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Senate
Sponsor  Statement

HCS CSSB 310(RES) 'Management and Sale of State Timber'

This legislation facilitates the responsible development of our renewable timber
resource in two areas. First by removing some of the duplicative aspects of the existing
timber sale law; and second, by authorizing the Department of Natural Resources to utilize
Forest Management Agreements (FMA®s) on state land.

All Timber Harvest, under FMA" s and under the normal sales process fall within
the requirements of the Forest Practices Act, which mandates standards for sustained yield
harvest, reforestation, buffer zones, and other protections. Itshould also be noted that this
legislation is not r Forest Management Agreement, but rather enabling legislation. A actual
contract (FMA) would be crafted to meet a specific operation ifone isever contemplated.

Forest Management Agreements have become an desirable tool in accomplishing
responsible timber development because the government owner can spell out in a contract
the specific terms and conditions of timber harvest, and the cost of that development, road
building, reforestation, etc. may be bom by the operator.

Further, FMA"s can provide a long term stable supply of timber to the operator
which isa critical element In a companies” decision to invest because value added timber
development is usually capital intensive and those investments require a longer amortization
period than would be allowed under the existing timber sale law. Finally, FMA*"s can be
negotiated to provide for local value added manufacturing, something that the Department
cannot do today, because current law do”s not allow for negotiated agreements on timber
sales.

Through the committee process the legislation has been modified to incorporate
many of the concerns expressed. Language was added to allow for the consideration and
requirement of instate processing of timber, to the extent permitted by law. Further the
public process was strengthened by adding additional comment periods associated with a
forest nanagement agreement. The environmental and other uses protection provisions
were clarified that will apply to FMA®s, such as sustained yield standards, biennial plan
reviews, requirement for timber inventories, access provisions, adjacent land owner
considerations and the effects of an FM A on fish & wildlife habitat, toname a few.
Provisions have also been added improve the existing timber sale procedures to ensure that
small timber businesses that rely on those sales can continue to receive adequate supplies.

In all, 1 believe the legislation before you will protect the state and public interest
while allowing responsible development of our renewable timber resource. 1 think the

general public supports new long term jobs in the forest products industry.

Thank you for your consideration.
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April 19, 1994

VTA FAX
Representative William Williams
Chairman, House Resources Committee
Capital Building
eau, Alaska

Dear Chairman Williams:

Owing to the public furor surrounding SE310, | latched
on to a copy of it and read it. Some of its provisions trouble

me, and warrant, perhaps, my passing along my thoughts on them.

Troubling to me is the wunbridled power given the
Commissioner of Natural Resources by section (g)(1) to enter into
forest management agreements on such "terms, conditions, and
limitations determined by the commissioner to be in the public

interest.” No substantive fetters on this broad authority are
contained in the proposed enactment. Section (g)(2), by and
large simply enumerates the subject of the provisions which must
be contained in a "proposed final agreement." But the content of
these provisions is nowhere mandated; required only by this
section are "provisions regarding...". For example, (2)(c) merely

requires "provisions regarding compensation for state scaling
services; (2) (d) requires nothing more than "provisions regarding"
state administrative services; and 2(e) just mandates "provisions
regarding responsibilities for construction and maintenance of
access roads. Left to the sole unrestrained determination by the
commissioner, it seems, is the content of each of the provisions
which, under (g) ('2), must be contained in the agreement..

I question whether granting this wholesale authority to
the commissioner of natural resources is sound public policy.
Unrealistic, of course, would be an endeavor to prescribe by
statute definitive terms for forest management agreements. But
the legislature may wish to give thought to the imposition of some
basic limitations on the commissioner's authority to develop and
to execute a "proposed final agreement." Restraints would seem to
be particularly in order since no public review is afforded to the
"proposed final agreement"” developed by the commissioner before
it is submitted to the attorney general for approval, only as to
form, under section (h) . Underscoring this thought is the absence
of any requirement that the "proposed final agreement"” developed
by the commissioner bear any relationship to the "tentatively
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successful proposed agreement” submitted for public and
governmental comment under section (f). As SB310 now stands, the
"proposed final agreement" could legally embody wholesale
revisions of the publicly reviewed "tentatively successful
proposal agreement,” the only essential of the "final agreement”
being that the commissioner determine it to be "in the public
interest.”

Being cf the view that no one public official should be
given what amounts to the unshackled power to dispose of state
natural resources, | suggest that consideration be given to the
amendment of section (g) to read as follows:

(B) Provisions requiring the proposer to pay the fair
market value of the stumpage.l

(C) Provisions requir ng the proposer to pay the full
cost of the state scaling services necessary to account for timber
sold pursuant to the agreement.

(D) Provisions requiring the proposer tc pay for the
state services necessary to administer the agreement.

(E) Provisions requir .ng the proposer to pay for the
construction and mainten."..ice of access roads necessary to manage

the land covered by the agreement.

(F) Provisions requiring the proposer to pay the fair
market value for materiul obtained from state land for the
construction of access roads on state land <covered by the

agreement.

(G) Provisions requiring the proposer to perform
reforestation and silvacultural practices on state land.

1
This provision requires only that the proposer pay
the fair market value of the State timber being sold, so it
should not be objectionable. Certainly the State would not
stand still for its oil being sold for less then its fair
market value, so certainly it should require that its timber
resources, too, be sold for their fair market value.
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(H) Provisions requiring the proposer, upon
or termination of the agreement, to ensure reforestation,
stabilization, and monitoring on the state land covered by the
agreement, including the requirement of posting of a good and
sufficient corporate surety bond guaranteeing the proposer's
performance of such obligations.2

Jome thought probably should also be given to tightening
section (d), the section establishing the considerations required

by the commissioner in evaluating a proposed agreement.
Subsection (3) , requiring consideration of the "financial
feasibility of the proposed agreement,” seems unduly loose. Is

consideration to be given to the financial feasibility of the
agreement itself, or is consideration to be given to the financial

feasibility of the proposal? The two concepts are vastly
different. If the financial feasibility of the agreement is to
be considered, then the financial interest of the state must be
examined. If the financial feasibility of only the proposal is

to be considered, the review is considerably narrowed.

Subsections (6) and (7), on the other hand, seem unduly
narrow. They require consideration of economic benefits under the
proposed agreement to the region where the forest land is located

and to the forest land itself. Rare is the forest management
agreement which generates only economic benefits. Liabilities
inevitably also arise—to the region, to the state, and to the
land iv.self. And it may be wunadvisable to ignore them when
consideration is given to the proposed agreement. | f th e
legislature is of this wview, it may wish to give thought to

amending subsection (6) and (7) to read like this:

(6) economic benefits and liabilities from the proposed
agreement to the region in which the land that is to be covered
by the agreement is located;

(7) economic benefits and liabilities to the State and
to the state forest land under the proposed agreement;

I have kept the term "monitoring"” in this section,
as it is contained in the current 310, but I am not sure what
is being monitored.

u

expirati
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Confusion may exist over whether the "proposed final

agreement'" is subject to the same conclusions required of the
commissior®r before he may designate a "tentatively successful
proposea agreement." Under section (e), the commissioner may not

designate a "tentatively successful proposed agreementllunless he
makes a written findin.3 that supports his conclusion that the
subject timber is not necessary to provide sustained harvest for

a sawmill or wood processing facility and that the agreement will
best serve the interests of the state and is consistent with
existing applicable land use or management plans. No mention is

made in section (g), dealing with the "propo'ed final agreement,”
of the sustained harvest requirement or consistency with land use

or management plans. If before the commissioner is required to
make certain findings before designating a "tentatively successful
proposed agreement," these same findings should probably be

requisite to the development of and the signing of the final
agreement. Yet section (g) dees not require them.

I express no view with respect to the philosophy
underlying SB310; my views relate only to those of its provisions
which | think are apt to benefit from further review Perhaps too
long | was a state bureaucrat and therefore look It legislation
of this type too keenly from the standpoint of the state's
interest, but it is too late to do anything about that now.

At any rate, thank you for the opportunity to express

my views.
Very truly yours,
ANxofx CT o «),1
Charles E. Cole
CE,C:vlg
cc: Senator Steve Frank

brand fax traramittal memo 7671 »0ipd»» -/
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§ 41.17.060 Alaska Statutes §4

(@ administration of forest land shall consider market!
tions and other economic constraints affecting the forest
timber owner, or the operator;

@ to the fullest extent practicable, harvested forest la
reforested, naturally or artificially, so as to result in a sustir
of merchantable timber from that land; If artificial plan®
quired, silviculturally acceptable seedlings must firstbe at
planting at an economically fair price in the state; and

(®) significant adverse effects of soil -rosion and mass
water qualitv and fish habitat shall be prevented or miri

© With respect to state and municipal forest land only,
ing standards also apply:

(@ forest land shall be administered for the multiple |
renewable and nonrenewable resources and for the sustain
the renewable resources of the land in the manner that beat,
for the present needs and preserves the future options of the*®
the state; w

(@ a system of allocating predominant uses or values to
units within a contiguous area of land shall reflect in reaso\
portion the various resources and values present in tat**,

(@ to the extent its capacity permits, forest land shah be”
tered so as to provide for the continuation ofbusinesses, activ”
lifestyles that are dependent upon or derived from forest

(@ timber harvesting is limited to areas where data and<"
tion demonstrate that natural or artificial reforestation
will result in the production of a sustained yield of me;
timber from that area; it

®) there may not be significant impairment of the produ.
the land and water with respect to renewable resources;',;

(®) allowance shall be made for scenic quality in or a\”
areas of substantial importance to the tourism and recreatir
try; and *

() allowance shall made for important fish and wildlife
(@& 1 ch 108 SLA 1978; am 88 6, 7 ch 34 SLA 1990) *

Effect of amendments. — The 1990 ‘Wwhere econamically pacti”
amendm?nt, effctive May 12, 1990, in ance may be made” n
subsection @), rewrote paragraph (@ and  addeu paragraph (). and
added paragraph ®); and insubsection ©, changes throughout,
substituted “al lonance dall be made™ far

NOTES TO DECISIONS O

Applied in Southeast Alaska Conser-
vation Caucil, Irc. v. State, 665 P.2d 544

(laska 1983).



iuescjciy, ivicay 0. wz* *volJ<:riYi Lav* ueijauiiieiura-' \zvr; 0>*0-ia-0

Susitna Valley Association
9600 Slalom Drive e« Anchorage, Alaska 99516 < 346*1943

April 6, 1994

Representative Ron Larson, Co-Chairman
Representative Eileen MacLean, Co-Chairman
house Resources Committee

Alaska State Legislature

State Capital (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

RE: SB 310: An Act Relating to Timber Harvesting on State Lands
Dear Rep. Larson and Rep. MaclLean;

It is the view of the individuals, businesses, and organizations that have spent the past 7
1/2 years on Susitna Valley land management issues that forest management
agreements advance timber harvesting as the priority use of the land. Other forest
dependent uses and values that may be even more important economically and
culturally than logging become secondary.

| have enclosed an "Economic Summary" of various activities in the Susitna Valley, as
compiled in '88-'89 by the Susitna Valley Association which documents our forests are
not just standing out there wasted, unused and simply waiting to be cut. The Valley
forests are the key ingredient of an active, exciting and sustainable economy. Without a
thorough understanding of the complexities of what is already successfully functioning,
and knowing what scale logging is appropriate, and what mitigation measures are
necessary, there is a high possibility of mistakenly destroying one set of jobs to create

another.

The economic d**a was gathered in response to a large timber sale in the Susitna
Valley similar t) what is proposed in SB310. At that time, it became clear that DNR was
not aware of the wide variety and volume of activities taking place in the Valley, or of the
economic value of those activities to local economies. Without this key data, whether
for the Susitna Valley or for other state lands, DNR will be unable to assess potential
impacts to the existing forest uses and businesses.

It is our experience this serious gap in data h.°s not been resolved. DNR has stated
they do not have the staff or money to acquir j such data; even though they have
acquired substantial timber-related information. Because of the serious data gap, it is
likely that any decision by the Commissioner of DNR in identifying forest management
areas as mandated in SB310 cannot help but be biased, and has the potential to
destroy the very essence of the highly marketable and growing remote recreation and
tourism industry.

Therefore, the Susitna Valley Association urges you to hold back on SB310 at this time.
To advance this bill without having the data base necessary to adequately assess the
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Susitna Valley Association
May 3, 1994
Page 2

other forest values and business that will be negatively impacted is not good
management policy; nor is it good economic policy.

Also enclosed for your review, is a paper highlighting certain surveys showing that over
90 percent of the Mat-Su Borough population is opposed to large-scale, long-term
comrm rcial timber harvesting in the Susitna Valley. The paper also summarizes a 4-
year planning process for the Susitna Valley involving over 6000 participants, plus 81
broadly diverse organizations on an advisory committee, which concluded that there

was overwhelming opposition to large-scale timber harvesting.

Sincerely,

S/Loisann G. Reeder, President

Attachments: 3

Susitna Valley Association 9600 Slalom Drive Anchorage, AK 99516  346-1943
Susitna Valley Association, Wasllla Chapter P.0. Box 2176 Palmer, AK 99645
Susitna Valley Association, Talkeetna Chapter P.0. Box 292 Talkeetna, AK 99676
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WHAT IS THE SUSITNA VALLEY ASSOCIATION?

The Susitna Valley Association formed in January 1988, initially in opposition to large
state timber sales that were being proposed in the core of the Susitna Valley. It has
evolved into a coalition of over 4400 individuals, numerous businesses, and 69
organizations that has been extensively involved over the last six years in state land-use
management planning that affects the Susitna Valley. There are active chapters in
Wasilla, Talkeetna, and Anchorage.

The association formed primarily for three purposes:

- to serve as a contact for the state and Mat-Su Borough on timber and land
management planning for the Susitna Valley,

- to serve as a clearinghouse for dispersal of timber-related information to
interested individuals and groups, and

- to serve as spokesperson on timber and land management issues when
necessary and appropriate.

The association is broad-based, representing a wide diversity of interests. In addition to
people who own property in the Susitna Valley, there are people with business interests
such as commercial fishermen, guides and outfitters, river charter services, lodge

owne, s, air taxi operators, people in the tourism industry, and business people who
support those businesses. There are people with recreation interests such as pilots,
boaters, hunters, fishermen, skiers, sightseers, bikers, mushers, snowmachiners, and
photographers. There are environmentalists and conservationists; people with health
interests, and public land policy interests. Most importantly, there are the people who
live in the area and whu are concerned about protecting the integrity of their

communities.

Clearly, the interests and concerns are as varied as the individuals involved. The far-
reaching effects that land management decisions will have in the Susitna Valley is an
issue of intense public interest that involves the entire community.

Dated: January 1994

Susitna Valley Association 9600 Slalom Drive  Anchorage, AK 99516  346-1943
Susitna Valley Association, Wasilla Chapter P.0. Box 2176 Palmer, AK 99645
Susitna Valley Association, Talkeetna Chapter P.0. Box 292 Talkeetna, AK 99676
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Susitna Valley Economic Summary

Page 2

NOT INCLUDED:
The above total does not include the economic activity generated by commercial
fishing attributed to fish spawned and reared in the Susitna drainage, estimated
by ADF&G at $17 million in 1986. (Includes direct income to fishermen of $10.7
million, plus a multiplier factor of 1.66.)

SUSITNA VALLEY ACTIVITIES NOT YET QUANTIFIED:

Riverboat charter services
River rafting services
River freight services
Black bear hunting
Trapping

Outfitting and guiding

THE VALUE TO BUSINESSES IN ADJACENT COMMUNITIES which are
economically supported by the above activities and indue .es remains to be quantified.
Examples are:
- Access related activities, such as purchase of airplanes; purchase and
maintenance of boats, motors, snowmachines, and all-terrain vehicles;

dog-mushing; etc.

Real estate transactions

Construction materials for cabins, homes, and lodges
Maintenance costs of buildings and equipment
Gaj, oil, and propane

Employee expenses

Advertising

Insurance

Generators

Radio and telephone equipment

Camping, fishing, and hunting equipment
Recreation clothing

Food and supplies

Fish and game packing and processing
Taxidermy services

Etc.

Susitna Valley Association 9600 Slalom Drive  Anchorage, AK 99516  346-1943

Susitna Valley Association, Wasilla Chapter P.0. Box 2176
Susitna Valley Association, Talkeetna Chapter P.0. Box 292

Palmer, AK 99645
Talkeetna, AK 99676



iuesuay, may o, 103 -4uj-jerni Lav* ucyaiiment toa {0Vi/o0-*0-

SUSITNA VALLEY REMOTE RECREATION/TOURISM

ECONOMIC SUMMARY

In 1988, the Susitna Valley Association (SVA) conducted an economic survey of certain
activities and businesses which utilize the remote, roadless portions of the Susitha
Valley. SVA also compiled existing data from public agencies. The results of this study
confirm that remote recreation and tourism is a major contributor to the economy of
Southcentral Alaska.

AIR CHARTER SERVICES (SVA) $13 million/yr

Estimated 1987 gross income for 38 services
operating out of Anchorage, Big Lake, Palmer,
Talkeetna, and Willow.

REMOTE COMMERCIAL LODGES (SVA) $9.8 million/yr *
Estimated 1987 gross income for 52 remote lodges
throughout, the Valley.

PRIVATE PILOTS (FAA & SVA) $9.6 million/yr *
Maintenance and operating expenditures in 1987
for 2000 planes based in Anchorage **

HOTELS/MOTELS (AHMA) $8.8 million/yr *
Income from 3% of occupied rooms in Anchorage

during June-October, 1987

SPORTFISHING (ADF&G) $10.4 million/yr
1986 ADF&G figures for the Susitna Valley

MOOSE HUNTING (ADF&G) $6.1 million/yr
1989 ADF&G estimate for moose hunting
in the lower Susitna Valley

BROWN BEAR HUNTING (ADF&G) $4.5 million/yr
1989 ADF&G estimate for brown hear
hunting in the Susitna Valley

$62.2 millionlyr ’

* Includes a highly conservative multiplier factor of 1.1
** Surveyed pilots' destination of choice 81% of the time was the Susitna Valley

*** Due to a degree of "overlap" of sportfishing and hunting with air charter, remote
lodge, and hotel/motel income figures, SVA estimates the total value of existing Susitna
Valley remote recreation and tourism . for just those activities identified, to be between
$50 million and $60 million per year.

(over)
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Susitna Valley Association
9600 Slalom Drive ¢ Anchorage AK 99516 e 346-1943

THE PUBLIC HAS REPEATEDLY VOICED OPPOSITION TO
LARGE-SCALE TIMBER HARVESTING IN THE SUSITNA VALLEY

Senate Bill 310

1987 SUSITNA VALLEY TIMBER SALE PROPOSAL

The acbninislratton proposed a large-scale negotiated limber sale, similar to a forest management
agreement, on 200,000 acres in the midlie of the Susitoa Valley. The public overwhelmingly and
soundy rejected lie sale. The sale was uitimately withdawn, and lie Susitoa Foresty Guideline
Project was initiated (details below).

PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY, Matanuska-Susitra Borough Forest Management
Program; Databank Mat-Su, for Matanuska-Susitna Borough; July 1989.

General. Random phone dafing survey of 250 Mat-Su Boroucfi residents. 19 residents w&e from the
Susitoa Valley (Talkeetoa-11; W ow - 8), with lie rest from Wasia, Palmer, and Big Lake.

Large or small scale? Only 6percent favored large operations. 79.2 percent of toose interviewed
wanted tie Boroucfi to build upon the small logging operations that currently exist in the boroucji, rathe*

than attract large national or international operations.

Long term Forest Management Agreements? Only 4.4 percent favored the longer
contacts conducive to Forest Management Ageements. Almost 60 percent of respondents pretemed
short-term timber contacts of 5years or less.

Summary. Among the most emphatic points made by respondents, according to lie researchers,
was that timber development and processing which mkfit occur should be smal-scale, utilizing local
labor, and be done in an environmentally sound manner. Further, that timber harvesting should be done
utilizing fairly short-term contacts and toat liere be no dearcutting.

ISSUE QUESTIONNAIRE; Pep. Curt Menard; February 1990.

General. Questionnaire published in the Frontiersman, a Wasla newspaper. 860 respondents.
Qjestions were on a variety of issues, inducing one on limber harvesting.

Timber Harvesting. Only 9.8 percent of the respondents supported "large scale" timber harvesting
58 percent approved, basically, of railing larger lian is presenly being cut. Anotoer 32 percent would
accept "moderate scale", but "moderate” was not defined.

(over)
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SUSITNA FORESTRY GUIDELINES PUBLIC COMMENTS, Susitna Forestry
Guidelines Project; Department of Natural Resources; Adopted December 1991.

General. Was a 4year project. 2000 people, including 1200 property owners In h e planning area,
requested to be on tie project mailing 1st. Hundreds of people attended meetings wfoichwere held in
Talkeefoa, Trappers Oeek, Skwentia, Alexander, WHow, WesiKa, Palmer, and Anchorage. The
projects Citizens' Advisory Committee consisted of 8L organizstions, businesses, and local
governments.

Review and Analysis of Comments on the Public Review Draft. (DNR, May
1991; 130 pages of comments, single-spaced) "SCALE OF LOGGMG Keep itsmall, keep it
near ffifejjpg roads, emphasize recreation: Many comments supported small-scale log”ng, harvests
near the road system, and harvesting for personal or commercial use. However, they sfooncfy opposed
expanded loggng operators and new access into remote areas. Many of foe comments dtad foe
importance of the recreation and tourism industy to foe valley’s economy and quaity of life."

At foe final public meeting, 4,100 signatures of indviduals vfoo "are opposed to large-scale timber sales
in foe Susifoa Valley", ana who support foe premise that "forest management ageem ents are
inappropriate means of adninistoring our public lands”, were submitted by the Susifoa Valley
Association. These are on flewfo DNR.

Response to Public Comments. (DNR, May 1991) "THE BIG ISSUES Scale, Locteun,
And Timing of Logging And New Roots. Almost half foe comments receted were concerns about
foe scale of loggjr>g and extent of new roads. M st said that logging should be small-scale, local
operations, near easting roads, and that new roads into remote areas were unwanted. Many were
concerned that logging would harm remote recreation."

Dated: March 22 1994

Susitna Valley Association 9600 Slalom Drive  Anchorage, AK 99516  346*1943
Susitna Valley Association, Wasilla Chapter P.0. Box 2176 Palmer, AK 99645
Susitna Valley Association, Talkeetna Chapter P.0. Box 292  Talkeetna, AK 99676
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May 3. 1994 P.0. Box 80368
, , Fairbanks, Alaska 99708
To:  Ron Larson and Eileen MacLean, Co-chairs
House Finance Committee
From: Lane Thompson
Subj. SB 310

In conversation last Friday with Rep. Pamell, I mentioned potential loopholes in the
language of SB 310. He requested a list of such potential loopholes that might work to the
d|sadvanta(1;e of Alaskan citizens or would be financially disadvantageous to the State
government. Some of these are listed below.

My remarks are confined to the Tanana Valley because | am more familiar with it and
because itcomprises the majority of forest lands affected under the bill

First, a note on the genesis of SB 310.

The Sponsor Statement says, “The purpose of SB 310 is to encourage Investment in the
timber industry...". To put this another way: since its purpose r to ﬁrowde attractive
concessions to Iarﬁe timber corporations, itis natural that SB 310 should tend to favor
whatever makes the industry more profitable.

The heart of SB 310 isthe creation o* Forest Management Agreements (FMASs). .
The basic reason that FMAs are so attractive to some government officials and legislators is
that the costs to the State are largely hicden within the FMAS themselves.

As | understand it, the existing Forest Practices Act permits the State to enter into
agreements similar to FMAs by adopting a mana?ement plan for a long term lease.
However, such a plan requires the State to complete an operational level forest inventory,
for which the funding is not available.

The FMA gets around this problem by allowing the timber company to do the inventory
and recoup inventory (and ro_achosts through additional (undervalued) trees it harvests
rather than putting costs out in the open with straight stumpage fees.

| see that as asking the fox not only to guard the henhouse but also to keep count of the

chickens.

it doesn't have to be thisway. it is my understanding that inlike the FMAS envisioned in
this bill, FMAs can be written to mutually benefit the timber industry, the state and the

community.
1
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PotentiaLLoopholes in SB 310 (HCS CSSB 310(RESL

Loophole 1. Page L. Lino 12. '[DESCRIBING USES]"
Impact on forest:  Allows DNR to issue cumulative long term leases that, when added to
private leases on Mental Health Trust lands, University lane s, Native lands and other land
owners, can result in harvests that exceed the sustainable yield of Tanana Valley forests.
Impact on State finances: ~ Although apparently intended to remove the threat to the
DNR of additional successful third party lawsuits, itseems possible that this deletion may
invite future lawsuits. The failure to consider long term and cumulative impacts on DNR
IF()eas%s apRefrs to conflict with the protection and maintenance language of the Forest
ractices Act

Loophole 2, Paoe 3.Line= 'Ifthe commissioner ~ restriction.”

Designed to put an enormous burden of proof on Fish ant Game or anyone else who
challenges a decision of the DNR Commissioner, this insertion adds to the administrative
costs while allowing possibly deleterious harvest methods to go on unimpeded. Given the
general lack of unanimity in any scientific debate, this wording sets the stage for lengthy and
expensive internal debat s and lawsuits.

Loophole 3. Page 3. Line 26. _'The commissioner s appropriate”.
Appears to provide for public notice, but actually allows commissioner to notify only those
ina classification designated by him or her.

Lp.9phplg.A--. Paae A Ling-ft  “-not be less than 30 da¥s..., ,
Appears to provide for public notice but if notice is placed at a time when concerned parties

are normally out of town, there may be no notice. Even if intown, is less than 30 days
adequate time to review a document that the large timber companies have had years to
prepare and which will have effects lasting over 150 years?

Loophole 5__Paoe 4. Line 9, °In evaluating a proposed ~ shall consider the”.
There are two catches here. (1) Because the FMA is set up so that most of the information
comes from the proponent, the state is always negotiating relatively inthe dark.
(2)Because ‘consider" isthe operative verb, there is no onus on the commissioner to
require specific action to accomplish the items to he ‘considered”. Nor is means provided
for arriving at objective and enforceable criteria for specific action.
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Loophole 6. Page 5. Line 3. M4) intent of the proposer..."

[ntent" used here coupled with "may include bonding" on Pa?e 1. Line 15 allows a timber
company to declare its marvelous intentions for a factory and focal jobs, then harvest only
white spruce, send all the round Io?s to Japan, not bother to reforest, and infifteen years,
with pockets full, leave behind bad g eroded areas, silted salmon streams and a forest of
stumps as they walk into the sunset.

Looi)hole 7. Page5,Lined. "(9) stumoaoe payments offered to he paid".
(1)Allows the timber company to control the price negotiation. (2)Turns pricing of trees
owned bK the state UPSt e Jown. Price should include cost to prepare, administer and
enforce the contract pius a fair return to the state.

Loophole 8. Paoe 6. Line 16, "(B) the stumoaoe prices for the timber."

Without specific language to the contrary, this Ianﬁua%e puts enormous pressure on the
DNR to acquiesce to the proponent's argument that itcan only live wkh one stumpage fee
for 20 years. Inorder that the State's position not be compromised, the DNR must be
required to ensure that: (f)State costs for preparation, administration, and enforcement are
covered. (2%State costs are covered should the proposer default. (3)Stumpage prices are
indexed to the value of lumber and inflation.

Loophole 9. Page6, Line 13 “fDI provisions requiring compensation..."

Appears to require a payment to the State. Unless specifically provided for, this language
Wil actually aHow the timber cor_nﬁany to amply deduct that cost from the agreed stumpage
fee, in effect paying the state with the stale's own money.

Loophole 10. Page-6. Line21. ‘(B provisions regarding responsibilities.
Similar hidden SUbSI\%tO that in Loophole 9. Without language to the contrary, the timber
company and DNR wH agree that the state will pay for both temporary and permanent
roads and bridges by credits on stumpage fees and by providing free state trees with no
stumpage fees.

Loophole 11. Paoe7.Line 7. (K) requirementsforreports.

This looks great on the surface. Do our highway departments or building departments rely
on the contractors to inspect their own performance and then rely on the contractor's report
on said performance to make decisions in the best interest of the state or owner? Why do
it for state owned forests?
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Loophole 12. page 7. Uoe-15. " _.may include bonding." _

Since the state has inadequate inventories, the allowable cut will be based on timber
company information, potentially leading to unpleasant surprises for the state. A company
can set itself up to cut all the %ood White spruce, Shlﬁ) itto Japan, not reforest, and go
bankrupt with no penalty to the state. See Loophole 6.

Loophole 13. Psoe 8. Line 14 "(I) The commissioner thecurrentoBerator.
Appears to provide for a thorough review but without objective and enforceable standards
renewals may be expected to be pro forma.

Loophole 14. Paoe 6. Line 22. "(3L ‘sustained yield hasthem e’ QmmS38,04,9"0mm,
Although Title 38 appears to have a more restrictive definition of sustained yield than Title
41 inthe original version of SB 310, itismy - nderstanding that sustained yield has come to
mean whatever the timber interests and regulatory foresters want it to mean. True
sustainability requires logging to be site specific within an areawide ecosystem plan that
takes into account the funrange of biomes and natural events.

Loophole 15. Page9.Line 19. (8)Jp_thefullest......... fair price” _
Meaning: Either the state provides free seedlings or no reforestation is required, and
therefore sustained yield is not required. Wide open for a successful lawsuit.

Loophole 16. Pafle io. Line 11._ "(2) maintain forest growth.
“Growth" and “yield" are different. Aweed patch can have a high level of "growth”.

Loopholes 17through 200 .
Due to my inexperience with the timber industry and FMAS | have undoubtedly missed
many loopholes in this industiy bill,
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@ harvest of timber may not be undertaken within TOO feet immediately
adjacent to an anadromous or high value resident fishwater body;
® between 100 and 300 feet from the water body,timber harvest may
occur but must be consistent wirh the maintenance of important fish
and wildlife hebitat.
@® The commissioner may impose additional riparian protection standards for
timber harvest operations through the adoption of land use plans under AS
38.04.065 and under forest management plans and reports under AS 38.05.112
and AS 41.17.230.
© Inthe absence of a site-gecific determination by the Department of Fish and
Game, the commissioner dull presume for planning purposes that a stream s
anadromous Ifitisconnected to anadromous wate. that are without Department
of Fish and Game documentation of a prysical blockage and has a stream gradient
of 8 percent or less.

Sec. 41.17.119. MINIMUM RIPARIAN STANDARDS FOR OTHER
PUBUC LAND. On other public lad, harvest of timber may not occur
@ within 100 feet from the shore or bank of an anadromous or high value
resident fishwater body that is located south of the Alaska Range;
@ within 100 feet immediately adjacent to an anadromous or high value
resident fish water body north of the Alaska Range unless the commissioner
determines that adequate protection remains for the fish hebitat.

ARTICLE 2. ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 41.17.120. INSPECTIONS AND INVESTIGATIONS. The commis-
sioner may inspectand investigate forest land and activitieson itand may enter
upo' it in conjunction with any operations as necessary to ensure compliance
with applicable regulations and requirements and to otherwise enforce the
previsions of this chapter. Other state agencies have this same authority to the
extent necessary to enforce their own laws and regulations on forest lad.
Those agencies and the commissioner sall coordinate their actions under this
section.

Sec. 41.17.125. ENFORCEMENT COORDINATION. All state agencies
with enforcement authority over an activity subject to regulation under this chapter
sall establish a uniform enforcement strategy that avoids duplication and incon-
sistercies. All participating agencies gull agree to and comply with the contents
of the uniform strategy. In developing and implementing the uniform strategy,
each state agency retairns its authority t determine the appropriate remedies
under the statutes and regullations itadninisters.

12 -
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Sec. 41.17.131. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS, @ An gperator, forest
landowner, or timber owner who violates or permits a violation of this dapter, a
regulation adopted under this chapter, a directive issued under AS 41.17.136. or a
stopwork order issued under AS 41.17.138 s lieble, after notice and hearing, fora
aml fire inan amount not to exceed $10,000 to be assessed by the commissioner.
In determining the amount of aul fire, the commissioner gall consider

@ the character and degree of injury to forest resources and values;

@ the degree of intent or negligence of the respondent in causing or

permitting the violation;

@ the character and number of past violatios caused or permitted by the

respondent; and

@ ifthe information is awilable, the net economic savings realized by the

respondent through the violation.
@® An operator, rorczt landowner, or timber owner trat, with criminal negligence,
violates or permits a v.ilation of this depter, a regulation adopted under this
chapter, a directive issued under AS 41.17.136. or a stop work order issued under
AS 41.17.138 s guilty of a class A misdemeanor. In this subsection, “crimiral
negligence” has the meaning given INAS 11.81.900(a)-
© Each day that a violation described in this section occurs h a separate
violation.
@ IFa respondent violates a directive issued under AS 41.17.126 or a stop work
order issued under AS 41.17.138, the attomey gereral, at the request or the
commissioner, may seek an injunction requiring the respondent to suspend dl
or part of the operations util the respondent complies with the directive or
stop work order, and requiring the respondent to repair or correct damage
resulting from the violation.
© [farespondent violates a directive issued under AS 41.17.136 that requires the
respondent to rgpair or correct damage, the commissioner may proceed to remir
or correct the damage using state agency employees or contractors and the
respondent s licble for the cost of the rgmir. The commissioner sall celiver to
the respondent an itemized statement of expenses incurred

Sec. 41.17.136. DIRECTIVES, @ Upon a determination that a planned or
ongoing activity violates or would violate this chapter or a regulation adopted
under it the state forester shall notify the respondent in writing and direct the
respondent to halt or avoid the violation or 1 repair or correct any damage
resulting from the violation. The written notification must include a summary
of the basis for the directive.

® The respondent may either comply with the directive or request a hearing
under AS 41.17.139 within 15 days of receipt of the rotification. Ifa hearing i
requested, the respondent mav continue with the activity unless the state forester
issues a stop work order under AS 41.17.133. [Ifthe directive s affirmed by the
hearing officer, the respondent gall cease the ectivity unless a stay s issued under
AS 41 1/.143(C) or by the superior court.
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Sec. 41.17.138 STOP WORK ORDERS, @ Upon a determination that a
violation of thischepte. v a regulation adopted under itisooccurring or is likely to occur
and thatsignificantharm ¢ blicresourcesislikelytooccurifiorkisnothal tedoefore
a hearing C3n be held, the state forester may issue a stop work order requiring the
respondent to stop the violation or otherwise halt the threatened harm. A stopwork
order must oe inwriting and must state the facts on which itisbased.

® The state forester gull inmediately refer the matter to a hearing officer for
determination of the \alidity of the stop work order under AS 41.17.139. The
hearing officer sall consider any arguments and evidence presented by the
lespondent within five workdays after receipt of the stop work order and shall then
mak? an imm.c Jiate decision sustaining cr reversing the stopwork order. The stop
wo korder isof no further effect if itis not sustained by the hearing officer within
the we-workday period. A stopwork order may be sustained only upon the same
grounds on which mtwas originally issued.

Sec. 41.17.139. HEARING PROCEDURES, @ Unless otherwise qxecified,
proceedings under AS 41.117.131 -41.17.139 are not subject to the Adninistrative
Procedure Act (AS 44.62). A hearing under AS 41.17.136 or 41.16.138 dall be held
before the state forester, a regiaal forester, or another employee of the divisionwith
similar qalificatios acting as a hearing officer. A hearing on an appeal under AS
41.17.087 and a hearing under AS 41.17.082(b) sell be held before the conmissioner
or the commissioner™s designee. A person who has assisted inthe preparation of the
divisian™s case K ireligible.  Hearings are not limited by common law. statutory, or
Juoical rules of evidence; however, the hearing officer may admit only that evidence
that appears to be relicble and trustworthy. Al hearings dall be open to the poblic.
Written or aral testimony may be submitted. A party to a hearing may make written
or aal argurent, secure the issuance of a subpoena under AS 44.62.430, offer
testimony or other evidence, and cross-examine witnesses. The hearing officer Sall
endeavor, Inconducting any hearing, to ensure that the respondent understands the
proceedings and that the facts supporting the position of each party have been
adequately presented.
O Ifthe respondent rotafies the commissioner within five days before the hearing
provided for in @of thissectian, the fol loving rules and procedures apply tothe hearing;
@ the hearing gall be a nonadversary proceeding, with the hearing officer fully
and inpartially representing the interests of the state and the respondent;
@ the hearing officer dall thoroughly investigate the facts and circumstances
relating to the alleged violation, including taking testimony from appropriate
persons, collecting and examining documents and other evidence, and per-
forming other actions consistentwith due process of lav; and
@ the hearing officer Sall issue a decision inaccordance with the gpplicable
procedures of @) of this section.
© The hearing officer sall select the location of the hearing, giving consideration
to the convenience of the parties and witnesses. The hearing officer may permit
witnesses 1o testify through teleconferencing.
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ARTICLE 1A. RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT

Sec.41.17.115. INTENT FOR RIPARIAN AREAS. The commissioner =il
protect riparian areas from the significait adverse effects of timber harvest activi-
ties on fish hebitat and water gelity. The management intent for riparian areas s
the adequate preservation of fish hebitat by maintaining a short- and long-tem
source of large woody debris, stream bank stebility, channel morphology, water
temperatures, stream flons, water qality, adequate nutrient ccling, food
sources, clean spawning grawels, and sinligit. The commissioner dall adopt
regulations for the protection of riparian aress; the regulations may include higher
standards of protection for fish and other public resources on land managed by the
department than on other public land or private lad. The regulations may vary by
region of the state and must take into consideration reasonable classification of
water bodies and the economi ¢ Tessibility of timber gperations.

Sec.41.17.116. RIPARIAN STANDARDS FOR PRIVATE LAND.
@ Private forest land adjacent to the folloving types of waters and located ina
ocoestal forest of spruce or hemlock issubject to the riparian protection standards
established in this section:
@ along aType A water body, harvest of timber may not be undertaken within
66 feet of the water body;
@ alongaType B water body, timber harvest operationswithin 100 feet of the
stream or to the break of the slope, whichever area s smller, must be
conducted in compliance with slope stabillity standards established in regula-
tions adopted under this chapter;
@ along a Type C water body, timber harvest operations inthe areawithin 50
Teet of the stream or to the break of the slgpe, whichever area issmaller, must
be conducted incompliance with siv,pe stebillity standards established In regu-
latias adopted under this chapter.
® The commissioner dull adopt regulations for private land outside of the
coastal forest of spruce or hemlock that designate the riparian areas to be
protected and the restrictions on timber harvesting operations within the areas
that are necessary for their protection under the management goals established
iNnAS 41.17.115.

Sec. 41.17.118. RIPARIAN STANDARDS rOR STATE LAND, @ The
riparian standards for state land are as folloas:
@ orb  —forest land managed by the department that is located north of the
Alaska ,_jnge, harvest of timber may not be undertaken within 100 feet
immediately adjacent to an anadromous or high value resident fishwater body
unless the division determines that adequate protection remains for the fish
hebrtat;
@ on state forest land managed by the department that is located south of the
Alaska Range,
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adopted by the conmissioner of natural resources under this chapter by folloving
the procedure for the adoption, amendment, and repeal of regulations underAS

44.62.180-44.62.290.

@ The commissioner dall recognize the expertise of the Department of Fish and
Game with regard to fish and wildlife hebitat. On private lad, the commissioner
gall give due deference to the Department of Fishand Game regarding effects on
fish hebitat from timber operations including venations to riparian standards,

designation of altermative site-gpecific riparian protection plans, and road location
decision within riparian arees.  On public lad, the conmissioner gall give due
deference to the Department of Fish and Game regarding effects on fish and
wildlife hebitat from timber operations including timber harvest in riparian aress,

variatios to riparian standards, and road location decisions within riparianaress. In
making decisions under AS 41.17.087, the commissioner gall recognize fish
hebitat as the primary value In riparian areas.

© Inthis section, “due deference* means that deference that is appropriate in
the context of the agency”™s expertise and area of responsibility and dl the
evidence awailable to support a factual assertion. Where due deference is
given, ifFthe commissioner does not agree with a commenting agency, the
commissioner duall prepare a written statemen the reasons for the dis-
agreement.

@ IFa disagreement described in (€) of this section exists, an officer of an agency
may reguire reevaluation of the disagreement at a higher leel within the agencies,

or by the governor ifnecessary, before a decision ismade by the conmissioner.

Sec. 41.17.100. DEPLOYMENT OF BROADCAST CHEMICALS. The
commissioner of environmental conservation, inconsultationwith the commis-
siorer, shall formulate necessary plans and measures to ensure that application
of broadcast chemicals and other substances foreign to the state"s forest
ecosystem do not lead 1o results contrary to the objectives and provisions of
this chapter and other applicable laws and regulations relating to renewable
resources. Regulations adopted by the commissioner of environmental con-
servation may include requirements for advance testing, posting of seaurity,
written reports, and other matters.

Sec. 41.17.110. CONVERSION OF FOREST LAND TO OTHER USES.

An intention to convert forest land to other uses after timber harvesting may be
stated in the notafication submitted under AS 41.17.090. Inthatevent, reforesta-
tion requirements adopted under this chapter do not gply, except that conversion
gl be completed during the time set by regulation forminimum reforestation of
the lad, and other requirements for revegetation may be imposed to the extent
pemitted by lav. Ifthe commissioner finds at any time that the responsible party
has failed to conform to the intent t convert as stated N the roafication, the
commissioner gall revoke approval of the conversion and require full compliance

with reforestation requirements.
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Sec.41.17.143. APPEALS AND JUDICIAL REVIEW, @ A decisionbya
hearing officer under AS 41.17.136 or41.17.138 or by the conmissioner under AS
41.17.082(b), 41.17.087, or 41.17.131(a) constitutes firal agency action that may
be appealed to the superior court within 30 days after itis issued Judicial review
shall be as provided INAS 44.62.560 and 44.62_570.
® An operator, forest landowner, or timber owner may request the conmissioner
o reconsider the decision of a hearing officer within 30 days after it i issued.
Reconsideration isnot a precondition of judicial review under @ of thissection. If
reconsideration is requested, the firal agency action for purposes of juicial review
IS a decision by the commissioner to affirm, modify, or reverse the hearing officer
or to deny the request for reconsideration.
© The commissioner may stay or modify a directive or order pending adninistra-
tive or judicial review. A stay or modification may not be appealed separately from
an appeal of the substantive decision.
@ A person, except the aggrieved forest landowner, timber owner, or goerator,
may not maintain an adninistrative or judicial gppeal, or other action or proceeding
of any kind, challlenging a decision or failure to act by the department with respect
to the compliance of a timber operation on private forest land with this chapter or
a regulation, standard, directive, or order issued under this chapter. This subsec-
tion does not prohibit the maintenance of an action
@ foran alleged violation of a constitutional ridit or
@ against the department regarding a regulation, standard, or systematic
course of conduct that does not inwlve a challenge 1. or attempt to enjoin,
stay, modify, or otherwise affect a timber operation on private forest land
subject to this chepter.

ARTICLE 3. STATE FOREST SYSTEM

Sec. 41.17.200. STATE FOREST PURPOSES. The purpose of AS
41.17.200 -41.17.230 s 10 permit the establishment of designated -‘ate-
owned or acquired land and water areas as state forests. The primary
purpose iIn the es"ablishment of state forests is the perpetuation of per-
sonal, commercial, and other beneficial uses of resources through multiple-
use management.

Sec. 41.17.210. STATE FORESTS, @ The governor may propose to the
legislature the establ ishment of state forests consisting primerily of comercial ly
valuable forest land determined by the governor to be necessary for retention in
state ownership for management under the principles of nultiple use and sus-
tained yield and consistentwith AS 38.04.005. The proposal of the governor el
include a report and recommendations of the commissioner including
@ a preliminary forest inventory;
-15-



@ asummary of the testimony offered at public hearings held on the manage-
ment of the proposed state forest in conmunities proximately located to a
proposed state forest;

@ the findings of the commissioner on anticipated inoonpatibilities of uses
described INAS 38.05.112(c) under AS 38.05.112(d);

@ written comments from appropriate state agencies on the compatibility of
the uses described INAS 38.05.112(c) within the proposed state forest;

® an estimate of the cost of a full implementation of an operational leel
forest inventory and the management plan.

Sec. 41.17.220. MANAGEMENT OF STATE FORESTS. Land withina
state forest or within a unit of a state forest dall be managed under

@ the prirciples of multiple-use and sustained yield;

@ this chapter; and

@ amanagement plan prepared by the department.

soc, 41.17.230. MANAGEMENT PLANS, @ The commissioner sall pre-
pare a management plan consistent with AS 38.04.005 and this chapter for each
state forestand for each unitof a state forest to assist inmeeting the requirements
of this chapter. An operational leel forest invertory sall be completed before a
management plan for the state forest or the unit of a state forest isadopted. The
management plan dall be adopted, implemented and maintained within three
years of the establishment of a state forest by the legislature.

® The commissioner gall review a management plan at lesst once every five
years and may revise the planwhen necessary.

© A management plan may not be adopted or revised after the establishment of
the state forest without prior review by the Board of Forestry and by other
appropriate state agencies or without prior public hearings held in a community
proximately located to the state forest or to a unit of a state forest.

@ A copy of amanagement plan or a revision to a management plan adopted or
prepared by the conmissioner gall be provided to the legislature within 30 days
of its adoption or revision or within the first 10 days of the first regular session of
the lggislature to convene after its adoption or revision.

ARTICLE 4. STATE LAND REFORESTATION

Sec. 41.17.300. STATE LAND REFORESTATION FUND. A state lad
reforestation fund s established inthe department. The money in the state lad
reforestation fund may be used only for he reforestation of state lad, including
site preparation, seed and seeding acquisition and aultivation, plaiting, and other
reforestation measures, timber stand improvement, and the development of ma-
terialsand techniques for the reforestation of state lad.

-16 -

from the state forester that the review has been completed, whichever occurs
first, unless the division has issued a stop-work order fora particularportion of the
plan or has notified the operator thataone-time, 1C-day extension isnecessary for
agency reviewunderAS 41.17.098 (f)-The operator may proceed with operations
notcovered by the stopwork order, notice of field inspection, or the agency review.
During the review ofa detailed plan of operations, ifaquestion arisesconcerning
the proper classification ofwater body type fur purposes of the standards inAS
41 .17.116(a), the Department of Fish and Game may resolve the question.
@ Ifthe state forester determines thata field inspection isnecessary todetermine
consistency of the detailed plan of operations or a portion of the plan with
applicable standards, the state forester shall notify the operator. The notice
of field inspection may not cover more than the minimum area necessary
to determine compliance with this chapter and applicable regulations. The
operator shall inform the state forester when the site will be available for an
inspection. T e state forester guall conduct the field inspection within 21
days after the date that the site will be accessible and available unless the
operator otherwise agrees, and the oparaicr may begin ooerations at the
conclusion of the 21-day period unless the state forester has issued a stop
work order under AS 41.17.138.

@© During the review of a deta;.ed plan of operations, modifications to
accommodate comments may be made without requiring the operator to
resubmit the pic.". After "ne review of the detailed plan of operations made
under € and (@ of this section, an operator sall notify the state forester of
a proposed substantial change in operations by folloving the procedures
specified in © - @ of this section.

@) Information and paperwork required of the operator under thissection is limited
o that necessary to accomplish the purposes of this section.

® An operator gall renew a detailed plan of operations amually.

Sec.41.17.098. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION AND REEVALUATION.

@ In adninistering this dapter, the conmissioner dall coordinate with other
agencies and affected coastal districts that have jurisdiction over activities subject
o regullation under this dapter.

® In a review or implementation of a detailed plan of operations under AS

41 17.090 and in a decision on a proposed variation from requirements under AS

41.17.087, the commissioner sell consider the comments of each affected state
agency and. where gplicable, coastal districts.

© The commissioner gull give due deference to the Department of Environ-
mental Conservation indecisions concerning waier gality. The commissioner of
environmental conservation retains the authority to adopt nonpoint source pollu-
tion regulations for activilties subject to this chapter to the extent that regullations
are not adopted by the commissioner of natural resources and approved by the
commissioner of environmental conservation under this chapter. The commis-
sioner of environmental conservation may withdraw approval of regulations
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Sec. 41.17.087. VARIATION FROM REQUIREMENTS, @ A forest land-
owner . timber owner, or operator may propose for a particular activity a variation
from a requirement imposed by this chapter or the regulations adopted under this
chapter. Ifthe state forester determines that the harm intended to be avoided by
the requirement is not likely to occur because of site-gpecific circumstances
relatirg to the partiaular activityand isnot likelytocause significattharm to fish hebitat
orwater qality, the state forester dull agree tothe proposed variation. Ifthe state
forester does not agree to the proposed \ariatin, a forest landowner, timber
owner, oroperator may appeal tothe commissioner. The appellants sall conform
o the requirement during the pendency of the appeal -
® The commissioner duall adopt regulations that specify the standards under
which avariation will be granted for hanvesting timber within the riparian area of
@ a low gradient Type A water body with a width of five feet or less; and
@ other appropriate water body types.
© A determination by the state forester under @ of thissection and regulations by the
commiissioner under (©) of this section gall give due deference under AS 41.17.098.

Sec. 41.17.090. NOTIFICATION OF PLANS TO HARVEST TIMBER.
@ Operations on forest land gall be reviewed under thissection forconsistency with
the policiesand provisions of this chapter and regulations adopted under this depter.
©® A forest landowner, timber owmner, or operator may provide to the commis-
sioner a voluntary plan of operations that describes the long-term plans for timber
harvesting The purpose of a volutary plan isto give the divisionand the publican
early opportunity to review plans, to idntify areas of concermn, and to allow the
agencies and the public to provide local knowledge and early notice of potential
problems to the forest landowner, timber owner, or operator.
© Before beginning operations on forest lad, the operator dall provide the state
foresterwitha detailed plan of operations. The detailed plan of operations must include
@ a description of the proposed operations, identifying the land Inv  id
and the action proposed iIn sufficient detail to inform the public of the nature
and location of the proposed operations; the description must include a map
and must be ina form suitable for duplication;
@ the name, address, and approving signature of the forest landowner, timber
owner, and operator; and
@ other information required inthe regulations adopted under this dapter.
@ Within five days after receipt of a detailed plan of operations under © of this
section, the state forester sall distribute the information received under (©) of this
section to affected state agencies and coestal districts, and gall distribute the
information received under ©XQ of this section to each member of the publicwho
has asked to receive copies of rotificatias for the affected area.
®© Within 30 days after receipt of a detailed plan of operations, the state
forester dall review the plan to determine ifthe operations are consistent with
this chapter and regulations adopted under this chapter. Operations may
begin under the plan upon the expiration of the 30-day period or upon notice
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Sec. 41.17.310. APPROPRIATIONS TO STATE LAND REFORESTA-
TION FUND, @ The state land reforestation fund consists of money appropri-
ated by the lggislature and contributions from private donors.  Itisthe intent of the
legislature that the appropriations made to the fund equal no less than 25 percent
of the revenues from the sale of timber and other forest products from state lad
as vell as the total revenues from

@ compensation for loss or damage to land within a stote forest: and

@ the federal government and other governmental units for refoi  station.
® Money appropriated to or paid into the state land reforestation fund does

not lapse.

Sec. 41.17.320. REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE. The commissioner
sall make an annual report to the legislature within the first 10 days of each
session of the legislature on the uses of the money inthe state land reforestation
fund, the proposed uses of the fund in the following fisal year, and the balance n
the fund. (See 2ch 91 SLA 1983)

ARTICLE 5. TANANA VALLEY STATE FOREST

Sec. 41.17.400. TANANA VALLEY STATE FOREST, @ Subject to\alid
existing rigits and except for land owned by or transferred to the University of
Alaska under a settlement agreement between the state and the university, the
state-owned or acquired land and water lyirg within the parcels described in @) of
this section isdesignated as the Tanana Valley State Forest.
® The commissioner gall prepare a management plan for the Tanana Valley
State Forest under AS 41.17.230.
© Inaddition to the uses described INAS 38.05.112(c), the commissioner may
establish transportation corridors within the Tanana Valley State Forest.
@ The Tanana Valley State Forest includes the state-owned or acquired land and
water lying within the folloving described parcels:

(legal descriptions have been deleted from this copy)

ARTICLE 6. GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 41.17.900. APPLICABILITY, @ Unless otherwise seecified, this
chaper gpplies to forest land under state, municipal, or private ownership.
© For federal lad,
@ the degree of resource protection may not be less than that established by
this chapter for state land except that AS 41.17.-119 establishes the minimum
riparian standard;
@ atimber harvest activity subject to thischapter duall satisfy the requirement
1o be consistent to the maximum extent practicsble with the Alaska coestal
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zone management progranm ifthe federal land management plans, guidelines,
and standards gpplicable to that timber harvest ectivity provide no less resource
protection than the standards that are established in this chapter provide for
state land except that
@ AS 41.17.119 establishes the minimum ripar n standards; and
® this paragraph does not apply toa timber han stactivity that requires a
state or federal authorization under a provision of law other than this chepter .
© The commissioner shall exempt by regulation from the provisions of
this chapter
@ minor, small scale, or incidental commercial operations of litte significance
wi'th respect to the purposes of this chapter; and
@ operations for primarily noncommercial purposes, including but not limited
o the harvesting of timber for personal use.
© Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, the commissioner may
not employ the authority vested by this chapter so as to duplicate or preempt
the statutory authority of other state agencies to adapt regulations or undertake
other adninistrative actions governing resources, values, or activities on forest
land except for
@ regulations under the Coastal Management Act; and
@ regulations, ifauthorized by the commissioner of environmental conserva-
. relating to control of nonpoint source pollution.
® Subject to 16 U.S.C. 1456(F) (Sec. 307(F) of the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1972, P.L. 92-583) as to private land, this chapter and the
regulations adopted under this chapter establish the forest management
standards, policies, and review* processes under AS 46.40 (Alaska Coastal
Management Act). This subsection does not apply to timber harvest activity
that requires a state or federal authorization under a provision of law other
than this chapter.
@ This chapter does not diminish the rigts, privileges, or immunities of Alaska
Natives or Alaska Native corporations with respect to land conveyed under 43
U.S.C. 1601 -1628 (Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act), and does not akter or
diminish the authority of the Department of Fish and Game under AS 16, of the
Department of Environmental Conservation under AS 46, or of a state agency
under other law.

Sec.41.17.910. WILDLIFE HABITAT ON PRIVATE LAND, @ The De
partment of Fish and Game and the commissioner sall work cooperatively with
private forest landowners and timber owners to protect, maintain, and enhance
wildlife hebitat to the max i mum extent practicable, consistent with the interests of
the owners inthe use of their timber resources.

® The Department of Fish and Game dwall provide educational and tedmnical
assistance and extension services to owners of private forest land or timber to
assist n identifying important wildlife hebitat and to assist in designing voluntary
management techniques that minimize adverse effc-io an wildlrfe hebitat.

Sec.41.17.082. CONTROL OF INFESTATIONS AND DISEASE, @ All forest
clearirg operations and siMaitural systems must be designed to reduce the likelirood of
incressed inssct infestationand disease infections that threaten forest resouroes.
©® A forest landowner may not conduct or approve timber clearing activities that
create conditions fostering outbreaks of infestation or infection that threaten forest
resources on forest lands belonging to another person. Fthe conmissioner firds,
after notice and hearing, that there has been a violation of this subsection, the
commissioner may

@ require the forest landowner, atthat person™s expense, to remove promptly

or cure the conditions fostering outbreaks of infestation or infection; and

@ require the forest landowner, at that person”s expense, o undertake environ-

mentally sound, effective, and asst—efficiat actions to control the infestation or

infection inthe immediate vicinity of the improper limber clearing activity.
© Ifa forest landowner does not comply with a firel order of the conmissioner
under O)Q) or (X of this section, the commissioner may enter onto the land and
undertake the actions ordered and the landowner is lieble for the cost of the
actions. The commissioner gall celiver to the landowner an itemized statement
of expenses incurred.
@ The commissioner may undertake surveys and gppraisals to obtain data on
regional insect infestations and disease conditions. Upon a determination that an
area s infested with forest insects or infected with diseases injurios to forest
resources and that the infestation or infection threatens the forest land or timber
of adjacent owners, the commissioner may establish the boundaries of an infesta-
tion or infection zone. The commissioner may enter into an agreement with an
owner orwith agovernmental agency to control or suppress infestationor infection
within the zone. Upon a determination by the commissioner that insect and
disease control work within the zone is no longer necessary or fessible, the
commissioner gall terminate the zone.

Sec.41.17.083. CLEARING OF FOREST LAND FOR NON-TIMBER PURPOSES.
A state agency, municipality, or public utility dall determine whether the timber
t be removed has significant salvage value before aporoving or conducting
clearing of forest land for purposes other than timber h? vest. [Ifthe timber has
significant salvage value, the agency or utility sh?1salvage the timber as part
of the clearing process.

Sec. 41.17.085. PERMIT APPLICATIONS, @ An operator may apply
through the commissioner for p'miits required by other state agencies to operate
on forest lad, which gpplications may be forwarded to the commissioner of
environmental conservation for procedures under AS 46.35. The commissioner
shall notify the operator of the action taken.

® Where practicable and desirable, the commissioner may enter into cooperative
agreements with federal agencies authorizing the department to senve as a
ool lection point for federal permit gpplications
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Sec. 41.17.080. REGULATIONS, @ The commissioner may adopt regula-
tions necessary to accomplish the purposes of this chapter under AS 44.62
(Adninistrative Procedure Act) regarding forest practices such as

@ road construction and maintenar.ee. including
@ road location, construction, mam ’enance, and post-operation manage-
ment or removal ;
® lading location and construction;
© drainage structures;
O material sources and goil disposal sites;
@ timber harves™ng, including
@ timber hai >stunitplanning and design;
® felling and bucking;
© cable yarding, shovel, tractor, and wheeled skidder systems;
O landing cleanp;
® slash digosal;
® log trasfer, sortyards, and storage fedlities, including
@ location, design, and construction;
® maintenance;
© cloaure;
© logstorage, raftirg, and identificatian;
@ reforestation, including
@ site preparation and reebilitatian;
® prescribed buming;
© exemptions from reforestation requirements;
® prevention and suppression of forest insects and diseases;
© salvage loging;
(@ vegetative management; and
® fireand flood hazard management.

® The commissioner guall adopt regulations specifying the information to be
submitted under AS 41.17.090(c) in the detailed plan of operations to enable the
division to determine whether the activities comply with the requirements of this
chapter.

© The commissioner may establish regions, districts, or other subdivisions of
forest land in the state In which different regulations apply to reflect varying
conditions in the state or to fecilitate adninistration. Inadopting regulations,
the commissioner dull make appropriate distinctions between public and
private lad.

@ The commissioner gall adopt only those regulations necessary to accomplish
the purposes of this chapter and sall awid regulations that increase operating
costs without yielding significant benefits to public resources.

_6-

© The Department of Fish and Game and the landowner dall cooperate n
identifying areas of important wildlife hebitat on private forest land and indevelop-
ing methods for their protection. Methods of protection for wildlife hebitat may
include, with the agreement of the landowner, the purchase of fee title, purchase
of conservation easements, and land exchanges.

@ This section does not alter or diminish the authority and responsibility of the
state over wildlife on private lad.

Sec. 41.17.950. DEFINrTIONS. In this chapter, unless the context other-
wise requires,
@ "anadromous water body'" means the portion of a fresh water body or
estuarine area that
@ iscataloged under AS 16.05.870 as important for anadromous fich; or
® isnot cataloged under AS 16.05.870 as important for anadromous fish
but has been determined by the Department of Fish and Game 1o contain or
ehibit evidence of anadromous fish inwhich event the anadromous portion
of the stream orwaterway extends up to the firstpoirnt of physical blockage;
@ "board" means the Board of Forestry established InAS 41.17.041;
® Mroadcast chemicals® includes pesticides, herbicides, fugicides, fatilias,
poisons, and any other substances
@ used for siviaiitural management or related purposes;
(® not native to the ecosystem inwhich they are being goplied; and
© having a foreseeable adverse impact on the welfare of renewable re-
sources, as determined by the commissioner of environmental conservation;
@ 'divisial' means the division of forestry;
® "forest lad” means land stocked or having been stocked with forest trees
of any size and not aurrently developed for nonforest use. regardless of
whether presently available or accessible for commercial purposes, and in-
cludes any such land under state, municipal, or private ownership;
© "forest landowner* means a person who owns forest lad, but does not
include the owner of mineral or subsurface rigts aly;
@ "igh value resident fidi'means resident fish populations that are used Tar
recregtional, personal ire, commercial, or subsistence purposes;
® "ultiple use” means
@ the management of dl the various resources of forest lad so that they
are used inthe combination that will best meet the needs of the citizens of
the state, making the most judicious use of the land for some or dl of these
resources or related values, berefits, and services over areas large enough
to provide sufficient latituce for periodic adjustments in use to conform o
changing needs and conditions;
® that son-,sland will be used for less than dl of the resources; and
© harmonious and coordinated management of the various re-
sources. each with the other, without significant impairment of the
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productivity of the land and water, with consideration being given to the

relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination

of uses that will give the greatest collar retum or the greatest unit output;
© “perations”’ means timber hanvesting or activities associated with timber
harvesting or forest deve lopment unless exempted under AS 41 .17.900(@) - ©;

0) “operator* means a person who is engaged in timber harvesting or
activities associated with timber harvesting or forest development, or who
contracts with others 1o conduct operations for that person, except a person
who iengaged inan operation as an employee with wages or piecework as
the solle compensation;
(@) ‘other public lad* means state land managed by state agencies other
than the department, land owned by a municipality, and land owned by the
University of Alaska;
@2 Person” has the meaning given INAS 01.10.060 and also includes a
jointventure;
@3 “riprianarea’means
@ the areas specified INAS 41.17.116(a) on private land in the coastal
forest of spruce or hemlock;
® the areas specified in requlations adopted by the conmissioner under
AS 41.17.116(d) on private land outside the coestal forest of spruce or hemlock;
© the area 100 feet from the shore or bank or an anadromous or high
value resident fishwater body on state land managed by the department
and on other public lad;
4 Tsignificat impairment of the productivity of the land and water” means
an activity that may foreseeably result in prolonged or substatial damage to
renewable resources or prolonged or substantial reduction of the continuing
cgebility of the land or water to produce renewable resources at their ratural
or historic leels;
@5 "siviahures means the art of producing and tending a forest, the
goplication of the knowledge of silvics inthe treatment of a forest, and the
theory and practice of controlling and managing forest establishment, com-
position, and growth;
(16) T"state forest” means an area designated by the legislature and retained in
state ownership inorder to
@ provide a base for sustained yield nanagement of renewable
resources; and
® pemmit avariety of bereficial uses;
@) sustained yield” means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity
of a high leel annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable
resources of forest land and water without significant impairment of the
productivity of the land and water, but does not require that timber be har-
vested ina "e_.an-declining yield basis over a rotation period;
-20-

@ adninistration of forest land sall consider marketing conditions and other
economic constraints affecting the forest land owner, timber owner, or the
operator,
@ to the fullest extent practiceble, harvested forest land dall be reforested,
returally or atificially, sc as to result In a sustained yield of merchantable
timber from that lad, ifartificial planting is required, silviaulturally acceptable
seedlings must firstbe awmilable for planting at an economical ly fair price inthe
state; and
O significat adverse effects of il erosion and mass wasting on water
quality and fish hebitat sall be prevented or minimized.

© With respect to state and municipal forest land anly, the folloving standards

also gply:
@ forest land gall be administered for the multiple use of the renewable and
nonrenewable resources and for the sustained yield of the renewable re-
sources of the land inthe manner that best provides for the present needs and
preserves the future options of the people of the state;
@ asystem of allocating predominant uses or values 1o particular units within
a contiguous area of land gall reflect in reasonable proportion the various
resources and values present in that area;
@ tothe extent mscapacity permits, forest land dall be adninistered sc as to
provide for the continuation of businesses, activities, and lifestyles that are
dependent upon or derived from forest resources;
@ timber harvesting is limited to areas where data and information
demonstrate that natural or artificial reforestation techniques will
result in the production of a sustained yield of merchantable timber
from that area;
® there may not be significant impaiment of the productivity of the land and
water with respect to renewable resources;
©® allowance dull be made for scenic qality in or adjacent to areas of
substantial importance 1o the tourism and recreation industry; and

(@ allowance dall be made for important fish and wildlife hebitat.

Sec. 41.17.070. ADMINISTRATIVE PLAN AND REPORT, @ The com-
missioner gall develop and cotinually maintain a long-range plan for the admini-
stration of this chapter which demonstrates that the provisions of AS 41.17.010
are being recognized and that the standards of AS 41.17.060 are being met.

The commissioner dall maintain a current invertory or assessment of timber on

forest land 1o assist inmeeting the requirements of this section.

® To maintain a record of division decision making for public and agency review,
the commissioner sall compi le and index each decision made under this chapter
regarding directives, stop work orders, waivers from requirements, decisions of
hearing officars, and decisions on appeals. The commissioner gall submit a
summary of this record annually to >he board.
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Sec. 41.17.055. POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE COMwItSSIONER.

® The commissioner may designate and operate experimental and research
forests on state land consistentwith the limitatios of AS 38.05.300. Laboratories
and other fecilitiesmay be employed in conjunction with those forests.

® The commissioner may establish and maintain forest vegetation nurseries and
greenhouses for platting stock to be made aailable, with or without charge, to
orgenizations, irstitutios, government agencies, individels, and businesses for
reforestation, afforestation, and related purposes.

© The commissioner is authorized to undertake cooperative forestry programs,

extension services and education programs, and to otherwise offer a full range of
professional management services to the interested public. When the commis-
sioner considers itbaeficial, the conmissioner may participate in federal assis-
tance programs by accepting assistance inwhatever form offered.

@ The commissioner may develop regulations under this chapter as part of the
state program for comtrol of nonpoint source pc Jtion under the Federal Water
Pollution Cortrol Act, as amended. However, the Department of Environmental

Conservation isthe lead agency for water quality and comtrol of nonpoint source
pollution under that Act, and the regulations are therefore subject to the approval

of the commissioner of environmental conservation.

© Inthe adninistration of this chapter, the commissioner sall consult with and

draw upon the expertise of interested organizations, enterprises, individals, gov-
ernment agencies, educational irstitutias, and landowners. The commissioner
may enter irmo cooperative agreements and contracts with them to carry out this
chepter.

@® The commissioner dull locate department personnel with forestry expertise
throughout the state to fecilitate public access to professional management serv-
ices and other forest resources programs.

@© The commissioner may take other actions necessary and proper for the
adninistration of this depter, including the adoption of regulations under the
Adninistrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62) and AS 41.17.047.

Sec.41.17.060. REGULATORY AND ADMINISTRATIVE STANDARDS.
@ All regulatios, adninistrative actions, and other activities and duties under-
taken under this chapter dall be infull accordance with the standards set out In
this section.
® With respect to state, municipal, and private forest lad, the folloving
standards apply:
O to the maximum extent possible, dl gplicable data and information of
gpplicable disciplines dall be updated ai  used inmaking decisions relative to
the management of forest resources;
@ environmental ly sensitive areas shall be recognized inthe development
of regulations and best management practices that are designed to imple-
ment nonpoint source pollution comtrol measures authorized under this

chapter;
-4 -

(@8) "tinber owner® means a person who owns timber on forest land or who
has the rights to tinber, but does not own the land itif;
@9 °Type A water body’means an anadromous water body that is

@ astreamor river of any size having an average gradient of eight percent

or less, with banks held in place by vegetation, channels that are not

incised, and a substrate composed of rnuble, grael, sand or Sl

® wetlands and lakes, including their autlets; and

© an estuarinre area delimited by the presence cf = H-tlerattvegetation
(D) Type B Zaterbody’means an anadromous water body that isa fishstream
or river of any size having an average gradient of eight percent or less, a channel
that s incised and contained by the geomorphology and not by vegetation, and
a substrate that ranges from rubble 1o bedrock; and
(@D °Type C water body” means a stream that is tributary to anadromous
waters and that is incised greater than 28 degrees, has an average gradient of
greater than eight percent, is narroner than 20 feet between ordinary high
water marks, has a substrate of rubble and bedrock, and isa mountain slope
stream at the upper end of the watershed.

NOTES TO THE LEGISLATION

LEGISLATIVE REVIEW. The legislature acknowledges and recognizes that
this Act is adopted on an interim Lasis because it involves a significant
increase iIn agency responsibility, isbased on many untested assumptions,

and depends for itseffic? on many factors beyond the control of the state.

Therefore, itisthe intentot the legislature that the operation of this Act and
regulations adopted under this Act be fully reviewed and the Act amended

as necessary after the second full field season ends in 1992. This period is
intended to allow for further research and to gain experience implementing
the Act and its regulations. It is the intent of the legislature that a repre-
sentative group be convened for the review or that itbe conducted by the
Board of Forestry. It is the intent of the legislature th3t the review occur
with full public input and participation. No later than January 1, 1993, the
Board of Forestry, the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of
Environmental Conservation, and the Department of Fish and Game gnall
submit, along with the reports required by AS 41.17.047(d), any proposed
amendments to this chapter. The legislature may hold hearings to consider
these or other amendments and may take whatever action is required to
accomplish the intent and purposes of this Act.

INITIAL TERMS OF MEMBERS OF BOARD OF FORESTRY. The mitd
terms of the members of the Board of Forestry appointed under AS 41.17.KI, as
enacted by sec. 3 of thisAct, are for two members, one year; for three members,
two years; and for three members, three years.
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INTERIM RIPARIAN PROTECTION FOR THE COASTAL FOREST.
A rotfication for timber harvest activities within the coastal forest of spruce or
hemlock filedunder AS 41.17.090 before the effective date of this section dall be
reviewed by the commissioner of natural resources to determine ifthe proposed
operations provide protection that is substantially equivalent to the fish hebitat
protection that is provided by AS 41.17.116, as enacted by sec. 14 of thisAct. If
the commissioner determines that protection that issubstantial ly equivalent to that
provided by AS 41.17.116 has been offered or if the forest landowner, timber
owner, or operator complies with an altemate protection plan proposed by the
commissioner, operations covered by the rotification are not subject to AS
41.17.116. IFthe commissioner determines that the notification does not provide
protection that is substatially equivalent to that provided by AS 41.17.116, the
operator must either resubmit the notification in conformance with this standard
or comply with AS 41.17.115. The failure by the commissioner to make a
determination on a notification within 30 days from the effective date of this
section constitutes a determination that the notification provides protection
that is substantial ly equivalent to the fish habitat protection that is provided by
AS 41.17.116.

INTERIM RIPARIAN PROTECTION OUTSIDE THE COASTAL FOREST.
htdl regulations are adopted by the commissioner of natural resources under AS
41 17.116(b), as enacted by sec. 14 of thisAct, timber harvest operations on forest
land within 100 feet from the shore or bank of an anadromous or high value
resident fish water body must be sited and designed primarily to protect fish
hebitat and water gality.

OTH :R:

AS 4 _17.118, as enacted by sec. 14 of this Act, does not alter the terms of an
existing contract or the outcome of litigatian pending on the effective date of this
Act. An amendment to or renewal of an existing state timber contract must be
consistent with AS 38.05 and AS 41.17.

AS 41.17 010(%5), as amended insec. 2 of thisAct. takes effect immediately under
AS 01.10.070(C).

Sections 1,3 -4. 6 -8. 10-11.13 - 14, 22 -23, 27, 29 -32, and 34 of thisAct take
effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(C)-

Except as provided in secs. 35 and 36 of this Act, this Act takes effect
October 1, 1990.
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Sec. 41.17.045. REMOVAL OF MEMBERS, @ The governor may initiate
the removal of a board member for inefficiay, neglect of duty, or misconduct in
office by delivering to the member a written copy of the charges and giving the
member an opportunity to be heard in person or by counsel at a public hearing
before the governor or the govermor™s designee on at least 10 days® notice by
registered mail. The member has a rigit of confrontation and cross-examination
of witnesses testifyirg.

® The removal iseffective 15 days after the govermor filessa complete statement
of dll charges made against the member and the findings on those charges, inthe
main office of the board, except that a member may appeal the findings to the
superior court. The court gall limit its review to a determination of whether the
findings on the charges are substantiated by the evidence presented. The removal

issuspended for any period of time during which an appeal on the findings of the
governor or the govermor™s designee ispending.

Sec.41.17.047. POWERS AND DUTIES OF BOARD, @ The board dall
review and comment to the commissioner on regulations proposed for adoption
under this chapter.

@® The board sall provide a forum for representatives of affected interests to
discuss and attempt to resolve issues relevant to this chapter and to the forest
resources of the state.

© The board, working with the department, the Department of Environ-
mental Conservation, the Department of Fish and Game, other affected
agencies and parties, and the forest-dependent industries, sh.3ll conduct an
annual survey of research needs related to forest practices. The board gall
review research proposals and gall make recommendations to promote
research projects that would address these needs to the governor and the
legislature.

@ The board sall coordinate the monitoring of the implementation and effec-
tiveness of this chapter, the regulations, and best management practices
adopted under this chapter in meeting state water quality standards, fish and
wildlife hebitat requirements, and other forestry objectives. The board dHll
report annually to the legislature and the governor on the effectiveness of this
chapter and regulations adopted under it, with s recommendations for
changes and for needed research and monitoring. The state forester, the
Department of Fish and oame, and the Department of Environmental Conser-
vation gall each present an annual report, independently, to the board on the
effectiveness of this chapter, the requlations, and best management practices
adopted under this chapter that protect the resources for which they have
statutory resposibility, and sall make recommendations for changes to cor-
rect procedural or substantive problems. The board dall forward the reports
to the legislature as part of its annual report. The board shall hold hearings at
least once annually in southeast, southcentral, and interior Alaska for purposes
of taking public testimony on the subjects.
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gererally accepted educational credentials, familiar and experienced with the
renewable and nonrenewable resources the values of forest land and the products,
berefits, and services obtained from them.

© The commissioner dall adninister thischapter and isauthorized and encouraged
to delegate responsibilities for carrying out this chapter to the state forester. (Sec.
1ch 108 SLA 1978; am sec. 42 ch 113 SLA 1981; am sec. 5¢ch 91 SLA 1983).

Sec.41.17.030. RESPONSIBILITIES OF DIVISION, @ The division sall
manage state forests and, as directed by the commissioner, provide technical
advice to the division of lands on sound forest practices necessary to ensure
the continuous growing and harvesting of commercial forest species on other
state lad.

® The division sall relegate operations on private forest land as authorized by the
provisions of this chapter or state law.

© The division gall provide public information and assistance regarding forest
practices and timber management gererally.

Sec. 41.17.041. BOARD OF FORESTRY, @ The Board of Forestry s
established in the Department of Natural Resources, division of forestry.
® The board iscomposed of nine members appointed by the govermor:
@ a representative of a commercial fishermen®™s organization;
@ a represertative of a Native corporation established under43 U.S.C. 1601-1628
(Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act);
® a representative of an environmental orgenization;
@ a representative of a forest industry trade association;
® aprofessional fishorwildlife biologistwho isnot employed inthat capacity
by a state, mnicipal, or federal government agency, except for university
employment;
©® a professional forester who is not employed In that capacity by a state,
municipal, or federal government agency, except for iniversity “mployment;
() a representative of a mining organization;
® a representative of a recreational organization; and
O the state forester, who serves ex officio and without a vote.
© The state forester isthe presiding officer of the board and dwall, inconsult-
ation with the board, establish procedures for scheduling and organizing board
meetings. Seven woting members of the board constitute a quorum. Each
decision of the board requires the affimative vote of each voting member
present less one.
@ A board member who isunable to attend ameeting may designate an altermate
who possesses the same qalificatios as the board member .
© The division gall serve as staff to the board. The department, the Department
of Fish and Game, and the Department of Environmental Cor Jaon sl
provide tednical staffing and information as needed by the br

-2 -

FOREST RESOURCES % BRACTICES ACT - 1990

TOPIC Page# Sec. 41.17
Applicebility 17 .90
Blasting 6 080
Bridges 6 .080
Change inQperations - -
Clearing of spruce trees 7 08,033
Designation ofRegions (11,110 6 .08c
Detailed Plan of Operations 6,8,9 -080b,000e-1,098b
Drainage (ahearts) 6 -080a(I)C
Due Deference (agency ocoordination) 8,9,10 ,087c, .08ce
Estuarine aress (Sltwater bodies) - -
Hearings 14 19
Insect & Disease 7 N0
Ingpections 12 120
Land Use Conversion (also see reforestation) 7,10 83, .10
Measurement of Distance 1,12 116 - 119
Monitoring Effectiveness of F.P. Regulations 9 .08
Reforestation 16,17 30, .310
Rehebilitation (@fter land slick) 6 80a(DA
Riparian Areas 1 115
Road Construction 6 ,080a(D)
Rock & Gravel Pits 6 -080a(1)D
Slasn Disposal (also see clearing of spruce tress) 6 ,030a(2E
Stream & Waterbody Classification 1,12 15 -.119
Timber Harvest (unit planning & design) 8,11 .00, .115, 116
Uses Within a Riparian Area 11,12 115 -.119
Variation Procedures S 087
Variation from Requirements 8,10 087, ,08c,d
Water Quality Monitoring 1,10 010, .0%8c
Winter Roads (and winter trails) 6 300D

Note: This guide i presented as a helpfull aid and s not all irclusive.
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This publication was released by the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, produced at a cost
of S0.77 pe- copy, and printed in Anchorage,
Alaska for the purpose of providing the public an
oportunity to review the contents of the Forest
Resources and Practices Act.

ALASKA FOREST RESOURCES AND PRACTICES ACT
-1990-

(As Revised by the Alaska Legislature in 1990)

CHAPTER 17. FOREST RESOURCES AND PRACTICES
ARTICLE 1. ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

Sec. 41.17.010. DECLARATION OF INTENT. The legislature declares that

@ the forest resources of Alaska are among the most valuable ratural resources
of the state, and fumish timber and wood products, fish and wildlife, tourism,

outdoor recreation, water, oil, air. mineials. and general health and welfare;

@ economic enterprises and other activities and pursuits derived from forest
resources warrant the cortinuing recognition and support of the state;

@ tre state has a fundamental dbdligation to ensure that management of forest
resources guarantees perpetual supplies of renewable resources, provides nonrenew-
able resources inamanner consistentwith that doligatian, and serves the needs of dl
Alaska for the many products, berefits, and services dotained from them;

@ government adninistration of forest resources should combine professional

management services, regulatory measures, and economic incentives inacomple-
mentary fashion, and should draw upon the expertise of professional foresters in
conjunction with other disciplires;

® under the leadership of the Department of Environmental Conservation as lead
agency, the state should exercise itsfull resposibility and authority for cotrol of
nonpoint source pollution with respect to the Federal Water Pollution Cortrol Act,

as amended;

©® subject to AS 41.17.098(c), the provisions of this dapter, and regulations
adopted under thischapter, with the approval of the Department of Environmental

Conservation, establish the non-point source pollution requirements under state
law and sec. 319 of the Clean Water Act for ectivities subject to this chapter;

(@ except for activities subject to AS 16.05.840 or 16 -05.870 and regulations
authorized by those sections, this chapter and regulations adopted under this
chapter establish the fish hebitat protection standards, policies, and review proc-
esses under state law.

Sec. 41.17.020. DIVISION OF FORESTRY ESTABLISHED, @ The gov-
emor may establish, within the department, a division of forestry to carry out this
chapter and other appropriate duties designated by the governor.

@® The division sell be headed by a director who gall be the state forester,
appointed to the partially exempt service in accordance with law by the commis-
sioer. from a list of two or more candidates submitted by the board. The
commissioner may reject dl candidates, Inwhich case the board sall submit a
new It The state forester dull be a ratural resources land manager with
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ANALYSIS:

The estimate of work load and potential costs for this bill is divided into two
parts. Part 1 estimates costs connected with House amendments added to Section
1. These amendments apply to all state timber sales. The actual costs on the
front sheet reflect these costs. Part 2 applies to the remainder of the bill dealing
with Forest Management Agreements. The costs for FMA " s are reflected by the

asterisks on the front sheet of this note.
Part 1

Page 1, Line 6 and 12>14: This section deletes the requirement that Forest Land
Use Plans be prepared before timber is sold. Planning after the timber has been
sold would seem to guarantee resource conflicts and lawsuits. Also removing the
requirement that the plans be based on "the immediate and long-term effects of
individual and collective forest activities on the timber base and on other
resources and uses'" will, by itself, decrease the efficiency of the decision-making
process. These two changes effectively remove planning and the public from the
process of selling timber. |Instead of comprehensive solutions to issues, decisions
will be more contentious as they are made in isolation on an individual basis after

the basic decision has been made.

Failing to look at issues before timber is sold will increase the chances that
resources will be over committed and mistakes made that will be expensive to
fix. The department estimates that piecemeal debates and decisions on timber
harvesting issues after the timber is sold and outside the forest land use planning
process will require $180.0 for an additional two and a half biologists (one and a
quarter in the Southcentral and one and a quarter in the Northern region). This
staff increase also addresses the issues and costs associated with the changes on

page 2, lines 2-6, described below.

Page 2, Line 2-6: This amendment removes the requirement that forest land use
plans follow the same process used when developing DNR area plans. It
effectively removes the public, local government, adjacent landowners and other

agencies from the forest planning process. While this may save money initially



by allowing toe development of forest plans in a vacuum, experience (Haines
State Forest Plan and Susitna-Tyonek Timber Sale) has shown that this approach
is less efficient and causes more opposition to timber sales than if interested
parties are involved in the process from the beginning. W e estimate that twill
take additional staff to help redo forest management plans that have been rejected
by the public because a failure to follow the procedures required by

38.04.065(b) .

Page 3, Lines 2-5: This new language requires that the commissioner of DN R
only restrict or find timber harvest and associated activities incompatible ifhe or
she documents the finding with "sound scientific data that clearly proves" the

incompatibility and the benefits of the restriction.

The $20 million of research on fish and wildlife resources done for the Susitna
Hydro Project, and our long experience in coastal forests, con. ;ned with
research from outside experience, give us a good basis for management decisions
in the coastal forest and the southcentral boreal forest. Under existing statutes,
however, riparian areas in the boreal forest north of the Alaska Range were left
as management zones in the Forest Resources and Practices Act (FRPA) because

of the lack of research specific to the boreal forest.

The committee that worked on the FRP A described research it felt was necessary
to support a decision on a permanent riparian standard for the boreal forest. Itis
the department”s estimate that twill cost $511,000 over four years to implement
the committee®™s recommendations and better understand the role of large woody
debris and other habitat functions such as temperature control in riparian areas
along boreal forest streams in Alaska. The attached capital budget request

explains in more detail the need and basis for the department®s cost estimate.

The department is strongly committed to making management decisions based on
the best available science. Given the complexity of the natural sciences,
however, while we can make sound scientific judgements, ftmay be impossible
to "clearly prove"™ the necessity of any restriction of timber harvest. This Iis true
in the coastal forest or the southcentral boreal forests where we have good data,
and will probably be true in the northern boreal forest riparian areas even with

much more basic research.



In addition to severely wea kening the riparian protections on public lands in the
boreal forest and any option of restricting timber harvest to maintain other
resources and uses outside of riparian areas; this provision could also impact the
riparian protections in the coastal forest on public lands. On state land in the
coastal forest there isa management zone between 100 and 300 feet. Under this
amendment, timber harvest would now only be restricted ifscientific data
"clearly proves" the need for the restriction. Despite the good data on wildlife in
the Susitna Valley and Southeastern, there may be a need to refine, supplement
and extend the coverage of available data on the function of the 100 to 300 foot
management zone throughout the coastal forest. We do not have a good estimate

of the costs for this additional research if it turns out to be necessary.

Part 2

To estimate work load and potential costs of implementing FMA " s in Alaska,
department staff researched the use of existing FMA " s on the North American
continent. Staffdid not find any FMA " s in use in the other forty nine states. We
evaluated FMA " s in Canada, the experience under the two long term sale
contracts in Southeast Alaska, and the proposed Mat-Su borough FM A which the
timber company (Menasha) recently withdrew from. W e also evaluated the
unsuccessful Fiberform proposal to enter into a long term negotiated timber sale
and build a plant in Fairbanks. The Department of Natural Resources has
discussed the possible estimate of the scope of FMA*®" s in Alaska under SB 310,

but has not produced this estimate in written form.

SB 310 could substantially impact the way state forests and sales of state timber
are managed. The purpose of the bill appears to be to make available, large
long-term sources of state timber to encourage the construction of timber
processing facilities (i.e., plywood plants, oriented strand board, chip board
plants, etc.) in interior and southcentral Alaska. These plants require a long-term

continuous supply of timber.

A typical Canadian FM A ranges from 2,000 (760 square miles) and 20,000
(7,600 square miles)square kilometers. Because of the relatively low per-acre

timber volumes in the boreal forest, very large acreages can be required to meet

4



annual mill consumption needs. Annual cuts of 20,000 acres per year are
consistent with what has occurred on FMA mill concessions within interior
Canadian forests as well as the large-scale long-term timber contracts for mills in
southeastern Alaska. The need for large volumes of timber is normally met
through large cutting areas with mechanized equipment designed to handle small
diameter logs similar to ongoing large-scale mechanized logging operations on

private timber land on the Kenai Peninsula.

IFSB 310 is adopted, itappears there is the potential for at least three FMA s to
be negotiated; in the next five years, one in the Tanana Valley State Forest, one
in the Susitna Valley, and one in the Copper River Basin, Kenai Peninsula, or
Kuskokwim drainages. As mentioned above, a 36,000 acre FM A had been
negotiated on Mat-Su Borough lands in the Susitna Valley, but recently fell

through because the timber company withdrew.

Because the purpose of FMAs istocommit large quantities of state timber to
promote economic development, FMAs will greatly increase the annual cut in the
areas of the state where they occur. This means more fish and wildlife habitat
will be affected and more Title 16 reviews and forest practices inspections will be
required if impacts to fish and wildlife habitat and production are to be
minimized. Because pre-sale planning and pre-contract reviews will be greatly
curtailed or eliminated under SB 310, many impacts which would have formerly
been addressed in the pre-sale planning process, will have to be address in annual
plans and in the field. This will necessitate increased reliance on annual plan

reviews and field monitoring and enforcement to protect anadromous Fish habitat

and wildlife habitat.

Trying to resolve resource conflicts with the F M A concessionaire is expected to
be much more difficult because of the costs to .ne concessionaire. This would
require a substantial increase in ADF & G Tfield staff to meet AD F & G statutory
responsibilities under Title 16 and Title 41. Because of the large size of FMA s
and likely accelerated harvest, a biologist, a fisheries or wildlife tech, and some
clerical support would be required as each new FMA isdeveloped and comes on
line. The technician would be important for surveying streams ahead of the
cutters (i.e., 20,000 acres per year), marking stream buffers, and monitoring

harvest.



Other assumptions we used in developing our fiscal note are:

1.

2.

The promise of low cost long-term timber supplies will attract large

companies and plants which will need large quantities of timber.

Because of the large scale and rapidity at which timber will be cut, and the
fact that the F M A structure will make itmore difficult to get meaningful
fish and wildlife protection built into the sale agreements, more biologists
will be required to review operating plans, negotiate ground rules, and to
monitor operations in the field. Based on the Canadian experience, at least
one staff biologist should be assigned full-time to monitor each FMA

exceeding 500.000 acres (780 square miles).

The number of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) biologists working on a long-
term, large-scale contract, such as the L & P Tongass contract, would
probably be a good indicator of the amount of biological work required for
a similar state FMA. As many as 23 USFS biologists may work on layout
and monitoring operations on long-term timber contracts in the Sitka

Ranger District alone.

Experience with Canadian FMA s indicates that one of the major problems
is that government does not monitor FM A operations closely enough and is
so slow in detecting violations that they often become large problems.

Once problems have been identified, they have been slow in enforcing the
terms of the agreement or environmental regulations. The State of Alaska
needs to avoid this problem by having staff biologists monitoring

operations in the field.

Based on information that at least two and possibly more major timber
companies have been interested in the feasibility of constructing large mills
in southcentral and interior Alaska to utilize low cost timber, itisassumed
that they would move to submit FMA proposals. Given the current interest
in using state timber to stimulate local businesses and support by the
Alaska Division of Forestry, itis estimated that there could be as many as

three agreements in place by 1998.



6. A single oriented-strand-board (0SB) manufacturing plant requires up to
20 million board feet (bf) of timber per year to operate. Fibreform Wood
Products, Inc. 1992 corporate proposal requested up to 115 million bf
annually of mixed species (equal ".o the total estimated volume from the
Tanana Valley State Forest). [Source: Dave Wallingford (DOF) memo to
Bob Dick dated July 7, 1992.]

7. Merchantable quantities of mixed species timber volumes in interior
Alaska®"s boreal forest range between 1 200 cubic feet (4,800 bf) to 2,500
cubic feet (10,000 bF) per acre. Timber volumes in the Dawson Creek,
B.C. area average 1,200 cubic feet (4,800 bf) per acre. Maximum
volumes in southcentral Alaska are 3,000 cubic feet (12,000 bF); average
volumes range between 2,000 cubic feet (8,000 bfF) to 2,500 cubic feet
(10,000 bf) per acre. [Source: Cal Kerr (American North) letter to Dave
Wallingford dated July 27, 1992].

8. To support a single oriented-strand-board manufacturing plant, up to 4,167
acres (or 6.5 square miles) of interior Alaska®"s boreal forest must be
harvested annually. Using only the highest yield forests, up to 2,000 acres

(3.1 square miles) must be harvested annually.

9. To support the Fibreform proposal, up to 23,958 acres (or 37.4 square
miles) of interior Alaska®" boreal forest must be harvested annually. Using
only the highest yield forests, up to 11,500 acres (18 square miles) must be

harvested annually.

10. Once south-slope hillsides have been harvested, most remaining
merchantable timber within interior Alaska®s boreal forest is located within

riparian corridors less than 500 feet from streams and rivers,

11. To implement our AS 16 responsibilities, maintain an appropriate field
presence, and fully coordinate with DNR 1in the development of forest
management plans, forest management agreements, and annual harvest
plans, at a minimum, the annual costs detailed on the next page would be

required in the region(s) inwhich FMAs were conducted.



Expected Annual Expenditures per Forest Management Agreement

Personnel 93.9

PFT Biologist Il ($5.2/mo0) 62.4
PPT Fish Tech 11l (3.3/mo) 20.1

PPT Clerk Typist 111 11.4
Travel 3.0
Contractual 4.0
Supplies 2.0

102.9



PROJECT TITLE: Determination of Fish Habitat and Logging Relationships on Coastal and Inland Streams

LOCATION: Southcentral and Interior Alaska COMPLETION DATE June 30, 1998 ELECTION DISTRICT: 6-16,17-21,24
PROGRAM: Natural Resources TYPE: Planning
FUNDING: CAPITAL REQUEST: OPERATING COSTS: NEW POSITIONS (PFT):
1002 FEDERAL RECEIPTS
1003 GENERAL FUND MATCH 4
1004 GENERAL FUND 511.0 0.0

1005 GF/PROGRAM RECEIPTS

1006 GF/MENTAL HEALTH

1007 INTERAGENCY RECEIPTS
OTHER

TOTALS: 511.0 0.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

Overview: The objectives of this investigative capital project are to: 1) determine the degree to which salmon and other fish populations depend
on large woody debris and other associated fish habitat components along streams and rivers of Alaska's boreal forest (the primarily inland forest
of white and black spruce, birch aspen, and cottonwood), 2) determine the effects that varying degrees of timber harvest along these streams and
rivers ere expected to have on such fish habitat components, and 3) develop specific recommendations on the widths and tree composition of
riparian vegetative buffers needed to prevent significant harm to fish habitat. (Important fish habitat components in addition to large instream

woody debris include stream bank stability, channel morphology, water temperatures, stream flows, water quality, adequate nutrient cycling, fish
food sources, clean spawning gravels, and sunlight.)

Information derived from this project will be summarized in a document that will enable ADF&G to help ensure that fish habitat protection
provisions of the state Forest Resources and Practices Act are met without unnecessary restrictions on the harvest of timber on private and slate
forest lands. In the absence of such information, there is a need to design riparian buffers conservatively enough that fish habitat protection can
be assured. By limiting riparian habitat protection to that which is known to be necessary, the economic well being of the state will be served.

The reproductive base for the state's fishing industry will be protected, and the timber industry will be allowed to operate with only those fish
habitat protection requirements that are necessary.

AGENCY Department of Fish and Game FY 95
CAPITAL PROJECT
CP1 DESCRIPTION DIVISION/PROGRAM Habitat and Restoration Page 1 ol 7
PROJECT Habitat/Log ging Relationships Revised Date

(10/13/92) CPI LOG95.WP5



Overview (continued):

The project objectives ere consistent with the department's proposed FY93-95 policy budget,have thesupport oflocalcommunities, nd are best

implemented over a four-year period. Each year the project is delayed will be another year inwhichgeneral rather than more specific data-based
riparian habitat protection measures wilt need to be employed. Alternatives to CIP funding are not available.

Legislative Basis for Project

The project is needc 10 adequately implement tha state's Forest Resources anJ Practices Act (FPA) amendments of 1990. The Legislature
recognized the pauc. / of data regarding the above objectives, and for that reason the Act includes only interim standards for protecting riparian
fish habitat on private land in the boreal forest. |In fact, the broad-based Forest Practices Steering Committee appointed to draft the FPA

amendments specifically endorsed the following study needs regarding the interaction of forestry and fish (page 12, Alaska Forest Practices Act
Review: Final Report, June 19891:

- Probability of riparian leave trees providing large woody debris

- Probability of second growth timber providing large woody debris

- Depletion/recruitment rates of large woody debris for interior Alaska streams

- Information on temperature-sensitive streams throughout Alaska

- Information on the effects of winter water temperatures on fish

- Effects of second growth crown canopy closure on fish production

- Characteristics of forest stands next to streams (age, size, volume, species, etc.)

Conduct of the Project

The proposed project is to be conducted by ADF&G Habitat and Restoration Division staff and is expected to be funded entiroiy with state funds.
The project is proposed for four years because, in collecting biological data, it is unlikely that any single given year will be typical
term average weather conditions. A particular summer or winter may, for instance, be unusually hot or cold, thereby resulting in data that do not
represent longer term trends. A four-year project will better approximate long-term weather and related conditions. It will also allow severel
months to analyze the data and develop meaningful recommendations on riparian management alternatives for protecting fish habitat.

in terms ol long-

CAPITAL PROJECTS
CPI DESCRIPTION AGENCY Department of Fish and Game

DIVISION/PROGRAM Habitat and Restoration Page 2 of 7

ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION FORM PROJECT Habital/Logging Relationships Revised Date
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Primary Beneficiaries of the Project

The results of this project will significantly help those Alaskans who directly or indirectly benefit from the commercial, subsistence, or sport
harvest of salmon and other fish species originating in freshwater systems of the boreal forest. These results will be useful throughout the boreal
forest, especially in the southcentral region of the state where there is considerable interest on the part of the wood products industry in the large-
scale harvest of forested land that has not previously been subject to intensive human disturbance.

Freshwater systems of the boreal forest make a significant contribution to Alaska's valuable commercial, subsistence, and recreational fisheries.
For example, the annual ex-veasel velue (direct value to commercial fishers) of salmon reared in freshwater habitat of Cook Inlet's boreal forest is
approximately $200 million. This does not include the multiplier effect as thesedollars work their way through the econc ty by way of onshore
processing, transportation, and the various service sectors. A recent Jones and Stokes report indicates that for southcentral Alaska alone, angler
expenditures totaled $127.1 million in 1986, directly supporting 2,178 in-state jobs in sport-fishing- related businesses. In addition to these
market effects, there is an estimated $276.8 million in surplus values from participalior >n southcentral sport fishing; this represents the additional

amount that anglers would be willing to pay to ensure the availability of sport fishing opportunities in the region. Commercial, sport, and
subsistence fisheries values are also important north of the Alaska Range.

Tho project will also directly benefit those involved in the timber industryby producing riparian managementstrategies that will provide enough
riparian vegetation to protect fish habitat components without unduly constraining timber harvest opportunities. In the absence of information
resulting from this project, biological recommendations will necessarily be more conservative in their protection of fish habitat values.

Other Beneficiaries of the Project

The project will also significantly benefit those citizens engaged in or affected by resident or non-resident use of wildlife. First, to the extent that
certain predators or scavengers such as bears, wolves, eagles, and furbearers depend on salmon as a food source, their population levels and vigor
will reflect the size and vigor of salmon populations protected by sound riparian management strategies. Second, to the extent that vegetation is

left along streams and rivers to protect fish habitat, it will provide other habitat values for predators and for non-predators such as moose which
traditionally occupy riparian habitat during portions of their life cycles.

Wildlife are very important to the state's economy, both in attracting out-of-state visitors and in maintaining a quality of life that attracts and
helps to retain a large percentage of its residents.

CAPITAL PROJECTS

FY 95
CPI DESCRIPTION AGENCY Department of Fish and Game
DIVIS10 N/PROGRAM Habitat and Restoration Page 3 of 7
ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION FORM PROJECT Habitat/Logging Relationships Revised Date
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Further Biological Basis for the Project

In helping to develop the riparian management standards that are included in the state's Forest Resources and Practices Act for Alaska's coastal
rain forest of western hemlock and Sitka spruce, the department based its recommendations on research data from the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) laboratory at Auke Bay. These data demonstrate the contribution that the roots of streamside trees make to stream channel
stability and the value of fallen trees in providing the pools and riffles that are so essential in providing spawning and rearing habitat for juvenile
salmon. The NMFS data also helped to indicate the importance of other associated fish habitat components.

Similar research has not been conducted in Alaska's boreal forest and is essential for the protection of freshwater, salmon producing systems in
that forest type. This project ia intended to provide needed information on streams and rivers of all sizes, including those the size of Campbell
Creek in Anchorage and less stable, large braided rivers the size of the Susitna, Yentna, Tanana, and Yukon. The role that large woody debris and
other fish habitat components play will vary considerably over such a wide range of stream and river types, and it is necessary to develop a stud
plan that includes a statistically valid sampling design that will ensure that the project produces meaningful results for these various types. In the
larger systems, for example, it may be found that tree species such as cottonwood and birch serve an important function in anchoring river banks in
braided channels. |If adequate numbers of such trees are not retained along river banks, channels may shift more rapidly than if left in an
undisturbed condition. This would likely result in less stable salmon spawning and rearing habitat and reduced fish production.

Large woody debris also play an important role in plugging the upstream ends of sloughs, creating clearwater spawning and rearing habitat in
otherwise turbid glacial wate . Standing trees need to be available to provide sources of future instream woody debris for these sloughs.
Temperature studies conduct ,J in the Pacific Northwest, including Oregon, Washington, Vancouver lIsland, and southeast Alaska, have indicated
that removal of the tree crown canopy over streams can result in summer stream temperatures that are high enough to cause stress and suffocation
of fish. Temperatures in southcentral Alaska are often higher than in the maritime climate of the coastal forest, and water temperatures may reach
critically high levels. A result of this study will be to determine the degree to which these conditions occur and the effects that various riparian
tree removal scenarios can be expected to have on salmon hefvitat productivity. Severe winter temperatures can also cause fish mortality, and the
study is intended to revea. the degree to which tree canopy cover and the snow that is intercepted by downed trees lying across streams moderate
extremely low temperatures.

The study will also reveal the degree to which the return of riparian vegetation following timber harvest is likely to provide stream shading for lish.

This will be possible by studying streams that have been previously logged and possibly by examining streams where fire has had an effect similar
to timber harvest in causing tree mortality in the riparian zone.

Work Product

By the end of the CIP period (June 1998), a report will be finalized, describing the project methodology, analysis ol results, cor sion, and
recommendation for riparian management.

CAPITAL PROJECTS FY 95
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Summary of Line Item Costs

The foliowing is a summary of line item costs:
Fiscal Year

Line Item 95 95 97 98 Total
100 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2 396.8
200 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 5.6
300 20.4 20.4 20.4 20.4 81 .6
400 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 8.4
500 18.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.6
Total 141.7 123.1 122.6 122.6 51 1.0

Itemization of Line Item Costs

The following is an itemization of line item costs with an indication of which costs are annual and which are one-time. .

Line 100
(1) HB 11l PFT 12 mo 6
(1) FT 11 Seasonal 9 mo .
(11 CcT 1 PFT 1 mo 2.8
(1) Biomotrician 1 PFT 1 mo 5.6
Tola! 99.2
Line 200
Travel and per diem
6 trips Anchorage to Juneau 1.4
Total 1.4

CAPITAL PROJECTS
CPI DESCRIPTION AGENCY Department o( Fish and Game

FY 95
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Line 300

Contractual2

helicopter charter $600/hr x 23 hrs
fixed wing charter $250/hr x 5.5 hrs

telephone $106 mo
xerox $32 mo

laboratory analysis contract (1.5)

equipment rental (0.5)
photo developing
serial photography

Line 4002

office supplies

scientific supplies (nets etc)
film

videotapes

computer disks

field gear, hip boots, rain gear,

gasoline and oil
groceries (field crew)

CAPITAL PROJECTS
cPI DESCRIPTION

ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION FORM
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Total 2
0.
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1
etc. 0.3
0.3
0.9
Total 2.1

AGENCY Department of Fish and Game

DIVISION/PROGRAM Habitat and Restoration

PROJECT Habitat/Logging Relationships

Page 6

Revised Date
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FY 95



Lino 5003

118" riverboat, 1 60hp motor with jets, 1 boat trailer 9.0
1 camera 0.2
1 electroshocker 1.5
2 thermographs 0.6
1 IBM 380 computer andsoftware 4.0
1 light meter (photometers) 0.2
1 stream flow gauge * 0.6
1 densitometer 1.5
1 relascope 1.0

Total 18.6

New position
Costs same for all 4 years of project
Cost for only 1 year of project
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION REPORT!W fw _CBSBSIO(RES

Revision Date: 5/3/94 HFC Dept. Affected: Departmennof Fish and Game

Title: An Act relating to the management and sale BRU: Habitat and Restoration Division

of state timber Component: Habitat

Sponsor: Senator Frank

Requestor: House Resources COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 486
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 95 FY % FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
PERSONAL SERVICES 279.2 2792 279.2* 279.2* 180.0* 180.0*
TRAVEL 14 14 14* 14* * *
CONTRACTUAL 204 204 20.4* 20.4* * *
SUPPLIES 2.1 2.1 2.1% 2.1* * *
EQUIPMENT 18.6 0.0 0.0* 0.0* - °

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOQOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 3217 3031 303.1* 303.1* 180.0* 180.0*

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ()

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF 3217 303.1 303.1* 303.1* 180.0* 180.0*
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 321.7 303.1 303.1* 303.1* 180.0* 180.0*

Estimate of any current year (FY 94) cost: $

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 6.5 6.5 6.5% 6.5% 2.5% 2.5*
PART-TIME * * * .
TEMPORARY * o< * .

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page If necessary)

#See attached page for assumptions.

Prepared By: Phone: 465-4105
Division: Habitat and Restoration Division”--, Date: 5/3/94
Approved by Commissioner: (J_ {,// A’*\y

Agency: Alaska Depanment of Fish and Game Date:
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ANALYSIS:

The estimate of work load and potential costs for this bill is divided into two
parts. Part 1 estimates costs connected with House amendments added to Section
1. These amendments apply to all state timber sales. The actual costs on the
front sheet reflect these costs. Part 2 applies to the remainder of the bill dealing
with Forest Management Agreements. The costs for FMA's are reflected by the
asterisks on the front sheet of this note.

Part 1

Page 1, Line 6 and 12-14: This section deletes the requirement that Forest Land
Use Plans be prepared before timber is sold. Planning after the timber has been
sold would seem to guarantee resource conflicts and lawsuits. Also removing the
requirement that the plans be based on "the immediate and long-term effects of
individual and collective forest activities on the timber base and on other
resources and uses" will, by itself, decrease the efficiency of the decision-making
process. These two changes effectively remove planning and the public from the
process of selling timber. Instead of comprehensive solutions to issues, decisions
will be more contentious as they are made in isolation on an individual basis after
the basic decision has been made.

Failing to look at issues before timber is sold will increase the chances that
resources will be over committed and mistakes made that will be expensive to
fix. The department estimates that piecemeal debates and decisions on timber
harvesting issues after the timber is sold and outside the forest land use planning
process will require $180.0 for an additional two and a half biologists (one and a
quarter in the Southcentral and one and a quarter in the Northern region). This
staff increase also addresses the issues and costs associated with the changes on
page 2, lines 2-6, described below.

Page 2, Line 2-6: This amendment removes the requirement that forest land use
plans follow the same process used when developing DNR area plans. It
effectively removes the public, local government, adjacent landowners and other
agencies from the forest planning process. While this may save money initially



by allowing the development of forest plans in a vacuum, experience (Haines
State Forest Plan and Susitna-Tyonek Timber Sale) has shown that this approach
Is less efficient and causes more opposition to timber sales than if interested
parties are involved in the process from the beginning. We estimate that it will
take additional staff to help redo forest management plans that have been rejected
by the public because a failure to follow the procedures required by
38.04.065(b).

Page 3, Lines 2-5: This new language requires that the commissioner of DNR
only restrict or find timber harvest and associated activities incompatible if he or
she documents the finding with "sound scientific data that clearly proves" the
incompatibility and the benefits of the restriction.

The $20 million of research on fish and wildlife resources done for the Susitna
Hydro Project, and our long experience in coastal forests, combined with
research from outside experience, give us a good basis for management decisions
in the coastal forest and the southcentral boreal forest. Under existing statutes,
however, riparian areas in the boreal forest north of the Alaska Range were left
as management zones in the Forest Resources and Practices Act (FRPA) because
of the lack of research specific to the boreal forest.

The committee that worked on the FRPA described research it felt was necessary
to support a decision on a permanent riparian standard for the boreal forest. It is
the department's estimate that it will cost $511,000 over four years to implement
the committee's recommendations and better understand the role of large woody
debris and other habitat functions such as temperature control in riparian areas
along boreal forest streams in Alaska. The attached capital budget request
explains in more detail the need and basis for the department's cost estimate.

The department is strongly committed to making management decisions based on
the best available science. Given the complexity of the natural sciences,
however, while we can make sound scientific judgements, it may be impossible
to "clearly prove" the necessity of any restriction of timber harvest. This is true
in the coastal forest or the southcentral boreal forests where we have good data,
and will probably be true in the northern boreal forest riparian areas even with
much more basic research.



In addition to severely weakening the riparian protections on public lands in the
boreal forest and any option of restricting timber harvest to maintain other
resources and uses outside of riparian areas; this provision could also impact the
riparian protections in the coastal forest on public lands. On state land in the
coastal forest there is a management zone between 100 and 300 feet. Under this
amendment, timber harvest would now only be restricted if scientific data
"clearly proves" the need for the restriction. Despite the good data on wildlife in
the Susitna Valley and Southeastern, there may be a need to refine, supplement
and extend the coverage of available data on the function of the 100 to 300 foot
management zone throughout the coastal forest. We do not have a good estimate
of the costs for this additional research if it turns out to be necessary.

Part 2

To estimate work load and potential costs of implementing FMA's in Alaska,
department staff researched the use of existing FMA's on the North American
continent. Staff did not find any FMA's in use in the other forty nine states. We
evaluated FMA's in Canada, the experience under the two long term sale
contracts in Southeast Alaska, and the proposed Mat-Su borough FMA which the
timber company (Menasha) recently withdrew from. We also evaluated the
unsuccessful Fiberform proposal to enter into a long term negotiated timber sale
and build a plant in Fairbanks. The Department of Natural Resources has
discussed the possible estimate of the scope of FMA's in Alaska under SB 310,
but has not produced this estimate in written form.

SB 310 could substantially impact the way state forests and sales of state timber
are managed. The purpose of the bill appears to be to make available, large
long-term sources of state timber to encourage the construction of timber
processing facilities (i.e., plywood plants, oriented strand board, chip board
plants, etc.) in interior and southcentral Alaska. These plants require a long-term
continuous supply of timber.

A typical Canadian FMA ranges from 2,000 (760 square miles) and 20,000
(7,600 square miles)square kilometers. Because of the relatively low per-acre
timber volumes in the boreal forest, very large acreages can be required to meet

4



annual mill consumption needs. Annual cuts of 20,000 acres per year are
consistent with what has occurred on FMA mill concessions within interior
Canadian forests as well as the large-scale long-term timber contracts for mills in
southeastern Alaska. The need for large volumes of timber is normally met
through large cutting areas with mechanized equipment designed to handle small
diameter logs similar to ongoing large-scale mechanized logging operations on
private timber land on the Kenai Peninsula.

If SB 310 is adopted, it appears there is the potential for at least three FMAS to
be negotiated; in the next five years, one in the Tanana Valley State Forest, one
in the Susitna Valley, and one in the Copper River Basin, Kenai Peninsula, or
Kuskokwim drainages. As mentioned above, a 36,000 acre FMA had been
negotiated on Mat-Su Borough lands in the Susitna Valley, but recently fell
through because the timber company withdrew.

Because the purpose of FMAs is to commit large quantities of state timber to
promote economic development, FMAs will greatly increase the annual cut in the
areas of the state where they occur. This means more fish and wildlife habitat
will be affected and more Title 16 reviews and forest practices inspections will be
required if impacts to fish and wildlife habitat and production are to be
minimized. Because pre-sale planning and pre-contract reviews will be greatly
curtailed or eliminated under SB 310, many impacts which would have formerly
been addressed in the pre-sale planning process, will have to be address in annual
plans and in the field. This will necessitate increased reliance on annual plan
reviews and field monitoring and enforcement to protect anadromous fish habitat
and wildlife habitat.

Trying to resolve resource conflicts with the FMA concessionaire is expected to
be much more difficult because of the costs to the concessionaire. This would
require a substantial increase in ADF&G field staff to meet ADF&G statutory
responsibilities under Title 16 and Title 41. Because of the large size of FMAs
and likely accelerateu harvest, a biologist, a fisheries or wildlife tech, and some
clerical support would be required as each new FMA is developed and comes on
line. The technician would be important for surveying streams ahead of the
cutters (i.e., 20,000 acres per year), marking stream buffers, and monitoring
harvest.



Other assumptions we used in developing our fiscal note are:

1 The promise of low cost long-term timber supplies will attract large
companies and plants which will need large quantities of timber.

2. Because of the large scale and rapidity at which timber will be cut, and the
fact that the FMA structure will make it more difficult to get meaningful
fish and wildlife protection built into the sale agreements, more biologists
will be required to review operating plans, negotiate ground rules, and to
monitor operations in the field. Based on the Canadian experience, at least
one staff biologist should be assigned full-time to monitor each FMA
exceeding 500,000 acres (780 square miles).

3. The number of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) biologists working on a long-
term, large-scale ¢ tract, such as the L&P Tongass contract, would
probably be a good indicator of the amount of biological work required for
a similar state FMA. As many as 23 USFS biologists may work on layout
and monitoring operations on long-term timber contracts in the Sitka
Ranger District alone.

4. Experience with Canadian FMAs indicates that one of the major problems
Is that government does not monitor FMA operations closely enough and is
so slow in detecting violations that they often become large problems.
Once problems have been identified, they have been slow in enforcing the
terms of the agreement or environmental regulations. The State of Alaska
needs to avoid this problem by having staff biologists monitoring
operations in the field.

S. Based on information that at least two and possibly more major timber
companies have been interested in the feasibility of constructing large mills
in southcentral and interior Alaska to utilize low cost timber, it is assumed
that they would move to submit FMA proposals. Given the current interest
In using state timber to stimulate local businesses and support by the
Alaska Division of Forestry, it is estimated that there could be as many as
three agreements in place by 1998.



6. A single oriented-strand-board (OSB) manufacturing plant requires up to
20 million board feet (bf) of timber per year to operate. Fibreform Wood
Products, Inc. 1992 corporate proposal requested up to 115 million bf
annually of mixed species (equal to the total estimated volume from the
Tanana Valley State Forest). [Source: Dave Wallingford (DOF) memo to
Bob Dick dated July 7, 1992.]

7. Merchantable quantities of mixed species timber volumes in interior
Alaska's boreal forest range between 1,200 cubic feet (4,800 bf) to 2,500
cubic feet (10,000 bf) per acre. Timber volumes in the Dawson Creek,
B.C. area average 1,200 cubic feet (4,800 bf) per acre Maximum
volumes in southcentral Alaska are 3,000 cubic feet (12,000 bf); average
volumes range between 2,000 cubic feet (8,000 bf) to 2,500 cubic feet
(10,000 bf) per acre. [Source: Cal Kerr (American North) letter to Dave

Wallingford dated July 27, 1992].

8.  To support a single oriented-strand-board manufacturing plant, up to 4,167
acres (or 6.5 square miles) of interior Alaska's boreal forest must be
harvested annually. Using only the highest yield forests, up to 2,000 acres
(3.1 square miles) must be harvested annually.

9.  To support the Fibreform proposal, up to 23,958 acres (or 37.4 square
miles) of interior Alaska' boreal forest must be harvested annually. Using
only the highest yield forests, up to 11,500 acres (18 square miles) must be

harvested annually.

10.  Once south-slope hillsides have been harvested, most remaining
merchantable timber within interior Alaska's boreal forest is located within

riparian corridors less than 500 feet from streams and rivers.

11. To implement our AS 16 responsibilities, maintain an appropriate field
presence, and fully coordinate with DNR in the development of forest
management plans, forest management agreements, and annual harvest
plans, at a minimum, the annual costs detailed on the next page would be
required in the region(s) in which FMAs were conducted.



Expected Annual Expenditures per Forest Management Agreement

Personnel 93.9

PFT Biologist Il ($5.2/mo) 62.4
PPT Fish Tech Ill (3.3/mo) 20.1

PPT Clerk Typist Il 114
Travel 3.0
Contractual . 4.0
Supplies 2.0

102.9
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PROJECT TITLE: Determination of Fish Habitat and Logging Relationships on Coastal and Inland Streams |

LOCATION: Southcentral end Interior Alaska COMPLETION DATE June 30. 1998 ELECTION DISTRICT: 6-16.17-21.24 -
PROGRAM:  Natural Resources TYPE Planning
FUNDING: CAPITAL REQUEST: OPERATING COSTS: NEW POSITIONS (PFT):
1002 HFEDERAL RECEIPTS
1003  GENERAL FUND MATCH 4
1004 GENERAL FUND 511.0 0.0

1005  GFPROGRAM RECEIPTS

1006  GF/MENTAL HEALTH

1007  INTERAGENCY RECEIPTS
OTHER

TOTALS: 5110 0.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

Overview: The objectives ol this investigative capital project are to: 1) determine the degree to which salmon and other lish populations depend
on large woody debris and other associated fish habitat components along streams and rivers of Alaska's boreal forest (the primarily inland forest
of white and black spruce, birch aspen, and cottonwood), 21 determine the effects that varying degrees of timber harvest along these streams and
rivers are expected to have on such fish habitat components, and 3) develop specific recommendations on the widths and tree composition ol
riparian vegetative buffers needed to prevent significant harm to fish habitat. (Important fish habitat components in addition to large instream
woody debris include stream bank stability, channel morphology, water temperatures, stream flows, water quality, adequate nutrient cycling, fish
food sources, clean spawning gravels, and sunlight.)

Information derived from this project will be summarized in a document that will enable ADR&G to help ensure that fish habitat protection
provisions of the state Forest Resources and Practices Act are met without unnecessary restrictions on the harvest of timber on private and state
forest lands. In the absence of such information, there is a need to design riparian buffers conservatively enough that fish habitat protection can
be assured. By limiting riparian habitat protection to that wfiich is known to be necessary, the economic well being of the state will be served.
The reproductive base for the state's fishing industry will be protected, and the timber industry will be allowed to operate with only those list)
habitat protection requirements that are necessary.

AGENCY Department ol Fish and Game Fy 95
CAPITAL PROJECT
Pl DESCRIPTION DIVISIONPROGRAM Habitat and Restoration Page 1 o 7
PROJECT Habitat/Logging Relationships Revised Dale

(10/137/92) CPI LOG96.WP5



Overview (continued):

The project objectives ere consistent with the department's proposed FY93-95 policy budget, have the suprport of local communities, and are best
implemented over a four-year period. Each year the project is delayed will be another year in which general rather than more specific data-based
riparian habitat protection measures will need to be employed. Alternatives to CIP funding are not available.

Legislative Basis for Project

The project is needed to adequately implement the stale's Forest Resources and Practices Act (FPAI amendments of 1990. The Legislature
recognized the paucity of data ragarding the above objectives, and for that reason the Act includes only interim standards for p-ctectmg riparian
fish habitat on private land in the boreal forest. In fact, the broad-based Forest Practices Steering Committee appointed to draft the FPA
amendments s%ecifically endorsed the following study needs regarding the interaction of forestry and fish (page 12, Alaska Forest Practices Act
Review: Final Report, June 1989):

- Probability of riparian leave trees providing large woody debris

* Probability of second growth timber providing large woody debris

- Depletion/recruitment rates of large woody debris for interior Alaska streams

- Information on temperature-sensitive streams throughout Alaska

- Information on the effects of winter water temperatures on fish

- Effects of second growth crown canopy closure on fish production

* Characteristics of forest stands next to streams (age, size, volume, species, etc.)

Conduct of the Proiect

The proposed project is to be conducted by AOR&G Habitat and RestorationDivision staff and uexpected to befunded entirely with  statefunds.
The project is proposed for four years because, in collecting biological data, it isunlikely that any singlegivenyear will betypical interms ol long-
term average weather conditions. A particular summer or winter may, for instance, be unusu. 'y hot or cold, thereby resulting in data that do not
represent longer term trends. A four-year project will better approximate long-term weather and related conditions. It will also allow several
months to analyze the data and develop meaningful recommendations on riparian management alternatives for protecting fish habitat.

CAPITAL PROJECTS _ FY 95
CPI DESCRIPTION AGENCY Department of Fish and Game
DIVISION/PROGRAM Habitat and Restoration Page 2 of 7
ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION FORM PROJECT Habitat/Logging Relationships Revised Date
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Primary Beneficiaries of the Proiejj

The results of this project will significantly help those Alaskans who directly or indirectly benefit from the commercial, subsistence, or sport
harvest of selmon and other fish species originating in freshwater systems of the boreal forest. These results will be useful throughout the boreal
forest, especially in the southcentral region of the stati where there is considerable interest on the part of the wood products industry in the large-
scale harvest of forested land that has not previously boon subject to intensive human disturbance.

Freshwater systems of the boreal forest make a significant contribution to Alaska's valuable commercial, subsistence, and recreational fisheries.
For example, the annual ex-vesaal value (direct value to commercial fishers) of salmon reared in freshwater habitat of Cook Inlet's boreal forest is
approximately $200 million. Thie does not include the multiplier effect as these dollars work their way throu%h the economy by way of onshore
processing, transportation, and the various service sectors. A recent Jones and Stokes report indicates that for southcentral Alaska alone, anoler
expenditures totaled $127.1 million in 1986, directly supporting 2,178 in state jobs m sport-fishing- related businesses. In addition to these
market effects, there is an estimated $276.8 million in surplus values from participation in southcentral sport fishing; this represents the additional
amount that anglers would be willing to pay to ensure the availct Iilg/ of sport fishing opportunities in the region. Commercial, sport, and
subsistence fisheries values era also important north of the Aiciskt. Range.

The project will also directly benefit those involved in the timber industry by producing riparian management strategies that will provide enough
riparian vegetation to protect fish habitat components without unduly constraining timber harvest opportunities. In the absence of information
resulting from this project, biological recommendations will necessarily be more conservative in their protection of fish habitat values.

Other Beneficiaries of the Project

The project will also significantly benefit those citizens engaged in or aflected by resident or non-resident use ol wildlile. First, to the extent that
certain predators or scavengers such as bears, wolves, eagles, and furbearers depend on salmon as a food source, their population levels and vigor
will reflect the size and vigor of salmon populations protected by sound riparian management strategies. Second, to the extent that vegetation Is
left along streams and rivers to protect fish habitat, it will provide other habitat values for predators and for non-predators such as moose which
traditionally occupy riparian habitat during portions of their life cycles.

Wildlife are very important to the state's economy, both in attracting out-of-state visitors and in maintaining a quality of life that attracts and
helps to retain a large percentage of its residents.

CAPITAL PROJECTS
CP1 DESCRIPTION ACGENCY Department of Fish and Game

DIVISION'PROGRAM Habitat and Restoration Page 3 of 7
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Further Biological Basis tor the Project

In helping to develop the riparian management standards that are included in the state's Forest Resources and Practices Act for Alaska's coastal
rain forest of western hemlock and Sitka Sﬁruce, the department based its recommendations on research data from the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) laboratory at Auke Bay. These data demonstrate the contribution that the roots of streamside trees make to stream channel
stability and the value of fallen trees in providing the pools and riffles that are so essential in providing spawning and rearing habitat for juvenile
salmon. The NMFS data also helped to indicate the importance of other associated fish habitat components.

Similar research has not bean conducted in Alaska's boreal forest and is essential for the protection of freshwater, salmon producing systems in
that forest type. This project is intended to provide needed info mation on streams and rivers of all sizes, including those the size of Campbell
Creek in Anchorage and leaa atable, large braided rivers the size of the Susitna. Yentna, Tanana, and Yukon. The role that large woody debris and
other fish habitat components play will vary considerably over such a wide range of stream and river types, and it is necessary to develop a stud%/
Plan that includes a statistically valid sampllnqhde3|gn that will ensure that the project produces meaningful results for these various types. In the
arger systems, for example, it may be found that tree species such as cottonwood and birch serve an important function in anchoring river banks in
braided channels. If adequate numbers of such trees are not retained along river banks, channels may shift more rapidly than it left in an
undisturbed condition. This would likely result in less stable salmon spawning and rearing habitat and reduced fish production.

Large woody debris also plays an important role in plugging the upstream ends of sloughs, creating clearwater spawning and rearing habitat in
otherwise turbid glacial waters. Standing trees need to be available to provide sources of future instream woody debris for these sloughs.
Temperature studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest, including Oregon, Washington, Vancouver Island, and southeast Alaska, have indicated
that removal of the tree crown canop?/ over streams can result in summer stream temperatures that are high enough to cause stress and suffocation
of fish. Temperatures in southcentral Alaska are often higher than in the maritime climate of the coastal forest, and water temperatures may reach
critically high levels. Aresult of this study will be to determine the degree to which these conditions occur and the effects that various riparian
tree removal scenarios can be expected to have on salmon habitat productivity. Severe winter temperatures can also cause fish mortality, and the

study is intended to reveel the degree to which tree canopy cover and the snow that is intercepted by downod trees lying across streams moderate
extremely low temperatures.

The study will also reveal the degree to which the return of riparian vegetation following timber harvest is likely to provide stream shading for fish.

This will be possible by studying streams that have been previously logged and possibly by examining streams where fire has had an effect similar
to t.mber harvest in causing tree mortality in the riparian zone.

Work Product

By the end of the CIP period (June 1998), a report will be finalized, describing the project methodology, analysis of results, conclusion, and
recommendation for riparian management.

CAPITAL PROJECTS FY 9%
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Sunmary of Linn Item Costs

The following is a summary of line item costs:

Line Item 55
100 99.2
200 14
300 20.4
400 21
500 18.6
Total 141.7

Itemization of Line Item Costs

The follow.ng is an itemization of line item costs with an indication of which costs are annual and which are one-time.

Fiscal Year
96 97 98 Total

99.2 99.2 99.2 396.8
14 14 14 5.6
204 20.4 20.4 81 .6
21 21 21 8.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 18.6
123.1 122.6 122.6 511.0

Line 100
(1) =B PFT 12 mo
(X FT 1 Seasonal 9 mo
O Crm PFT 1 mo
(11 oiometrician 1 PFT 1mo
Line 200

Travel and per diem
6 trips Anchorage to Juneau

CAPITAL PROJECTS
CPI DESCRIPTION

ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION FORM
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Total 1.4
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Line 300

Contractual2

helicopter charter $600/hr x 23 hrs 13.8
fixed wing charter S250/hr x 5.5 hrs 14
telephone” $106 mo 1.3
xerox $32 mo 0.3
laboratory analysis contract (1.5) 15
equipment rental (0.5) 0.5
photo developing 0.3
aerial photography 13

Total 20.4

Line 4002

office supplies 0.1
scientific supplies (nets etc) 0.2
film 0.1
videotapes 0.1
computer disks 0.1
field gear, hip boots, rain gear, etc. 0.3
gasoline and ail 0.3
groceries (field crew) 0.9

Total 21

CAPITAL PROJECTS FY 95
CPI DESCRIPTION ACGENCY Department of Fish and Game
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Line 500J

1 18' riverboat, 1 60hp motorwith jets, 1 boat trailer 9.0

1 camera 0.2

1 electroshocker 15

2 thermographs 0.6

1 IBM 380 computer andsoftware 4.0

1 light meter (photometc s) 0.2

1 stream flow gauge 0.6

1 densitometer 15

1 relascope 1.0

Total 18.6

New position

Costs same for all 4 years of project

Cost for only 1 year of project
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ANALYSIS: (continued)

Department staff contacted Canadian provincial foresters and biologists regarding the Canadian
experience with FMAs prior to preparing this analysis and fiscal note. SB 310 would
substantially change the way state forests and sales of state timber are managed. The purpose
of the bill appears to be to make available, very large long-term source of state timber to justify
the construction of moderate to large scale timber processing facilities (i.e., plywood plants,
oriented strand board, chip board plants, etci) in interior and southcentral Alaska. These plants
will require a high volume, long-term, continuous supply of timber. A typical Canadian FMA
ranges from 760 square miles to 7,600 square miles. Because of the relatively low per-acre
timber volumes in the boreal forest, very large acreages will have to be logged annually to meet
mill consumption needs. Annual cuts of 20,000 acres per year would be consistent with what
occurred on FMA mill concessions within interior Canadian forests as well as the large-scale
long-term timber contracts for mills in southeastern Alaska. The need for large volumes of
timber will have to be met through very large cutting areas with mechanized equipment designed
to handle small diameter logs similar to ongoing large-scale mechanized logging operations on
private timber land on the Kenai Peninsula.

A 36,000 acre FMA has already been negotiated on Mat-Su Borough lands in the Susitna Valley.
If SB 310 is adopted, we believe that over the next five years, there are possibilities of FMAs
in the Tanana Valley State Forest, the Susitna Valley, and in the Copper River Basin, Kenai'
Peninsula, or Kuskokwim drainages. Because the purpose of FMAs is to make a very large
quantity of state timber available for logging in as short a period as possible to promote
economic development, FMAs will greatly increase the annual cut in the areas of the state where
they occur. This means more fish and wildlife habitat will be affected and more Title 16
reviews and forest practices inspections will be required if impacts to fish and wildlife habitat
and production are to be minimized. Because pre-sale planning and pre-contract reviews will
be greatly curtailed or eliminated under SB 310, many impacts which would have formerly been
addressed in the pre-sale planning process, will have to be address in annual plans and in the
field. This will necessitate increase reliance on annual plan reviews and field monitoring and
enforcement to protect anadromous fish habitat and wildlife habitat. Trying to resolve resource
conflicts with the FMA concessionaire is expected to be much more difficult because of the costs
to the concessionaire. This would require a increase in ADF&G field staff to meet statutory
responsibilities under Title 16 anti.Title 41. Because of the large size of FMAs and likely
accelerated harvest, a Habitat Biologist, a Fisheries Tech in or Fish and Wildlife Tech IV, and
some clerical support would be required as each new FMA is developed and comes on line. The
technician would be important for surveying streams ahead of the cutlers (i.e., 20,000 acres per
year), marking stream buffers, and monitoring harvest.

Other assumptions we used in developing our fiscal note are:
1 The promise of cheap, long-term timber supplies will attract very large companies and

plants which will need to consume very large quantities of timber. Examples include the
Ketchikan and Sitka pulp mills, and the 1993 36,000 acre Mat-"“u Borough FMA.



Because of the large scale and rapidity at which timber will be cut, and the fact that the
FMA structure will make it more difficult to get meaningful fish and wildlife-protection
built into the sale agreements, more biologists will be required to review operating plans,
negotiate ground rules, and to monitor operations in the field. Based on the Canadian
experience, at least one staff biologist should be assigned full-time to monitor each FMA
exceeding 500,000 acres (780 square miles).

The number of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) biologists working on a long-term, large-
scale contract, such as the LAP Tongass contract, would probably be a good indicator
of the amount of biological work required for a similar state FMA. As many as 23
USFS biologists may work on layout and monitoring operations on long-term timber
contracts in the Sitka Ranger District alone.

Experience with Canadian FMAs indicates that one of the major problems is that
government does not monitor FMA operations closely enough and is so slow in detecting
violations that they often become large problems. Once problems have been identified,
they have been slow in enforcing the terms of the agreement or environmental
regulations. The State of Alaska needs to avoid this problem by having staff biologists
monitoring opeiatio is in the field.

Based on information that at least two and possibly more major timber companies have .
been interested in the feasibility of constructing large mills in southcentral and interior
Alaska to utilize cheap Alaskan timber it is assumed that they would move quickly to
submit FMA proposals. Given the current interest in using state timber to stimulate local
businesses and support by the Alaska Division of Forestry, it is estimated that there could
be as many as three agreements in place by 1998.

A single oriented-strand-board (OSB) manufacturing plant requires up to 20 million board
feet (bf) of ti ber per year to operate. Fibreform Wood Products, Inc. 1992 corporate
proposal requested up to 115 million bf annually of mixed species (equal to the total
estimated volume from the Tanana Valley State Forest). [Source: Dave Wallingford
(DOF) memo to Bob Dick dated July 7, 1992.]

Merchantable quantities of mixed species timber volumes in interior Alaska’s boreal
forest range between 1,200xubic feet (4,800 bf) to 2,500 cubic feet (10,000 bf) per acre.
Timber volumes in the Dawson Creek, B.C. area average 1,200 cubic feet (4,800 bf) per
acre. Maximum volumes in southcentral Alaska are 3,000 cubic feet (12,000 bf);
average volumes range between 2,000 cubic feet (8,000 bf) to 2,500 cubic feet (10,000
bf) per acre. [Source: Cal Kerr (American North) letter to Dave Wallingford dated July
27, 1992].

To support a single oriented-strand-board manufacturing plant, up to 4,167 acres (or 6.5
square miles) of interiror Alaska's boreal forest would have to be harvested annually.
Using only the highest yield forests, up to 2,000 acres (3.1 square miles) would have to
be harvested annually.



9. To support the Fibreform proposal, up to 23,953 acres (or 37.4 square miles) of interior
Alaska’ boreal forest would have to be harvested annually. Using only the highest yield
foerests, up to 11,500 acres (18 square miles) must be harvested annually.

10.  Once south-slope hillsides have been harvested, most remaining merchantable timber
within interior Alaska’s boreal forest is located within riparian corridors less than 500
feet from streams and rivers.

11.  To implement our AS 16 responsibilities, maintain an appropriate field presence, and
fully coordinate with ADNR in the development of forest management plans, forest
management agreements, and annual harvest plans, at a minimum, the annual costs
detailed on the next page would be required in the region(s) in which FMAs were
conducted.

Expected Annual Expenditures per Forest Management Agreement

Personnel 93.9
PFT HBUI ($5.2/mo) 62.4
PPT Fish.Tech.m ($3.3/mo) 20.1
PPT Clerk Typist m ($1.9/mo) 114
lovel 3.0
Contractual 4.0
Supplies JLQ
102.9

*Not adjusted for annual inflation
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Alaska Forest Association, Inc

M stepbman suite 200
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901-ttr1)9
Ftiono 907-225-6114

< 1 Fax 907-225-6920

POSITION STATEMENT IN FAVOR OF SB 310
BY THE ALASKA FOREST ASSOCIATION
APRIL 15, 1994

The Alaska Forest Association is in full Bupport of SB310.
AFA realizes that many misconceptions have been circulated
regarding this proposed legislation, wa feel SB31Q addresses
public concern regarding the sound management of our forests,
strengthens the State"s ability to manage its forest lands
and is good for people.

SB310 will allow the Department of Natural Resources to*

1. Respond to forest health problems by allowing for limited
emergency timber sales and stopping serious epidemics before
they beccana nnmanagable.

2. Enter into important Forest Management Agreements which
will allow for careful management of State forest lands and

bring positive returns to the State Treasury by managing its
timber resources.

3. Manage under the principals of sustained yield harvest on
State forest lands to provide Jobs and forests in perpetuity.

4. Allow for important public input.

5. Create year around, family wage jobs in regions of the
State which are experiencing high levels of unemployment.

SB310 will not*

1. Result in damage to forests, wildlife or traditional
uses.

2. Change any of the requirements of the Alaska Forest
Practices Act which protect Important forest resources. In
particular, SB310 will not change riparian buffer

requirements, refore,, taticm or beat management practices.

AFA supports SB310 as an example of proactive State
management of our forests. He thank the sponsors and members
of this Committee for working diligently to make this
legislation a reality for the benefit of all Alaskans.

SERVINCJ AILASKA’S FOREST INDUSTRV



Alaska Environmental Lobby, Inc Phone: 907-463-33G6
P.O. ve;x 22151 Juneau, Alaska 99802 Fax: 907-403-3312

Long-Term Contracts and Forest Management
Agreements Would Cost Alaska Money
and Lock Up Natural Resources

SB 310 mandates long-term contracts for up to 20 years, with an option to renew for
another 20 years. Long-term contracts, also called Forest Management Agreements
(FMA's), would make timber harvest the priority on state forested lands, elevating timber
over Fisheries, wildlife, subsistence, tourism, and recreation values.

Long-term timber contracts are likely to have negative impacts on Alaska's economy and
natural resources. The Alaska Environmental Lobby opposes SB 310 and the
long-term contracts authorized in this legislation.

Long-Term contracts are unhealthy for Alaska’s pocket book

+If new markets offer higher economic gain in future years, Alaska would be locked into
“yesterday’s market.” Long-term contracts prevent Alaska’s timber industry from adapting
and competing in world markets.

+The state could lose huge amounts of money on infrastructure such as terminals,
transportation facilities and logging roads. For example, the state lost more than eight
million dollars in road credits, facility loans, management costs and other subsidies for a
Haines long-term contract. The contract was canceled in less than seven years.

Long-term contracts lock out future knowledge

#Facts change: Often there is less timber available than originally calculated. Inventories
that appear scientifically correct have been found to be in error 10 or 20 years later.

+The state may have to honor original contract levels even if it is found that a company is
harvesting above sustainable yield levels or harming fish and wildlife habitat or other uses.
+Public values change over time and generations. 20-year contracts prevent future
Alaskans from deciding how lands should be used.

Timber supply problems to fulfill long-term contracts may

occur

+Hunting, fishing, subsistence, tourism and recreational uses may be sacrificed to meet
harvest targets outlined in a legal contract.

+Because of new information, specific areas may be needed for critical habitat,
subsistence, or recreational uses. But this may be ignored because of timber supply
obligations.

+Forest fires decrease available timber, but contract volume would still need to be met.

OVER

ALASKA CENTER TOR Tilt ENVIRONMENT m ALASKA CIIAI'TER, SICKKA CLUIl « ALASKA EMENDS Of I1IC EARII
anciiokac,c AununON socicty larcticauduwinns |t + clean air coaiiiion denaliaiizens' council
DENALIGROUP. SICKKA CLUIl « IUNCAU AUDUIION SOCIETY « |[UNEAU E'.ROUP, SIERRA CLUII
KACHEMAK HAY CONSERVATION SOCIETY « KENAIPENINSULA AUDUIION SOCIETY « KNIK CANOERS AND KAYAKEKS
KNIK GROUP, SIEKKA CLUII « KODIAK AUOUIION SOCIEIY « LYNN CANAL CONSERVATION +« NORTHERN ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER
PRINCE W ILLIAM SOUND CONSERVATION ALLIANCE + SITKA CONSERVATION SOCIETY SOUIIEASI ALASKA CONSERVATION COUNCIL « IONGASS CONSERVATION SOCI IV



Long-term contracts and mills may endanger Alaskan

communities economically and environmentally

+Statistics show that about 40% of Alaska's wood industry workers are out-of-state
residents. Their use of municipal services is expensre and not recovered through taxes.
+Small timber operators who often supply local lumber very often cannot compete with
holders of long term contracts.

+Commercial hunting, fishing and tourism industries as well as subsistence and
recreational pursuits may be damaged by prioritizing timber.

+There are many serious environmental hazards associated with lumber and pulp plants
including air and water pollution. Sound and smell pollution can be irritating to residents.
+Costs to the state and municipalities can be high for monitoring, waste disposal, and

pollution clean-up.
+In the Interior, a large mill's air emissions would add to already serious air pollution

caused by winter temperature inversions.

The fox should not be in charge of the hen house.

Industry should not manage state lands.

+Forest Management Agreements (FMA's) would allow industry to manage forest areas
where they are contracted to cut

+While private industry's bottom line goal is profit, DNR's mandated goal is to manage
lands for the public interest and for multiple uses. DNR must manage our public lands.

What are the alternatives to long-term contracts?

Maintain current timber sale length of three to five years.

¢ This length allows DNR to update contracts as social values, economic situations, and
biological information change.

+With accurate field data and an assessment of all multiple uses, DNR can ascertain a
reliable sustained yield harvest and make timber available for competitive bid.

¢Then there can be reasonable certainty that interested purchasers will have
a steady supply of timber to bid on at fair market value, without locking up
resources for 20 years and without locking out other interested timber
purchasers.

+Short-term sales mean that companies must compete regularly with other operators, and
may encourage them to be better “corporate neighbors.” Long-term contracts insulate
companies from community concerns, while short-term sales mean businesses must
maintain high quality relationships with regulatory agencies and the public.

Encourage locally owned, value-added forest industries.

+Value ' a cd timber industries produce the most worker hours and higher wages.

+Numer ° small companies making diverse products create a stronger economy by
spreadin T sources among locals committed to the community. Diverse products help
buffer . ~ mmunity from changes in specific markets.

+In our free market society, industries often must compete openly for resources and market
shares. Long-term timber contracts eliminate this competition.

3/14/94



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 112
. Juneau, Alaska 99801
April 27, 1994 907/586-2820
Fax: 907/463-2545

The Honorables Ron Larson and Eileen MacLean, Co-Chairs
and Members of the House Finance Committee

Alaska State House of Representatives

The Capitol Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Co-Chairs Larson and MacLean and Committee Members:

United Fishermen of Alaska (UFA) would like to bring to your attention that SB 310 now goes
beyond establishing Forest Management Agreements and into making substantial modifications to
the State Forest Practices Act. This bill (1) reduces tfu intent to manage state and municipal
forests for multiple uses; (2) weakens the forest planning and review process; and, (3) alters the
requirement for reforestation on private land. These changes represent substantial changes to the
State Forest Practices Act. Furthermore, they come at a time when the Board of Forestry (the
Board established to resolve issues relevant to the forest resources of the state) just recenth
acknowledged that the State Forest Practices Act is working fairly well and a* a consensus
negotiation product does not need to be altered at this time. It should also be noted that the Board
of Forestry did not have a chance as a Board to review and comment on SB 310 specifically.

UFA was a key player in the two sears of negotiations that led to the State Forest Practices Act.
We also played a pivotal role in the passage of the Act. And in being true to the consensus
process then and the review process of the Board of Forestry as stipulated in AS 41.17.047, we
strogly urge you to delete all sections of SB 310 that alter the Forest Practices Act. Now is not
the time to refuel the heated battles that led to the State Forest Practices Act. SB 310 is the
thread that if tugged will unravel the goodwill and the consensus foundation of the State Fc"est
Practices Act.

For your reference, 1am enclosing a copy of an amendment wh ch would have deleted those
sections altering the State Forest Practices Act. A similar amendment was supported by
Representatives Finkelstein and Davies in the House Resources Committee. While this letter
focuses on the State Forest Practices Act implications, UFA still objects to forest management
agreements as noted in earlier correspondence.

Sincerely,

Jerry McCune
President

Enclosures

cc: Bill Thomas NVBEVEERCRGANIZVIIONS

Alaska Crob Coalition ¢ Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association ¢ Alaska Trailers Association * Area K Seiners Association
Bering Sea Fishermen's Association ¢ Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association ¢« Concerned Area "M" Fishermen
Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association * Cordova District Fishermen United ¢ Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association
North Pacific Fisheries Association ¢ Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ Peninsula Marketing Association
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association ¢ Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation ¢ Purse Seine Vessel Owners Association
Seafood Producers Cooperative ¢ Southeast Alaska Seiners Association ¢ Southern St theast Regional Aquaculture Association
United Cook Inlet Drift Association « Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association



Sections Altering State Forest Practices Act
Maintains Forest Management Agreements

Page 1, line 4, through page 3, line 12.

Delete all material

Page 3, line 13.
Delete “*Sec. 3.”

Insert “*Section 1.”

Page 8, line 29, through page 10, line 13.
Delete all material.
Page 10, line 18.

Delete all material.



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 112
Juneau, Alaska 99801
907/586-2820

March 16, 1994 Fax:907/463-2545

The Honorable Mike Miller, Chair
and Members of the Senate
Resources Committee

The Capitol Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Chairman Miller and Committee Members:
UFA opposes SB 310 regarding State/Private/Municipal Timber Operation/Sales.

One of UFA'smain concerns with this legislation is that it would reduce mulliple-usc
intent on Slate lands and undermine the Stale Forest Prac'it. Act.

The legislation would makeother wusers (subsistence, hurting, fishing, tourism, and
recreation) secondary to large timber development.

Long-term Contracts.Timelines of 20-year timber culling contracts and 20-year
extensions is nothing more than a give away of public resources. Many changes in
policy and uses can change in a 20-year span of time and severely weaken existing
provisions for public and agene\ review. Forest land use plans, the Forest Practices
Act, and other public forms need to be continued because they will have a stake in
our future uses of all land of the State of Alaska.

Sincerely,

MEMBER ORGANIZANnUNS

Alaska Crab Coalition ¢ Alaska Longlino Fisherman's Association ¢ Alaska Trollors Association ¢ Aico K Seiners Association
Bering Soa Fishoimon's Association < Bristol Boy Drillnotlors Association ¢ Concerned Aron "M" Fishermen
Cook Inlei Aquacullure Association ¢ Cordova District Fishermen United ¢ Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association
North Pacific Flsherios Association m Northern Southeast Roglonnl Aquoculluro Associnlion ¢ Peninsula Marketing Association |
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association ¢ Prince Willinin Sound Aquaculture Corporation ¢ Purse Seine Vessel Owners Association
Sonlood Producers Cooperative ¢ Southeast Alaska Seiners Association ¢ Southern Southeast Regional Aquacullure Association
United Cook Inlot Drill Associnlion « Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association



ALASKA OUTDOOR COUNCIL
2932 C Street, Suite B
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(907) 563-4A0C
FAX: (907) 561-0800

April 12, 1994

The Honorable William K. Williams, Chairman
House Natural Resources Committee

Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol MS 3100

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

The Alaska Ouiuoor Council, at its annual meeting April 10, 1994 voted to support passage of
CSSB310 (Res), "An Act relating to the management and sale of state timber and relating to
administration of forest lands."”

Because of its dedication to sound scientific management offish, wildlife and habitats and public
use of public resources, the Outdoor Council followed development of this bill with great interest.
The original bill raised substantive concerns regarding relations of timber use to overall forest
management and use, including fish, wildlife and habitat management, public access, the broad
spectrum of public uses, and the opportuntiy for public inp ,t.

Those concerns have been addressed through extensive amendments by Senator Frank and his
staff. By requiring that forest management agreements must be consistent with land use and/or
forest management plans, the appropriate order of planning has been restored. Throughout the
bill explicit recognition of the importance of providing for sound fish and wildlife management
and for forest uses besides commercial timber production have been included. Appropriate
opportunities for public input on forest management agreements have been added to existing
public input provisions.

The Alaska Outdoor Council believes that CSSB310 (Res) meets the standards of providing for
sound, scientific management of forests and related resources, and for appropriate public uses of
forests. With appropriate public and agency cooperation in devising forest management plans,
habitat quantity and quality enhancement may be improved by provisions of the amended bill.

We urge you to support and pass this bill.

Sincerely,

Richard H. Bishop, Acting Eresidcnt
cc: Senator Steve Frank

Commissioner Carl Rosier
Commissioner Harry Noah

Official State Association of the National Rifle Association



We the undersigved citizens nf Alaska owose Senate Bill 310.
-S£3)0 alows slate forestry officials b sign long term timber contracts with umber companies. Long term contracts have proven unsustainable everywhere they are nracliced.

-SB310 allows far rlear cut practices oc State forested Sand. Clearcultiig on State laud violates the mufliple use and sustainability clauses cf the State Constitution Gear cutting fostersa booin and bm| ode nfdevelopment. f.Vr cuf r
rieslrc)? taresls and » vminlij pills people cut n: work

-This bill does not allow public review of final contract sales ot Alaska's forest resources.

*SB31D«d>>« nut millin® tin', any norlini: nf lisese cnnlrarls le made with Ic-cal. small scale forest products businesses Local, small businesses cannot compete withoul inrgala corpnralioiB basrw outside Alaska.

-SB310 does n»t rwnire the cost of development be carried by Ike industry. Therefore, to implement these contracts, the Stale of Alaska would spend money to build roads and infrastructure, solicit ar.d manage lie contracts, and over*?

environr?Btal and nlirr sindirs and cmcplianre by the >irf«t>tr>, SIDIftdoes oot provide any sugjoslimrs as to where Ibis naonry will rome friwn. Therefore our forestsimild in*d-vcinped at a I-rssin lin-stale 11** aniwintv li|,g» «,jiiuml*
sntawlies nf the imliBIry

-SB 3D does not require that processing of the timber be completed in the Stale Therefore, the tinier could be espe.-ted for processing, ata loss of jots b Alaskans. Tins hill does not require local lire

-5631D was introduced jy Senator Steve Frank. (Pi). Fairbanks. I was created without Ih? input ot many of the regional and state wide groups organieed to research and pn.reee sensible management of Alaska’s forests.
We recommend that the House of Representatives of the State of Alaska reject Senile Bill 31Q

Farther hc rccomttend Util the LejWaturc help commumlics. husiiesses and citoens draft forest development plats for lhe future. We retjucsl Ihit Ihe Legislature bind agencies and law nukra o
Ihc spirit, intent and rcfommendatiois of Ihese balanced aid consensus driven advisory panels.

THput pluvs should:

I) Require ptddic review prior toand thrnugluml the contract period.

C Re-quire dial Alaska's forest resources I« managed equally among all interests
Specifically, require lint the income generated from and the InlemIs of the visilor industry be romider?" before that industry's resource (intact wilderness! is rlamig”™J bv timi>>r development.
Purlher. reqaire that the voices ol sibsistewe aid n'trealional users are breded.

(3t Require Ilul snme development be contracted only lolora) businesses.

(V) Require that Ib? iidustry pay lor all costs associated with development, administration and oversight of the contrads

(3) fisallow export el unprocessed limber resources

If) Require value-added processing industries in stale, in the regions ot development, most ol which must be Ixal'v owned.

(7; Require "ocal hire.
(ueeStJit Petition, anlinutd o F(
(km * SV 10frtitica ctntinuci[rtm prmeusft je qil T



G e WATER] HGEL GOERNR

Vo 'ruLr=Lnj -
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND P.O.BOX 110804
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0804

PHONE: (907) 465-2017
DIVISION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DISCUSSION PAPER FOR SB-310

MAY 3, 1994

FROM : C.H. GATES, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMVENT OF COMVERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPIVENT
DIVISION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

RE: ADDITIONAL BRIEANG ITEMS REGARDING FOREST MANAGEIVENT

AGREEMENTS:

The Constitution of the State of Alaska compels the proper and responsible
development of our renewable forests. Additionally, this legislature and
current state administration have seen fit to take concrete actions to
encourage the creation of new jobs and economic activity in our state.

The Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry, and the
Department of Commerce and Economic Development, Division of Economic
Development, after satisfactorily addressing the concerns of the Department
of Fish and Game, are proud to present a tool that can assist the state to both
properly develop its renewable forest, while at the same time creating

valuable jobs and economic activity in a time of need to many unemployed
Alaskans. That tool is the current version of SB-310. Our reasons for
recommending it to you include:

Senate Bill - 310:

PROVIDES BETTER MANAGEMENT OF THE SET OF RESOURCES FOUND IN STATE
FORESTS;
THE SOLTTHEAST EXPERIENCE SHOWS THE ABILITY OF REASONABLE PEOPLE TO
ADDRESS THE MULTITUDE OF INTERESTS CONTAINED IN OUR FORESTS.
WE CAN HAVE GOOD TOURISM, HABITAT MANAGEMENT, RECREATION, HUNTING
AND FISHING, MINING, WILDERNESS EXPERIENCES, ETC, AND HAVE A HEALTHY FOREST
PRODUCTS INDUSTRY AT THE SAME TIME. HAVING A REAL PROPOSAL ON THE TABLE
ALL PARTICIPANTS TO UNDERSTAND THE DETAILS OF A PARTICULAR DEVELOPMENT
SITUATION BEFORE RESPONDING TO "WHAT-IF", OR IMAGINARY DEVELOPMENT
SCENARIOS.



PROVIDES BETTER MANAGEIVENT QF THE FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY:
SB-310 ALLOWS THE STATE TO MANAGE "BY EXCEPTION" RATHER THAN HAVING TO
ANTICIPATE AND CREATE ALL ASPECTS OF A TIMBER SALE. WHERE NOW ALASKAN
STATE FORESTERS MUST ANTICIPATE ALL CONCERNS (AND FREQUENTLY FAIL); THE
NEW LAW WOULD PLACE THAT BURDEN ON THE FMA PROPOSER, WITH THE STATE JUST
CRITIQUING THEIR PLAN. THIS WOULD RESULT IN A MUCH MORE EFFICIENT USE OF
LIMITED STATE DOLLARS THAN OUR CURRENT PROGRAM.

PROVIDES A BETTER CHANCE TO ENCOURAGE OUTSIDE INVESTMENT IN VALUE-
ADDED TIMBER PROCESSING IN ALASKA:
THE PRINCE GEORGE, BRITISH COLUMBIA EXPERIENCE:
[OWN OFFICIALS CATEGORICALLY DECLARE THAT THEY COULD NOT
HAVE THE BENEFIT OF A MAJOR FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY
W ITHOUT LONG TERM NEGOTIATED CONTRACTS GUARANTEEING A SOURCE OF
SUPPLY FOR THE MILLS.
THE FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY FORMS THE ECONOMIC/SOCIAL AND
CULTURAL FOUNDATION FOR A CITY THE SIZE OF FAIRBANKS
*DIRECT FOREST PRODUCT EMPLOYMENT APPROX. +9,000 FULL TIME,
YEAR-ROUND JOBS
*INDIRECT EMPLOYMENT +9000 JOBS
*2 NEWSPRINT PLANTS
+18 VALUE ADDED PLANTS - FURNITURE, MOLDINGS,
DOORJAM AND OTHER PLANTS
*3 PULP PLANTS
¢ 16 SAWMILLS
*PRIMARY SOURCE OF LOG ISFROM CUTS THAT BEST MANAGE
THE SPREAD OF SPRUCE BARK BEETLE INFESTATION.INTHE.AREA.
CAREFULLY MANAGED BY THE B.C. FOREST SERVICE.
*SUBSTANTIALLY IMPROVES RECREATIONAL, HUNTING AND
FISHING ACCESS FOR THE PEOPLE OF CENTRAL BRITISH COLUMBIA.
*WHEN ALL THE DUST HAS SETTLED, THE OBVIOUS SUCCESS OF PRINCE GEORGE'S
EXPERIENCE WITH LONG TERM CONTRACTS, AND THE THOUSANDS OF JOBS THAT HAVE
BEEN CREATED THROUGH PROPER FOREST MANAGEMENT PRINCIPALS, STANDS AS AN
EXAMPLE OF THE BENEFITS OF HAVING SUCH A USEFUL TOOL. AND OF USING IT WELL. IT
IS HARD TO IGNORE THE THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE ACTUALLY WORKING IN PRINCE
GEORGE. B.C.. WHO WOULDN'T EIEWORKING - BUT FOR- NEGOTIATED, LONG-TERM

CONTRACTS.

PROVIDES A BETTER CHANCE T(TrEDUCE WHOLE LOG EXPORTS FROM ALASKA;
WHILE THE STATE CAN NOT PASS LAWS TO PROHIBIT WHOLE LOG EXPORTS DUE

TO A 1980 SUPREME COURT DECISION , IT CAN CHOOSE NOT TO ENTER INTO FOREST
MANAGEMENT AGREEMENTS WITH COMPANIES THAT DO NOT GIVE THE STATE
SUFFICIENT REASON TO DO SO. THE STATE IS CERTAINLY NOT COMPELLED TO ENTER
INTO A BAD DEAL FOR ITS CITIZENS. THE "MIX" OF INDUCEMENTS TO THE STATE THAT
MAY PRODUCE FAVORABLE RESULTS FOR AN FMA PROPOSER WILL LIKELY INCLUDE
GOOD STUMPAGE PRICES, ASSURANCES OF IN-STATE VALUE ADDED PROCESSING, OR
MBE/DBE JOB PREFERENCE GOALS, OR COMMITMENTS TO "BUY ALASKA™", OR
COMMITMENTS TO USE LOCAL LABOR SUPPLY SOURCES, OR ANY NUMBER OF
CONDITIONS THAT ARE ACCEPTABLE TO THE PROPOSING COMPANY THAT COULD NOT
BE FORCED UNDER STATE OR FEDERAL LAW. ABSENT SOME OR ALL OF THESE LOCAL
BENEFITS IT IS LIKELY THAT A BFST INTEREST FINDING BY THE COMMISSIONER OF
NATURAL RESOURCES WILL NOT ALLOW A PROJECT TO CONTINUE.



BETTER CHANCE TO PROVIDE MORE EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF SPRUCE BARK

BEETLE INFESTED FORESTS:
NEW USFS STUDY OUT (APRIL 94) REGARDING FOREST HEALTH IN ALASKA

+750,000 ACRES NOW IMPACTED BY THE SPRUCE BARK BEETLE
EQUAL IN SIZETO 150 "FIRE ISLANDS"
EQUAL IN SIZETO 50 "ANWR DISTURBANCE ZONES"
TREES THAT WILL GO TO ROT THAT COULD PRODUCE 'OBS AND

ACTIVITY FOR ALASKANS

TREES THAT BECOME STANDING FIRE HAZARDS - WHERE, LIKE ON THE
KENAT PENINSULA, REAL ALASKANS ARETHREATENED
EVERY DAY. (AN FMACOULD TARGET FUEL REDUCTION FOR EXAMPLE)

BETTER CHANCE TO ALLOW ALASKANS TO TAKEADVANTAGES INCREASED
DEMAND FOR FOREST PRODUCTS IN THE PACIFIC RIM:
ALASKA IS CURRENTLY IN THE UNIQUE POSITION OF BEING ABLETO

PARTICIPATE IN THE TREMENDOUS GROW TH IN DEMAND FOR FOREST PRODUCTS FROM
PACIFIC RIM COUNTRIES. THIS GROW TH IS BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE ALMOST TOTAL
SHUT DOWN OF LOGGING ON U.S. AND CANADIAN LANDS iN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST.
ALASKA CAN EXPECTTO HAVE VALUE ADDED FACILITIES ADDED TO OUR TAX BASE IF
WE CAN OFFER LONG TERM, SECURE, NEGOTIATED SUPPLY CONTRACTS.

ALLOWS THE STATE TO SET ASIDE SECURE. LONG TERM HOUSELOG. FIREWOOD

HARVEST OR OTHER SMALL SCALE HARVEST AREAS TO ALLOW THE

CAPITALIZATION OF VALUE ADDED PROCESSING FACILITIES:

SMALL OPERATORS NEED SECURE SUPPLIES OF TIMBER AS WELL AS THE

LARGER OPERATORS. FMA'S ARE NOT JUST FOR MEGA-PROJECTS. THEY CAN BE
CRAFTED TO ASSIST SMALL OPERATORS - FOR EXAMPLE A HOUSE LOG COMPANY THAT
KNOWS OF A STAND OF PARTICULARLY GOOD LOGS THAT COULD FEED HIS/HER MILL
FOR 15 YEARS.

THLKEICHMN EXPEBIEICE,

TREMENDOUS INSTABILITY IN THE KETCHIKAN ECONOMY BEFORE LONG TERM
CONTRACTS WERE INSTITUTED BY THE FEDERAL GOVT. IN THE 1950'S. IF KETCHIKAN LOST
THEIR LONG TERM CONTRACT AT THIS POINT, THE COMMUNITY ESTIMATES THE FOLLOW ING
NEGATIVE IMPACTS:

THE LOSS OF ROUGHLY 35% OF THE ECONOMIC ACTIVITY OF THE COMMUNITY:

1,158 JOBS , 16% OF ALL JOBS IN KETCHIKAN

45 MILS OF ANNUAL PAYROLL

POPULATION DECREASE OF 15%

INCREASE IN ECONOMIC INSTABILITY - OVER-DEPENDENCE ON
TOURISM/GOVERNMENT

40 MILS OF LOST BUSINESS SALES

7% PROPERTY TAX REDUCTION TO THE CITY OF KETCHIKAN

DROP IN MANY POPULATION BASED "FORMULAS" THAT HELP THE CITY

160 MILS DROP IN PROPERTY TAX BASE EQUALS 1 MILS/YEAR LOSS OF
TAX REVENUE TO THE CITY



THE SITKA EXPERIENCE:
TREMENDOUS CITYWIDE NEGATIVE IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE LOSS OF
THEIR LONG TCRM CONTRACT. CITY OFFICIALS ESTIMATE THAT THE LOSS OF THE
CONTRACT WILL CONTRACT ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN THE CITY BY 18 T0 22%.

THE SEWARD EXPERIENCE:

LOUISIANA PACIFIC CHIP OPERATIONA

CHUGACH FOREST PRODUCTS

SEWARD FOREST PRODUCTS

2 OPERATIONS BEFORE L P.
ALL WOULD HAVE BENEFITED, POSSIBLY TO THE POINT OF CONTINUED
OPERATIONS. BY HAVING THE ABILITY TO SHOW FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS A
LONG TERM GUARANTEED SUPPI  OF TIMBER FOR THEIR FACILITIES.
(IT STILL MIGHT BE POSSIBLE TO SAVE 73 FULL TIME JOBS IN SEWARD IF WE
CAN NEGOTIATE A . ING TERM CONTRACT SUFFICIENTTO SHOW A BANK THAT
ENOUGH WOOD IS AVAILABLE TO SUSTAIN THEIR CONTINUED OPERATION.)

SB-310 ENCOURAGES RESPONSIBLE TIMBER DEVELOPMENT IN ALASKA:
ALLOWS COMPANIES TO ATTEMPTTO SHOW THE CITIZENS OF THE STATE HOW
THEY CAN PROPERLY DEVELOP A FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY RATHER THAN
ASSUMING THAT THERE IS NO CORRECT WAY TO HARVEST AND PROCESS TREES IN
ALASKA.

SB-310 ALLOWS TARGETED PLAN CHANGES TO ENHANCE SPECIES! VIABILITY IN
NATURALLY DECREASINSFQEULAIIQMS;
BIENNIAL REVIEWS OF PLANS ALLOW MID-COURSE CORRECTIONS THAT CAN

WEIGHT THE RESTORATION OF A PARTICULAR BIRD OR ANIMAL HEAVILY IN A REVISED
MANAGEMENT PLAN. FMA'S GIVE MORE TOOLS FOR TAKING CONCRETE ACTIONS TO
RESTORE NATURALLY DECLINING BIRD AND ANIMAL POPULATIONS THAN WE CURRENTLY
HAVE IN OUR TOOLKIT. THIS WAS A COMPELLING REASON CITED BY THE ALASKA
OUTDOOR COUNCIL IN APPROVING THE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SB-310. THE
ALASKA OUTDOOR COUNCIL IS A STATEW IDE GROUP OF 40 HUNTING AND FISHING
ENTITIES WITH AN INTEREST IN SEEING ADVANCEMENT OF RESPONSIBLE HUNTING AND
FISHING ACTIVITIES THROUGHOUT THE STATE.

SB-310 ALLOWS TIMBER TO BE DEVELOPED WHERE THE STATE'S DEVELOPMENT

COSTS MAY.BLTQQ HGH UNDER THE PRESENT-SYSTEM
A PRIVATE OPERATOR COULD LAY OUT A SALETO MEET HIS COMPANIES NEEDS BETTER
THAN THE STATE TRYINGTO LAY OUT A SALE IN A PARTICULAR MANNER, THAT WE
THINK WILL WORK FOR THE INDUSTRY. THERE ARE MANY WAYS TO PROPERLY LAY QUT
A HARVEST UNIT. THE OPERATOR CAN DO IT MOST EFFICIENTLY, AND CAN STILL MEET
ALL THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE STATE'S STRINGENT FOREST PRACTICES ACT.

THE CURRENT VERSION OF SB-31Q IMPROVED THE ORIGINAL BILL:
GREATER PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE PROCESS
GREATER CONSIDERATION OF:
*PERSONAL ACCESS ISSUES,
*PRIVATE LAND OWNERS LOCATED NEAR A PROPOSED FMA
*FISH AND GAMF H=SOURCES
TIGHTENED THE BILLTO AVOID DUPLICATION WITH OTHER LAWS AND
REGULATIONS
TIGHTENED THE BILLTO STEM POSSIBLE ABUSES OF AUTHORITY
TIGHTENED INTENT LANGUAGE FOR VALUE ADDED, IN-STATE PROCESSING OF LOGS.



Forest Management Agreements May 3,1994
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DIVISION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Will holders of FMA’s receive a subsidy on timber? No. Stumpage fees will be paid to the state tor
all timber used. Current law requires that timber must be sold at fair market value and reappraised
every three y?ars (11AAC 91.090).

Are local i"~ a consideration in timber sales or FMA’s? Local jobs are not considered in competitive
timbe. sales. These sales must be awarded only on the basis of the bid price (11 AAC 71).SB 310
requires that increasing local hire be considered in evaluating FMA proposals (P9, Line 2).

Is timber harvest likely to hurt tourism? Alaska has experienced a steady increase in visitors at tht
same time that timber harvesting has be .creasing in S.E. Alaska. Tourism in other areas with a
timber industry, such as British Columfc.a, Washington, and Oregon have exhibited similar increases.
Logging on State lands will most likely occur primarily in winter, in areas not accessible to most
tourists.

Do forest management agreements create a boom and bust ecoi.omv? As a perpetually renewable
resource, forests can yield a reliable and stable timber supply. Other renewable resources, like fish,
are subject to wide annual fluctuations. All industries are subject to variations in demand, but an

industry with a stable supply is not as volatile.

What is the Canadian experience with FMA’s? FMA’s have been used by all theprovinces tosupport
a large forest products industry. Canadian per capita forest employment is 2.7 times that of the U.S..
In the Pacific Northwest, which relied on short term sales of federal timber, supplies have dropped
from 12 billion to 1 billion cubic feet. Hundreds of companies closed mills for lack of a timber
supply. In Canada, supplies have remained stable and the industry thrives. FMA’s have proven to be
a good way to establish an industry utilizing lower valued wood.

What kinds of jobs would be created by FMA’s? Modem harvesting and processing require skilled,
well paid equipment and machine operators. Much of logging will take place in winter when other
jobs are scarce. Non-mechanized jobs such as tree planting are available in the summer.

Will local sawmills be hurt by FMA’s? Most local mills use higher quality wood for lumber
production. If a use for low quality wood, such as pulp or waferboard occurs, local mills will be able

to get a return for wood they now can not use.



ALASKA OUTDOOR COUNCIL

WS'l C Sfrpet, Suite R
Anrhnr.ige, Alaska 94SIM
(907) S6i-4A0C
FAX: 1907) .561-0800

April 12, 1994

The Honorable William x . William®*, Chairman
House Natural Revtiirrea Committee

Alaska Stale legislature

State Capitol MS 3100

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

The Alaska Outdoor Council, at its annual meatlng April 10,1994 votad to support passage of
CSSB310 (Rm), "An Act relating to the management and sale of state timber and relating to

Decauie ofits dedication to sound scientific management offish, wildlife and habitats and public
use of public resources, the Outdoor Council followed development ofthis bill with great interest.
The original bill raised substantive concerns regarding relations oftimber use to overall forest
management and use, including fish, wildiifo and habitat management, publio acoess, the broad

spectrum of public uses, and the opportuntiy for publio input. '

Those concerns have been addressed through extencive amendments by Senator Frank and his
staff. By tequiring that forest management agreements must be consistent with land use and/or
forest management plans, the appropriate order of planning has been restored. Throughout the
hill evplir.it recognition of the irr«Aitsnre of providing for sound fish and wildlife management
and for forest uses besides commercial timber production have been included. Appropriate
opportunities for public input on forest management agreements have been added to existing

public input provisions

The Alaska Outdoor Council believes that CSSB310 (Res) meets the standards of providing for
sound, scientific management of forests and related resources, and for appropriait public uses of
forests. With appropriate public and agency cooperation in devising forest management plans,
habitat quantity and quality enhancement may be improved by provisions of the amended hill.

We urge you to support mi*'. pass this bill.

Sinccrdy,

cc; Senator Steve Frank
Commissioner Carl Rosier
Commissioner Harry Noah

OfYiuidl Slulu Association «’( tin* Naliun.il Ride Association



i Forest Health
— Management- Report

Region
R10-TP-40



Table 1 1993 Forest uuect and disease infestation in Alaska by land ownership and agentl

National Other State &
Pest Forest Federal Native Private
Acres
Spruce beetle 26,240 191,300 150,810 356,400
Engraven - 1,990 1,970 330
Spruce budworm - 6,8'0 - 26,700
Black-headed budworm 199,300 - 21,800 37,950
Hemlock sawfly 12,100 - 780 6,090
Spruce needle aphid 620 - - -
Large aspen tortrix - 14,000 24,050 25,380
Alder defoliation 430 120 310 100
Birch defoliation - - - 150
Cottonwood defoliation 1,550 930 10 410
Willow defoliation - 36,380 1,900 2,360
Larch Sawfly - 1,780 500 9,940
Black Moth — 5 - 5,450
Yellow-cedar decline6 %4130 17,670 10,430
Totals 781,590 253,365 219,800 481,690

Grand Total - 1,736,445 acres

Table entriesdo notinclude many of the most destructive diseases (e.g., wood decays and dwarfmistletoe)
hecause these losses are not detectable in aerial surveys.

Value of yellow-cedar decline is not restricted to the acreage with a high concentration ofdying trees for this
year, it represents stands that generally have long-dead trees, recentiy-dead trees, dying trees, and some healthy
trees. Seediscussion afyellow-cedar decline for a detailed listing ofacreage affected by island and Ranger
District

-3-
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Tq al members ot the House Finances Committee and San. Stava Frank
Re. SB 310

SB 310 is a senously flawed hill. It needs to be heavily amended before it car be considered
prudent public policy to be enacted in state statute. This careful process of amendment cannot
be accomplished in the last days of this legislative session. Please hold SB 310 over the
interim. The bill needs to be fixed, it goes well beyond what is necessary for a Forest
Management Ayeement (FMA) hill, and dangeroudv erodes checks end balances between
state agencies, between different branches of the state government, and between the
government and the citizens of our ‘owner-state".

Sec. 3, the FMA portion of the hill, places too much negotiation- and decision-making
power in the hands of the Commissioner of DNR. It removes the Commissioner from
his/her strict managerial role of evaluating industry proposals and promotes a more
proactive industry stance of accomodating industry proposals.

Sec. 1 of the bHsubstantially decreases the standards for different state agencies’
overeat on norr-FMA lands foee (I) p. 1. Sec. 1(b). words within perentheseo on lines
12-14 and on to line 1 of p. 2, and (Il) p. 3, underlined passage at top of page. Sec. 1(d),
lines 2-5). Again, the bid places more power in the hands of the Commissioner of DNR
to decide the best interests of the state and resolve potential incompatible uses of the
state forest, and erodes the checks and balances between drtferent state agencies. This
is the second dangerous precedent the bid sets.

Sec. 6. State Forest Purposes, inravels the consensus process that resulted in the 19&3
enabling leaslation fa the state forest avstem. While it’s true the state forests were
established to provide a ready timber source for local loggers, nothing of the aggressive
and long-term contractual nature of FMAs was envisioned at that time. Decisions to alter
the state forest primary purpose should be reached through a consensus process.
Obviously, the Tanana Valley State Forest should be preserved as a balanced muftiple-
uw entity, given its key geographic location along the road system and rivers of the
Interior.

The financial implications of this bid for the state have not been adequately addessed.
as evidenced by ADF&G? recent reconsideration of ite fiscal note. Given the far-
reaching amendments that have been added to the bid since it was first introduced, all
state agencies with Forest Practices Act oversight obligations on nivate lands should be
requested to reconeider their fiscal notes before SB 310 is passed out of House
Finance*.

There is simply not time to adequately addess these and many other concerns raised in
testimony” House Finances yesterday. May 4. There are. however, many people and entries
statewide*actively engaged in timing creative and viable solutions to the problems this
legislation poses. Please hold on to SB 310 through the interim. Harness the good will,
experience, intelligence and commitment of all the people who have contributed to the SB 310
debate to reach consensus and rsSwrite SB 310 as banner legislation far the next legislature to
consider. Thank you.

LIT" =k
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Representative Ron Larson May 4, 1994
Chair, House Finance Committee

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alask? 99811

Dear Representative Larson,

As you requested, please find suggestions for your consideration in
amending SB 310. They represent recommendations that | mentioned
at today's Committee hearing.

The Wasilla Chapter of the Susitha Valley Association, for whom |
spoke, are opposed to SB 310. We recommend that the legislature
study the economic affects of Forest Management Agreements before
considering them In Alaska.

If the bill were unfortunately moved from the House Finance Committee
at this time, you might consider two improvements in the language. The
amendments would reduce the risk that FMAs would generate significant
economic losses to private and State interests.

Amendment Suggestion Number 1: Move existing paragraphs
38.05.122 (e) and (f) to insert them just above paragraph (h) on page 7.
The effect would be that the Commissioner's Best Interest Finding and
public comment opportunity would take into account the detailed
provisions for prices and responsibilities for payments of expenses.

Amendment Suggestion Number 2: Add new language at the end of
paragraph (e), as follows:

"If the commissioner finds that commercial timber cutting it compatible
with other uses, the commissioner shall also document th» inding with
soind scientific and economic data that clearly prove 1 j overall net
economic benefit of commercial logging. Net ecor, r c effect shall
include quantification of all State, municipal, anu private costs
attributable to the FMA for a period from the time of solicitation through
a period ending with the effects of FMA activity."

Sincerely,

I
Wasilla Chapter,

Susitna Valley Association
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AMENDMENT

fixernc™ \
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE

TO: HCS CSSB 310(RES)

"Jage 1, line 6:
Delete "[SELL OR]"
Insert "sell or”
Following "except for™:
Insen "timber that must be removed for the purpose of a permit, right-of-way.

or easement issued under AS 38.05.350 or"



