters in the legislature may not be 
doing anything to correct the administrations behavior.

5) Despite the numerous documented false allegations and documented 
misinterpretations, the Murkowski administration wants us to believe them 
when they tell us there will be no decrease in the level of fish and fish habitat 
protection under EO 107.

6) Because EO 107 is neither a cost cutting measure nor an administrative 
efficiency measure (as has been clearly proven and documented in numerous 
public forums and media) the cabinet members are forced to support and 
promote EO 107 via deceit.

7) Based on ADNR Commissioner Irwin’s significant and blatantly flawed 
representation of the Fraser Report data, there is no doubt that the 
legislature should probe deeply the validity of the rest o f Murkowski 
administration’s justifications (many of which have been proven illegitimate 
already) for EO 107 (and against ADF&G Habitat Division) and demand 
that EO 107 be brought to the floor for immediate disapproval.

8) Based on number 1 ,2 ,3 , 4, 5, and 6 above, if certain members o f the 
legislature behave in a manner that prevents EO 107 from being 
DISAPPROVED (REJECTED), they should not be considered worthy of 
representing our supposed democratic republic.

To; Senate State Affairs Com m ittee C hair G ary Stevens

MAR 3 1



. Rc: Fraser Report -  “Annual Survey of Mining Companies” &  Executive Order 107
To: Alaska Senate Resource Com mittee hearings regarding EO 107 -3/10/03  
To: State Affairs Com m ittee hearings regarding EO 1 0 7 -3 /1 1 /0 3

From: Doug Hill o f  Anchorage, A laska (I am testifying on behalf o f  myself),

Tom  Irw in (Com m issioner o f  A D N R ) and K ev in  D u ffy  (Acting Com m issioner o f  
A D F& G ), have cited the Fraser Report as one o f  the justifications fo r  m oving fish habitat 
protection authority from  A D F& G  to A D N R  on the fo llow ing  occasions:

3/7/03 - Press Conference, H abitat Title 16 Perm itting Reorganization Plan 
3/10/03 - Senate Resource C om m ittee hearing, EO 107: Transferring Fish H abitat Functions 

from DFG to D NR (public testim ony occurred) &
3/11/03 - H ouse State Affairs Com m ittee hearing, E.O. 107 Transfer o f  H abitat Functions from 

AD FG to DNR (public testim ony occurred)

A D N R  C o m m i s s i o n e r  I r w i n  h a s  p r o v i d e d  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  a n d  t h e  
p u b l i c  w i t h  a  M IS IN T E R P R E T A T IO N  O f  t h e  FR A SER  R EPO R T . T h e  
r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  F r a s e r  I n s t i t u t e ' s  " A n n u a l  S u r v e y  o f  M in in g  
C o m p a n i e s "  d o  n o t  s u p p o r t  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  c a s e  a g a i n s t  
A D F& G  H a b i t a t  D i v i s i o n .

W hat is the F ra s e r  R e p o rt  ?  Since 1997 the Fraser Institute (Vancouver, British Colum bia, 
Canada) has been surveying jun io r and senior m ining com panies annually to assess how  m ineral 
potential and governmental policy factors affect exploration and investm ent decisions. The factors 
included in the assessm ent include: (1) environm ental regulations, (2) regulatory duplication and 
inconsistencies, (3) uncertainty concerning the adm inistration/interpretation/enforcem ent o f  
existing regulations, (4) uncertainty concerning w hat areas will be protected as w ilderness or parks, 
(5) uncertainty concerning native land claim s, infrastructure, (6) labor regulation/em ploym ent 
agreements, (7) socio-econom ic agreem ents/com m unity developm ent conditions, (8) infrastructure, 
(9) taxation, and (10) m ineral potential. A s the survey has grown it has expanded to include more 
governm ents/geographical regions from around the world. The F ra s e r  R e p o r t  currently  queries 
162 com panies for their opinions about the investm ent attractiveness o f 47 jurisdictions around the 
world. The F r a s e r  R e p o r t  is essentially a “ report card” that rates the mining company 
perception o f governments/geographical regions investment attractiveness.

The F ra s e r  R e p o r t  provides several indices of how the mining industry perceives a given 
jurisdiction as a place to do business. However the three m ajor indices are the P o lic y  
P o te n t ia l In d e x , the M in e ra l P o te n t ia l In d e x , and the In v e s tm en t A ttrac tiv en ess  In d e x .  The 
P o lic y  P o te n t ia l In d e x  is a com posite index that m easures the affects nine governm ent policy 
factors on the willingness o f  m ining com panies to do business in Alaska. The factors included in 
the assessm ent include: (1) taxation, (2) environm ental regulations, (3) adm inistration and 
duplication o f  regulations, (4) uncertainty concerning native land claims, (5) protected areas, (6) 
labor issues, (7) infrastructure, (8) socioeconom ic agreem ents, and (9) political stability. The 
M in e ra l P o te n t ia l In d e x  rates a reg ion’s attractiveness based on m ining com pany executives’ 
perceptions o f  geology. The In v e s tm en t A ttrac tiven ess  In d e x  is a combination o f  the nine P o lic y  
P o te n t ia l In d e x  factors assessed and the M in e r a l P o te n t ia l In d e x . The index rating num bers that a 
governm ent/geographical region receives are a com posite index derived from a com pilation o f  the 
ratings provided by a subset o f  the com panies that responded. The index numbers do not 
indicate that a particular jurisdiction was rated; say 50 out of 100 jurisdictions. The 
index numbers are simply scores; the same as a score that one receives on a math test. 
The scores can then be used to depict an area’s relative ranking for the particular 
topic being considered.
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T h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  d i r e c t  q u o t e s  f r o m  A D N R
C o m m i s s i o n e r  I r w i n ' s  t e s t i m o n y  a t  v a r i o u s  p u b l i c  f o r u m s  w h e r e  
h e  u s e d  t h e  F r a s e r  R e p o r t  a s  a  r e a s o n  f o r  s u p p o r t i n g  EO  1 0 7 .

March 7, 2003 -  Administration Press Conference*
ADNR Commissioner Invin stated:
“A. F ra se r  R epo rt was just completed, to give you an example, and this is a 
sorry story. This... (inaudible).. .No! The F ra se r  R epo rt, it’s a large 
company, it’s a mining report. They interview the mining companies around 

the world. A n d  Curt Freeman {President/CEO Avalon Development 
Corporation, Fairbanks based geological consulting firm) just gave a 
presentation d o w n  here couple of weeks ago on it. A n d  in the F ra se r  Repo rt 
there’s one section that talks about h o w  the major mining companies perceive 

various areas. They include all the states, they include numerous countries, 
they include the provinces of Canada. Zero is terrible, 100’s perfect. Every 
year over the last several years, Alaska [presumably Alaska’s F ra se r  R eport 
ranking] has been dropping. N o w,  the title of Curts’ report, if I can 
remember it is “Perception Is Reality”. These are the decision makers in 

mining companies; they ranked Alaska with a score of 50 [presumably P o lic y  
P o te n t ia l In d e x} as place to do business. Part of that was the permitting 
process. They actually, this year ranked Alaska, well for last year, the report 
came out this year, they ranked Alaska lower than Russia and China as 
politically acceptable places to do work. That’s totally unacceptable to me, 
it should be totally unacceptable to every Alaskan.”

March 10, 2003 -  Senate Resource Committee EO 107 Hearing*
ADNR Commissioner Invin stated:
“I heard a talk about a week and a-half two weeks ago. A n d  this talk was 

[titled] “Perception Is Reality” [by Curt Freeman]. There’s a F ra se r  R epo rt  
done every year. A n d  this Fraser Report is specifically mining related, but it 

speaks really for industry in general. A n d  all of the large significant large 

mining companies world wide, just not Alaska, but worldwide are poled, on, 

each state, each province in Canada, and numerous countries throughout the 

world. A n d  that pole \F ra se r  R ep o rt1 came out last year for 2002, very 
disappointing. Its [presumably Alaska’s P o lic y  P o ten tia l Index ] been 
dropping the last “several” years. A n d  Alaska ranked 50 on perception of 
public companies w h o  want to invest here. Zero is bad, 100 is good. W e  

ranked 50 in perception politically. We have now fallen below China and 
Russia as areas, even though we ha»/e the resources, areas we would 
politically be acceptable to do work in. Perception is reality, when people 
vote with their pocketbooks they take their exploration and development 

dollars elsewhere.”
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, March 11,2003 -  House State Affairs Committee EO 107 Hearing*
ADNR Commissioner Invin stated:
“Some o f  you folks have heard me talk about the F raser R eport. And the 
F raser R eport comes from my background, the mining side, but it applies to 
the perception o f  how Alaska is seen in this day and age. And it’s very 
sobering to read it. They pole the major mining companies in the world and 
they do that every year. The results have been put out for the year 2002. And 
I ’m embarrassed for our state. There’s two sections in this report. It poles the 
decision makers in companies. And it poles them on two things; are the 
resources here, and they look at Alaska and all the other states, they look at 
the provinces in Canada, they look at other countries. We rank very high and 
very well on the resources. The political perception, on a score o f  zero’s 
horrible and a 100’s good, this last year we ranked 50 [presumably Alaska’s 
P olicy P o ten tia l In dex]. Now , whether it’s perception or reality, they vote 
with their pocketbooks. They’re telling us now, that the major mining 
companies find it more politically acceptable to do investment in both 
Russia and China than Alaska.”

♦ ♦ ♦ C O N T R A R Y  TO  W H A T  A D N R  C O M M IS S IO N E R  IR W IN  H A S  S T A T E D : 

A L A S K A  W A S  N O T  R A N K E D  5 0  O V E R A LL  IN  2 0 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  

A L A S K A  W A S  R A N K E D  "M O R E  P O L IT IC A L L Y  A C C E P T A B L E " 
F O R  B U S IN E S S  T H A N  C H IN A  A N  R U S S IA

* ( S e e  T a b l e  1 a n d  F i g u r e s  a t  e n d  o f  r e p o r t  t h i s  r e p o r t ) *

A L A S K A  R A N K E D  1 2 t h  "O V E R A L L " 
a s  a  P L A C E  T O  D O  B U S IN E S S .
47  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie scores into account resulted in 34  ranks.
The criteria assessed include those identified above.
(Investment Attractiveness Index - Fraser Report - 2 0 02 /2003 )

A L A S K A 'S  R A N K E D  2 0 t h  "O V E R A L L ”  a s  a  " P O L IT IC A L L Y  
A C C E P T A B LE" P L A C E  TO  D O  B U S IN E S S .
C H IN A  R A N K E D  2 9 t h  a n d  R U S S IA  R A N K E D  5 4 th
47 ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie scores into account resulted in 36 ranks.
The nine criteria assessed include those identified above.
(“Policy" Potential Index - Fraser Report - 2002 /2003 )
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A L A S K A  R A N K E D  3 r d  “ O V E R A LL " a s  a  " P O L IT IC A L L Y  S T A B L E " 
P LA C E  TO  DO  B U S IN E S S . 
C H IN A  R A N K E D  1 6 t h  a n d  R U S S IA  R A N K E D  2 4 ^
From : Percent o f  Companies W ho Indicate “ P O L IT IC A L  S T A B IL IT Y "  

“ENCOURAGES” D O IN G  B U S iN E SS  IN  A LA SK A .
4 7  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldwide.
Taking tie percentages into account resulted in 28  ranks.
(“Political” Stability Ranking - Fraser Report - 2002/2003)

A la s k a ' s  “ O V E R A LL " P o l ic y  P o t e n t ia l  I n d e x  R a n k i n g
H A S "N O T "  BE EN  D R O P P IN G  O V E R  TH E  LA ST  "S E V E R A L " Y E A R S .

•  A laska ’ s Policy Potential ranking increased f rom l4 th  place in the 1998 /4999  
(FIRST year A laska was included in the survey) survey, to 12th place in the 
2001 /2001  survey. A la ska ’ s Policy Potential rank increased as the survey 
expanded to include m ore governments/geographical regions. A laska ’ s Policy 
Potential ranking dropped only in the 2002 /2003  survey. {Fraser Report 1998- 
2003).

ALASKA RANKED SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN CHINA AND 
RUSSIA IN TERMS OF BEING A POLITICALLY ACCEPTALE PLACE 
TO DO BUSINESS.

Alaska’s Policy Potential (and Political Stability) ranking does not justify the extreme 
measures taken by the Murkowski administration against ADF&G Habitat Division

N o  w h e r e  in t h e  F r a s e r  R e p o r t  is S T A T E  G O V E R N M E N T  

i m p l i c a t e d  a s  a n  i m p e d i m e n t  t o  “d o i n g  b u s i n e s s  ".

I n  f a c t :
I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ’ s c a s e  a g a i n s t  ADF&G -  
H a b i t a t  D i v i s i o n ,  L i v  F r e d r i c k s e n  ( F r a s e r  I n s t i t u t e  - “A n n u a l  

S u r v e y  o f  M i n i n g  C o m p a n i e s ” s u r v e y  R e s e a r c h  C o - c o o r d i n a t o r )  h a s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t ,  m i n i n g  c omp a n y  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  
a b o u t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y  r e g u l a t o r y  c o n s i s t e n c y  
a nd  t h e  a c t i o n s  o f  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  a c t i v i s t s  may h a v e  s o m e t h i n g  
t o  d o  w i t h  t h e  r e c e n t  d r o p  i n  A l a s k a ’ s 2 0 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  P ol ic y  
P o t e n t i a l  I n d e x  s c o r e  
(personal communication, 3 /18 /03 )

Q u o t e :
. . .d e m o c r a t s  w o u l d  l e a v e  t h e  c o u n t r y  a nd  f e d e r a l  EPA c l o s e d .  
-President of a junior mining company
(Q uote provided by L iv  Fredricksen, Fraser Institute -  “Annual Survey o f Mining 
Companies" survey Research Co-coord inator, 3 /18 /03 )

Without a review of politics and events on a national and gobal scale there can be no 
honest and thorough evaluation of the Fraser Report results.



♦ ♦ » CONTRARY TO W H A T ADNR COMMISSIONER IRWIN HAS STATED:

•« A la s k a ' s  "O V E R A L L "  in v e s t m e n t  A t t r a c t iv e n e s s  in d e x  r a n k i n g
H A S  "N O T ”  B E E N  D R O P P IN G  O V E R  TH E  LA ST  "S E V E R A L ”  Y E A R S .

•  A la ska ’ s Investment Attractiveness ranking increased from  9th place in the 
1 998 /1999  survey (firs t year A laska was ranked) to 5 th place in the 2 001 /2002  
survey. A la ska ’ s In vestment A (tract i veness ranking increased as the survey 
expanded to incluae m ore governments/geographical regions. A la ska ’ s Investment 
Attractiveness ranking dropped only in 2002 /2003  - A laska, China, and Russia 
received basica lly equal rankings (A laska ranked 12th -  Russia ranked 1 1th - China 
ranked 10<h). However, remember that the Investment Attractiveness Index is a 
com bination o f the Mineral Attractiveness Index and the Policy Potential Index. 
And, the Investment Attractiveness Index was weighted 60%  m ineral and 40%  
policy in the 2 0 0 1 /2 0 0 2  and 2002 /2003  surveys. Further, C hina and R ussia’s 
Mineral Potential ranking rose above A laska’s Mineral Potential ranking in the 
2 0 0 2 /2 003  Fraser Report and A laska’s Mineral Potential ranking dropped from  
the 2 001 /2002  ran k in g  o f  5th place to 11th place in 2002/2003.

L i v  F r e d r i c k s e n  {Fraser Institute -  “Annual Survey o f M inins Companies ” survey 
Research C o-coordinator, 3/18/03) c o n f i r m e d  t h e  o b v io u s  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
60% m i n e r a l  w e i g h t i n g  o f  t h e  I n v e s tm e n t  A t t r a c t i v e n e s s  In d e x  
w o u ld  h a v e  a  n o t i c e a b l e  a f f e c t  o n  t h e  o v e r a l l  I n v e s t m e n t  
A t t r a c t i v e n e s s  s c o r e ;  i n  t h i s  c a s e  a  d o w n w ard  p u l l  on  
A l a s k a ' s  o v e r a l l  s c o r e .
(Persona l communication, 3 /18 /03 ).

•  Once again, con trary  to Comm issioner Irw in ’ s statements, A LASKA’S POLICY 
POTENTIAL RANKING W A S H IG H E R  THAN CHINA A N D  RUSSIA IN  
BO TH  2001/2002 and 2002/2003 (Ch ina and Russia were included on ly  in the 
2 0 0 1 /2 0 0 2  &  2 0 0 2 /2 003  Fraser Reports).
(Fraser Report 1998-2003)

A laska ’ s “ O V E R A L L ”  increase in Investment Attractiveness Index ranking as a favorab le  
place to do business occurred while A D F& G  Habitat D iv is ion  con tro lled  fish and fish  
habitat p rotection authority and during the so-ca lled extreme pro-environm ental 
adm inistration c r the ex-G ove rno r Tony Know les.

Since inception of considering Alaska in the survey (1998), when considering only the 
United States, A laska has received a “ com posite” Investment Attractiveness Index 
rank ing  th a t has been second only to Nevada each year of the survey.
(Fraser R eport 1998-2003)

R u s s  1 a h a s  u n f a v o u r a b l e  p o l i c i e s , i n c l u d i n g  “ p o l i  t i c a l . 
r e g u l a t o r y  a nd  l e g a l  h a r a s s m e n t  ( f r e e z i n g  a c c o u n t s )  b e c a u s e  
o f  r e f u s a l  t o  c o o p e r a t e  w i t h  c o n t i n u i n g  and  i n c r e a s i n g  
l a y o f f s "
-E valuations M anager, senior m ining com pany
(2 0 02 /2 003  Fraser Report, Graphical Resu lts section, page 32 )



“ I n d o n e s i a  a nd  R u s s i a  [ a r e ]  c o r r u p t  [ a n d  t a k e ]  t o o  l o n g  f o r  
p e r m i t t i n g . [We ]  n e v e r  know i f  we own t h e  m i n i n g  t i t l e . "  
-President of a junior mining company 
(2 0 02 /2 003  Fra se r Report, G raphical Results section, page 3 2 )

“ A l a s k a ” h a s  t h e  m o s t  f a v o r a b l e  p o l i c i e s .  “ P r o m o t i o n  o f  
n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e  d e v e l o p m e n t  [ i s ]  m a n d a t e d  by s t a t e  
c o n s t i t u t i o n - -  [ t h e ]  s t a t e  a c t i v e l y  s u p p o r t s  m i n i n g  by  l o a n s ,  
g r a n t s ,  e t c . ,  3 - y e a r  p r o d u c t i o n  t a x  ( s t a t e )  m o r a t o r i u m  a t  
s t a r t  u p ,  e n h a n c e  by  b o t t o m  l i n e  e x p l o r a t i o n  e x p e n d i t u r e  
w r i t e  o f f  r e  e x p l o r a t i o n  a t  e a c h  p r o p e r t y . . . "
-President of a junior mining company
(1 9 9 9 /2 0 0 0  Fra se r Report, G raphical Results section, page 9 )

•  ♦ ♦ CONTRARY T O  W H A T  A D N R  C O M M IS S IO N E R  IR W IN  H A S  S T A T E D : 

A L A S K A  W A S  R A N K E D  "M O R E  P O L IT IC A L L Y  A C C E P T A B L E " 
F O R  B U S IN E S S  T H A N  C H IN A  A N  R U S S IA  in  t h e  2 0 0 1 / 2 0 0 2  a n d  
t h e  2 0 0 2 / 2 0 0 3  F r a s e r  R e p o r t

• Percent o f  companies who indicate M IN E R A L  PO T E N T IA L  A SS U M IN G  
C U R R E N T  R E G U LA T IO N S /LA N D  U SE  PO L IC IE S  “ E N C O U R A G E S ”  D O IN G  
B U S IN E S S  IN  A LA SK A .
4 7  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie percentages into account resulted in 3 4  ranks.
A L A S K A  R A N K E D  1 0 t h  OVERALL a s  a  PLACE TO  DO  BU S IN ESS  
C H IN A  R A N K E D  1 7 t h  a n d  R U S S IA  R A N K E D  2 5 t h  
(Fraser Report 20 02 /2 003 )

• Percent o f  companies who consider uncertainty concerning the 
A D M IN IS T R A T IO N , IN T E R PR E T A T IO N , and EN FO RC E M EN T  o f  E X S IT IN G  
R E G U LA T IO N S  a “ S T R O N G  D E T E R R E N T 11 to D O IN G  B U S IN E S S  IN  
A L A SK A .
47  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie percentages into account resulted in 4 0  ranks worldw ide.
A L A S K A  R A N K E D  1 7 t h  OVERALL a s  a PLACE TO  DO BU S IN ESS  
C H IN A  R A N K E D  3 3 r d  a n d  R U S S IA  R A N K E D  4 0 t h
(Fraser Report 2 0 02 /2003 )

■ Percent o f  companies who consider R E G U L A T O R Y  D U P L IC A T IO N  A N D
IN C O N S IST E N C IE S  a “ S T R O N G  D E T E R R E N T " to D O IN G  B U S IN E SS  IN  
A L A SK A .
47  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie percentage into account resulted in 37 ranks.
A L A S K A  R A N K E D  1 6 t h  OVERALL a s  a PLACE TO  DO  BU S IN ESS  
c h i n a  R A N K E D  2 5 t h  a n d  R u s s i a  R A N K E D  3 6 t h
(Fraser Report 2 002 /2 003 )
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- • Percent o f  companies who consider T A X A T IO N  a “ S T R O N G  D E T E R R E N T "  to
D O IN G  B U S IN E SS  IN  A LA SK A .
4 7  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie percentage into account resulted in 2 9  ranks.
A L A S K A  R A N K E D  9 t h  OVERALL a s  a PLACE TO  DO  BU S IN ESS  
C H IN A  r a n k e d  1 8 t h  a n d  R U S S IA  r a n k e d  2 6 t h  
(F rase r Report 2002/2003)

• Percent o f  companies who consider LABOR REGULAT ION  a “ S T R O N G  
D E T E R R E N T "  to D O IN G  B U S IN E SS  IN  A LA SK A
47  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie percentages into account resulted in 23 ranks.
A L A S K A  R A N K E D  9 t h  OVERALL a s  a PLACE TO  DO BU S IN ESS  
C H IN A  R A N K E D  1 3 t h  a n d  R U S S IA  R A N G E D  2 1  S t  
(F raser R eport 2002/2003)

• Percent o f  companies who consider SO C IO EC O N O M IC  A G R E E M E N T S  a 
“ S T R O N G  D E T E R R E N T " to D O IN G  B U S IN E SS  IN  A LA SK A .
4 7  ju risd ic tions were ranked worldw ide.
Taking tie percentages into account resulted in 3 0  ranks.
A L A S K A  R A N K E D  5 t h  OVERALL a s  a PLACE TO  DO BUS IN ESS  
C H IN A  R A N K E D  2 3 r d  a n d  R u s s i a  R A N K E D  2 9 t h  
(Fraser Report 2002/2003)

•  The F raser Report survey does not include a ll the U .S  states. In  2002 /2003  the 
survey considered 4 7  ju risd ictions worldw ide -  fewer ju risd ictions were considered 
in  previous years. A s we a ll know  there are 50 states in the United States.

B E W A R E
“Mining Watch”, a pan-Canadian group whose aim is to ensure that 
mineral development practices are consistent with the goals o f  sustainable 
communities and environmental health and advocates policies to improve the 
efficiency and reduce the risks o f  mineral development, released a critique of 
the Fraser R eport. M ining Watch issued the follow ing statement regarding 
the F raser R eport, "it is clear f r o m  t h e  r e p o r t  t h a t  a  v o t e  f o r  

m i n i n g  f r i e n d l y  po lic y is a  v o t e  a g a i n s t  fair t a x a t i o n ,  
a g a i n s t  collective b a r g a i n i n g ,  a g a i n s t  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

p r o t e c t i o n ,  a g a i n s t  a b o r i g i n a l  l a n d  rights, a n d  a g a i n s t  

P r o t e c t e d  a rea s. " In light o f  this statement, remember that ADNR  
Commissioner Irwin cited the F raser R eport as justification for transferring 
fish and fish habitat authority from ADF&G to the state agency (ADNR) that 
is responsible for mining, oil, and gas development.
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A D N R  Commissioner Irwin has been involved in the mining industry in 

Nevada and Alaska for a number of years. I have a hard time believing that 

he does not understand the content of the F raser R eport. Commissioner Irwin 

told the P etroleum  N ew s •A la sk a  (March 2, 2003; page 8) that he has 
watched the Fraser survey results for years. If it is true that he does not 

understand the report, what faith can I have in a m a n  w h o  spreads doctrine 

without knowing what it is that he is promoting. Or, if he is deliberately 

misinterpreting the F raser R ep o rt’s  Alaska rankings what faith can I have in 
his integrity. In either case I a m  led to suspect that A D N R  Commissioner 

Irwin (Governor Murkowski’s messenger) m a y  not have the best interest of 

the public trust, Alaska’s social well being, or the overall future well being of 

Alaska’s future economy - which should include fish and fish habitat as well 

as mining -  in mind as he promotes E O  107.

If Alaskans looked to a social and economic future that included only mining, 

the obvious course would be to dismantle environmental regulation in an 

effort to boost Alaska’s P olicy Potential In dex . I don’t believe that Alaskans 

are that foolish, as was readily evident from public testimony at the Senate 

Resources Committee (3/10/03) and to the House State Affairs Committee 

(3/11/03) public hearings. T h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  ( a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

7 5 % )  o f  t e s t i m o n i e s  d e a r l y  i n f o r m e d  t h e  legislature 

t h a t  E O  1 0 7  is n o t  a n  a c c e p t a b l e  w a y  t o  d o  b u s i n e s s  in 

A l a s k a .

The relevance of what has been reported above is that:
1) The administration is trying to convince us that the myth - Habitat 

Division as an obstruction to economic progress -- they have 
fabricated, with half-baked and insufficient knowledge is an 
economic necessity.

2) Contrary to Commissioner Irwin’s version o f the Fraser Institute’s 
A n n u a l Survey o f  M in ing Com panies report, the results do not 
support the Murkowski administration’s assertion that ADF&G -  
Habitat Division is an obstruction to development and therefore a 
drag on Alaska’s economy.

3) Despite the numerous documented false allegations and 
documented misinterpretations, the administration blatantly 
continues to promote EO 107.

4) Despite recent Senate and House committee hearings where public 
testimony, and ADNR Commissioner Irwin and Acting ADF&G 
Commissioner Duffy, made it clear that there is a resounding lack 
of supportable justification for EO 107, Governor Murkowski’s 
supporters in the legislature may not be doing anything to correct 
the administrations behavior.
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5) Despite the numerous documented false allegations and 
documented misinterpretations, the Murkowski administration 
wants us to believe them when they tell us there will be no decrease 
in the level of fish and fish habitat protection under EO 107.

6) Because EO 107 is neither a cost cutting measure or an 
administrative efficiency measure that favors forums Alaskan’s (as 
has been clearly proven and documented in numerous public 
forums and media) the cabinet members are forced to support and 
promote EO 107 via deceit.

7) Based on ADNR Commissioner Irwin’s significant and blatantly 
flawed representation of the Fraser Report data, there is no doubt 
that the legislature should probe deeply the validity o f the rest of 
Murkowski administration’s justifications (many of which have 
been proven illegitimate already) for EO 107 (and against ADF&G 
Habitat Division) and demand that EO 107 be brought to the floor 
for immediate disapproval.

8) Based on number 1 ,2 ,3 , 4, and 5 above, if certain members of the 
legislature behave in a manner that prevents EO 107 from being 
DISAPPROVED (REJECTED), they should not be considered 
worthy of representing our supposed democratic republic.

“ I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  h a s  t h e  l e a s t  f a v o u r a b l e  
p o l i c i e s  t o w a r d s  m i n i n g ,  w i t h  c e r t a i n  e x c e p t i o n s  s u c h  a s  
N e v a d a  a n d  A l a s k a . ” “ Move m i n i n g  l a n d s  o u t  o f  f e d e r a l  
j u r i s d i c t i o n  a nd  g i v e  t h em t o  t h e  s t a t e s  ”
Vice President Exploration, junior mining company
(Quote provided by L iv  Fredricksen {Fraser Institute -  “A n n u a l Survey o f  M in in g  
Companies " Research Co-coord inator)

“ A l b e r t a ,  A l a s k a [ h a v e ]  l o w  t a x  l e v e l s ,  w e l c o m i n g  a t t i t u d e s , 
a nd  a c c e p t  n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  a s  a r e s p o n s i b l e  
i n d u s t r y . . . G o v e r n m e n t s  mu s t  s e t  a nd  a d h e r e  t o  t h e i r  l a w s  and  
r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  e x t e n d e d  p e r i o d s  ( 5  t o  1 0  y e a r s ) ,  t a x a t i o n  
r a t e s  m u s t  be  l o w e r  a nd  c o n s i d e r a t e  o f  t h e  p a y b a c k  p e r i o d s  
( m u s t  be  s h o r t e r ) . . .
-CEO, senior mining company 
(2 0 01 /2 002  Fra se r Report, page 16)
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O n  a number of occasions both A D N R  Commissioner Irwin and Acting 

A D F & G  Commissioner Duffy had to publicly defer to Chris Kennedy 

(Assistant Attorney General) for answers about basic policy procedure 

questions such as, when there is a contentious issue will the debate rise to 

commissioner or the deputy commissioner? These are the m e n  that m a y  be 

implementing E O  107 and it appears that neither one them have done their E O  

107 homework, yet they blindly support and promote E O  107. D o  they not 

have a clear understanding of what it is they are promoting or do they not 

want the legislature or the general public to understand the true nature of E O  

107?

E O  107 places supervision of fish and fish habitat protection under the Deputy 

Commissioner and the State Forester. The Governor appoints neither 

position. In other words, the board recommends neither position and neither 

position receives legislative scrutiny and approval. Currently Title 16 is under 

the ultimate supervision of the Commissioner of the A D F & G  w h o  must be 

approved publicly by the legislature. What happened to the transparency in 

government that Governor Murkowski spoke of on numerous occasions 

during his campaign?

E O  107 is neither a cost cutting measure nor an administrative streamlining 

measure. E O  107 is the Murkowski administration’s Hydro-Ax that is idling 

and ready to clear a right of way for development at the cost of salmon, 

resident fish, fish habitat, wildlife and humans supported by fish and fish 

habitat, nearshore and inland subsistence, sport, commercial, and personal use 

fisheries.

Salmon have benefited Alaskan socially and economically for thousands of 

years. Look to the overall future of Alaska’s social and economic well-being 

and do not allow salmon, resident species of fish, and wildlife and humans 

that depend on fish and fish habitat to be trampled in the stampede for the 

“N e w  Wealth” of Alaska. I support responsible development, therefore 
the only choice I have is to strongly urge the legislature and all Alaskans 
to DISAPPROVE Governor Murkowski’s transfer of fish and fish habitat 
protection authority from ADF&G to ADNR. Please bring EO 107 to the 
floor for DISAPPROVAL.

Thank you fo r  a llow ing  this testimony.
D oug  H ill 
P .O . B o x  2 2 0 2 3 6  
Anchorage, A la ska  9 9522  
H om e Phone: 3 4 8 -8 5 1 9  
em ail: d ee rya rd2001@ yahoo .com

I am w illing  to discuss this issue with anyone. I can p rovide copies o f  text and figures.
10
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*ADNR Commissioner Invin Quotes From The Following KTOO Gavel To Gavel 
Audio Archives - (http://www.ktoo.org/gaveI/audio.cfm)

3/7/03 - Press Conference, Habitat Title 16 Permitting Reorganization Plan 
Time Start: 25:12 -  Time Stop 26:50 

3/10/03 - Senate Resource Committee hearing, EO 107: Transferring Fish Habitat Functions 
Time Start: 8:13 -  Time Stop 10:12 

3/11/03 - House State A ffairs Committee hearing, E.O. 107 Transfer o f  Habitat Functions from 
ADFG to DNR (public testimony occurred)
Time Start: 11 :34 -T im e  Stop 13:16

B iography

M y name is D oug H ill 
I am an A laska resident.
I  am 44  and have been in A laska since m y teens.
I have lived on and o f f  the road system -  most o f  m y life  in A laska has been spent in rural 
areas.

I am currently an employee o f  the A D F& G  -  Habitat D iv is ion  B io log ist 
M Y  PO S ITO N  IS  S LA T E D  FO R  T R A N SFE R  TO A D N R  IF  EO  107 IS  N O T  
D IS A P PR O V E D .
I assist the perm itting b io log ist (perm it scoping comments, fie ld  inspections), w ork  in the 
schools on restoration projects, and watershed awareness curricu la.
I w ork  part time fo r  W ild life  Conservation D iv is ion /W aterfow l Section.
I a lso supervise the A D F& G  camp at Redoubt B ay C ritica l Habitat A rea (jo in t 
H ab ita t/W ild life  Conservation bear/angler pro ject).
I a lso have extensive fie ld  experience w ith A laska ’ s inshore and inland fisheries while 
working fo r  the A laska Department o f  Fish and Gam e’ s Habitat, W ild life , Sportfish and 
Comm ercia l fisheries D iv is ion . I have a degree in b io logy from  U A F  and I have 
approxim ately 14 years o f  combined technician and b io log ist experience with A D F& G .

I have worked as a building construction carpenter 
I have worked fo r  A laska Packers unloading fish and as a carpenter.
I have been a v illage maintenance w orker fo r  the catholic diocese

I  have extensive experience with A laska ’ s inshore and in land fisheries as a commercia l 
fisherman, a personal use fisherman, a sport fisherman, and a subsistence fisherman.
W h ile  liv ing  in the Yukon  R ive r v illage o f  St M arys I spent summers w ith Yup ik  friends 
gillnetting (commercial/subsistence) and putting fish up fo r the w inter at their fish camp on 
Manning Is land  near the mouth o f  the Yukon  R iver.
In the winters I worked b lackfish traps and gillnets w ith friends from  the v illage , 
as w e ll as ice fishing I spend a lo t o f  personal time fish ing, hunting, and paddling on the 
inshore and in land waterways o f  A laska.
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Re: Fraser Report -  “A nnual Survey o f M ining > ‘oinpanies” & Executive O rd e r 107

Testimony o f Doug Hill (Anchorage, Alaska) - Testifying on Behalf of M yself
Testim ony To: A laska Senate Resource C om m ittee hearings regarding EO 107 -3 /10 /03  

Testim ony To: State A ffairs Com m ittee hearings regarding EO 107 -  3/11/03

F r a s e r  R e p o r t  -  " A n n u a l  S u r v e y  o f  M i n i n a  C o m p a n i e s "  

S u m m a r y  o f  F r a s e r  R e p o r t ' s  C o m p o s i t e  I n d i c i e s

Rank Rank Rank

A LA S K A * CHINA** RUSSIA**

Year 1998/1999 1999/2000 2000/2001 2001/2002 2002/2003

POLICY P otentia l Index 14 14

•j.00■• 12 20

Mineral Potentia l Index 16 3 4 5 11
Investm ent A ttrac tiveness Index 9 8 71 5 12 1 £m

2001/2002 2002/2003 2001/2002 2002/2003
33 34
7 4
121 11

* Survey initiated in 1997 - Alaska w as not included in the 1997 survey.
** China and R ussia w ere included only in the 2001/2002 and 2002/2003 survey.
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±-----------    I IIJ IJJH 111 111 II Ul. Ill I III -------------
Figure21: Policy Potential Index (North America)

Jurisdiction
Nevada 77//7 /77/777/7777777777777/7777A  so

New Brunswick ' / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / }  so
Alberta 77 / / / y / / / / / / / / / y y / / / / / / / / / / / 7 A n

Utah ^777777777/777/77777777777777 so
Saskatchewan 7 7 / / / / / / / /7 7 7 7 /7 y / / /7 / / / / /7 A  >>

Ontario 7777777777777777/777/777777,1?5
Missouri A / / / / / / / / / / ' / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A  / a

Manitoba 777777/777777777777777777 71
Chile '777777777777777777777777A W
Idaho

Arizona
77777777777777777777777/A  70 
77 77777777777777777/77164

Michigan
Mexico

V/ / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A  62 
7777777777777777777777} 62

Quebec 777/7/77/777777777777} 59
Nova Scotia 77777/777/777/77777/A  53

...ityA laska 77777777777777/77777J 5/
Wyoming 77777777777 /7 /7 /77 /7 \ 57

Prince Edward Island ' / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A 56
Colorado '777/77777777777777A 5 4

New Mexico > 7/7/7777/777777777} 53
Maine ' / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A  52

Minnesota / / / / / / / / / / A / / / / / / / X  51
South DAota 7777777/Z7777777A  47

Montana / / / / / / 7 / / / / 7 / / / 7 A  47
Washington 777777/7777777A  43

Newfoundland 7777/777777is?
Yriron Territory 7 /7 7 /7 7 /7 A 29

California '777777777A 29
Northwest Territories 7777777/A 27

Wisconsin 777/7777}28
British Columbia 3 5



Figure20: MneraJ Potential Index (North America)

Page 1 of 1

Jurisdiction
Ontario v / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A m

Northwest Territories ' / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / \ 97
Chile ' / / / .77V./ / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / . / / / / / / / / /X 97

Nevada / / / / / / ; / / / / / / / / 7 y y y / / / / / / / y ; y / 7 / ; ^
Mexico y / y / / y / y y / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / y ^
Quebec V //7 / / / / /7 7 / / / / /7 / / /7 7 //7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 A ^

tx ^ la s k a ’/ / / /7 / /7 /7 / / /7 /7 7 / / /7 7 /7 /7 /7 7 A ^
Manitoba ' / / / y y / / / 7 7 / / / / / / / / / y / / / / y 7 7 7 \ n

Yukon Territory 7 / / / / / /7 /7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 / / / / / / / / /A  / /
Newfoundland 7 7 7 /7 7 /V 7 /// /7 7 7 7 7 /// // / /X  71

Arizona y // / / / / / / / / / / / / /7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 \  71
Montana / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A / / / / / / / / A  tss

Saskatchewan v / / / / y / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / y / A * o
New Brunswick / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A ^

Idaho 7 /7 // / / /7 7 / / / /7 7 7 7 7 7 A ^
British Columbia 7 / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / A  t*

Utah / / / / / / / / / ,  '/ / / / / /A * *
Colorado / / / / / / / / 7 / / 7 7 7 7 7 \ ^

New Mexico / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / 140
Alberta 7 / / / / / / /7 7 /7 7 A  39

California 7 / / y y y / / / / / y \ &
Washington y / / /y / / / /7 7 7  32
Nova Scotia / / / / / / / / / / A M

Wyoming / / / / ? / / / 77XM
Missouri ‘/A / / / / /A 'M

South Oicota 7 / / / / / / 7123
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Figure 1: Policy Potential Index
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The Mineral Potential Index

The Mineral Potential Index rates a region’s attractiveness based on companies’ 
perceptions of geology. The top-rated regions are Nevada, with a perfect score of 100, 
Chile (97), Quebec and Alaska (tied at 94), Australia, Peru, and Argentina (tied at 09). 
The worst-rated regions on this index include Maine (3), Missouri and Texas (tied at 9), 
Minnesota (11), and Michigan and Wisconsin (tied at 17).
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The Investment Attractiveness Index Shows the Best and Worst Rated 
Places to Spend Exploration Dollars

An overall Investment Attractiveness Index is constructed by combining the mineral 
potential index, which rates regions based on geological attractiveness, and the policy 
potential index, a composite index that measures the effects of government policies on 
exploration investment.

The State of Nevada is the highest rated jurisdiction for overall investment attractiveness 
for the second year in a row with a score of 85 points out of a possible 100. The high 
rating is a result of the state’s top rating on mineral potential (100) and its high rating on 
policy (85). The next top rated regions are Quebec (81), Chile (76), Manitoba (69), and 
Australia (66). Nevada and Quebec beat third and fifth place contenders Chile and 
Australia in terms of investment attractiveness, even though the two latter countries have 
reputations of attracting high levels of exploration investment based on mineral potential
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Also placing in the top ten jurisdictions for overall investment attractiveness are Peru 
(59), Ontario (58), Argentina and Alaska (tied at 55), and Mexico (54).

On the other end of the scale, Maine (1), Wisconsin and British Columbia (tied at 3), 
Minnesota (4), and Missouri (5), were rated the least attractive areas for new mining 
investment. British Columbia’s low rating on the investment attractiveness index is 
mainly due to its abysmal performance on the policy potential index. Wisconsin’s low 
investment attractiveness score suggests the results of its moratorium on mining and 
well-publicized anti-mining attitude as well as its low score on the mineral potential index. 
Maine did poorly because of its bottom rating on the mineral potential index and its 
mediocre performance on policy. Other low scoring jurisdictions include Michigan, Texas 
and California (tied at 6).

Figure 3: Investm ent A ttractiveness Index
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Figure 2: Mineral Potential Index

Jurisdiction

Ontario 

Nevada 

Chile 

I^X /\lnskn  

Australia 

Pern 

Quebec 

British Columbia 

Brazil 

Mexico 

Nortluvest T enitories 

Indonesia 

Yukon 

Nunavut 

South Africa 

Papua New Guinea 

Argentina 

Arizona 

Manitoba 

Newfoundland 

Montana 

California 

Saskatchewan 
New Mexico 

Idaho 

Colorado 

Washington 

Utah

New Brunswick 

Wyoming 

Alberta 

Wisconsin 

Minnesota 

South Dakota 

Nova Scotia

Score 

0 20 40 60 SO 100

|1Q0

m 97

i 94

91

S9

89



The Fraser Institute: Publications: Surveys: Annual Survey of Mining Companies 2000/2001 Page 8 of 9

Figure 3: Investment Attractiveness Index
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The Investm en t A ttra c tive n ess  Index Show s the Best- and W orst-Rated Places to 
Spend E xp lo ra tion  Dollars

An overall Investment Attractiveness Index is constructed by combining the mineral



year’s f irs t place, ra te s  a  close second w ith  a score o f  98. O th e r top  ju risd ic tio n s include A u stra lia  
(96), Brazil (93), A laska (91), B ritish C olum bia (91), C hile (87), R ussia  (84), N evada (82) and  the  
N o rth w e s t T errito ries  (80). T he w o rst-ra ted  reg ions on th is index include N ova Scotia (2), S ou th  

D akota (4), W ash in g to n  (7), W isconsin  (9), and A lberta  (11).

Figure i: Policy Potential Index
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The Investm ent A ttractiveness Index takes both 
Mineral and Policy Potential into Consideration

A n overall In v estm en t A ttrac tiveness Index is construc ted  by com bining the m ineral p o ten tia l index, 

w hich ra tes regions based  on geological attractiveness, and the  policy po ten tia l index, a com posite  
index th a t m easu res  the  effects o f governm ent policy on a ttitu d es  tow ards exp lo ra tion  investm en t.

Figure 2: Mineral Potential Index
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In p as t years, we have given equal w e ig h t to th e  policy and  m ineral scores. T his year w e asked  re sp o n ­
d en ts  w h a t w eights th ey  w ould p u t on  policy and  m inera l po ten tia l. W e used th e  m edian  resu lt, 
w hich p u ts  a 60 p e rcen t w eigh t on m ineral p o ten tia l and  a 40 p ercen t w eight on policy.

Figure 3: Investm ent A ttractiveness Index

Quebec 
Ontario 

Australia 
Chile 
Brazil 

Nevada 
Alaska 

Peru 
Mexico 

Manitoba 
Northwest Territories 

Arizona 
Argentina 

South Africa 
British Columbia 

Bolivia 
Russia 
i China 

Nunavut 
Indonesia 

Yukon 
Montana 

Papua New Guinea 
Idaho 

New Mexico 
Ghana

Newfoundland 8c Labrador 
Venezuela 
Colombia 

Saskatchewan 
Alberta 

Kazakhstan 
Minnesota 

New Brunswick 
California 
Wyoming 

Ecuador 
Colorado 

Utah 
Zimbabwe 
Philippines 
Nova Scotia 

South Dakota 
Wisconsin 

Washington

^ m s s s s m u s ^ m m f ssss asB em sssiisssss^ s s s ^ m sia^ s s e c m is m B s m ^ m m  90
90

'E B B 8 B B m m esB m ssm m B S B m ssa w a m B m sB m sB G S 3 m g sB m m m a &  86 
basssHSsaaEEaasB^ 83
l t c ^ S S s ^ E 5 2 2 5 K K ! S 2 E s ^  80

73

68
(a m n MaB«iBBCMia » ^ ^  64

E s m r a z a a E B B g i i a s a s a B K i g ^ ^  6i
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Figure I: Policy P o ten tia l Index
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Figure 2: M ineral P o ten tia l Index
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Figure 3: Investm ent A ttractiveness Index
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09 :37 9073464555 J . FAIR

Jeff Fair 
4741 E. 112th Ave. 

Anchorage, AK 99516 
Tel/fox 907-346-4555

fairw inds@gci.net

Fax to Senator Gary Stevens 
State Affairs Committee 
907-465-3517

March 25th, 2003

Dear Senator Stevens:

Please help facilitate the passage of HOUSE AND SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION NUMBER 1 out of your committee for a foil House and Senate 
vote.

And PLEASE, PLEASE VOTE AGAINST EO 107, the executive order 
transferring permitting authority from ADF&G to the DNR. This is a poorly 
structured and folly unjustified action destined to degrade our habitat and 
fisheries, throw state government checks and balances out of balance, allow for 
political and unbased vindictiveness affecting the lives of many state employees, 
and cost all Alaskans and their children in the future.

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter.

PAGE 01

Yours sincerely,

mailto:fairwinds@gci.net


February 1 0 ,2 0 0 3

G ove rn o r Frank M urkow ski 
O ffic e  o f  the G ove rno r 
P .O . B o x  110011 
Juneau, A K  99811 -0001

D ea r G ove rno r M u rkow ski:

The members o f  the A laska  Chapter o f  the Am erican Fisheries Society urge you not to transfer habitat 
perm itting from  the Department o f  F ish and Game to  the Department o f  Natural Resources. W e 
be lieve that this action w ill cause long-term , cumulative harm  to A la ska ’ s fishery resources. Fish are 
A la sk a ’ s m ost va luab le  renewable natural resource and have critical h istorica l, cu ltu ra l, and econom ic 
importance to A la ska ’ s subsistence, commercia l, and sport users. Th is valuab le resource a lso  
represents additional opportunity fo r  econom ic development.

The American Fisheries Society is the o ldest and largest international scientific organization o f  
p ro fessiona l fisheries scientists w ith nearly 8 000  members dedicated to wise management and use o f  
ou r sustainable aquatic resources and the continuing education o f  fishery scientists. The A laska 
Chapter is one o f  ove r 100 subunits o f  the Am erican Fisheries Society and includes m ore than 400  
fisheries p ro fessionals who w o rk  in state and federal government, academia, and the private sector. A  
prim ary m ission o f  the Am erican Fisheries Society is “ to ensure self-sustaining popu lations that 
support comm ercia l and recreational fish ing both now  and in the fu tu re .”

The A laska  Constitution states that fish  and w ild life  resources must be managed by the State fo r  the 
sustained yie ld , m axim um  benefit and comm on use o f  a ll people. The framers o f  ou r State Constitution 
were concerned fo r  the long-term  v iab ility  o f  A la ska ’ s m ost important renewable resource when they 
enacted safeguards to ensure that fish habitats w ou ld  be maintained. These safeguards are a “ check and 
balance”  to assure that fishery  and aquatic resources have equal standing with other important 
resources. This is accomplished by a review  o f  p ro ject p lans that m ay affect fish  habitat by an 
independent p ro fessiona l fisheries scientist.

There is ample evidence from  States in the Pacific N orthw est that p o o r ly  designed, insta lled , o r 
maintained cu lverts resu lt in loss o f  access by fish to thousands o f  m iles o f  productive habitat. F ishery 
scientists have estimated that the production o f  anadromous fish in W ashington and O regon is about 
three percent o f  h istoric leve ls ; resident fish  abundance is affected as w e ll. M ost o f  the productiv ity 
loss has been attributed to loss o f  aquatic habitat. A la ska  is not immune to such loss ; fo r  example , 
recent studies o f  the State road system and logging roads on the Kenai Peninsula revealed that m ore 
than h a lf  o f  cu lverts b lock  o r  impede fish passage to spawning, rearing and overw intering habitats.
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W e, the A laska Chapter o f  the American Fisheries Society, believe that i f  A la ska ’ s fisheries resources 
are to be sustained fo r  the benefit o f  a ll A laskans, com m on property fisheries and aquatic resources 
must be given equal consideration w ith other land uses at the highest leve l. The best way to achieve 
this is to maintain the time-tested process enacted by the first State Legislature. W e be lieve that i f  the 
rev iew  and perm itting function is transferred from  the A laska Department o f  F ish and Game to the 
Departm ent o f  Natural Resources the invaluable system o f  checks and balances that have existed in

State Statute since statehood w ill be lost. W e believe that pro fessiona l fisheries scientists w ithin the 
Departm ent o f  Fish and Game must continue to review  and approve the design and insta lla tion o f  a ll 
proposed projects that a ffect ou r fish  and aquatic resources in A laska  to ensure responsib le stewardship 
o f  o u r sustainable fisheries and the healthy habitats that support them.

W e encourage a dialogue (pub lic  hearings fo r  exam ple ) concerning this matter and members o f  the 
A laska  Chapter o f  Am erican Fisheries Society are ava ilab le to assist i f  that w ill be usefu l. P lease fee l 
free to  contact us i f  you have questions about our fishery and aquatic resources (aka fs .ho tm ail.com ).

Thank you,
A laska  Chapter o f  the American Fisheries Society 

cc:
Senate and House Legislators



From 907-562-4919 to 1(907) 465-3517 at 03/29/2003 2:38 PM

    ____________________________D a v i d  M .  J o h n s o n
7410 Foxridge Way Apt E

A iiU iuiaye, AK 99510  U .3.A .
Tel. +1.907.336-8717 *  Cell +1.907.748-5417 

dmiohnson@outam.com

Saturday. March 29, 2003

Committee ChairmenHouse State Affairs Committee, Resources
Committee, Finance Committee, Labor and
Commerce Committee
S e n a te  State Affairs Committee, Resources
Committee
Alaska Aiaie viapkul
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Committee Chairman:

I am writing to ask you to bring HSCR1 that would disapprove Gov. Murkowski's EO 107 out of 
committee and to a vote.

As a 31-year Alaska resident, I understand and appreciate the Governor's desire to increase 
efficiency of state government operations. However, efficiency cannot be the only yardstick in 
measuring the appropriateness of change in government. Alaska's fish arid wildlife resources 
are crucial to our well-being -- from a variety of perspectives.

The missions of the Departments of Fish & Game and Natural Resources are significantly 
different. Moving habitat protection responsibilities into Natural Resources....with fewer staff at 
that....will actually mean LESS efficiency for natural resource development and use permitting 
AND LESS protection for fish and wildlife.

Please do not allow this ill-advised executive order to pass into effect without at least a vote of 
the legislature.

i nanx you ror your consideration.
Sincerely.

R E : H S C R 1  D is a p p ro v in g  
E x e c u t iv e  O rd e r  N o . 1 0 7 , 
t r a n s fe r r in g  h a b ita t  
p r o te c t io n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s
from ADFG to ADNR,

1*9<
0 0 1 /0 0 1
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David M. Johnson

mailto:dmiohnson@outam.com
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M O N E Y  & BUS I NESS

H a b i t a t  b i o l o g i s t s  b r a c e  f o r  l a y o f f s
FISH AND GAME: Employees may receive p ink  slips as soon as 
Friday.

By PAULA DOBBYN 
Anchorage Daily News

■  (Published: March 5, 2003)

State habitat biologists may get their layoff notices as early as Friday 
under a controversial plan by Gov. Frank Murkowski to streamline 
permitting for development projects.

From a total Habitat Division payroll of 86, some 16 full-time 
employees are slated to lose their jobs along with five temporary 
workers, according to internal staff memos obtained by the Daily News. 
Three of the 16 people targeted for layoff are regional supervisors 
Lance Trasky of Southcentral, Al Ott of the Interior and Bill Hanson of 
Southeast, Trasky told his staff this week.

"All of the regional supervisors will be terminated," Trasky wrote.

Trasky confirmed the contents of his memo Tuesday but said the layoffs 
and transfers remain subject to the approval of Jim Clark, Murkowski’s 
chief of staff. Clark is expected to sign off and Murkowski will release 
the plan when he unveils his budget proposal tonight, Trasky said.

Of the 16 layoffs, one is in Fairbanks, six positions are Anchorage and 
nine are in Juneau and the Southeast region, Hanson wrote in an e-mail 
to his supervisor.

Twenty habitat staffers would be transferred to the Sport Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation divisions of the Department of Fish and Game, 
and 35 would go to the Department of Natural Resources, where they 
would work under the state forester and deputy commissioner.

The remaining staffers, who work for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee 
Council and the Kachemak Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve, 
would stay at Fish and Game.

The names of the biologists, supervisors and administrative workers 
being let go should be public by Thursday, with layoff notices going out 
on Friday, Hanson wrote.

3/5/2003 2:02 I’M
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Kevin Brooks, chief administrative officer for Fish and Game, said more 
than $1 million in federal funds for habitat work cannot be transferred 
to Natural Resources because of legal guidelines over who administers 
the money.

The federal dollars will remain at Fish and Game but will be channeled 
to Sport Fish and Wildlife Conservation divisions, Brooks said.

The layoffs and transfers essentially gut the Habitat Division and 
reassign the Fish and Game commissioner's legal authority to protect 
fish habitat to Natural Resources, a state agency that promotes and 
regulates development.

Murkowski laid out the shift through an executive order last month, 
saying that habitat biologists have stymied too many development 
projects ranging from logging to highway improvement to hydroelectric 
projects.

The executive order takes effect in mid-April unless the Legislature 
blocks it, but few expect the Republican majority to buck the governor.

Fishermen, hunters, scientists, wildlife advocates and others have 
condemned the plan as an environmental rollback that will cause 
long-term harm to Alaska's salmon, among other species. Others, 
including shellfish farmers, loggers, road engineers and some 
fishermen, have said the changes are long overdue and don't 
necessarily spell doom for the environment.

Although several biologists suspected that big changes were in store for 
them if Murkowski got elected last fall, the demise of the Habitat 
Division is happening more quickly than most expected.

"The incredible pace of these changes and the uncertainties involved 
make it very difficult to deal with in an organized and logical way. 
Essentially, the requirement for the governor to submit the budget by 
Thursday is driving the process," Hanson wrote.

Daily News reporter Paula Dobbyn can be reached at 
pdobbvn@adn.com or 257-4317.

/ & Policy
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D s v i d  M .  J o h n s o n

Front 907-562-4919 to 1(907) 465-3517 at 0^/29/2003 2:38 PM

7410 Foxridge Way Apt E 
Anchorage, AK 99518 U.S.A. 

Tel. +1.907.336-8717 ★ C ell+1.907.748-5417 
dmiohnson@outgm.oom

Saturday, March 29, 2003

Committee Chairmen
House State Affairs Committee, Resources
Committee, Finance Committee, Labor and
Commerce Committee
Senate S tate Affairs Committee, Resources
Committee
Alaska State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99811

R E : H S C R 1  D is a p p ro v in g  
E x e c u t iv e  O rd e r  N o . 1 0 7 , 
t r a n s fe r r in g  h a b ita t  
p r o te c t io n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  
f r o m  A D F G  t o  A D N R .

Dear Committee Chairman:

I am writing to ask you to bring HSCR1 that would disapprove Gov. Murkowski's EO 107 out of 
committee and to a vote.

As a 31-year Alaska resident, I understand and appreciate the Governor’s desire to increase 
efficiency of state government operations. However, efficiency cannot be the only yardstick in 
measuring the appropriateness of change in government. Alaska’s fish and wildlife resources 
are crucial to our well-being -  from a variety of perspectives.

The missions of the Departments of Fish & Game and Natural Resources are significantly 
different. Moving habitat protection responsibilities into Natural Resources....with fewer staff at 
that....will actually mean LESS efficiency for natural resource development and use permitting 
AND LESS protection for fish and wildlife.

Please do not allow this ill-advised executive order to pass into effect without at least a vote of 
the legislature.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

-----

David M. Johnson

mailto:dmiohnson@outgm.oom
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MARCH 30, 2003

TO: GARY STEVENS
STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
FAX: 465-3517

FROM; FRED & BODY FROEHLtCH (2 8 -y ea r A laska  r e s id e n t s )
FAX: 345-1125
ADDRESS: 5801 BEVERLY DRIVE

ANCHORAGE, AK 99516 (No M ail)

RE: HOUSE & SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NUMBER 1

WE ASK THAT YOU MAKE CERTAIN THAT THIS RESOLUTION PASSES FROM YOUR 
COMMMITTEE.

WE ARE APPALLED AT RECENT ACTIONS BY THIS GOVERNOR! IT IS TIME THAT 
THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE WAS HONORED, AND ONLY YOU CAN DO THAT.

EVERY THINKING AND CARING INDIVIDUAL KNOWS THAT THE HABITAT PERMITTING 
AUTHORITY BELONGS WITH FISH & GAME, WHICH IS THE ONLY ENTITY WITH THE 
BACKGROUND, INTELLIGENCE AND COMPASSION TO DEAL WITH THIS MATTER.

THANK YOU.
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M E M O R A N D U M March 17, 2003

SUBJECT: Executive O rder 107 (W o rk  O rder N o. 2 3 -G S 1071 \A ) 
(Rev ised  M em o)

TO:

FROM:

Senator G ary Stevens 
Attn: Katrina Matheny

George U tennoh le  P U / 
Leg is la tive Counsel

This memorandum  is in response to your request fo r in fonnation  regarding possible 
statutory amendments that may be necessary i f  Executive O rder 107 takes effect.

Executive O rder 107 (cited herein as E .O . 107) provides fo r  the transfer o f  certain 
perm itting and other functions from  the Department o f  F ish and Game to the Department 
o f  Natura l Resources and fo r the transfer o f  certain functions w ithin the Department o f  
Natural Resources.

O N E : There are two provisions o f  E .O . 107 where the governor appears to have
exceeded his authority.

First, in sec. 5 o f  the executive order, a new sec. 4 1 .1 4 .1 6 5  is added to provide that a 
peace o ffic e r may issue a citation fo r vio lations o f  the requirements o f  the fishway and 
anadromous fish stream permits. Included in the new sec. 4 1 .1 4 .1 6 5  is a requirement that 
the A laska Supreme Court determ ine which misdemeanors under the new AS 41 .14  are 
appropriate fo r  disposition w ithout court appearance. A lso  included in that section is a 
requirement that the court establish an adv isory committee consisting o f  certain members, 
including judges and the chairs o f  the House and Senate jud ic ia ry  committees. The 
governor's executive order authority is a lim ited authority to restructure the executive 
branch o f  state government. Thai authority does not a llow  the governor to place duties 
on eitner the legislative o r  ju d ic ia l branch o f  government. In this case, both the A laska 
Supreme Court and the leg islature cou ld com plete ly ignore the requirements imposed by 
this section because the governor does not have the authority to impose any duty on them 
through an executive order.

Second, in sec. 4 5  o f  the executive order, a provision is added to protect certain 
Department o f  F ish and Game employees from  losing their "po lice o ffice rs retirement 
benefits" i f  they are transferred to the Department o f  Natural Resources by the order, 
This section does not in vo lve  a reorganization o f  functions o f  the executive branch.



Instead, it relates to the retirement benefits accorded to state employees under law . The 
governor does not have the power to change law s regarding employee retirement benefits 
by an executive order.

In  both instances, the change the governor sought to m ake m ay be necessary and 
appropriate to fu lly  achieve the intent o f  the executive order. H ow ever, the changes 
cannot be made in an executive order. In the event that the executive order does take 
effect, it w ou ld be advisable that the leg islature enact these p rovisions in legislation so 
that there w ou ld  be no legal uncertainty as to the duty o f  the A laska Supreme Court in 
regard to bailab le o ffenses and bail schedules fo r offenses under A S  4 1 .1 4  and as to the 
status o f  retirement benefits fo r certain employees who are transferred to the Department 
o f  Natural Resources under the executive order.

TW O : Executive O rder 107 makes a number o f  technical con fo rm ing amendments to the 
numerous statutes that must be changed in order to accomplish the transfer o f  
responsib ility from  the comm issioner o f  fish and game under AS 16 .0 5 .8 7 0  to the deputy 
com m issioner o f  natural resources under AS 4 1 .1 4 .8 7 0 . H ow ever, the executive order 
fa ils  to contain two statutes that should be amended to correct soon to be obsolete 
references to AS 16 .05 .870 . AS 4 6 .1 5 .0 3 5 (c ) and 4 6 .1 5 .0 3 7 (c ) provide fo r the 
reservation o f  a vo lum e o f  water necessary to protect fish habitat in anadromous fish 
streams identified, as o f  Ju ly  1, 1996, by the Department o f  F ish and Game under 
A S 16 .05 .870  when the state approves the transfer o f  water from  one hydro log ic unit to 
another, o r when the state sells water from  a hydro log ic unit. B oth  o f  these statutes 
should be amended to replace the reference to "AS 16 .05 .8 70 " with "fo rm er 
A S  16 .05 .870 " .

TH RE E : Section 3 o f  the executive order makes a technical con fo rm ing amendment to 
A S  16 .0 5 .9 2 5 (a ) by deleting the reference to A S  16 .05 .8 60  in order to con form  to the 
repeal o f  A S 16 .05 .860  by sec. 4 4  o f  the O rder. The amendment also adds 
"A S 4 1 .1 4 .8 6 0 "  to the list o f  statute sections that establish specific penalties fo r certain 
fish  and game crimes that are not covered by the penalty described in A S  16 .05 .925 (a ). 
This amendment to AS 16 .0 5 .9 2 5 (a ) appears to be an error. There is no provision o f  
A S 16.05 o r A S  16 .20  that would impose a penalty fo r  v io la tion  o f  A S 4 1 .1 4 , so there is
no reason to make an exception fo r  AS 4 1 .1 4 .8 6 0  in A S 16 .0 5 .9 2 5 (a ). Thus
AS 16 .0 5 .9 2 5 (a ) should be amended to delete the reference to AS 4 1 .1 4 .8 6 0 .

* * *

In  order to implement the changes discussed in this memorandum , the legislature must
pass a b i ll that includes these changes.

I f  I m ay be o f  fu rther assistance, please advise.

Senator Gary Stevens
March 17,2003
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