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G O V E R N O R ' S  T R A N S M I T T A L  L E T T E R

C O O K  I N L E T

L A N D  E X C H A N G E



S t a t e  o x -' A l a s k a
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

J u n e a u

Th e  H o n o r a b l e  Mik e B r a d n e r  
S p e a k e r  of the House 
A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  
Juneau, A l a s k a  99811

D e a r  Mr. Speaker:

In m y  S tate of the State message, I laid b e f o r e  the L e g i s l a t u r e  
the issue of the C o o k  Inlet Lan d Exchange. In doi ng so, I 
m a d e  the f o l l owing statement:

A l a s k a ' s  land, p e r n a p s  more  than the o f f shore oil 
and gas programs, hits A l a s k a n s  w h e r e  they live.
This a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  b e l i e v e s  that sound land 
o w n e r s h i p  p a t terns  and p r a c t i c e s  are i m p o rtan t and 
w e  will n o t  h e s i t a t e  to use State p o w e r  to i n­
fluence t h e m  w h e n  in the p u b l i c  interest.

I c o n t i n u e d  b y  e x p r e s s i n g  the further c o m m i t m e n t  of the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  to take a m a j o r  role in land d e c i sions s e eking 
to "balance the p roper r ights of A l a s k a ' s  N a tives with the 
l o n g - t e r m  interests of the entire A l a s k a  public."

S e t t i n g  forth the C o o k  Inlet e x c h ange specifically, I i n d i cated
the i mport a n c e  of the m a t t e r  and my d esi re that it be the
s u b j e c t  of thoro ugh L e g i s l a t i v e  scrutiny:

Perhaps the b o l d e s t  of these (land) action s has 
been the Cook Inlet Land Exchange. C o n t r o v e r s i a l  
from the first, this t r a n s a c t i o n  is as large and 
c o m p l e x  as the issue it was intend ed to resolve. 
P u r s u a n t  to a C o n g r e s s i o n a l  request, we w o r k e d  for 
m o n t h s  w i t h  the other partie s for a settlement.
More important, s u p p o r t  for it has grown as its 
logic b e c o m e s  apparent.

Now, though not obligated, I a m  b r i n g i n g  it to the
l egislature  w i t h  confidence, h aving seen it move
through  C o n g ress sup ported by our entire delegation. 
Should y o u  d i s a p p r o v e  it, I wil l n o t  act, b u t  I 
e a r n e s t l y  solicit your approval.

By now, this issue is w e l l - k n o w n  to m a n y  Alaskans, as it has 
h a d  e x t e n s i v e  press coverage, has been the subj ect of an 
e x t e n s i v e  public process, has been r e v ie wed by a special 
L e g i s l a t i v e  C o unci l subcommittee, and has been the subject 
of full C o n g r e s s i o n a l  r e v i e w  and action.



In spite of this, and in 5;pite of m y  co nclu s i o n  that State 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the a g r e e m e n t  is a u t h o r i z e d  by existing 
law, I b e l i e v e  full L e g i s l a t i v e  r e v i e w  is in the b r o a d e s t  
p ubli c inter e s t  on a m a t t e r  of this importan ce and scale.

By the terms of the d o c u m e n t  e n t i t l e d  "Terms and C o n d i t i o n s  
for L a n d  C o n s o l i d a t i o n  a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  in the Cook Inlet 
Area", i n c o r p o r a t e d  in S e c t i o n  12 of the r e c e n t l y  p a ss ed 
a m e n d m e n t s  to the A l a s k a  N a t i v e  Claims Settle m e n t  Act  
(P.L. 94-204), the c o n s e n t  of the State to the a g r e e m e n t  
m u s t  b e  given w i t h i n  60 days of the c o m m e n c e m e n t  of the 1976 
S e s s i o n  of the A l a s k a  Legislature. I have stated my intent 
that such c o n s e n t  shall b e  g i v e n  unless the L e gislatur e 
d i s a p p r o v e s  State p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i t h i n  this period. Should 
d i s a p p r o v a l  occur, I w i l l  w i t h h o l d  my c o n s e n t  for State 
participation.

The m a t t e r  is thus s u b m i t t e d  to you for o v e r s i g h t  and  policy 
review, and the a t t ac hed m a t e r i a l  should be c o n s i d e r e d  in 
a d d i t i o n  to othe r p ublic i n f o r m a t i o n  on this m atter and 
m a t e r i a l  e a r lier s u b m i t t e d  to the special L egisl a t i v e  
C o u n c i l  Subcommittee. Additionally , you ha ve my pledge of 
full a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  c o o p e r a t i o n  to further explain and i l l u­
min a t e  the exchang e ac/reement as your p rocedu res indicate.

The m a t e r i a l s  a t t a c h e d  are intended to p er mit an orderly 
a n a l y s i s  of the agreement, touch ing on the issues cri tical 
for L e g i s l a t i v e  review. In particular, there is a d i s c u s­
sion of the c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  that e n tere d into the d e l i b e r a­
tions, the a l t e r n a t i v e s  as p e r c e i v e d  by the State, and the 
e c o n o m i c  e v a l u a t i o n s  that have been made. Most important, 
the d o c u m e n t s  trace the h i s t o r y  of public p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 
input into the a g r e e m e n t  and the e x t e n t  to which the final 
a g r e e m e n t  reflects  c o n c e r n s  stated by legislators, local 
g overnments, other N a tive C o r p o r a t i o n s  and the public at 
large.

The e x c h a n g e  agreement, the legal and histo r i c a l  conditions 
w h i c h  n e c e s s i t a t e d  and p e r m i t t e d  it, and the p r oces s by 
w h i c h  it w a s  formed are u niqu e and critical to an u n d e r­
stan d i n g  of the entire issue. So is an u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of the 
paths no t taken, or the c o n s e q u e n c e s  of a failure to take 
such a n  action. The entire A l a s k a  d e l e g a t i o n  supp orted the 
agreement, and Congress a c t e d  to carry it into Federal law. 
W h e n  the bill was sign ed by the P r e s i d e n t  on J a n u a r y  2, 1976, 
it p l a c e d  the m a t t e r  b e fore the State and I am seeking your 
review.



I n  t h e  H o u s e  r e p o r t  t h a t  a c c o m p a n i e d  t h e  f e d e r a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  
o n  t h e  e x c h a n g e ,  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  t h e  I n t e r i o r  a n d  I n s u l a r  
A f f a i r s  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  d o c u m e n t  " h a r m o n i z e s  c o n f l i c t i n g  
i n t e r e s t ,  s e e k i n g  t o  a d j u s t  a n  e q u i t a b l e  s e t t l e m e n t  f o r  C o o k  
I n l e t  R e g i o n  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  n e e d s  o f  A l a s k a  a n d  t h e  
p u b l i c  a t  l a r g e . . .  I t  s e e k s  t o  r e s o l v e  h a r m f u l  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  
c o n f l i c t s  a n d  a r b i t r a r y  o w n e r s h i p  a n d  c o n s e r v e s  f o r  p u b l i c  
u s e  . l a n d s  t h a t  s h o u l d  h a v e  t h a t  s t a t u s . "  I  a g r e e .

I  s u b m i t  t h i s  s e t  o f  d o c u m e n t s  t o  y o u  c o g n i z a n t  o f  t h e  c a r e ,  
d e l i c a t e n e s s  a n d  t h o r o u g h n e s s  t h a t  h a s  b e e n  t h e  h a l l m a r k  o f  
t h e  e v o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  a g r e e m e n t ,  a n d  s e e k  y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
o f  t h e  l a n d  e x c h a n g e  a g r e e m e n t  a s  t h e  f i n a l  s t e p  i n  t h i s  
i m p o r t a n t  e n d e a v o r .



T h e  H o n o rab le Nels A. Anderson, Jr.
C h a i r m a n
H o u s e  Resources C ommi t t e e
A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e
P o u c h  V  Capitol B u i l d i n g
Juneau, A l a s k a  998119 *

f
Dear C h a i r m a n  Anderson:

I w o u l d  like to c o o p erate  w i t h  the Senate and H ouse 
Resou r c e s  Com mit t e e s  in their e f f o r t s  to e v a l u a t e  the 
C o o k  Inlet -State of A l a s k a  Land Trade.

However, I cannot g r a n t  your r e quest of F e b r u a r y  16 for 
a 30-day e x t e n s i o n  of the M a r c h  12 d e a dli ne b e c a u s e  it 
is out of m y  power to do so. Subsec t i o n  1 of S e c t i o n  12 
of the Act inc or p o r a t e s  by r e f e rence the terms of the 
a g r e e m e n t  of the p a r t i e s  (see pag e 42 of the House 
R e p o r t  a c c o m p a n y i n g  6644).

Three conditions m u s t  exist b e f ore the S e c r e t a r y  of the 
I n t erior m a y  act, the first of w h i c h  is that the Sta te 
of Alaska, w i t h i n  60 days of the e f f e c t i v e  d a t e  of the 
Act, J a nu ary 12, 1975, m u s t  i r r e v o c a b l y  c o m m i t  to the 
transaction: "Upon c o nsen t by the State of A l a s k a  to
be b o u n d  by the terms and c o n d i t i o n s  of this Document, 
w h i c h  consent m u s t  be given, if at all, w i t h i n  60 days 
of the comme n c e m e n t  of the 1976 S e ssion of the A l a s k a  
State Legislature, the State of A la ska shall c o n v e y  to 
the U nited States for recon v e y a n c e  to CIRI the land3 
d e s c r i b e d  in A p p e n d i x  C to this Document."

I b e lieve that it is not on ly u n r e a l i s t i c  to e x p e c t  the 
federal Congress to pas s yet a n o t h e r  bill, but also 
inappr o p r i a t e  for us to e x pec t them to do so w h e n  a 
little extra e n e r g y  and c o m m i t t m e n t  by all o f  us can 
a ccommodate  the M a r c h  12 deadline.

JAY 5 . HAM M O N D
GOVERNOR

S t a v e  o f  A l a s k a .
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

J u n e a u

F e b r u a r y  20, 1976

I assure you that I will do v;hat I can to e n c o u r a g e  the 
joint Sta te - F e d e r a l  Land Use P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  to 
e x p e dite their delibe^ert^kw^



F e b r u a r y  20, 1 97 6

T h e  H o n o r a b l e  K a y  P o l a n d  
C h a i r p e r s o n
S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  
A l a s k a  State L e g i s l a t u r e  
P o u c h  V  C a p i t o l  B u i l d i n g  
Juneau, A l a s k a  99811

I w o u l d  l i k e  to c o o p e r a t e  w i t h  the S enate a n d  H o u s e  
R e s o urces  C o m m i t t e e s  in t h e i r  e f forts to e v a l u a t e  the 
C o o k  I n l e t - S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a  L a n d  Trade.

However, I c a n n o t  g r a n t  y o u r  r e q u e s t  of F e b r u a r y  16 for 
a 3 0 - day e x t e n s i o n  of the M a r c h  12 d e a d l i n e  b e c a u s e  it 
is o u t  of m y  p o w e r  to d o  so. S u b s e c t i o n  1 o f  S e c t i o n  12 
o f  the A c t  i n c o r p o r a t e s  b y  r e f e r e n c e  the t e r m s  o f  the 
a g r e e m e n t  of the p a r t i e s  (see p a g e  42 of t h e  H o u s e  
R e p o r t  a c c o m p a n y i n g  6644).

T h r e e  c o n d i t i o n s  m u s t  e x i s t  b efore the S e c r e t a r y  o f  the 
I n t e rior m a y  act, the first of w h i c h  is t h a t  t h e  State 
o f  A l a s k a ,( w i t h i n  60 d a y s  of the e f f e c t i v e  d a t e  o f  the 
Act, J a n u a r y  12, 1975, m u s t  i r r e v o c a b l y  c o m m i t  to the 
transaction: "Upon c o n s e n t  b y  the State o f  A l a s k a  to
b e  b o u n d  b y  the t erms and c o n d i t i o n s  of this D ocum e n t ,  
w h i c h  c o n s e n t  m u s t  be given, if at all, w i t h i n  60 d a y s  
o f  t h e  c o m m e n c e m e n t  o f  the 1976 S e s sion  o f  the A l a s k a  
S t a t e  Legislature, the S t ate of A l a s k a  shall c o n v e y  to 
the U n i t e d  States for r e c o n v e y a n c e  to CIRI the l a n d s  
d e s c r i b e d  in A p p e n d i x  C  to this Document.'*

I b e l i e v e  that it is n o t  o n l y  u n r e a l i s t i c  to e x p e c t  the 
federal C o n g r e s s  to p a s s  y e t  a n o t h e r  bill, b u t  a l s o  
i n a p p r o p r i a t e  for u s  to e x p e c t  them t o  do so w h e n  a 
l i t t l e  extra e n e r g y  and c o m m i t t m e n t  b y  all o f  u s  c a n  
a c c o m m o d a t e  the M a r c h  12 deadline.

I a s sure y o u  t h a t  I w i l l  d o  w h a t  I can to e n c o u r a g e  the 
joint S t a t e - F e d e r a l  L a n d  U s e  P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  to 
e x p e d i t e  t h e i r  d elib e r a t i o n .

D e a r  K a y

Sincerely, '

J a y  S . H a m m o n d  
Governor' '
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TADLE I .  '
/

ESTIMATED ECO.-.‘O:*.IC VALUES, III PfIESEilT DOLLARS, OF LAM35 

GIVEN AkiJ flCCElVED SY TIE STATS: 

LAUDS GIVCI BY STATE ’
VALUES (FEI!.L!0::S)

LOCATICU ACREAGE LARD 1.1: JhiiALS Tli'iiER TOTAL L

Scat tcrcd V-'

. 1
Tracts 69,721 15.7 /SIO / ) , ----- I .U 17.5

Konai Peon. 107,650 ID. 1 1.3 17.4 /-
Beluqe 3M,6/!0 22.0 * /Ts 0 ^o/i / la . . '  j i .2 59.1
TOTAL 492,011 53.6, V J 5 . V / 4.3 74.0

LAUDS RECEIVED BY STATE

#
A t*i*' > />

VALUES (An; LL !0'!S)

LOCATION ACREAGE LAUD Ml If ERA LS TlitdrTi TOTAL

K-rni sliek Ray 276,480 II.1 --- .2 11.3 1
Koksetna R. 161,280 6.4 --- .2 6.6 -

Tfi 1 keotns irrs. 161,280 6.4 .1 6.5
Bristol Day 576,000 23.0 --- --- 23.0
Cciniphol 1 Tract 3,930 5.9^ c c 5,9 At
Pt. Campbe!1 1,179 6.6fJ — 6.6 •

Pt. Woronzoff 593 4.2d --- — 4.2 7
Copt'. Cook . * •

Roc. Area 4,800 .0
• •

• • .1 • .9 / -
TOTAL 1,228,742 64.4 — *• „6 .*> 65.0 . /  V
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c). Thu IS.9 value for the Boluga ('o:»I roscurcor. is .-)•:! on The midcil. 
scenarios for production in that nr.-e (po.ssii.iisl Ic, erjdit.v;, c»;rti.-r:i sti.* '. 
value- Star, bean discounted at oicjht percent fro.i fwi'ern revenues to pre" 
values. The i-ost opt Ini si ic scenario, which r.nk*e:> sov-;-r.i! very opt i fid.' 
lions, would yield a discounted velun of 538.2 million (figure-', u M j c !u\
b. A very conserv.-iti ve finure of three thousand do Mart; per acre In:; !. 
for Ihe Campbell iract. This ficjuro has Then been discounted fifty p.uv 
the ossu.r.p! ion That If t.ho State did not cjnin iiMeJInta lifle to the arc 
this proposal it would still stand a respectable chance of obtainiiuj h : 
some lli;;:) In the future.

c. AI thour.h other values Incleciinp tin!) or end spec: Ific:;»l ly prnvol are 
the C::r.»pb*> 11 Tract, sufficient data were not i r v.:d i n te I y nv.iiiablo Jo r. . 
estimate of value. Kouuver, tho value of c;ravel alone, I orated as it i.- 
the center of the Anchor, ige ibwl, would bo\-ory sabs tan I ini, certainly
In liia r.iM I Ions of do) lam.

d. As with the Carpbel I Tract the values of the Point C.r»phe11 and I'd. t 

•Sin plus lands has been discounted to recognise thil lire Sia.v n|.|l;t o'nr'
lands at some unknown fuiure date In other unys If fiw.- j.? .vi I i;; n;, |- s. 
Ilowover, because Jhoj-o lands are outside of JiV? iv.o-uilo in! in-; of Ihe 
boundaries, and because the; a m  m l  a:, Ir.pnr! m t  as The Cnunb-jH I m .  !
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' MEMO RAN DL̂ /i . State <• Alaska
Department of littural Eenourccs
Division of Geological & Geophysical Surveys

^^TO: Michael C.T. Smith, Director DATE: January 2, 197G
Division of Lands . .

FILE NO:
o

TJIEU: Guy R. Martin, Commissioner
Departnent of Natural Resources t e ie p h o n e  NO: •• • •

FROM : ClelaJid H. Convcll /v/VT" ' SUOJECT: Mineral Analysis of Proposed
Kininv Engineer •• .• Cook Inlet Land Trade

* ' * ■ * • *  J’#

On or about the 8th of October, Ross Schaff, Don McCcc, and I net with you in 
your office to advise you of the value of coal land the State vas proposing to
giye away. It is ay recollection that vc advised you at tliat tine of the value
of coal on these lands ana of work in progress by the private sector in explor­
ing the Beluga coal field. As I recall, all three of us, especially Ross and 
I, expressed personal disproval of the trade. It vas and is our opinion that 
Rome of the most valuable land in the State is being traded for land that has 
little or no economic potential.

In direct corrzeut on the articles by Mr. Galliett: . ' *’•

. Don McGee and K. O’Connor in AOF 51, page 7, estimate 7.8 billion Lena
of coal in the Kaluga field. Therefore, Mr. Galliett has a reference
fron a report of the Alaska Geological Survey. My only coament on the 

raS first article 1s that recovery of 5OK of the coal is low by todays
standards.

In reference to the nccond article, it is my understanding that I'ish and 
Game have control of fishing and the streams. I believe that this is 
covered in Section 16 of the State Statuatns, so there is no need to 
control the Lake Clark or Iliatna areas for the fishing potential.

In the 3rd article, Galliett appears to be accurate. I r.a sure ve 
could check on the number of natives and the allocation, but the fig­
ures arc approximately those that I have road.

YJlth regard to the npeciflc "Lands to be given by the State to CIRIY:

l’t. Mackenzie (Appendix C - l.B)ar.d This ,1s vl thin '..he Anchorage area
and in a valuable unction for port facilities.

Knik-Willov (Appendix C - l.TJ and 3) —  Thin is an excellent recreation 
area near Anchorage. It contains the Nancy Lake State Recreation m \m , 
Meadow Creek Campground, and many lakes. There is both a coal potent ill 
and oil and gaa potential in the area. Goal at one .time vas mined at 
lluston.

Knsln:ltua (Appendix C - l.R) —  This in prime agricultural land - Ref:

•  Alaskas Agricultural J’o Lon rial, Alaska Rural Dove Usiuivnt Council,
Publication No. 1, 1974. It also contain.'; a site r-elected for the 
future capitol of Alaska. It is accosr.able by ro.ul and railroad, and 
has many home nices. The land has potential for i'nsnil fuels and uranium.
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Chicknloon (Appendix C — l.D and 3/ —  TIiIg is excellent coal land and 
part la under coal lease. Coals in this area have n higher calorific 
value than the Beluga area, i.e., 7,29j Btu Beluga vo. 12,000+ Btu 
Hatenuska. Some of the Uatnnuska coals have coking qualities. Therefore, 
Matenunka coals have a higher market value than Beluga coals. The railroad 

' right-of-way to the area is retained by the ulaska Railroads. There are 
excellent home sites in this area.

Alexander Creek (Appendix C - l.D and 3) —  Coal, oil, ga3, and uranium 
potential.

Salamatof (Appendix C — 3) and KenRi Peninsula (Appendix C - l.E and 3)
—  These are excellent coal lands. The coals are nearly horizontal, there­
fore, favorable for mining. Several beds at least 5 feet thick underlie 
the area. Undoubtedly there are at least 11.7 billion teas of c c e l  in 
these areas. In addition to the loss of coal there would be a less of 
receention along the beaches of the peninsula. This includes both elan 
digging and fishing. I have been informed by native groups that they 
intend to protect these rights, and prohibit non-natives from trespassing.
A lav suit on this natter is presently in court (Idvardnen vs. Norton). 
These lands also have a. high agricultural potential. In the case of strip 
mining the agricultural potential could be utilized the year following 
cessation of mining.

Beluga (Appendix C - 2(a)) —  This area contains t h e  outcrops of the 
G a jR S £ T > u  Waterfall coal beds which can h a v e  r e s p e c t i v e  t h i c k n e s s e s  of 
27 end 50 feet. Sore sections could c o n t a i n  70 m i l l i o n  L o n s  of c o a l  
uith n strippii g  ratio of less than 3 to 1. One t o w n s h i p  could contain 
2 . 5  billion tons of coal. Tiiis is also a n  area of h i g h  agricultural 
potential, and experimental vork has proven that reclamation can be 
done after strip mining.

In regard to the lands to be given to the State by the Federal Government:

In general, these lands arc underlain by Jurassic intrusivcn chat have ii a low mineral potential for hard minerals, lack, equivalent agricultural
potential, lack the recreational value, because ot inacccssability, and, 
if not selected by the natives might still be open to selection by the 
State.

In regard to the rcporc by Dob;Fjb Welch, and O'Conner:

There are many misleading statements in the ropart. I find errors in 
the calculations regarding the discount od»Yj:sji The StanLorJ Research
Institute has a report Issued in 1975 that givm i iguros that conflict 
villi tl lose of Robert Bottge. Nevertheless, astumlng the inaccurate figures 
do have meaning, should the State give away such valuable revenue pro­
ducing land?

By a separate memorandum I am requesting the report Hy Doboy ct. all,be Kent 
for in house use and not issued as an open-flle report by thu Division of



ifl•' MEMORANDU 
$ TO: Guy Martin, Co:rni3sioner of 

Natural Resources 
Thru: Gil Lickings, Acting State Geologist

State o f  Alaska
Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Geological A Geophysical Surveys 
DATE: January 2, 1976

FROM: Clcla" ’ it. Convell 
Mining Engineer

FILE NO 

TELEPHONE NO 

SUBJECT Economic Resource Analysis of 
lieasured end Indicated Coals 
Dovcrber 28 1975
P.L. Dobcy, J. Welch, U.K. 0°Cor.acr

At the request of Cil Eakins, Acting State Geologist, I have reviewed the 
aubject report. I find that the report is nisleading, contradicts Alaska 
Geological Survey open file report t*51, i3 inaccurate and biased. I respectfully 
request that the report not be published as an open file report incur your 'narca 
cad that of Ross G. Schaff. It r.sy bf* of some use to Kike Sr.ith wituin the 
department, but I feel that the qualiu„ is too lev to justify publications as a 
Division ieport. If published, the report certainly should be reviewed by 
Ross Schaff beforehand.

1



MEMORANDUM
%

0 0  2li.ch{.!cl. 0*T • orro. [.!) • Director 
Divis^ a of Lunds

TEED: Guy R. Martin, Conrals3ioncr
Department of Natural Resources

FROM: Gllbrri: R. Eakiri
. Acting State Geologist

SState oT Alaska
Department of Natural Resource:*
Division of Ceological L Geophysical Surveys 
DATE: January 2, 1976

FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:

SUBJECT: Miucral Analysis of Proposed 
Cook Inlet Lend Trade

In response to your letter cf Dccerhcr 29, 1975 to Ro„.. Schaff, I re­
quested Cieland Convell, State Hinlug Engineer, to review the three newspaper 
articles by Harold Galliett and again to assess the tracts of lands involved in 
the proposed land trade.

I concur with Mr, Conwcll's assessment that it is not in the best in­
terests cf the State to cake the proposed land trade. A purely eccncsric view 
indicates a high potential dollar value of the tracts to he traced to the Cook 
Inlet Native Association. Large reserves of quality coal are known, agricultural 
lands ere present, and a rescnably good potential exists for petroleum and uraniu; 
In tsdd-ltion, the lauds to bo given to CINA have wisely been selected near pecu­
lated areas and where industrial and population growth cay be expected. We be­
lieve the potential revenues arc very signifies?:! and that an attempt to put a 
discounted cash value on the resources today in not a fair evaluation.

In contrast, the lands to be received by the State in the trade do not 
appear to have an important mineral potential, arc relatively inaccessable, and 
arc not suitable for development.

cc: P.osfl Schaff, State Geologist
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5TATE 
of A L A S K A

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

TG: fGuy R. Martin 
Commissioner

d a t c  : December 6, 1975

FROMMlchael C. T. Smith, Directo£>j^7 subject: propOSecj cook Inlet Land

Division of Lands Trade

PROPOSED COOK INLET LAND TRADE

Brief History

Because of existing federal withdrawals, state land selections and non-Hative 

settlement patterns within Cook Inlet Region, Cook Inlet Region, Inc., unlike 

the other regional corporations created under ANCSA, has not been able to 

select lands which it considered of like and similar character under the 

formulae established by the Act. For approximately three years following enact­

ment of ANCSA, Cook Inlet Region, Inc. ('CIRI") carried on a long series of 

discussions with the Secretary of the Interior in an attempt to insure Its 

ability to select lands considered of like and similar character. While the 

Secretary made a nurnbor of withdrawal adjustments, he was not able to satisfy 

the Region and CIRI wont to court seeking redress. Discussions continued between 

the two parties whllo litigation ensued and in approximately September of 1974, 

Interior solicitor Kent Frizzol made an offer to Cook Inlot which specified 

certain lands which the Secretary would convoy to Cook Inlet In settlement of 

the suit. The "Frlzzel offer" proposed, in part, to convoy to CIRI ton surface 

and 15 subsurface townships within the Kona I National Moose Ronge, including the 

Swanson River oil field, as well as additional federal lands in the then Greater 

Anchorage Area Borough. Those latter lands Included certain parcels which had 

been eyed by the Greater Anchorage Area Borough for public open space and 

recreation purposes, more specifically Point Woronzof, Point Campbell, and at 

least a sizeablo portion of the Campbell Airstrip tract. The State did not 

participate in these discussions and thus was not aware of all contents of the



"Frlzzel offer" an,' the tremendous Impact that It would have had upon State 

interests, particularly financially. CIRI declined the Initial offer although 

It apparently later changed its mind. However, the offer had been withdrawn 

by that time.

The U.S. District Court ruled in favor of the Secretary in February of 1975, 

by which point CIRI had gone to Congress to gain support for its problem. Con­

gressional support for some form of amelioration of Cook Inlet's troubles was 

found with Senator Jackson and Congressman Meed is. These Members of Congress, 

both Chairmen and both strongest and most effective advocates for i.'atives and 

Indians in their respective House, have each publically pledged to see that 

Congress protects Cook Inlet Region's AflCSA rights. This guarantee must be 

taken very seriously. Proposals were introduced which were essentially identical 

to the "Frlzzel offer" and hearings wore scheduled on these bills for May. At 

the same tlrne, CIRI had Indicated that they were going to appeal the District 

Court* decision in the 9th Circuit. At this time, the Alaska Delegation and 

others in Congress suggested to the State that it explore the possibility of 

entering the discussions between CIRI and the Secretary to see if some mutually 

agreeable solution to Cook Inlet's land selection problem could be agreed upon 

which Involved State land. Th was suggested for the reason that inadequate 

Federal land was available In .o Region, and this was at the heart of the 

problem.

The State was thus faced with the following factors:

1. Some seven months previous an offer, largely unacceptable to 

the State, had been offered by the Secretary without significant 

notice to the State. Such an out-of-court or pre-legislative 

action offer might be again proposed by the Secretary without

Guy R. Martin-CIRI Proposal 2 December 6, 1975
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State participation. This Is a risk of not taking any State action.

2. Although CIRI had lost in District Court, Its appeal to the 9th 

Circuit included a request that the court nullify the September 

1972 agreement between the Secretary and the State of Alaska 

which gave Alaska selection rights to lands south and southwest 

of Mount McKinley National Park which CIRI claimed it should 

have been entitled to select. Should the court find in favor of 

Cook Inlet, the Secretary would be directed to make available to 

CIRI for Its selection a more acceptable array of lands. The 

Secretary might then have to reject the State’s approximately

404,000 acre selection in this area in favor of making these lands 

available to CIRI for selection. Additionally, if this should 

happen and the Secretary can respond to a reversal by the Ninth 

Circuit by seeking to recover from the State the 404,000 acres 

sought by CIRI, he might also be forced to recover, on behalf of 

other Regions, conservation groups and other parties aggrieved by 

the September 1972 settlement, the other of the remaining forty- 

three and ono-half ..ill I ion acres covered by the September 1972 

State-FodoraI settlement. Although the State would oppose any such 

legal result it remains a distinct possibility To this day. It is 

a risk of taking no action.

3. Assurances had been given by members of Congress (Congressman Meeds

and Senator Jackson) that Cook Inlet would receive favorable legislation 

If thoir problorn could not be settled by other means. The bills before 

the Congress at that time were essentially identical to the largely 

unacceptable "Frizzel offer." A similar bill is before Congress today 

as an alternative to the proposal below, and is a risk of taking no
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State action.

4 December 6, 1975

*

4. The Congressional Delegation had asked that the State take a 

more active role in discussions to seek an equitable solution 

to the problem.

5. B/ entering the discussions, the State could seek to effect 

other land trades within the region which v/ould guarantee cer­

tain favorable land ownership patterns as well as bring under 

state control specified areas which the State wished to select 

itse'f, but would be unable to select if a CIRI settlement were 

finalized without State participation.

On the basis of the above tho State began discussions with CIRI and !he Depart­

ment of Interior in approximately April of 1975. The discussions continued, 

becoming particularly intense preceding the Congressional hearings In tho middle 

of May. Because of the complicated nature of the discussions, and with addi­

tional time available following the May hearings, tho discussions progressed 

throughout tho summer and early autumn. At each hearing, the State responded 

to Congressional requests, and testified regarding progress on a negotiated 

settlement. Each time, the State and the other parties were requested and 

encouraged to continue the discussions, and were advised of Congressional time 

restraints. Following Congressional hearings in the latter part of September, 

the land trade proposal was almost complete and the State publicly presented 

the proposal ori October 2, concomitantly holding numerous briefings of smaller, 

moro specialized groups interested in the trade (borough governments, conservation 

groups, Chamber of Commerce, Legislators, etc.). A thorough press briefing was 

also held. Following public input, addtional discussions were held with Cook 

Inlet Roglon and the Department of Interior to reflect public sentiment of the



proposal. Details of the public input and subsequent changes In the proposal 

based upon that Input are documented in greater detail below.

Implications

If the State endorses the proposal and it Is passed by Congress and Implemented, 

the benefits outlined later will accrue to the State and other parties Involved.

If the State does not support the proposal, or if the proposal Is not Implemented 

for other reasons, a significant number of possible permutations exist with respect 

to the final outcome of Cook Inlet’s selection problem. Thofour most likely are 

listed here, but others which would have profound effects are possible.

1. Cook Inlet loses Its suit-— The CIRI appeal is now In the 9th Circuit.

Should the suit ultimately bo lost, and no other remedy found, the 

Region would select according to the withdrawals presently in existence 

which precipitated tho litigation. Selections would be in conflict 

with over 20 townships tho State had previously selected and between 

10 to 20 townships that the State would now like to select (Including 

Kamlshak Boy which is tho prime lower west side harbor site In Cook 

Inlet). The pattorn of Cook Inlet Reg I on selections would be dispersed 

and would create difficult management patterns throughout tho Region. 

Substantial land would bo selected which Is deemed more appropriate 

for public ownership and use (such as the harbor sito and lands In tho 

Lake Clark area).

It should bo pointed out that this result Is somewhat unlikely, oven 

if the suit is lost, because its loss would very likoly procipatate 

unilateral Congressional action for the reason that these selections 

are generally regarded as Inequitable to the Region.

Guy R. Martin-CIRI Proposal 5 December 6, 1975



2. CIRI wins Its sj It— ramifications of this alternative would depend 

largely upon the court's directives. Cook Inlet would undoubtedly 

receive lands of more like and similar character which would be 

more physically suitable for settlement and development, but such 

lands are likely to conflict with land uses thought more appropri­

ate by the State. Swanson River revenues might also be included. 

Sizeable portions of the Kenai National Moose Range, which is also 

a State wildlife refuge, might be selectable by the Region. The 

State could lose selections totaling approximately 600,000 acres

In the Upper Susltna Valley near Chalatna Lake If the court concurred 

with one of CIRI1g requests for rodress (further details are Indicated 

on tho attached maps). Much more Importantly, the entire Alaska v. 

Morton out-of-court settlement of September 1, 1972 will bn threatened 

In that the remaining forty-throe and one-half million acres of state 

soloctod lands pursuant to that :.groement would bo in jeopardy from 

other Native regions or other groups who might like to see substantial 

portions of that stato acreage In other ownership.

3. Congressional action— having made commitments to help Cook Inlet, 

and having waited a considerable amount of time for discussions 

among the throe parties to prove fruitful, Congress might well 

legislate an alternative amendment over any objections made by

the Slate or others. It Is hard to bo specific about tho form such

an amendment might take, however, there Is good reason to be I love

that some alternate form of the "Frlzzel offer" might omerro. As

discussed earl lor, tills proposal has extremely unfavorable conse­

quences for the State.

R. Martin-CIRI Proposal 6 December 6, 1975
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4. Admlni strai1ve sett Iement— a I though the least likely of the four, 

some administrative settlement between Cook Inlet and the Secretary 

might be arrived at which would not be In the Interests of the 

state. Past experience Indicates that any settlement proposed by 

Interior must be, because of land availability in the Region, either 

unacceptable to the Region or if acceptable, then probably extremely 

unfavorable for the State.

Additionally, certain advantages which the State has been able to gain through the 

discussions would not accrue. Specifically, the ability of the State to guarantee 

Its selection and ownership of lands in the Talkeetna Mountains, Kamishak Day and, 

more importantly, lands In the Bristol Day areas. If Cook Inlet is forced to 

select lands in tho Lake Clark area, the State's bargaining chip of guaranteeing 

that those lands remain In public ownership would bo lost, and our lovorage to 

bargain decisively for state selection rights within the Lake 11lamna-Drlstol Day 

proposed Rational Resource Refuge would bo lost. One of tho most compelling 

advantages of this proposal is tho leverage which ownership of lands in tho Bristol 

Day area may give th5 State In what may bo the most Important singlo post-ANCSA 

federal political decision In the State's history: Tho 17(d)(2) question.

Basic Object Ivos Of Proposal

Each of tho three parties had Its own objectives in the discussions and would 

emerge with certain spacl.Ic benefits.

State— The objectives of the State wore basically two.

1. State land ownership— by trading 21.4 townships the State would gain 

selection rights and control substantially larger areas of the 

Talkeetna Mountains, Chakachamna Lake, Kamishak Bay, arid tho Lake lliamna
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and Bristol Bay areas. In these cases the State has operated from 

the standpoint that the State is much more capable, because of governmental 

Infrastructure and location, to more effectively meet the needs of 

its people by owning these lands than can the federal govern­

ment which lacks the "local" governmental structure needed to 

respond effectively to Alaska's needs. The juxtaposition of 

the Talkeetna Mountains to the rap Inly expanding population in 

southcentral Alaska will become even more critical upon tho 

possible establishment of a new capital city, very possibly 

immediately adjacent to Talkeetna Mountain lands which CIRI 

presently plans to select. In the Lake liiamna and Brisfol Bay 

National Resource Range proposal approximately 15 percent of

Guy R. Marti n-CIRI Proposal 8 December 6, 1975

the lands will be under the control of private Native corpora­

tions. The State can more effectively administer to the require­

ments of its citizens In those areas if It owns the other 

lands within that regie.i. Additionally, the tremendous * 

dependence upon the salmon fishery rosourcos of that region, 

and tho current responsibility of tho State to manage those 

resources, argue. ...jgently that tho State should also control 

the uplands In that area.

Ijo y *

2. Land ownership pattern— as It is the State whtch must pro­

vide those sorvicos and governmental functions based upon 

tho land ownership patrern wh'ch emerges from Cook In lot's 

ultimate selections, It Is vory much in the State's Interest 

to assure a favorable selection pattern. Under the proposal, 

ownership patterns would:
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A. provide C.'RI with lands physically well suited to 

settlement and development.

B. guarantee that such developable lands would be 

located in close proximity to existing governmoni 

services and, therefore, significantly reduce 

future expense in providing communication, educa­

tion, transportation, and public safety services 

to these areas.

C. hasten the development of these suitable lands in 

a much shorter t.’me frame than could be expected 

for the remote lanes which CIRI would otherwise be 

forced to select.

D. a sophisticated but critical point Is the fact that 

certain State selection rights, such as tho ll(a)(l 

(AMCSA) issue, will have to be resolved very shorth 

The Stato believes it can select in those areas, ant 

if it prevails, such 11(a)(1) selections, in combine 

tton with the selections under this proposal, won id 

result in a highly desirable State resource ownershi 

patter, particularly in the lliamna area.

It might well be emphasized that, although the State 

believes that its own ownership in this area is critical, 

an oqualiy high value must be placed on simple consolida­

tion of ownership under as few owner-managers as possible 

(regardless of who is the owner). This is so far tho 

reason that It Is a "mix" of ownership and management 

patterns that creates the greatest difficulties over the

#
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long view for a large resource area.

CIRI— The basic objectives of CIRI are to obtain lands of more like 

and similar character to those historically occupied by their 

ancestors within the Cook Inlet Basin. The proposal would 

largely accomplish this, although the Region will have reduced 

its entitlement sign If I cant'y in obtaining these more suitable 

lands and would be taking over 50 percent of its entitlement 

outside the Region. The benefits to the 6,000+ members of 

Cook Inlet Region, Inc. would be Increased, and as members of the 

Southcentral Alaska community these benefits would have substan­

tial favorable economic and social impacts upon the State.

Most important, the Region would finally have accomplished 

certainty in Its selections, which Is extremely important for 

the stability of the Corporation.

Federal Government— Tho objectives of the Federal Government were to 

settle the responsibilities of the Secretary with respect to the 

requirements of AMCSA and to accomplish this In a manner whi h 

would have minimal impacts upon other values for which the 

Secretary is charged with protection. More specifically, the 

proposal would permit a more acceptable incursion Into the Kenai 

National Moose Range, thus protecting fish, wildlife and their 

habitat as v/oll as the substantial recreational values of the 

Refuge. The proposal would also leave certain key areas in the 

Lake Clark area under Federal control and management. This makes 

sense in terms of other Federal ownership in the area. Most 

important, It would set+le with finality ono of the most difficult 

and complex legal and resource issues under ANCSA, one which has
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required substantial governmental resources.

December 6, 1975

Negotiation Process

The first approach to the State requesting State participation in land trade 

discussions occurred in mid-February when Andy Johnson, President of CIRI, met 

with the Director at the Division of Lands. Following the loss of its District 

Court suit, and the resultant hardening of the Department of Interior's bargain­

ing position, Cook Inlet then took the legislative solution route and only 

occasional discussions among and between tho three parties occurred during the 

remainder of February, March, and early April. However, as It became obvious 

that a legislative solution not in the State's interest was a real probability, 

and following a request for State participation during Congressional hearings, 

a decision was made to pursue discussions concerning the proposed trade. At 

this time, the Commissioner and Governor were briefed, guidelines and general 

policies and objectives were set, and author!nation was procured.

Somewhat regular meetings began in approximately mid-April and intensified 

considerably toward the latter part of April and the first week of May. By this 

time considerable public interest had been generated by media reports of the 

proposed amendment and the Anchorage Area Borough, in addition to the State, was 

working with representatives of CIRI on a very regular basis. Discussions on the 

part of the State were led by the Director of Lands. Staff assistance was requested 

when necessary and various staff attended certain of tho meetings. Other divisions 

within the Department of Natural Resources, particularly the Divisions of Oil and 

Gas and Parks wore consulted to a significant extent and other departments were 

asked to Input when It was felt certain terms In the discussions affected their

areas of Interest. The Division of Aviation and the Department of Fish and Game

I
were particularly Involved. The ongoing progress of the discussions was regularly 

transmitted to the Commissioner of Natural Resources.



By the end of the first week in May substantial progress had been made and it

appeared that CIRI would be willing to withdraw Its proposed amendment on the

basis of the tentatively proposed agreement. However, it was explicitly stated to 

the Region and Interior Department that final State concurrence could not be 

had until a public review and comment process had been effected. CIRI understood 

this and agreed to request that Congress not act immediately on their proposed 

amendment, but rather allow enough additional time for the proposed land trade tc 

be agreed to by all parties. On May 7 a briefing was conducted by the Director 

of Lands for the Commissioner, the Governor, and the several appropriate depart­

ment heads In Juneau. On the basis of that presentation and ensuing discussions,

the decision was made for the State to also request that Congress refrain from

acting on Cook Inlet's proposed amendment Immediately and to allow additional 

time within which the parties could irove to a final agreement following public 

input In Alaska.

On May 16 the Commissioner and tho Director presented such testimony to the appro­

priate House anJ Senate Interior Subcommittees respectively. Prior to tills 

testimony tho throe members of tho Alaska Congressional Delegation and appropriate 

staff were briefed In considerable detail concerning the tentative proposal as It 

then existed.

Shortly following the Congressional tostimony, the Cook Inlet Region, Inc. Board of 

Directors, for Internal reasons not fully understood, voted to reject the then 

existing proposal and this led to an approximately three week period during which 

little discussion occurred between tho Stale and CIRI. The lack of agreement was 

based primarily upon the Region's insistence that It ultimately obtain full surface 

entitlement under ANCSA, even if outside the Region. Tho State felt that full 

entitlement in addition to the lands which the State had proposed to trade to CIRI

Guy R. Martin-CIRI Proposal 12 December 6, 1975



Guy R. HartIn-CIRI Proposal 13 December 6, 1975

was unacceptable. The latter part of June, following some Region concession on 

the full entitlement Issue, discussions began again and continued Intermiftantly 

throughout July, August, and September as Congressional deadlines for action 

continued to recede. The extra time available was invaluable in allowing the 

Stato to more closely scrutinize various aspects of tho proposal and to work 

with the Intorior Department to insure the State could agree with the concessions 

which Interior was proposing. During this period additional meetings with the 

Congressional Delogation, other division and departmental staff and representatives 

from CIRI occurred. Documentation of these meetings is contained in greater 

dota iI i n the f iIo.

On September 7A additional testimony was presented before Senator Haskell's Interior 

Subcommittee concerning the proposal. Presentations and discussions were held with 

various interested parties In Washington, Including the Congressional Delegation, 

and a more detailed presentation concerning the state-federal aspects of tho pro­

posal was made hy the Commissioner and Director to the Department of Interior's 

Alaska Task Force.

On September 26 the Director announced that a public brief lug of the proposal 

would bo held In Anchorage on October 2 with public testimony to bo received 

orally on October 3 with on additional period for written Input. On September 

30 a very detailed briefing of tho proposal was made to both Division of Lands 

staff and a second briefing to ropresentatlves from other divisions within the 

Department of Natural Resources and representatives of other Stato departments.

On October 1 another very detailed briefing was given to the Press, radio, and 

television media. Before the public presentation additional detailed presentations 

were made to various groups which hod exprossed corir.Idorablo Interest In the 

ongoing discussions. These Included representatives of throe affected 

municipal governments (Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Kona I Borough),
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Legislators, and environmental groups. Public presentation on October 2 and the 

meeting the following night for public input were very well attended and, In 

response to requests for a similar hearing In Fairbanks, another presentation 

was made in Fairbanks on October 7. As a result of the media campaign and the 

public meetings, significant public input was received and a number of meetings 

were held between the Director and Interested parties as well as several additional 

detailed briefings to groups specifically requesting them. These latrer included 

the Bureau of Land Management, Anchorage Chamber of Commerce, Kenal Borough 

Assembly, Capital Site Selection Committee, and the Fedora I-State Land Use Planning 

Commission. A summary of the Input from the public and tho various Interested 

groups, as well as the State's response to this Input, is detailed later.

Spcci_f_ic Nature of Proposal

The proposal Is basically composed of three different parts; a Stato-CIRI 

agreement, a CIRI-Federal agreement, and a State-Federal agreement. All 

aspects cf each sub-agreement must bo executed before the entire proposal would 

be binding. In essence, the Stafe of Alaska would make available to CIRI State 

lands which the Region feels are of like and similar character to those lands 

which It has historically used. In return, tho State would fall heir to approxi­

mately one-half of Cook Inlet's 12(c) entitlement in the Talkeetna Mountains, 

Chakachamna Lake, Lake Clark, and tho Kamishak Bay areas. Tho remaining 

approximately one-half of Cook Inlet Rogiori's 12(c) entitlement would remain Iri 

federal hands arid the Fedora I Government would In turn convey to the State in 

equivalent amount of acreage In the Bristol Bay area. Additionally, tho 'ederol 

Government v/ould convey to Cook Inlet certain other lands within the region, 

including lands from the Kenal National Moose Range, as well as a total of 

approximately 26 townships to be selected from federal lands outside of Cook



Bocause certain Cook Inlet Region village selections have or are likely to impact 

state, federal or CIRI interests related to Cook Inlet's selections, smaller 

sub-agreement proposals have been discussed with approximately seven villages 

or groups. These proposals function very rationally vlthin the framework of the 

Cook Inlet Region selection proposal. Without the inclusion of these sub­

agreements the interests of one or more of the three major parties would be 

likely frustrated by the existing village or group selection patterns.

Attached as Appendix A to this document is a more detailed breakdown of the 

specific asnects of the "original" proposal os presented publicly on October 2.

Each aspect of the proposal was °nociflcally keyed by number to an attached map 

which shows the location of that particular aspect of the proposal. Each 

aspect was also briefly explained as it pertained to the overall proposal. With 

only a few exceptions those aspects were tho same ones which we had been dis­

cussing since last May and, 'therefore, there was relatively little new with 

respect to the proposal at that time. Following public input, as described 

below, and as a result of the U.S. District Court's finding Snlamatof and 

Alexander Creek as certified villages, tho proposal v/as modified and la shown 

In its final form under tho "Current Status" hearing below.

CharacterIzation of Pub Ii c and Agency Input

The more or less finalized "original" proposal was presented to state agencies

and the public in detail during the first week of October. As a result of 

this process input was received from many sources, primarily the public. This

Input was used for a scries of additional sessions with CIRI in which signifi­

cant modifications were made. This resulted in the "modified" proposal 

described later. The characterization below represents agency and public Input 

with respect to the "original" proposal before modification.
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As with the public Input, other state agencies generally supported the concept 

of the State's attempts at Insuring rational land ownership patterns. One 

aspect of the proposal, that of the approximately 12 township selection in the 

Beluga area, generated significant comment from the Division of Geological and 

Geophysical Survey as well as the Minerals Section within the Division of Lands. 

This input, both oral and written, emphasized both the amount of known and 

inferred coal reserves as well as the pofential for coal exp location under 

various conditions. While general parameters of the coal resource in the Beluga 

area had been known during the discussions with CIRI, more detailed and specific 

Input from those agencies was requested and received. The specifics of this 

Input may be found In the case file. Input from other state agencies which 

requested specific alterations or suggestions, e.g. the Department of Highways, 

was inputted during the modification discussions and this input may again be 

found in the file. Other agencies generally expressed approval either orally 

or written of the basic aspects of the proposal.

Public Input following presentation of the "original" proposal come In both oral 

and written form. The vast majority of respondents indicated favorable support 

for the concept of the State entering the discussions and the general expression 

was that, with the exception of certain aspects of the proposal, the overall 

benefit which accrues to the State outweighed any deficits involved. Against 

this background of significant public support for tho concept of the proposal, 

eight specific areas wero singled out which received comment.

1. Mental Health Lands - Testimony brought out the fact, inadvertently 

overlooked by all parties, that approximately six and one-half townships 

from within the original pool of land CIRI could select from in the Boluga area 

had been selected by the State as mental health lands. Input and Interest 

concerning these lands was received not cnly at file public hearings but
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also through several telephone calls from interested members of the public.

It might be noted that this finding alone made tho extensive public process 

invaluable, and demonstrates the need for public exposure on all similar com­

plex issues.

2. Coal Deposits - By far the most controversial aspect brought out 

by the public hearings and subsequent input concerned the inclusion of the 

"Beluga Coal Fields" in the proposal. Concern was genuinely expressed, 

although facts, figures and questions were often uninformed in nature.

However, the sum total of input at tho public hearings, from interested 

calls and appearances at the Division of Lands by interested pantos, and 

inquiries from several groups indicated a definite feeling that significant 

acreage of lands with coal potential were felt to be "too much."

'!). Insufficient Time - A number of comments were received which indi­

cated that because of the complexity of the proposal insufficient time 

was available within which to satisfactorily study and comment. Interested 

parties were understanding of the fact that the "deadlines" were largely 

a result of a Congressional time schedule beyond our direct control, but the 

feeling of Inappropriate time constraints was st11 evident. Lator announce­

ments by the State that over five weeks were available for public input 

ameliorated this feeling considerably.

4. Stato Agency Input - A few respondents indicated that they felt that 

Insufficient Input had been received from some State agencies during the 

negotiation process. While such comments generally Indicated an understanding 

that specific recommendations from all cigencles could not necessarily be 

accommodated In the proposal, the feelings were that all resource aspects 

should be addressed equally before a final decision is made on the proposal.



5. Legal Aspects - Two respondents raised the question of the authority 

of the State to enter Into such a proposed trade. Their comments were 

almost exclusively directed at the author'ty of the State to alienate sub­

surface resources in apparent cor.tradiction to the Alaska Statehood Act and

to the process by which "equal value" was determined.

6* Parks and Recreation Protection - A very significant number of

respondents Indicated approval of those few aspects of the proposal which offered

some measure of protection for future open space and/or recreational options.

7. Accelerated Development - Several respondents Indicated a favorable 

disposition to those aspects of tho proposal which, by providing the Native 

corporations with lands appropriately located and suitable for development, 

would hasten the settlement and development of those lands In a manner which 

wsuld favorably Irnpc.ct the State's economy. It was also felt that tho 

location of private development In the Cook Inlet basin was appropriate and 

11 rne I y.

0. Extra-Reg IonaI SeIoctI on - Comments wore received from three regional 

corporations which protested the out-of-region entitlement for Cook Inlet.

These comments centered largely on a fear that CIRI1s interests would not be 

compatible with those of Native residents of other regions, particularly with 

respect to CIRI1s responsiveness to their life stylos and subsistence needs.

A fourth roglon, however, testified In favor of tho proposal.

At a meeting of the Alaska Legislative Council In Anchorage on November A, a 

presentation to the Council concerning the proposed Cook Inlot land trade was 

made by Mr. Harold H. Galliett, Jr. Mr. Galliett was particularly concerned 

with tho Beluga lands aspect of the proposal. Mot being familiar with the
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"modified" proposal which resulted frcm public Input of the preceding month,

Mr. Galliett's presentation unfortunately conveyed some erroneous information.

As a result of the presentation arid an ensuing discussion, the Council become 

very Interested in the proposal, and a subcommittee, chaired by Senator Kay 

Poland of Kodiak, was appointed to loo'x into the matter and to report back to 

the Council. This subcommittee met in Juneau with the Governor, Commissioner of 

Natural Resources, and Director of Lands on November 7. In addition to 

Senator Poland, other Legislators present included Senator Rader and Represen­

tatives Smith, Miller, and Specking. The session included a detailed presenta­

tion of all aspects of the proposal followed by extensive questioning. The 

session lasted approximately throe and one-half hours. On Monday, November 10, 

a conforonco telephone call was hold among members of the Legislative Council 

concerning t..e proposal and the response of the Council was made in a loiter 

from Council Chairman Genic Chance to Commissioner Martin on November 12. The 

Council felt that because of the early time deadlines and complexity of the 

proposal that tho Council was in no position to either condone or oppose tho 

It  do proposal. Senator Chance did, however, indicate that members of The 

Council were free to express Individual opinions on this or future land trade 

proposal s.

mo pre_,s was somewhat Indecisive in commenting on the entire proposal. The 

"Dally News" did not discuss specifics, but rather applaudod this attempt 

by government to actively participate In a proposal which would have such a 

great effect on the State. The "Daily Times" pointed out some of the benefits 

to be accrued, particularly the aspects of putting lands more suitable for 

development Into native hands at an early time, but also questioned whether 

all aspects of the trade had been publicized so that a full and complete 

judgement might be made by tho public. Moro recently, following the Interest 

expressed by the Legislative Council In early November, the "Times" questioned



why the State was even Involved in the matter in light of the paper's feeling 

that the problem was really one between the Federal Government and the NeMvos.

Generally, press coverage of the entire process has been extensive, and it is 

safe to conclude that public exposure, for those who chose to follow the issue, 

was extremely hig ’’"he Press briefing given by the State regarding the 

initial proposal was probably the most extensive ever given on any Issue re­

garding Stato lands.

Current Status
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As a result of public: and agency input certain substantial changes were 

made to the tentative proposal which was made public during the first week 

of October, in addition, tho decision by Judge Gaze!I in the United States 

District Court, which found that the villages of Salamatof and Alexander 

Crook were certified and therefore entitled to select large acreage within 

areas very important to tho agreement, caused other necessary changes to the 

original proposal since certain aspects of the proposal sought an agreement 

before a decision was rendered. The significant changes to tho "original" 

proposal, which have resulted In a "modified" proposal, aro outlined below.

I. Beluga Area— tho original proposal would have permitted 

CIRI to select 12 townships from a pool of approximately

22.5 townships In the Beluga Area. The modified proposal 

would permit CIRI to select 13.5 townships out of a pool 

of approximately 16 townships. The reduced pool reflects 

the 6J- townships of Mental Health lands which were with­

drawn from tho pool. This reduction would leave approxi­

mately 7C per cent of tho measured or Indicated coal reserves 

in State ownership. Despite this very significant dirninu-

1975



tlon of value to Cook Inlet Region, the modified proposal 

calls for only 1.5 additional townships which may be selected 

from the diminished pool. In addition, a much larger area 

on the coast southwest of the Tyonek Reservation would re­

main in State ownership for future resource development In 

that area. Rather than CIRI owning a land corridor from Its 

selected lands to the coast, the State would guarantee a 

public right-of-way for various resource and other transpor­

tation needs.

Guy R. Martin-CIRI Proposal 21 December 6

2* Bristol Day Area— the original total of approximately 30

townships in the area of the Interior Department's Lake Clark 

d(2) proposal which were to be traded by the State In return 

for an equal number of townships in the Bristol Bay Area 

lias been reduced to approximately 25. This change resulted 

frorn a determination by tho State t .t It would be of greater 

benefit for the State to receive Title to approximately 5 

townships in tho Lake Chakachamna Lake aroa. In addition to 

tho Inherent value of these lands, the Interior Department 

Is very Interested in those townships for Inclusion In Its 

d(2) proposal. I’or this reason, the State would retain a 

very strong bargaining position by obtaining title at this 

time to those lands.

3. Anchorage Bowl Federal Surplus Lands— while the original proposal 

specifically prevented CIRI from obtaining title to Foderal Surplus 

Lands In the Campbell Tract, Point CampbelI and Point V/oronzof with­

drawals, the modified proposal goes further In also protecting the 

Goose Lake withdrawal and In guaranteeing transfer of the Campbell

, 1975
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Tract to the State immediately and the Point Campbell and Point 

Woronzof of those surplus properties to the State or the Anchorage 

Municipality surplus properties as soon thereafter as possible.

4. Other pederal SurpI us Lands Or Withdrawal s— the orig 1 riaI proposaI 

permitted CIRI to select up to 3 townships of Federal lands in 

the Cook inlet region frcrn a pool of Federal surplus property, 

revoked Federal withdrawals and unperfected public land entries 

such as homesteads, etc., on an acreage basis. The modified 

proposal recognizes that such Federal lands may have significant 

economic values and there is therefore a provision to reduce CIRI's 

selection entitlement by 1 acre for every 5500 of land value 

selected by CIRI from such Federal lands. In addition, the State 

is given certain voto and appeal prerogatives to insure that 

public interests are protected prior to selection by CIRI.

5. Extra-Regional Selections-— In response to input by other Native 

regional corporations which expressed apprehension at CIRI's 

ability to seloct lands in close approximation to their land 

selections, tho modified proposal permits affected village and 

roglonal corporations outside Cook Inlot to exercise a veto 

over CIRI's land selections in tholr 11(a) withdrawals. This 

wlI; assure the other Native corporations of protection for 

subsistence, economic or other /allies. To Insure that CIRI 

would have sufficient lands available to select from, tho modified 

proposal permits CIRI to select from cl(1) lands extra-regionally 

by following a selection process which guarantees both tho Federal 

and State governments a role in determining the location of 

selections and in protecting each government's own specific Interests.



6. Kenai National I ■'loose Range— the District Court's finding that 

Salamatof Is an eligible village immediately impacted the Moose 

Range with an additional 56,500 acres of selections. Since It 

appears the Federal government may appeal the decision, the 

impact and final date of land selections on the refuge are un­

known at this time. The modified proposal therefore assumes a 

maximum selectio.i by all Native corporations of approximately 

108,000 acres. If the Federal government appeals and Is success­

ful, then the lands otherwise selected by Salarnatof would probably 

go the CIRI as shown In the original proposal. However, If 

Salamatof does remain an eligible village, CIRI would obtain 

lands In the refuge only to the extent that some of the villages 

were willing to trade out of the Moose Range and make lands 

available for CIRI. In essence, therefore, total Impact upon 

the refuge would remain roughly the same as In fhe original 

proposal; the only difference would be which corporation would 

own tho lands.
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7. Lake Clark Villago Select I on Tradaouts— os a result of the Dis­

trict Court decision which found Salamatof and Alexander Creek
\

as eligible villages, tho acreage of village selections In tho 

Lake Clark area approximately doubled. Although the State would 

still trade out those villago selections on a I for 4 basis, 

total State acreage Involved would remain about the some. The 

only differences from the original proposal would ho that 4 

rather than 2 villages would bo Involved, and the Federal govern­

ment would be required to provide any other additional acreage 

from within other village deficiency withdrawals.
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Eight specific aspects of the original proposal were commented upon during 

the public input process. These aspects are outlined above on pages 15-17. 

Aspects number 1 (Mental Health lands; and 2 (coal deposits) were very 

substantively addressed and trie changes described under number 1 of current 

status above. Aspect number 3 (insufficient time) has been taken care of by the 

continued Congressional postponement of action which has provided over 60 days 

for public reaction and Input. Aspect number 4 (State agency input). If a 

valid basis for comment ever existed, was also addressed during this 60 day 

period. Contacts with most state agencies, particularity the Division of 

Geolog leal and Geophysical Survey, resulted in additional comment and Input 

from these agencies. The Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey in 

particular submitted additional memoranda and reports concerning resource 

values in the Beluga area. Items number 6 (Parks and Recreation Protection) 

arid 7 (accelerated development) were merely supportive of certain aspects of the 

original proposal. These aspects were retained in tho modified version.

Aspect number 8 (extra-rogionaI selection) was specifically addressed in 

number 5 under current status above. Only aspect number 5 (legal aspects) 

of tho public Input summary has not yet been specifically addressed In this 

memorandum. Theso legal points of the proposal are discussed in greater 

detail in tho following section.

Major Considerations Before Docisjon

Two Import nt considerations In all land exchanges were emphasized by a few 

members of the public and also by the Special Legislative Council Subcommittee:
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9
1. Is there existing legal authority to conclude an exchange?

2. Would the Stato be receiving at least equal value for the value 

it gives?
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These aspects had, of course, been investInatea by the State at the onset 

as an integral part of any such decision-making process.
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1. Authority - It is the opinion of the Attorney General and, vie

believe, of most other attorneys who have addressed the matter in 

detail that tho Executive presently has Stato statutory authority 

to undertake this proposed land exchange. Authority has apparently 

existed since the enactment of the Alaska Land Act sho-tiy after 

Statehood for the State to conclude an agreement such as this land 

trade proposal. Under AS 38.05.020(b)(2), the Commissioner, and, 

under AS 38.05.035(a)(it), the Director, have several times since 

Statehood entered into land trades or othor agreements affecting 

lands that were not troatod as sales or leases under the Land Act. 

Additional specific authority for land exchanges such as the 

present proposal was provided by tho 1972 Legislature in the form 

of AS 38.95.060 as a counterpart to Section 22(f) of AMCSA. Among 

other things, this law permits the State to exchange land or 

interest in land with a Native corporation for tho purpose of 

affecting land consolidations or to facilitate tho management or 

development of the land.

Tho authority cited above does not prohibit tho alienation of 

minerals as proposed in tho trade. Although there Is no St.Tfo 

stafutory obstaclo, tho Statehood Act prohibition against such 

alienation, found in Section 6(i), is regarded by some as a Federal 

constraint. Many persons lake the position that Section 6(i) has 

been amended by implication in Section 22(f) of AMCSA so that it does 

not come into play in such exchange transactions. To orasa any 

questions, the Federal Legislation which will Implement Iho land



trade proposal will specifically address this matter to remove 

anv doubt as to Congressional Intention regarding state authority 

to enter Into such a proposal.

Equal Value Consideration— In determining whether equal value will 

be received for value given in an exchange such as this proposal, 

there are basically two different types of "values" which require 

consideration. One Is a value which can bo determined with reasonable 

accuracy to have an economic value, often expressed in dollars.

Secondly, there is value which cither may bo capable of expression 

in economic terms hut for which a specific dollar value cannot be 

estimated with any particular degree of certainly at this time, or 

for which an economic value may never bo specifically determined.

However, values In this second category are very real and a reasonable 

person would recognize thoir existence and Importance In computing 

the overall value received or given In a trade. With respect to 

this proposal paragraphs A and 0 below outline, respectively, 

the two typos of values mentioned above.

A. Economic VaIUQS--Tho Information presented below represents 

a summary of economic values Identified with respect to 

State interests In the proposal. The Information Is based 

upon reports from various Stnlo sources and Is expressed 

In terms of current 1975 dollars, i.o. economic values of 

resource potentials such as the deluge coals have been 

discounted back to present day value. Only those resources 

specifically known to exist were valued. For example, 

although there are unquestionably very real and significant 

subsurface economic mineral values on lands which the State

Martin-CIRI Proposal 26 December 6, 1975



would receive under the proposal, since they ore as of this 

time unidentified no attempt was made to Infer a particular 

economic value. In the Beluoa area where certain measured 

or indicated reserves exist, however, estimated valuations 

were made.

Under the proposal the Stato would exchange approximately 

21.2 townships of its land in return for 51 townships of 

Federal land and the right to select, at the State's dis­

cretion, an additional 20 townships. Also, the Stato 

would receive title Immediately to the Campbell Tract in 

the heart of the Anchorage Bowl as well as a commitment 

to an expedited transfer of tho Federal surplus lands at 

Point Campbell and Point V/oronzoff. In estimating tho 

oconomlc value of the lands to ho given and received by 

the State, estimates were made on the value of tho land 

itself, any timber thereon, and any known mineral resources 

thereunder. The table below summarizes these values. 

Documentation may bo found In the files.
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TABLE I.

ESTIMATED ECONOMIC VALUES, IN PRESENT DOLLARS, OF LANDS 
GIVEN AND RECEIVED BY THE STATE

LANDS GIVEN BY STATE

LOCATION ACREAGE LAND
VALUES (SMILLIONS)

MINERALS TIMBER TOTAL

Scat+ered 
Tracts 

Kenal Ponn. 
Be Iuga 
TOTAL

69,721 
107,650 
31 '1,640 
492,01 I

15.7 

1 6 . 1

22.0

53.0
15.9C 
'15.9

1.8
1.3 
1.2
4.3

17.5
17.4
39.1

74.0'

LANDS RECEIVED BY STATE

VALUES (SMI LI.IONS)
LOCATION ACREAGE LAND MINERALS TIMBER TOTAL

Kamishak Bay 276,400 1 1 . 1 — ~ .2 11.3

Koksetna R. 161,200 6.4 -- .2 6.6
Talkeetna iits. 161,200 6.4 --- .1 6.5
Bristol Buy 576,000 23.0 --- --- 23.0
Campbel! Tract 3,930 5.9^ c c 5.9
Pt. Campbel1 1,179 6.6^ --- — 6.6

Pt. Woronzoff 593 4.2d -- 4.2
Cant. Cook 
Rec. Area 4,000 .0 _ . 1 .9
TOTAL 1,220,742 64.4 -- .6 65.0

NOTE;
a. The 15.9 value for the Beluga Coal resources is based on the middle of three 
scenarios for production In that area (pessimistic, medium, optimistic). Tho 
value has boon discounted at eight percent from future revenues to present dollar 
values. The most optimistic scenario, which makes several very optimistic assump­
tions, would yield a discounted value of $30.2 million (figures attached to memo).
b. A vary conservative figure of three thousand dollars per acre lias been assumed 
for the Campbell Tract. This figure has then been discounted fifty percent under 
the assumption that if the State did not gain immediate title to the area under 
this proposal it would still stand a rospectable charico of obtaining the land at 
some time in the future.
c. Although other values Including timber and specifically gravel are found on 
the Campbell Tract, sufficient data were not immediately available to make a good 
estimate of value. However, the value of gravel alone, located as it is within 
the center of tho Anchorage Bowl, would be very substantial, certainly totalyinn 
in the millions of dollars.
d. As with the Campbell TracT the values of the Point Campbell and Point Woronzoff 
surplus lands l)as been discounted to recognize that the State might obtain these 
lands at some unknown future date In other ways if the proposal is not executed. 
However, because these lands are outside of the two-mile radius of the old city 
boundaries, and because they are not as important as the CampbelI Tract for- other 
public purposes, there is a measuroably greater probability that those surplus
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Table I. NOlE d. continued.

lands would go to CIRI under some other form of settlement of their claims. 
Therefore, the conservative values of 58,000 and $10,000 per acre, respectively, 
are further discounted only thirty percent.

To the values to bo received by the State as estimated 

above must bo added values which, if tho proposal is 

not consummated, might be lost to the State. The two 

most prominent values in this category are the ninety 

percent royalty revenues which the Slate receives from 

oil production in tho Swanson River area of the Kenai 

National Moose Range, and 26 townships of state selected 

land which CIRI would select if they prevailed in their 

court suit and the Secretary made such lands available 

for native selection by refusing to convey them to the 

State. Any estimation of tho value of these two possi­

bilities to tho State must assume certain levels of 

probability that tho situation would occur without 

execution of the proposal.

Swanson River Reverm os— There are any number of factors 

which may enter into assuming a probability that the 

Secretary or tho Congress might convoy to CIRI substan­

tial subsurface title in the Moose Range. While only 

15 months ago such a possibility would have seemed small 

to the State, ownership of 15 townships of Moose Range 

subsurface estate was offered to CIRI by the Secretary 

In September of 1974. Had CIRI accepted the offer at



that time the possibility of that event would have been 

one-hundred percent. In view of both that offer and 

Congress’ assurance to CIRI of some settlement of their 

land claims problem, and assumption of a .5 probability 

docs not appear unreasonable. Using State revenue pro­

jections for oil and gas royalty receipts from tho Moose 

Range for only the next 14.5 years, and discounting those 

revenue projections at eight percent, a figure $41 million 

Is obtained. Use of a probability of .5 yields an estimated 

value of $20.5 million.
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Chalatna Lake 26 Townships— In assuming a probability that 

the State might lose title to lands currently selected 

south of Mount McKinley National Park In the Lake Chalatna 

area two probabilities must be estimated. Tho first is 

tho possibility that CIRI would prevail In its court suit. 

Assuming that CIRI did prevail, a probability must then 

lie estimated as to whether tho Secretary would attempt lo 

broak the 1972 out-of-court settlement of Alaska v. Morton 

and whether he would be successful In that attempt over 

almost certain State courl action. Numerous agruments may 

ho proposed regarding these two probabilities but for this 

analysis probabilities of 53 and 40 percent respectively 

ore used. Applying these probabilities to an estimated 

current land value for tho 26 townships of $24.0 million 

and an estimated value for timber of $3.3 million, a value 

of $5.5 million is found.

A third value which must be estimated is that of the



additional 20 townships which the Stato may select 

at its discretion. Although statehood selection 

entitlement would be used, three factors must be 

considered. First, there is a possibility that the 

State may never be able to exercise its full 

selection rights under the Statehood Act and that 

the State must look closely at every opportunity 

it has to select lands. Secondly, the lands which 

could be selected ore, relative to the lands that 

will bo remaining after Implementation of AMCSA and 

settlement of tho d(2) question, certainly in closer 

proximity to existing state lands and populated areas.

Thirdly, an exercise of State selection rights would 

bo the first so lootions under I ho Statehood Act In 

tho past four years. In other words, the "right to 

select" certain lands now that are in oloso proximity 

to existing s+ ’ selections is in and of itsoif of 

value. Using tho very conservative total value for 

these lands of S40 per acre, and discounting tho 20 

township selection right by a factor of two-thirds to 

account for tho use of selection entitlement, tho 

result is an estimate of $6.1 million.
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Thus, he total estimated value of the three factors described 

above is £32.1 million. This total, when added to the oslimated 

appraised values cited in Table I. above, gives a total estimated 

oconomic value to tho State of $97.1 million. To this total must 

be added or subtracted the vaiuos described below to which a reasonable 

economic value cannot be applied at this time, or perhaps ever,

1975



@ with any degree of certainty.
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D. Other Values— As mentioned earlier, there are two types of 

other values which must be taken into consideration for pur­

poses of evaluating this proposal. First are economic values 

which cannot bo Identified with any reasonable specificity 

at this time, and secondly there are those values which might 

never be capable of having a specific economic value attached 

to them, but which are unquestionably of significant value 

none the loss. Paragraphs number one and two bo lew pre­

sent, respectively, positive and negative values to Ihe 

State associated with the present proposal. Although certainly 

not exhaustive, tho listing attempts to outline the major 

non-econom i c voIues i nvoIvod.

I* £°sJ.'LLXi! — fho following positive values would

accrue to the State should the proposal bo consummated.

(a) CIRI Court Suit— as explained earlier In 

this memorandum, if Cook Inlot wins Its appeal 

tho Stato might lose not only considerable 

acreage from its present selections south of 

Mt. McKinley National Park, but It might also 

lose substantial additional lands should tho 

September 1972 out-of-court settlement with 

the Secretary be abrogated. In view of the 

District Court's decision that the Secretary 

was in error concern Ing his finding eleven 

villages ineligible, Cook Inlot Region's chances

, 1975
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of success with Its court suit were measurably 

1ncreased.
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(b) Moose Range Surface Protection— pr1vate 

surface ownership within the Moose Range would 

be kept to a minimum, thus protecting the very 

significant wildlife and recreational values 

of the Moose Range, ■"'he Moose Range is also 

a state wildlife refuge and Its already tremen­

dous value for recreational pursuits including 

hunting, fishing, canoeing, ore., will continue 

to grow with increased settlement and development 

of state and private lands outside the refuge 

on tho Kenal Peninsula. Some, however, would 

argue that maximum Moose Range lands should bo 

given to tho natives so that development may 

occur.

(c) Su1 lab Ie Lands In Private Ownershi p— the 

state lands received by the Native corporations 

aro lands suitable for settlement and development 

because of physical characteristics and location, 

thus substantially reducing future costs to the 

State to provide services to those areas. Addi­

tionally, the MatIvo corporations receiving these 

lands will be In a much bettor position to 

develop thorn at an earlier date, thereby stimu­

lating economic development and providing an



acidItional tax base both to the State and to 

tno local governments involved.
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(d) Kami shale Bay Lands— under the proposal the 

State would receive title to approximately 12 

townships of land on the west side of Cook Inlet 

on Kamishak Bay. These lands would represent 

the on Iy State presence on the west side of Cook 

Inlet for at lest 400 miles south of Kalgin 

Island. Kamishak (3ay itself, owned by +he State, 

Is believed to have significant oil and gas 

resource potentials and these coastal lands re­

present tho only feasible areas for onshore 

development facilities. Tills proposal would 

put these lands in State hands. Additionally, 

tho terminus of tho Interior Department's 

"western transportation corridor", which 

originates In Petroleum Reserve Number 4, ter­

minates on Bruin Bay which the Slate would 

also receive.

(o) fa Ikootna Mountai n land— the State would 

receive approximately 14 townships In the 

lalkoetna Mountains area, some of which would 

be located Immediately adjacent to currently 

State patented land. Three of those townships 

are contiguous to one of the throe final sltos 

to be considered for the new State Capital. 

Additionally, the proposal would bring to



State ownership lands otherwise selected by 

Native groups which would be included in the 

current Talkeetna Mountain State Park proposal.

The land trade would permit a manageable park 

boundary proposal to be established, thus 

obviating the Inevitable costly .outine of 

buying back private property in the future.

Also, watershed protection for a new Capital 

or for other settlement to the west would 

be assured.

(f) Addition To CajptaJn Cook Recreation

Area— the proposal would insure that a minimum 

of 7 sections of land would be added to the 

Captain Cook Recreation Area from federal 

I nnds w i th i n tho loose Range. Othorw i se, flat I ve 

selection of these sections would result in a 

significantly less manageable recreation unit.

(g) Public Lands— tho proposal would insure 

that lands with significanl public Interest 

would remain In pub IIc ownership, particularly 

in tho vicinity of Lake Clark. In addition, 

the State would receive lands In the 

Chnkachamna Lake area which would give the 

Stato significant bargaining power in influenc­

ing federal action with respect ho hunting, 

mining or other State Interests in any perman­

ent federal withdrawal in the Lake Clark area.
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(h) I ncreased State Presence j_n Dr i sto I Day—  

tho proposal would increase the State's presence 

in the Bristol Bay area by gaining for the State 

approximately 25 townships of d(2) land in 

addition to the 12 townships on Kamishak Bay.

The 17(d)(2) land would, of course, be otherwise 

unavailable to the State. This enhanced state 

posi Mon will strengthen tho State's bargaining 

power with respect to the proposed National 

Resource Range in the Bristol Bay-Lake lliamno 

area. If the Resource Range proposal is adopted 

as presently proposed, the State, with the single 

exceplion of the Wood River-Tfkchik area, would 

be totally removed from any sign i f i canf I anti 

ownership position west of Cook Inlet.

(i) Stato Iriterosts Jjj Otlier Federal Lands— under 

the proposal other federal surplus lands and un­

perfected public land entries which might go to 

CIRI wlfhin tho region would be subject to a State 

veto and/or cippeal process to protect State and 

public Interests in these lands. Since -tho 

eventual settlement CIRI receives, whether by agree­

ment, loc.'slation, or by court action, will undoubted I y 

Include these lands, tho proposal represents the State's 

only opportunity to partic’pato in protecting the 

public interests on these lands. As an example, tho 

Bradley Lake Power Withdrawal is specifically pro- 

tectod from Native ownership: if the withdrawal should_



* be revoked, It could be selected by the State.

2. Negative Values— the following negative values would accrue to 

the State should the proposal be consummated.
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(a) Beluga Coal Management— the proposal would remove 

the State from its current position of almost total 

ownership of lands in the Beluga area by putting into 

CIRI1s hands approximately 25 percent of the measured 

and indicated coal reserves and surrounding lands which 

may contain additional reserves. While the State would 

still of course have very substantial environmental 

controls over mining through its air and water quality 

standards, etc., and while it could pass surface mining 

legislation applicable to private lands, if would lose 

The additional landlord power to control strip mining 

operations. However, with regard to revenues, tho State 

would lose its royalty interest, but all Informed 

opinion agrees that a severance tax would yield the best 

returns, and is the proper course for the Stato to 

to 11ow .

(b) Loss of Port Aroa— approximately 7 sections of land 

northeast of tho village of Tyonek with potential for 

industrial development and docking facilities would be 

transferred to nativo hands. Perhaps the best site on 

tho west side of northern Cook In lot, which is located 

just.to the south of these 7 sections, is already owned



by the village of Tyonek. The State would retain, however, 

another site of at least equal suitability and potential 

just west of the lyonek village lands. This latter 

site is the one which has benn primarily suggested 

and studied from the standpoint of the use and/or siiipping 

of coa! from the existing coal leases in the Beluga area.

Economic Summary— As mentioned earlier in determining equal value two

types of value have been used; value in economic terms and value in 

a sense which cannot bo strictly expressed in dollars. As outlined 

above, the economic values themselves which accrue to the Stato are 

in exefss of those values which fho State relinquishes. These are 

calculated as shown below.
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TABLE 2.
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED ECONOMIC VALUES (SMILLIONS) 

GWEN BY STATE

Existing values relinquished ‘/•'M)
TOTAL 71.0

RECEIVED BY STATE

Now vaIuos race i vod 05.0
Existing values not lost 32.I

TOTAL 97.f

To tho total economic values received by the Stale the non-economic 

values cited above, both positive and negative, must be added. Since 

tho degree to which these non-economlc values accrue positive or nega­

tive benefits to the Stato is somewhat subjoctiv certainly no 

quantifcation Is possible. However, they are very important consid­

erations and any decision making process must reasonably incorporate



them in determining the overall equal value consideration
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Finally, it should be emphasized that the agreement represents a 

negotiated settlement, which is an extremely important factor. 

First, It can certainly bo suggested that negotiation, particularly 

regarding non-quant ifiable items, is man's best procedure for 

reaching equity. While this is not relied upon for legal founda­

tion here, it is nonetheless crucial for public policy reasons.

Second, a settled three party negotiation implies that each has 

loft the bargaining feeling that either he got a fair and equal 

share, or more likely, a better share than tho others. The 

Director would certainly assert the latter in forms of a 

negotiated value for tho State, but would recognize that each 

party may feel the same for its own reasons and soak to demon­

strate this to its constituency or higher aulhorify.

Third, it is Important to convey some sense of tho "paths riot 

taken" regarding trading Items and other values. While no 

blanket conclusion is posslblo, there can bo every assurance 

that a comprohenslvo effort took place, over many months, to 

seek out and discuss a multitude o' alternatives hoforo 

reaching the agreement heroin.

Conclusions and ftecomredatIons

This memorandum of transmittal has attempted to outline in a structured fashion 

the basis for State participation, the process of that participation, and the 

results as found in the proposal. It is my conclusion that State participation



In the modified proposal as described above is in the best interests of the 

State and that the State will receive considerable excess value for the value 

it relinquishes. As ycur approval and tho concurrence of the Governor are 

needed to authorize State participation in this proposal, this document can 

serve as basis for that decision, augmented by any further information you 

may require. In this particular case since you have been very closely and con­

tinuously involved with the process, and as the Governor has been fully briefed 

at several different times, I believe most of the aspects are suitably covered 

above, and in the complete files on this matter.

While It Is my opinion, and that of most others I know who have addressed the

matter in detail, that the Lxocutive Dranch presently has the state statutory 

authority to execute this proposed land exchange, It is also true that questions 

have been raised by members of tho public and by legislators concerning the 

adequacy of this authority. While I bollevo that these questions would certainly 

be answered by tho courts In the executive's favor, tho process of litigating 

a tort case would be Inordinately time-consuming. That Intervening litigation 

porlod would protract the commencomen’l of passage of lands under the agreement, 

a consequence which all parties regard as undosirablo, and possibly fatal, If 

the basic merits of tho agreement are accepted.

I boro Is no doubt that flic proposed exchange cannot come to pass without prior

odor a I legislation clearing Its way under Mf-.PA and Section 6(i) and dealing with

other matters of Implementation. The opportunity - perhaps tho only opportunity -

for such legislation is upon us now with tho omnibus AMCSA .amendments bill.

After the Congressional legislation Is passed, It of course will be necessary for 

the State to assent to the exchange. While the Commissioner Is authorized under 

existing law to give that assent, unilateral executive action on a matter of this

Guy R. Martin-CIRI Proposal 40 December 0, 1975



magnitude would be inconsistent with the policy of the present administration lhat 

all important social institutions should have the opportunity to participate to the 

fullest extent possible in such decisions. Therefore, I believe the State should 

structure the proposed transaction so as to maximize the Legislature’s ability to 

participate in the decision. (Indeed, the Administration endeavored to involve 

the Legislature throughout the public review process as the proposal has been 

developed.) The problem, of course, is that there is no mechanism by which 

the federal government cart legally "negotiate" tho matter through the Legislature 

during the session, for Congress must act now to get federal authority for a 

specific proposed transaction. l!or is it likely under our Constitution that the 

Legislature could, or would choose, to do so.

Given those premises, the only opportunity that the Slate has to insure that the 

Legislature may pass upon the merits of the proposal is for Congress to enact 

legislation empowering tho Secretory to consummate tho transaction (removing 

federal obstacles to tho State's participating), such legislation to bo subject 

to tho State's subsequent consent. Tho state administration, In its turn, pledges 

that consent to the Congressional!y legislated "offer" will be forthcoming, if 

at all, only after review and consideration by tho Legislature. An action by the 

Legislature disapproving tho exchange should result In an action by tho Governor 

denying consent.

If the decision is made to seek legislative review Hie time factor is particularly 

Important, for several reasons, Including the Congressional need for certainty 

the Inexorable progress of Cook Inlet's appeal, and the dynamic nature of land 

•jlefus in Alaska, final action by tne State would be needed as soon as practicable 

consistent- wi Hi Hie Legislature's need to have a thorough opportunity to review 

the proposal In sufficient detail to make responsible public policy. I believe we 

would be In a position during the first week of the session to thoroughly brief
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members of the Legislature and make available to them any information we might have 

concerning the proposal. Under that scenario it would appear that 50 to 60 days 

should bo sufficient time for the Legislature to thoroughly review the proposal, 

particularly in view cf the already widespread publicity and general pub Ii ' 

awareness of the various aspects of the proposal.

I close with the request that action taken affirmatively and expeditious!'/ on this 

matter as I believe it to be a unique, perhaps singular, opportunity to achlev. 

a vital series of public arid privato objectives. It is Important, and in my view,
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JAY S. HAMMOND, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES /
DIVISION CF LANDS. 323 E. 4TH AYENUE. ANCHORAGE 99501

OPENING STATEMENT 
Cook I n l e t  P u b l i c  Hear i ng  

(October 2-3, 1975)

The t r a n s a c t i o n  wh i ch w i l l  be d es c r i b ed  in t h i s  b r i e f i n g  and 
then d i s c u s s ed  In p u b l i c  sess i ons  i s  a uni  cue a t t e n p t  a t  governmental/' 
p r i v a t e  s e c t o r / p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  c o op e ra t i o n  to r e s o l v e  a complex problem 
of rea l  impor tance .  The prob l em r e l a t e s  to t h e  r i g h t  o f  t he  Cook I n l e t  
Na t i v e  Reg i ona l  C o r p o ra t i o n  t o  s e l e c t  Federa l  l ands under the t e rns  of  
the ANCSA.

B r i e f l y  s t a t e d ,  t he  problem i s  as f o l l ow s :  The Cook I n l e t  Rogion
has an e n t i t l e m e n t  under the ANCSA for  land s e l e c t i o n s ,  and the Depar t ­
ment of  I n t e r i o r  has an o b l i g a t i o n  t o  w i thdraw lands fo r  these s e l e c t i o n s .  
U n l i k e  o t h e r  r e g i o n s ,  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  f i n d  adequate  land for  wi thdrawa l  
and s e l e c t i o n  i s  g r e a t l y  l i m i t e d  by t he  h i g h  pe rcen tage  o f  p r i v a t e  
ownersh i p  and p u b l i c a l l y  c l a s s i f i e d  kind in the key Cook I n l e t  areas .
The Department of I n t e r i o r  made w i t hd rawa l s  under these a l r e a dy  d i f f i c u l t  
c i r cums tan c es  wh i ch ,  from the s t an dpo i n t  of  t he  Reg ion were u n f a i r ,  
i n c a u i t a b l e  and i l l e g a l ,  and wh i ch ,  from the p e r s p e c t i v e  of both the 
S t a t e  and the Federa l  Government ,  p r obab l y  c r ea te d  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  land 
ownersh i p  p a t t e r n s  in t he  e n t i r e  a rea .

Cook I n l e t  Reg ion has brought  s u i t  c h a l l e n g i n g  tho l e g a l i t y  of tho 
I n t e r i o r  w i t h d r awa l s  under t he  Act ,  and t h a t  s u i t  i s  now on appeal  a f t e r  
l o s i n g  in t he  D i s t r i c t  Cou r t .  Tho Sta te  i s  not  a p a r t v  to  the s u i t ,  
a l t h ou g h  the appeal  c ou l d  have g r ea t  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  the S ta te  i f  Cook 
I n l e t  Reg ion p r e v a i l s  on one of  i t s  reques t s  t h a t  land p r e v i o u s l y  
s e l e c t e d  by tho S t a t o  be r e d i r e c t e d  to tho Reg i ona l  s e l e c t i o n s .  Thus,  
t h e r e  i s  on e l ement  of  j u d i c i a l  u n c e r t a i n t y  hero .

Looking o n l y  a t  t he  Rogion and the Depar tment ;  o n l y  two outcomes are 
p o s s i b l e  depend i ng on t ho  outcome of  tho appea l  and subsoguont l i t i g a t i o n .  
The f i r s t  i s  t h a t  I n t e r i o r  w i l l  p r e v a i l ,  and Cook I n l e t  w i l l  bo forced 
t o  s e l e c t  i n areas g e n e r a l l y  agreed to  be i n a p p r o p r i a t e  for  p r i v a t e  
ownersh i p  and probab l y  i n e q u i t a b l e  for tho Reg i ona l  C o r p o ra t i o n  as 
compared t o  what o t h e r  Reg ions s e l e c t e d  under tho Act .

Tho socond i s  t ha t  Cook I n l e t  w i l l  p r e v a i l ,  and r e c e i v e  s e l e c t i o n  
r i g h t s  wh i ch ,  a l t h o ug h  perhaps more e q u i t a b l e  t o  t he  Reg i on ,  would i n v o l v e  
s e l e c t i o n  In areas s t i l l  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  for  p r i v a t e  deve l opment  (Moose 
Range) o r  perhaps i n v a l i d a t e  S ta te  s e l e c t i o n s ,  a l t hough  t h i s  i s  l ess 
I i k o I y .

E i t h e r  o f  t hese  outcomes w i l l  have u n d e s i r a b l e  consequences ,  and 
t h i s  has boon r e cogn i z ed  by the S t a t e ,  by tho Reg i on ,  by I n t e r i o r ,  by 
v a r i o u s  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  groups ,  by A l aska 's  Cong re ss i o na l  De l e g a t i o n  
and o t h e r  members of  Congress ,  and by v a r i o u s  o t h e r  p a r t i e s  in the p r i v a t e  
s e c t o r .



DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES /
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BACKGROUND 

Cook Inlet Land Trade Propo3al

In the discussions with Cook InleL Region, Inc. and the Department of the 

Interior the State has attempted to accomplish a number of objectives, 
including the assurance of a rational land ownership pattern within the 
Cook Inlet Basin and the ability of the State to control certain lands 
which it feels necessary to properly protect its future interests. This 

latter point is predicated upon the State's firm conviction that it can 

govern more effectively and be more responsive to its citizens' needs 
than could the federal government.

As it is the role of the State to provide its citizens vith a number of 

public services (i.e. transportation, communications, education, public 
safety, etc.) it is in the State's interest, both socially and economically, 

to insure tliat future development occurs in those areas besc suited for 
such development, i.e. within areas which contain good land forms, ground 

water, no flowing, etc. and to which governmental services may be brought in 
an economical manner. This was a prime consideration in determining 
which lands the State tentatively offered to Cook Inlet Region, Inc.

With respect to land9 which the State seeks to gain through this transaction, 
the emphasis wa9 on those lands in the Cook Inlet and nearby Iliamna Lake 

areas which the State feels should remain in public ownership and which 
it wishes to own itself to insure that its objectives in those areas 
are under its' own control. In particular, two areas were sought. First,
the lands presently in federal ownership in the Talkeetna Mountains area,
where Cook Inlet Region would select, north and east of the populated
Matanuska and Susitna Valleys respectively. In addition to timber, watershed,
mineral, and high recreational values, these lands will become increasingly 

more important to the State as future development and settlement intensifies 
on the periphery in the Matanuska and Susitna Valleys.

The second area of interest is Iliamna Lake. This watershed produces the 

worlds largest red salmon fishery and it is upon this fishery wh.ch the 

major portion of our citizens in the Bristol Bay Region are dependent.

The area is al9o the focus of the finest trophy rainbow trouts system in 

North America. The State lias management control of these fisheries and 
by gaining control of the remaining public lands would be able to more 
effectively manage these fisheries in the public interest. Also, with 

approximately 15 percent of the lands in the Bri; -ol Bay area going into 
native village corporate ownership the State feel9 it can be much more 

responsive to both their private need3 and those of the public in this 

area than could be the geographically removed federal government. In addition 
to the very high fishery values, this area has high wildlife and recreational 
values as well as some oil and gas potential.



PARTIES

Cook InI of, 
Inc. to 
Stato

Vi I Iagos and 
Groups to 
Stato

Fedora I 
Gov11. to 
Cook InIot

COOK INLET LAND TRADE PROPOSAL

LAND TRADED

LOCATION AMOUNT MAP NO.* COMMENTS

Tyonek Area

Kn i k Area 
Chickaloon Area

^.5 Twp.

.21 Twps. 

.00 Twps.
3a
3c

Lands offered to Tyonek to 
reduce to a minimum Tyonek. 
ownership of land within the 
Kenal National Moose Range.

More suitable lands near 
villages in return for public 
ownership of important lands 
selected by these villages on 
Lake Clark.

Total 2.8 Twps,

Talkeetna Mtns. 
Lake Cl ark 
west side of Cook 
I nlet

31 Twps, 6 a-f State will designate which 
twps. from a total pool of 
approximately 180 twps. from 
which Cook Inlet, Inc. may 
select.

Montana Ck. 
CaswolI Ck.

Tyonek

Kni k
Chickaloon

,5 Twp. 
,5 Twp,

<£.5 Twp.

.05 Twp,

.32

6 a State receives lands selected
6 a  by tneso groups within proposed

Talkeetna Mtns. State Park.

7 State receives lands selected
by Tyonek on Kenal Penn, within 
or on odoo of National Moose 
Range.

6 o State rocolvos the.>o lands on
0 o shores of Lake Clark.

Total 2.7 Twpi

Kenal Nat'I. Mooso 
Range

Kona I Nat'I. Mooso 
Range

.07 Twps (20,000 ac, 
0

.07 Twps (20,000 ac.)
9

Mooso Range boundary to bo 
adjusted to oxcIudo those lands 
a 1/4 ml. "no development zone" 
on odgc of Tustamena Lake.

Lands to bo withIn Mooso Range 
and subject to restrictions 
such that any use of the land 
must bo bonoflclal to the pur­
poses of tho Moose Range.

* Soo Attached Map for area location
** "Twp" = "Township" = 36 Sections = 23,040 acros



COOK INLET LAND TRADE PROPOSAL

PARTIES
LAND TRADED

LOCATION AMOUNT MAP NO.* COMMENTS

Cook InIe1 
to VIIIages

Salamatof

Knit. Area 

Chickaloon Area

I.5 Twps.

.21 Twps. 3 a

.08 Twps. 3 c

"Out of court" offer to Salamatof 
to drop village eligibility suit 
which, If successful, would sig­
nificantly reduce Cook Inlet's 
land within National Moose Range.

More s uit abl e lands nea r v illages 

to ensure public o w n e r s h i p  of  

important lands se lec ted  by these 

villages on Lake Clark.

M I S C E L L A N E O U S

The proposal does not c on v e y  to Cook Inlet, Inc.:

1) S u b s ur fa c e  resources in any p roducing oil and gas fields (e.g. Swan son  River).

2) A n y  of the Sv/anson River canoe s ys t e m  lands.

3) Th e Russian R ive r area

A) T he  present federal lands at Point Woron zof f, Point Campbell or the C ampbell Tract.



W & d C U k

Pointn rn • *«'•>.Possession
U i  J  J.i.dw

i>alam^tpf

IONA UGACH NAT
i /gCf)er)ega„ +

W p O S E
10 : » I * : ; : s • 4

R A N G E ?Ninilcllik
i  Ndndalfoh 
New/>iq|c.n

Ifahdk'

Gn̂ jliih 'Bay 

Port Oral ia.mJI

\ . ^Port,1 William

CHUGACH
ihlo Afoqnak





» STATE
of A L A S K A

• »
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r
Cook Inlet Land Trade File

d a t e  :  November 6, 1975

.-Ro m . Michael C.T, Smith / / ^  subject: Public Notice § input
Director, Division of Lands

As it was c k l e d  veiy early in the discussion stage that any final 
decision would not be made until the proposal was made public and the 
resulting input analyzed, the administration went to significant lengths 

to .insure as public a process as possible before the final decision was 
made. Below, in approximate chronological order, is summarized that 
pul)lie noti.ee and input process.

In late April and May, preceding the initial House and Senate hearings 
concerning CIRI's proposed legislation, the State was in contact with a 

number of individuals and agencies. This included numerous meetings with 
Tom Mca-'Jian, Anchorage Borough Attorney, to insure that the Borough's 
interests in its recreational and open-space lands were protected. In a 
similar manner contacts wore made with Stan Thompson, Ifcnai Borough Mayor, 
and John Spencer, Anchorage City Attorney, Regular contact v.as also 
maintained with the Joint Federal-State Laid Use Planning Commission. 

Preceding and following (ho Congressional, hearings in May the media was 

briefed and carried numerous stories concerning the proposal. With r e­
latively minor exceptions, al l. aspects of the proposal which have received 
public comment during the past months were published in the media as long 

ago as last May. Add.i I ional lv, detailed presentations concerning Ihc pro­
posal were made before both llic House and Senate sub-comm! I toes addressing 
CIRI's proposal. These detailed present aliens arc, o f  course, part of the 

official committee hearing records. In mid-June contact, was also made with 
representatives of the Placer Amex Co., owner of several of the coal leases 
in the Beluga area to determine their feelings concerning the proposal. On 
June 27th a meeting was held with Mike Spann, Administrative Assistant to 
Senator Ted Stevens, and on the following day another meeting was hold with 
Senator Stevens concerning the proposal In Anchorage. Additionally, at 

approximately the same time and in response to a request by Humor Burrell 
and a reporter from the Anchorage Daily News, the Cook Inlet Land Trade 
File was made available for their review and this was again followed by a 

detailed release of the then current proposals in a new article.

Fol lowing more testimony concerning the proposal before Senator llaskel’s 
Interior sub-committee in late September, the Stale launched a five-week 
public briefing and input campaign to injure public awareness of the pro-

9
Ihc specifics arc listed below.

Sept 23rcl - Letters to all legislators containing copy of ihc press 

yclcasc announcing public hearing dates.

26th - Public hearing news release distributed to media.
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Sept. 2 7 - 2 8  - Public meeting announcements carried b y  the press 
and radio in Anchorage

Oct. 1st - Detailed media briefing including radio, TV, daily
press and Alaska Scouting Report representative.

- Special briefing of groups which had indicated 
interest in learning specifics o f  the proposal at
an early date (Bice tennial Park Committee, Mountain­

eering Club, Issac >.alton League, Alaska Conservation 
Society, Alaska Float Plane Association, etc.).

" 2nd - Special briefing for organized Boroughs affected by

proposal (Anchorage, Kenai, and Matanuska-Susitna 
Boroughs).

- Briefing for negislitors

- Telephone conversation with Placer Amcx

- A  2 1/2 hour public briefing and question presentation 
at Loussac Library in Anchorage (over 70 in attendance).

" 3rd - Meeting with David Prcc, Esquire Re: Mental Health Lands

- Meeting with Alaska Miners Association (Bill Wagaman, 

President, and Chuck Ifaulley).

- Public hearing at Loussac Library to receive input 

(three hours with over 75 persons attending).

" 6th - Briefing of Capital Site Selection Committee

" 7th - Public briefing and input presentation held at A l a s k a -
land in Fairbanks following three days of radio and 

press advertisement of tire meeting.

" 10th - Briefing of Bureau of Land Management personnel,

" 12th - Meeting wi t h  representatives of Placer Amex

" 22nd - Briefing of Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Special Land

Trade Committee

" 21th - Public briefing of Federal-State Land Use Planning

Commission

Nov, 1th - Public briefing of Kenai peninsula Borough Assembly

In addition, numerous contacts were had with interested groups and members 

of the public who contacted the Division of Lands to gain more specific 

information following exposure to the proposal in the media or at public 
meetings.



TO: I
1 Cook Inlet Land Trade File

da te  i December 2, 1975

trom: Michael C. T. Smith, DIrectc 
Division of Lands

sub je c t: Public Not. and Input
(Addendum to 11/6/75 Memo to Fi le)

The following is an update of an earlier memorandum detailing some of 
the speciftcs of the Public Notice and Input process concerned with the 
Cook Inlet Land Trade Proposal.

October— the October Issue of the Division's Publication "Alaska 
Land Lines" carried a five page outline of the dotal Is of the 
proposal as prosonted publicly tho first week of October.

Nov. 7— the Governor, tho Commissioner of Natural Resources 
and tho Director of Lands met for throe and one-half hours 
with a special land trade subcommittee of tho Legislative 
Council. A detailed briefing was glve.i to tho subcommittee.

Nov. 17— meeting with representative Tod Smith and Harold 
Gallletto at the Division of Lands.

Nov. 2.<— meeting with Tom Moacham, Land Trust Lawyer for 
the Anchorage Municipality.

Nov. 25— luncheon spoakor presentation by Director of Lands 
to tho Alaska Society of Civil Fnglneers.
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F in a lly , tho existing language o f  subsection. ( f )  requires exchanges 
to he on the basis o f  equal value.

The aincm leil language w ill pe rm it direct exchanges o f land  between 
the State and Native, corporations. I t  w i ll pe rm it the. S la te  o r  t ra n s fe r 
m inera l interests, notw ithstanding section 0 ( i )  o f  the Statehood Act., 
to  F ed e ra l agencies in  such exchanges. F in a lly , it w ill perm it exchanges- 
unci cm* the subsection to be on a basis other than equal va lue i f  the- 
parties agree to tho exchange and the Secretary dooms i t  to be in. 
the pub lic interest.

SECTION- 18
Section IS  is m ere ly a savings clause which provides, th a t except 

as sperilien lly  p rovided in this leg islation , the provisions o f  the Se ttle ­
ment. A ct are fu l ly  applicab le to th is leg is la tion and noth ing herein 
sh a ll ho construed to a lte r o r amend those provisions.
T eems axd  Condit ions non L and C onsolidation and M anagement in

Tin: Coojc I nlet Aula
Section 12 o f  TT.R. 0044. as amended bv the Committee, implements 

an agreement reached among the Un ited  States, tho State o f  A la ska , 
the Cook In le t  Regional C orpora tion , and other interested parties to 
resolve the prob lem  Cook In le t  Reg ion , In c ., encountered in realizing ’ 
its land  entitlements under the Settlement Act. That, section is general 
in terms and incorporates into it, bv reference', the text o f  the agree­
ment reached by (lie  parties. Tho Committee intends that section 12 
and the implementing agreement, he construed together to give effect 
to the settlement o f  the Cook In le t  problem  in a manner that, is f a i r  
and equitable to the Cook In le t  Reg ional C orpora tion  and the o t h e r £ 
parties. ’

The agreement is as fo llow s : *  -
/Oreo*

Tuii.-us and Coxihtions non Land Consolidation- and Management in * 1
" th e  t.’ooiv In le t A inu . PKnotnr.n 10. lTiTr>

I .  The Un ited  States sh a ll convey to Cook In le t  Region , Inc ., the 
fo llow in g la n d s :

A . Sixteen ( Id ) sections o f  land, as described in Appendix A . pros- 
on tlv w ithin the boundaries o f the Kenai Nationa l Moose Range, ex­
c lud ing the lied o f  Lake Tustam ina. but to be. removed from  the 
boundaries o f  the Range. The. conveyance o f  these lands shall he sub­
ject-to tlu> fo llow ingeond ii ions:

( I )  Included in tin' lands described in this parag raph sha ll he 
a restricted zone o f  lake fron t and riv e r fro n t lands, not to exceed 
an average o f  100 acres per lin ear m ile , to he measured from  the- 

■ high w ater line, (he exact boundaries to lie. determined by mutual 
agreement bet ween C 1R1 and the. Secretary no later than Septem ­
ber 1. 1070. Tho conveyance o f  the lands w ith in this zone shaft 
contain tho fo llow ing  restrictions so long  us Lake Tuslumenn re­
mains a part, o f  t he t{nngo:

(a )  A restrictive convcnant runn ing with tho land  which 
provides that, no development s lm ll take place o r  fac ilities bo
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constructed with in the zone, except thoso which arc d irec tly  
necessary lo  support water dependent activities, such as a boat 
tloclf, a irp lane tie-up and m arina , Reasonable access to these 
fac ilities w ill be perm itted. I t  is contemplated that a lodge 
n u v  also be. located w ithin the restricted zone, provided , how­
ever. that tho lodge, sh a ll bo o f  such a design, size and at a 
location agreed upon by the U n ited  States F ish  and 'W ild life . 
Service. C l I I I  must subm it a request in w ritin g  to the F ish  
and W ild li  f Service fo r  app rova l o f  any construction o r de­
velopment w ith in tiic zone, which approva l w ill not bo un­
reasonably w ithhold . The F ish  and W i ld li fe  Service w ill 
n o tify  C l’K I  o f  its decision on any such request w ithin 120 
days o f  receipt o t such request, and fa i lu re  o f  any response 
w ill bo considered as approva l.

(b )  a p rov ision  th a t G IF  I  w ill not sell tho lands to any 
th ird  p a rty  f o r  a period o f  25 years from  the date o f  the 
conveyance, w ithout the consent o f  tho Secretary . _

(c ) a, p rovision  th a t C I R I  and its assigns w ill o ffe r the 
U n ited  States the r ig h t o f firs t re fu sa l to  purchase tho. lands 
i f  tho lands arc ever sold. The r ig h t o f  f irs t re fu sa l sh a ll he 
fo r  ft period o f 120 days from  the date o f  notice in w riting  to 
the. U n ited  States that the owner o f the. land lias received a 
lionaficlo o ffe r o f  purchase. Tho. U n ited  .States shall no t he 
deemed to have exercised its righ t o f firs t re fu sa l i f  the owner 
does not consummate this sale in accordance w ith notice to 
the U n ited  States.

( d )  the, conveyance o f the. hinds comprising this * Evicted 
zono sha ll not include the bed o f  Luke. Toslam ena . shall 
on lv  convey the. surface estate to  G IRT . The U n ited  States 
sh a ll ic.tr. hi the righ ts in o il and gas and a ll m inerals, inc lud­
ing  but net lim ited to common varieties o f  m inerals.

(o ) the. Un ited  St ates reserves the. r ig h t o f re-en try on those 
lands to liu exercised upon occurrence o f  tho fo llow in g  con­
d itions :

(1 ) The U n ited  States obtains a final ju d gm en t in a 
proceeding in law o r equity to en force in  whole o r in 
pa rt the restrictive covenants contained in the conveyance 
o f the lands described in this section: and

(2 )  subsequent to such fina l judgm ent, the Un ited 
States institutes proceedings in law  o r equity to enforce 
the. provisions o f the restrictive covenants which were 
the subject o f  the final judgment obtained in subpara­
graph ( ] )  o f  th is pa rag raph ’. The right, o f  re -en try .sha ll 
bo assorted in such subsequent action but m ay not lie 
ac tua lly  exercised except upon and in accordance with 
the fina l judgment in fa v o r o f  the Un ited  States in such 
subsequent action.

( f f ) such right o f re-entry shall be lim ited , in any ease, 
to the lands which were the subject o f  the final judgment 
re fe rred  to in subparagraph (1 ) hereof.

(2 )  The remainder o f  the lands described in Append ix A  sha ll 
be conveyed to C l 111 w ithout restriction, o ther than the rcscrva-
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tion  o f  those casements authorized by 1 7 (b )  o f A X C S A  or other 
app licab le fed e ra l statutes. The conveyance o f  such remainder 
sh a ll include both the su rface and the subsurface estates to such 
lands.

15. Th ree and fifty -e igh t one hundreds (3 .5S ) townships o f  the sub­
su rface estate to o il and gas and coal as identified in Appendix B : p ro ­
v ided that tho U n ited  States sh a ll re ta in  a ll other m inera ls including 
bu t not lim ited  to  common varieties o f  m inera ls ; and provided that 
the r ig h t to ex tract coal sh a ll be conditioned upon tho. opening fo r the 
ex traction  o f coal o f  th a t p o rtion  o f  the Range in  which these lands are 
located, and provided fu rth e r , that coal sh a ll on ly be extracted in  a 
liq u id  o r  gaseous state. The extraction o f o il and*gas and coal sh a ll 
bo conducted in accordance w ith a surface use p lan  approved by the 
Secretary . Such extraction sh a ll be undertaken in  accordance*wi*h 
the most advanced technology commercia lly ava ilab le at th a t time and 
causing the least practicable tempr t r y  and permanent ha rm  ro the 
fish and w ild life  habitats o f the linage . A ny  surface damage caused 
by the e w e is o  o f  the righ ts herein must lie repaired or reclaimed by 
G IR L  its successors and'assigns, as ra p id ly  as practicable without un­
reasonable. interference with the righ ts o f extraction. T he  United 
States sh a ll make, availab le to C IR I ,  its successors and assigns, s ind  
and g rave l as is reasonably necessary f o r  the. construction o f ‘ fac ilities 
and righ ts o f  way appurtenant to the. exorcise o f  the righ ts conveyed 
under th is sect ion, pursuant to the provisions o f  ffO U .S .O . 001 et seep, 
and tho regu lations implementing that statute which arc then in effort. 
B y  mutual consent o f C IR I  and tho. Secretary , C I R I  may exchange 
any interest described in  this parag raph fo r  o ther m inera l interests o f 
o(iua! valito outside the boundaries o f  the. K ena i Nationa l Moose 
Range.

(1 )  A l l  federa l lands ai d interests in lands w ithin the fo llow in g :
( a )  T . 10 S ., R . !) IV ., F . M . (1 le a lv ) : and
(b )  T .2 0 N . ,R .9 K . ,S .M .  (G len n H ig h w ay ).

( 2 )  T  1 N I i  21 W , S . M . (sections Iff , 14.15.22.* 23. 2 4 .2 5 .2 0 , 2 7 .2S. 
"2 , ffff, f f l ,  ffr.. ff(S). The Secretary shall on ly  convoy the rights to 
met a lii lorous m inerals in the. land  herein described. E xtract ion o f  such 
m inera ls shall lie subject to a surface use plan submitted by C IR I  and 
approved by the Secretary. Surface.use o f (lie purposes o f exp lo ration , 
extraction , access and benefaciation sha ll be. conducted in accordance 
w ith the. most advanced technology commercia lly availab le a t that time 
consistent with the exercise, o f  the righ ts conveyed under this subpara­
g raph . G IRT , its successors and assigns, shall lie required to repair 
and reclaim  any surface damage as ra p id ly  as practicable consist cut 
w ith the reasonable exercise o f  such m ineral rights.

( 3 )  T  1 S . 1121 AV, S . M . (Sections 8 -1 0 ,1 5 -2 2 ,2 0  nd ffO). The Sec­
re ta ry  sh a ll tran s fe r to C IR f  the above described lands in fee simple. 
Such conveyance shall he subject to a restrictive conveuaut. running 
w ith the. land , p rov id ing  that the surface sha ll on ly lm used fo r  p u r­
poses reasonab ly incident to m ining and m ineral extraction , including- 
processing and transportation . The Secretary shall nisi) convey to 
C l R 1 . an easement fo r  a port which sha ll reasonably provide fo r  receiv­
ing , sh ipping , storage and incidental hand ling , and in c id en ta l,fac il­
ities thereto, o f the m inerals extracted from  the lands conveyed under



th is subparagraph. The. Secretary sh a ll also ronvey to C IR I  a trans­
porta tion easement, to provide fo r  transportation by road , ra i l o r p ipe­
line. o f  the m inera ls from  the above described* lands to the. port 
casement. The- Secretary and C IR I  sh a ll m utua lly  agree, noon the lo ­
cation o f  the po rt and transportation easements.

( ’ . ( 1 )  Twenty nine and s ix ty  six one hundredths (29.0(5) townships 
from  any federa l pub lic lands w ithdrawn under sections 1 1 ( a ) ( 1 ) ,  
1 1 (a ) ( 3 ) , and 1 7 (d ) ( 1 )  w ithout the ex te rio r boundaries o f  C o rk  In le t  
R eg ion : to be ident ifieri in the* manner herein p rov ided : provided that 
i f  C l I l l ' s  to ta l entitlement under Section 1 2 (c ) o f  A X C S A  is deter­
mined to no greater o r  less than 5-i- townships, the. number o f  town­
ships to be conveyed under th is paragraph (hcreina fre r ou t-o f-Reg ion 
entitlem ent) sha ll be increased o r decreased one fo r  m e .

(a )  lands to be nominated and conveyed under this parag raph
0 - 1  shall he lim ited  as fo llow s : The entitlement sh a ll bo satis­
fied from  lands w ithin Abtna Region . B r is to l l>nv Region . Oa lista 
Region . C’ bugacb Region , anil Doyon itcginn. IV itli the ooncur- 
rence o f th rS e c rc fa ry  and the State and aiiy all'oeted Region o ilie r 
Hum those described above, selections may be made from  one o r 
more o f  Hie other Regions, on (ho basis here ina fter described o r 
on such other basis as the parties shall contemporaneously agree. 
C I R I  shall not. nominate, any o f the fo llow ing :

(1 ) lands located west o f  the 101 degree west longitude o f 
Greenwich M erid ian 

f2 ) lands w ithin Areas o f  Environm en ta l Concern as de­
scribed in the Secretary ’s 1973 F o u r Systems proposals to Congress

(3 )  lands within any o f  the Secretary ’s 1973 F o u r S y s ­
tems proposals to Congress 

(•1) lands made, availab le to too S ta le  f o r  selection 'pursu­
ant to Sections 2 and 5 o f  the State -Federa l Agreement, o f 
Sent ember 1,1972,

(b )  B y iU a y  j .  197(11li'> Secretary sha ll, a fte r consultation with 
the S ta le , submit to (T R T  a list o f  areas where app rova l o f  out-o f- 
Region selections is un like ly . C IR I  may thereafter nominate to 
the Secretary , with simultaneous notice to (lie S la te , a township o r 
townships fo r  selection. "W it 11in 120 days a fte r such nom ination , 
Hie Secretary a fte r consultation with Hie Si a to shall approve o r 
disapprove it fo r  w ithdrawal foe placement, in the.select ion pool as 
described herein. B y  October IS , 197S CTRT must, nom inate at 
least 0 times its remaining ou t-o f-Reg ion entitlement.. I f  tho 
Secretary fa ils  lo  approve a pool o f  three times that, remaining 
ou t-o f-Reg ion entitlement from  said nom inations, then lie mid 
( 1R1. bv mutual consultation and stm ly , sha ll agree, by J a n u ­
a ry  IS , 1979 on <uiflicie.nl. additional townships to compose that, 
number. Tim Secretary must, on Hint dale, report, to Congress as 
to the operation o f  l Ids selection mechanism, and (lie need lo r  re ­
medial leg islation , i f  required. U pon  completion o f (lie  pool, the, 
N a te  and G IRT  sha ll commence a s trik ing  and selecting process, 
I ho State may strike (on percent, o f  Hie, poo] and the Region may 

select a number o f  townships equal to ten percent o f  tho o rig ina l 
pool. A ltcrniitu strikes and selections o f five percent o f  the

orig in a l pool sh a ll continue un til C IR I ’s ou t-o f-Reg ion en title­
ment is, as defined in this pa rag raph , satisfied. The State ..nd 
C IR I  must complete th is process w ithin fo u r months o f  comple­
tion o f  the pool. Notw ithstanding the. foregoing , wiH* the con­
sent o f  the U n ited  States, S tate o f  A laska , ami C IR I .  lands may 
be conveyed w ihout resort to the pool and strik ing  mechanism 
herein provided, o r in  the manner described in subparagraph 2 
o f  th is parag raph C , in  which case the number o f  townships to be 
nom inated, pooled, struck and selected, sha ll be reduced p ro ­
portionate ly.

(c ) 'f lie  State may continue to select lands n r Je r the Statehood 
Act which may be affected by this parag raph C, provided how­
ever. that, any Regional nom ination made, hereunder sha ll be 
superior to an il take precedence over any such State selection made 
a fte r J u ly  IS , 197f>. None o f  those lands selected by the State under 
the. Statehood Act a fte r J u ly  IS , 1975, and also nominated by 
C IR I  pursuant, to th is parag raph C, shall be tentatively approved 
fo r  patent to the. State by Hie Department o f  the* In te rio r fo r  so 
long  as these lands are poten tia lly  availab le to C IR I  under this 
subparagraph unless C IR I  has consented to such tentative ap ­
p rova l.

(cl) Lands approved by Hio Secretary fo r  the ou t-o f-Reg ion 
pool sha ll, as o f  the date, o f  such app rova l, be w ithdrawn from  a ll 
form s o f en try and location under the. Pub lic  Land Laws inc lud­
ing the m ining and m ineral leasing laws, but not from  selection 
by the State, f o r  so Jong as the said lands sha ll be included in Hie 
said pool.

(e ) P r io r  to nom ination o f  any townships fo r  secretarial ap ­
p rova l. the. Reg ion shall obtain the consent o f other Native C o r­
porations where, applicab le , and a copy o f  such consent shall be 
at t ached to such noniinat ion.

( f )  C IR I  sha ll select, its ou t-o f-Reg ion entitlement in blocks no 
less than 3(1 seel ions in size, a long section lines, w ith no segment o f  
an exterio r line less Ilian  six miles in length, unless the Secretary 
specifically authorizes another manner o f select ion.

(g ) C IR I  may, w ith the consent o f  the Secretary and the S ta le , 
select that portion o f  the m ineral estate reserved by the Un ited 
States in a township i f  the remainder o f Hie estate, may not. bo 
lega lly  o r read ily available, fo r  selection, in which ease, however, 
such substitute selection sha ll be treated as fu ll antis fact inn o f  (lie 
entitlement represented by the acreage involved and no additional 
selection righ ts shall arise by reason o f Ihc lack o f conveyance o f  
the ent ire estate.

(h ) It is the intent o f the Secretary and the State that a ll out- 
o f-Reg ion selections sha ll lie as com p ad  as is practicable, and that, 
wherever possible. C IR I  sha ll select lands which arc contiguous 
to privately-owned lauds.

( i )  N oth ing in th is parag raph shall bo construed as lim iting  
any Congressional review and approva l o f  the Secretary ’s 1973 
foursystem s proposals to Congress.

2 (a )  The. Secretary, in conjunction with the. General Services A d ­
m in istra tor, shall p rom ptly  iden tify  and take the necessary steps by
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Janua ry  to create a selection poo l which sha ll consist o f  a ll
the fo llow ing  lands, w ith in rhe ex te rio r boundaries o f the C ook In le t 
Region , now in existence, o r  he rea fte r coining in to  existence by Janu ­
a ry  15,1978:

( i )  abandoned or unperfected public laud  entries, p rovided 
however, that the U n ited  States shall not be ob ligated 'o in itia te 
any adversary proceedings other than an ad judication by the 
M A T  to determine i f  such entries are abandoned o r unperfected, 
and the burden o f  id en tify ing  such lands sha ll be on C I R I ;

( i i )  federa l su rp lus p rop e rty ;
( i i i )  revoked fede ra l reserves;
( iv )  cancelled o r revoked power site reserves, w ith the excep­

tion o f the B rad le y  L ake  reserve, reserves in tin*. L ake  C la rk  p ro ­
posal. and the Chakachamna Lake  reserve, i f  any arc ever can­
cel* -r revoked :

( , \ blir. lands created by the reduction o f fede ra l in s ta lla ­
tions as defined in Section 3 (e )  o f  A X C SA . except that, i f  such 
lands are. within a Section 11 (a )  (1 )  w ithdrawal area, they sha ll 
be. subject, to p r io r V illage. C o rpo ra tion  selections p rope rly  iilod 
p r io r  to December IS , 1975 : and

(v i )  any other federa l lands as agreed by the S tate the Region 
and the Secretary, including but not. lim ited to lands w ithdrawn 
under Section 1 7 (d ) (1 )  o f A X C S A  and not w ithdrawn fo r  any 
other purpose.

The Secretary shall n o tify  C IR I  a fte r any above-described lands 
havo been placed in the pooh ‘W ith  the concurrence, o f C IR I .  the State 
and any other enncurrence that may lie required under parag raph 1- 
C ( l ) ( e )  o f th is Document, the Secretary may, in his discretion, con­
tribute to such pool properties o f  one. o r more o f  the fo regoing cate­
gories from  without I lie boundaries o f  the Cook In le t Region , provided 
that, properties described in subparagraphs ( 2 ) ( a ) ( i i )  and (2 )  (a ) 
( i i i )  o f  this parag raph sha ll be removed from  the pool i f  not. selected 
by C IR I  within 90 days a fte r the Secretary notifies C I R I  that such 
properties have been placed in the, pool o r  valued by the Secretary in 
Subparagraph 2 (c ) o f  this document, whichever da to is la te r.

(l>) The State shall he advised o f  a ll properties located w ithin tho. 
exterior boundaries o f  Cook In le t Region to be placed in the pool 
described in subparagraph 2 (a )  and may require Secretaria l consulta­
tion with the Jo in t Land Use. P lann ing  Commission w ith respect to 
any specific piece o f  p rope rty  so included, except, those in subpara­
graph 2 (a )  ( i )  hereo f, to determ ine whether private ownership o f 
such p rop e rly  would be incompatib le with reasonable lniul-manago- 
ment p rinc ip les ; provided, that the Secretary shall not. he bound by 
any recommendation o f  the Jo in t Land  Use P lann ing  Oommiss m. 
Tho Secretary shall n o tify  the State , C I R I  and (lie  Commission o f 
his decision in w riting . The State may conclusively ob ject to the in­
clusion in the pool o f  up to 1,500 o f  the acres, described in parag raph 
2 (a )  ( i )  and 2 (a )  ( i v ) .  and additiona l lands w ithin these, t wo cate­
gories may be excluded from  the pool upon replacement by tlic State 
with lands o f  equal values. Lands not included in the pool as resu lt 
o f tho S tate ’s conclusive objection o r which have been replaced by tho

State under this subparagraph sha ll, immediately upon the ir exclusion 
o r  replacement from  the pool thereby, bonuulo availab le by the Secre­
ta ry , to .the S ta te  fo r  selection under the A laska Statehood Act f o r  a 
period o f  90 days to the exclusion o f a l l competing claims o r parties.

(c ) Un less specifically excepted by the. Secretary, a ll tracts o f  land 
and improvements thereto in said poo l sha ll be appraised by one- o r 
more appraisers m utua lly  agreeable to C IR I  and the Secretary.

(d )  C IR I  sha ll be-entitled to select any tract, o f  land from  said 
pool -in .exchange fo r  its  ou t-o f-R eg ion  selection righ ts, in p a rt o r  in 
whole, and 'pro Innto. in satis faction thereo f, in  the fo llow ing  m anner:

• - - . ( I )  any trac t o f. land and improvem  mte thereto specifically
. excepted' from /app ra isa l by the Secreti rv  as described in sul>--
. pa rag raph (e ) o f this parag raph m ay be. exchanged acre fo r  acre :

• (2 )  a n y  tract o f land and improvements thereto valued by C IR I  
•and- tho Secretary, .a fte r review o f  the, appraisa ls, at less than 

. $500-. per acre at f a i r  m arket •value, may be exchanged acre f o r  
acre: :•• • ‘ y f , v ‘ • d > - ' .* .

• .'-'.(3) any tract o f land and improvements thereto valued by C l 111 
and the Secretary, a fte r review o f the appraisals, at $500 per 
acre o r more at fa i r  market value sh a ll ho exchanged as fo l lo w s :

• • "  . . :(i) f o r  each aero o f  land in said tract, •each valued inere- 
/.••• ; ment. o f  $500 o r  p ropo rtion .th e reo f shall he, considered an

acre o f  land n r p roportion  thereo f, in  the same, p ropo rtion ,
. ••‘ ••hereinafter ca lled an ‘ ‘acre/equivalent” ; and

' : ( i i )  any acre/equivalents may he exchanged fo r  any acres 
.o f  C I R I ’s •out-of-region entitlement.

(e.) A nyth ing  in the fo regoing provisions not w ithstanding.-the se­
lection pool created hereunder shall not include, o r affect, lands w ithin 
the. l'oiut. W oron zo f. P o in t Campbell, Goose L a k e /a n d  Campbell 
tracts, to which C IR I  waives any claim  which it may have had ; and 
such lauds shall he reserved by theUnitod States fo r  .early'conveyance 
to the State fo r  p a rk  and recreation purposes as an integra l p a rt o f 
the, consideration fo r  th is Document. . •■ i

( f )  The Secretary sha ll utilize, his best e ffo rts to maxim ize the pool 
th rough the uso o f  a ll availab le properties w ith in the described .cate­
gories in order to enhance the opportun ity  fo r  the land exchanges 
described heroin. I f .  by Janua ry  15 ,1978 , die Secretary and the Gen­
e ra l Services A dm in istra to r have not identified fo r  the pool at least 
138,240 acres, o r acre/equivalents o f lands w ith in tlm cxte riov  bound­
aries o f Cook Inlet. Region , the Secretary sh a ll add to the pool an 
amount equal to the difference between 138,210 acres, o r  acre/equiva­
lents, and the num ber.o f acres so identified from  the fo llow ing :

(1 )  w ith ‘ the consent, o f  the State , lauds located w ithin the 
boundaries o f  the. Region , w ithdrawn fo r  the purposes o f  section 
• 1 7 (d ) (1 )  o f  A X C SA , and valued by this Secretary and C .1KI at 
$290 p e r acre, o r more, . ’ ■ ' ' • '

•(2 ) w ith the consent o f the. State and CTRL-lnuds described 
in subparag raph I - C ( 3 ) ( a )  o f  th is Document, from  without 
the. ex te rio r boundaries o f Cecil; In let. Region.

C IR I  must select a ll lands in the pool located within the Region which i 
are valued by the Secretary and C IR I  at $200 per acre, o r more, un til 
C l I U  lias soleeled 138,210 acres, o r acre/equivalents as described h r  
subparag raph 8 ( i )  o f th is parag raph .
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