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1.1 Seller hereby agrees that within 30 days after
the execution and approval of this agreement as required by the
laws of the State of Alaska, Seller shall notify the lessee
under the leases set forth at Exhibit "A"™ of this agreement of
Seller®s election to take its royalty gas in Kkind. Said notice
will provide that the lessee shall commence the delivery of said
royalty gas to Seller (or to Seller"s designee) upon a receipt
of notice from Seller that all facilities necessary to enable
Buyer to receive and market said gas are ready; provided,
however, 1in no event shall lessee be required to commence the
delivery of royalty gas to Seller (or its designee) prior to
six (6) months following lessee®s receipt of notice of Seller”s
election to take 1its royalty gas 1in kind.

1.2 In order that Seller can give its lessee as much
advance notice as possible of the date it will start receiving
its royalty gas in kind, Buyer shall notify Seller, and Seller
shall notify its lessee, at least 60 days prior to the date Buyer
will receive gas from Seller pursuant to this contract.

ARTICLE 11
Quantity

2.1 It is understood and agreed by the parties
the volume of gas available to Seller from che leases covered
by this contract depends upon the production from the leases
over which Seller has no control. Buyer hereby agrees to

purchase on each day commencing with the date of first delivery
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hereunder and continuing during the term of this contract all
of Seller"s royalty gas available at the point of delivery
described in Article 111 hereof.
ARTICLE 111
Delivery Point and Delivery Pressure

3.1 The point of delivery of all gas delivered
hereunder shall be at the same point of delivery that Seller
receives delivery of its royalty gas from its lessee in the
North Cook Inlet Field.

3.2 Buyer, at its own expense, shall arrange to
accept Seller®s gas at the point of delivery.

3.3 Seller will deliver gas received by Seller
from lessee at the pressure at which the gas 1is received by
Seller from its lessee.

ARTICLE 1V
Quality

4.1 The gas to be delivered by Seller to

at the delivery point shall be gas of the same quality as is

delivered to Seller by the lessee at the point of delivery.

V AGO 546580
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ARTICLE V
Price and Billing

The price to be paid by Buyer to Seller for

shall be as follows:

delivered

Commencing on the date of first deliveries
hereunder, assuming that this date occurs

prior to July 1, 1977 and continuing until

the first day of July 1977, the price shall

be 55.5 cents per MCF.

Commencing on the first day of July 1977 and
continuing until the first day of July 1978

the price shall be the higher of (i) 60.36 cents
per MCF, (ii) the price Seller would have
received from Phillips Petroleum Company had

it not elected to receive 1its royalty gas 1in
kind, (iii) the highest price paid by any
purchaser 1in the upper Cook Inlet area for gas of
similar quality and similar conditions of delivery
with due regard to appropriate factors including,
but not limited to, difference of BTU content,
delivery pressure, term of the contract and
connection charges.

For each succeeding 12 month period commencing
July 1, 1978 the price shall be increased to

the higher of (i) the previous year®s price plus
2 cents per MCF, (ii) the price Seller would

have received had i1t not elected to take its
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royalty 1in kind, (iii) the highest price paid

by any purchaser 1in the upper Cook Inlet area

for gas cf similar quality and conditions of

delivery; with due regard to appropriate factors

including, but not Ilimited to, difference of BTU
content, delivery pressure, term of the contract
and connection charges.

5.2 Thirty days prior to the date of each annual
price change, Seller, at its option, may determine the price
which it would have received from its lessee had it not elected
to take 1its royalty gas 1in kind and the highest price being
paid for gas of similar quality and similar conditions of
delivery; with due regard to appropriate factors including,
but not Ilimited to, difference of BTU content,delivery pressure,
term of thecontract and connection charges in the upper Cook
Inlet area and submit the same to Buyer along with suitable
supporting evidence as to such prices. Buyer shall have the
right to submit other evidence within the 30 day period.

5.3 After the delivery of gas has commenced Buyer
shall, onor before the 20th day following the end of each
month, render to Seller a statement showing the quantity of gas
delivered during that month and shall therewith pay Seller the
amount due for all such gas.

5.4 Each party hereto shall have, at its expense,
the right to examine the books and records of the other party
to the extent necessary to verify the accuracy of any statement,

charge, computation, or demand made under or pursuant to this
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contract. Any statement shall be final as to both parties
unless questioned in writing within two (2) years after
payment thereof has been made.
5.5 The terms "upper Cook Inlet area"™ as
here in shall mean the area encompassed in a radius of 100
kilometers from the Phillips Petroleum North Cook Inlet
platform.
ARTICLE VI
Term
6.1 This contract shall become effective upon the
execution hereof and the approval of the Alaska Royalty 0Oil and
Gas Development Advisory Board and the State Legislature and
shall continue and remain in effect until July 1, 1984, unless
terminated prior to such date by mutual agreement of the
parties, or pursuant to Article VII.
ARTICLE VII
Conditions Precedent
7.1 Buyer shall have the right to terminate this
contract upon 30 days written notice to Seller if Buyer 1is
unable to make satisfactory arrangements to take delivery of
the gas. Buyer shall exercise this right to terminate on or
before January 31, 1978, thereafter Buyer may not exercise this
right to terminate.
ARTICLE VIl
Notices
8.1 Notices required to be given under this contract

shall be deemed sufficiently given and served when and if

' AGO 546583

used



deposited in the United States mail
or registered addressed to Seller at:

Commissioner

postage prepaid and certified

Department of Natural Resources

Pouch M, Juneau, Alaska
or to Buyer at:

Alaska Pipeline Company

P. 0. Box 6288

Anchorage, Alaska

IN WITNESS WHEREOF,

this Agreement to be executed in four (4)

on this day and year first above written.

"BUYER"

ATTEST: ATTEST:

99502

99811

the parties hereto have caused

original counterparts

STATE OF ALASKA
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Relating to high seas salmon fishing by the Japanese

2110775 COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date
The Committee on P.osources has had HIR 9
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

( drecommends it DO PASS
( dJrecommends it DO NOT PASS
( dJrecommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AM EN DM ENT

( Jrecommends it BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR

S)

AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS
%
( ) "and"™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMM ITTEE
( ) reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
( ) "other™

Members signing the jority report: .

/) 1 b fv )

T1yy |/
d -V

"7/P/sc hec>\"CiK

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

recommends:

recommends:

AT

./

Cha irman
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BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION #

P. O. BOX 179
DILLINGHAM. ALASKA 99576

PHONE (907) 842-3322

April 2, 1975

y

y»
Representative Nela”A. Andejrsen--
Pouch V
Juneau, Ala*k-S-T 99811 y

\
"D™ar
$>\'S ) .

Thanks so ..much®.-"or the mrticles rdgatdirlg th Japanese fish<*rii”.
Some good ideas fp6m tn[4 Orient! << V

You are invited /fcp'-a* CETA workshop scheduled the week of April
22 through 25. jthe vtorlieh”p, in two parts, w"ijLl deal with possi —
ble economic endeavors-. uThe first two days/ April 22 and 23, will
deal exclusively\yith tfei.jhde.er herding and will be (daafghed so
that we will document tl\a history of reindeer herding..In! Bristol
Bay, as well as modern marketing analysis of the products.

u ; fesssse
The 24th and 25th wi\ll dci&l wltfhAquaculture and fisheriejs develop-
ment. Both parts of" the prgtjram will attempt to discover? the
feasibility of suchsactivities, as well as 10 introduce njppbTtuni—
ties to the regionsl We are inviting Representatives from, 20
villages; who-will~fcake pa%t in the disau,ss or\s:- I think you wilJ—

_ - vV ,-e L]V

enjoy the program. .

Sincerely,

K e
BRISTOL BAY_NATIVE ASSOCIATION

/

Sam Fbrttier
Acting Director;-CETA Progranm

X

SF/ko. =






Mr. Rodger Peguez
Attorney General®"s Office
Pouch "K"

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Rod:
Re: Problems Surrounding Present Timber Sales

On behalf of the Alaska Loggers Association | invite you to
our offices to commence conversations designed to identify
problems surrounding proposed timber sules and to narrow- the
issues which presently may be contributing to misunderstand—
ing. The further objective of such meetings would be to
identify items which might be worthy of inclusion on an
agenda for a meeting between st~fce. federal and

policy makers. ,It is likely That a series of discussions
will have to be held to achieve the goals set forth herein.
Accordingly, it would seem wise to begin at the earliest
possible moment.

Please advise whether or not the State, through your office,
would be amenable to such discussions. As 1 envision it, it
would be appropriate at this time that the only participants
be the lawyers representing the various interests involved.
In addition, it would be most helpful to keep the meeting
sma3JL_aa.-that..cQnYer3ations can move"rapidly. Therefore,
the Alaska Loggers Association will be represented by Bill
Royce, from Ketchikan, and myself. I intend, also, to
invite Al Gaskill from the Forest Service. If it would be
possible to limit your delegation to two or three persflirg-
it would expedite our conversations. Naturally, more persons
should be included in these meetihgs as the discussions
develop.

I am looking forward to hearing from you on this matter.

Yours very truly

c.c. Mr. Al Gaskill
Mr. Robert Jernberg James F. Clark
Mr. Clarence Kramer
Mr. Jim Rynearson

JFC:k



March 4,

Mr. Jan VanDort

Faulkner, Banfield, Doogan & Holmes
Suite 201, 311 Franklin Street
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Jar?

1975

Thank you for your letter of February 25th endorsing
House Joint Resolution No. 13. I certainly concur
with all you say and in fact - as you
aware - I am co-sponsor on this resolution.

are probably

The bill has presently been assigned to Resources
Committee and by copy of this letter |1
the Chairman of the Committe, Mr. Nels Anderson,
to have his staff call your office when

are scheduled, so that if you wish you will

am asking

hearings

be able

to give testimony directly to the committee. I am
also sending the Chairman copies of the

which you provided.

Again, thank you for taking the
Best personal regards.

information

time to write.

Sincerely,

Mike Miller

cc: Nels Anderson, Chairman
House Resources Committee

REPRESENTATIVE
MIKE MILLER

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
P.0. Oox 1494

Juneau Araska 00002

HOME PHONE 506.3067
LEGISLATIVE PHONE 465 3730

House Majority Leader

Vies Chairman. Lcoislativk council

Vice Chairman. Stau affairs Committs*
Msmrsr, Runs CoMMirrse

MtMBSR. COMMITTst ON COMMITTSSS



FAULKNER, I HOLMES
HERBERT L. FAULKNER 1i6fi2-i©72) @ﬁéﬁwgﬁr
NORMAN C. BANFIELD JUNEAU. ALAJSKA 99301 &d%
FRANK M. DOOGAN

MICHAEL M. HOLMES
RANDALL J. WeOOLC February 25, 1975

WILLIAM B. ROZELL

JAN VAN DORT
LAWRENCE T. FEENEY
CHARLES N. ORENNAN

The Honorable Mike Miller
Representative, Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: House Joint Resolution No. 13
Dear Representative Miller:

In August, 1974, 1 had the opportunity to spend
approximately 10 days on the island of Afognak photo—
graphing bear, elk and red salmon with Joel Bennett,

a noted local nature photographer. I found this island

to be of almost unimagin®ble and even mystical beauty.

In some areas it seems almost like the Quetico National
Forest and Boundary Waters Canoe Area in northern Minnesota
and southern Ontario. The beauty of Afognak Island 1is
matched only by the area of Admiralty Island running from
Mitchell Bay up through Hasselborg Lake.

During the course of this visit we were able to
photograph several very large brown bear and magnificent
bull elk at distances of less than 25 yards.

I do not object to logging per se but the only way
to describe the clear cuts planned by the Forest Service

is "criminal~0. It is very difficult for me to 1imagine
how anyone who has ever been to Afognak Island could
advocate or even accept the planned logging activity. It

literally tears my heart out to think that tduz priceless
treasure like this 1island could be ravaged for the purpose
of making toilet paper for the Japanese.

I urge you to take a moment and read the article
which 1 have enclosed. It was the end result of the
time Joel Bennett and | spent on the island. Thank vyou.

Very truly yours

JVD :np
Enclosure
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AFOGNAK—Unique



and Threatened

$37:
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SLANDS IN ALASKA nu.,Ser in
| the thousands, so it is not likel/ that

the mention of Afognak will inspire
immediate recognition or alarm in

most people. However, there isample
cause for both. In pursuing its appar-
ent policy of considering the commer-
cial harvest of timber as its primary
goal, the U.S. Forest Service in 1966,
with the concurrence of a state task
force appointed by then Governor
Walter J. Hickcl, began preparing the
Pcrecnosa Timber Sale on Afognak
Island.

Although widely opposed by the
public and pointedly questioned by
gove_rnmental agencies, the Forest
ervice began to implement the Pcrc-
nosa timber sale inJune. 1974, with
the construction of a preliminary log-
ging road and work camp. The Forest
Service's actions on Afognak echo its
practices in timber sales elsewhere:
make an immediate commitment, but
postpone a complete evaluation of the
environmental imﬁact of the sale.
John McGuire, Chief of the Forest
Service, has turned down an appeal
filed by the Alaska Conservation So-
ciety and the KON'IAG Native Asso-
ciation to reconsider the terms of the
sale. The decision now rests with Sec-
retary of Agriculture Farl Uutz. The
Forest Service has denied a stay perill-
ing appeal, so purchasers are going
ahead with road building in prepara-
tion for full-scale Io?ging.

Afognak Island is located 250 miles
southwest of Anchorage, Alaska's
largest city. Its latitude approximately
bisects southeastern Alaska, making
its climate more like that of Juneau
than Anchora?e. Aleut natives, who
named the island, originaIIY settled
there to harvest its rich salmon re-

sources, but with those resources de-
pleted it has been onI%/ sparsely inhab-

ited since then. In the [Hth century,
the Russians occupied anil exploited
Afognak; later, the Lnglish explored

"AS usual, Alaskan timber
IS earmarked for Japan."

and mapped its coastline. The only
modern-day village, Afognak, was
abandoned following the 1965 Alaska
earthquake, and present-day maps in-
dicate that human activity has had
little impact there. Not for long.

The terms of the Pcrenosa sale,
made five years ago, called for clear-
cutting 525 million board feet on a
15-ycar contract, with about 21,000
acres to be clcarcut in 73 units. There
has been no cutting under this con-
tract to date, however, because the
purchasers of the timber originally
bid far too much money for it. Now
that prices are up, they have once
again become interested. So the For-
est Service has obligingly agreed to
let them cut for ten years instead of 15
—at the same rate per year. ; Smillion
board feet. In other words, in re-
sponse to adverse public reaction to
the original tetms of the sale, the For-
est Service has pretended to revise the
cutting plan. Although the new plan
calls for a 37-percent decrease in the
sales volume, smaller cutting units,
and a greater distribution of these
units, the timber will still be cut at
the same rate per year. Though re-
duced in sire, the cuttin? units arc
still too Iar%e, and the allowable cut
is far too high, as in other Blaces
where the populace has problems
with the Forest Service. As usual.
Alaskan timber is earmarked for sale
to Japan.

The Forest Service’s claim that en-
vironmental considerations motivated
their revision of the contract is sus-
pect. In a settlement of the Sierra
(Tub’s roadlcv's-arca suit of 1972, the
Forest Service agreed to do environ-
mental impact statements on all ac-
tions uffecting roadless areas, includ-
ing five-year "redeterminations” of
contracts, of which Afognak was one.
Proceedin% under the original sale
contract, but on a ten-year basis,
would have violated the Multiplc-Use



Sustained Yield Act of 1960, since

sustained yield on Afognak (approxi-

mately 37 million hoard feet a year)
would have been exceeded by about
IS million hoard feet.

Cutting Afognak under cither of the
Flans that have been offered measures
and values in narrow economic terms.
Compared with commercial timber
elsewhere in the Chugach National
Forest, the Afognak cut promises to
be by far the largest yet; in thc'last six
years, no Chugach sale has exceeded
four million board feet. Itis clearly an
irrevocable commitment of a large

JItd

roadless area to commercial ends pre-

cisely at a time when the public seems
least willing to do so.

Recreational opportunity on Afog-
nak overwhelms even the casual vis).
tor, but because there have been few

visitors to the island, few people ap-

preciate what exists there. What does
exist is unique and compels a halt to
all further sale operations until there
has been a chance to evaluate alterna-
tives for land use on the island.
Future native land selections, under
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act, will affect drastically the amount
of land available for public use on
Afognak. The island's total area is
about 400,000 acres. 70,000 of which,
at the very lcavt, will be selected by
Afognak Village. Other claims of
eligibility exist from at least four vil-
lages not listed in the act. but these
may be approved by the Department

of the Interior. In addition, two ap-

proved villages on Kodiak have par-
tial selection rights on Afognak. Fu-
ture selections b}/ all these villages
could occur on Atognak, significantly
limiting the amount of public land re-
maining there. This possibility, com-
bined with the Forest Service's large-

28

scale commitment to timber cuttin%,

may leave little for the rejt of the pub-

lic o use.
Upon visiting Afognak. one is star-
tled with the unusual pattern of the

island's vegetation, which is so un-

usual, in fact, that the Forest Service

acknowledged in its Final Environ-

mental Impact Statement of April 15,
1974. .that "its unique characteristics
arc not found elsewhere in the United
States or Alaska." Generally, the pat-
tern is a park-like combination ot
open treeless grasslands and stands of
Sitka Spruce. These areas alternate

with no particular reqularity, afford-

ing gentle rolling hiking for the feet
and diversity for the eye. The brush-
grass-spruce ecosystem represents the

Picturesque meeting of the dense rain-

orest common to southeast Alaska
with the open, treeless expanses of the
Aleutian Islands. Kodiak Island,

Afognak's neighbor, shows some evi-

dence of this transition, or ecotone,
but on nowhere near the scale found
on Afognak.

One-half of Afognak is unforested.
Logging, then, must occur on only
one-half the island. OddI?/ enough,
hemlock, which is general
mon in the southeastern portion of the
state, is nonexistent here. Sitka Spruce

is the sole timber species of commer-

cial value on the island, where it
reaches the western limit of its range.
The all-spruce forest re tins one ol
the unique features of Afognak.

Afognak's spruce forest is the van-

guard of a northwestward advance
that began at the (.lose of the last ice
age. The spruce is moving into the
grasslands at the slow rate of about
one mile per century, or 50 feet per
year. It is generally believed that the
slow progress may be afunction of the
sterility of the soil in this region. It
has taken centuries for sufficient plant
nutrients to accumulate in (he soil to
support forest. At first, the young trees
grow very slowly, but gradually grow

faster as they build up their own nu-

trient reservoir from lichens, bird
droppings, mycorrhiral fungi, and
fixed nitrogen from rain and primary
vegetation. Eventually, the trees begin
to rec¥cle their own nutrients as
leaves tall, and the cycle of decay and
growth accelerates.

Much of the resistance to the I’ere-
nosa timber sale is in response to the

I"orcst Service's insistence tin employ-

ing clcarcutting in an area where
limber regeneration is slow at best.

y s0 com-

Several studies by the Forest Experi-
ment Station on the island show that
it takes a long time for trees to become
established following logging, and
that when they do, they grow very
slowly. One area clcarcut in 1960
shows virtually no regeneration. The
only satisfactory regeneration exists
in small openings where insects have
killed the trees in the 1930’ and
where selective logging was practiced
during the 1940s. The experiment
station also reports that two-thirds of
the seedlings grow on rotten wood
anti upturned roots, presumably be-
cause these more readily provide (he
necessary nutrients for growth than
does the .soil itself.

Conditions that elsewhere produce
predictable regeneration cycles do not
exist on Afognak. Mainland volcanic
eruptions over the Centuries, and most
recently in 1912, have covered the



island with a basic volcanic-ash soil,
which the Forest Service's imf)act
statement acknowledges "has little
erosion resistance once it is exposed

to the elements.” One of these “ele-
ments" is the average yearly precipita-

tion of 60 inches at Kitol Day. The
same lack of humus that makes the soil
so inhospitable to forest regeneration
also contributes to erosion in that
there is no binder to hold the light ash
particles together. As a result, they
are dislodged easily and carried away
by runoff. The more than 140 miles of
road planned for the cutting area will

substantially increase the risk of ero-
sion. The existing contract require-

ment to "promptly" remedy pollution
or stream sedimentation may well fail

to avert permanent damage from ini-

tial construction activity.

Because of the slowness with which
the forest regenerates and the dangers
of severe erosion, researchers have

repeatedIY advised caution with re-

gard to logging this area and have
recommended some form of selective
cutting, rather thjn cleatcutting, in

order to obtain sufficient regenera-

tion. Nevertheless, the Forest Service
stubbornly insists on clcarcutting and
hopes to solve the regeneration prob-
lem by dumping biocides on the fast-
growing grasses and brush that will
compete with spruce seedlings. Even
though this practice is common in
other places, there is no guarantee that
it will work here.

The effect the timber sale will have
on the spectacular island wildlife —
which includes the rare bald eagle and
Alaskan brown bear, as well as thc

largest herd of elk in the state—is un-

certain, largely because the Forest
Service has made little clfort to find
out. But it is hard to imagine how the
results could be other than disastrous.
To differing dePrees, the bears, the
elk, and the eagles all depend on the
forest habitat for maintaining healthy
pnpulatinns, if not for survival. A
radical change in this habitat it likely
to produce alarming changes in the
local wildlife Fopulations.

With habitua
ernment has once a%ain relegated the
magnificent brown
nate position in the scheme of things:
the forest Service flatly admits that

"the si/c of the population is un-

known." I'opulation-siic protections
based on spring and fall hunting

statistics kegt by the Alaska DeFart-

ment of fish and Game from all of

nonchalance, the gov-

ear to a subordi-

Spruce it Creeping iiita
the orelie ?raulqnd
on Afognak follnuing
rtlreol nj Pleiitoceue
let. Their tloic
pmgrtit it limittil hi
the iapply of atailablt
nitrogen, phoiphorut,
and calcium. llotably
tacking in II>e recently
Creeled t.trth.

Corjtm Holicioo

Regeneration it ip.irir
after Io?ging, but

_dotl bell'in imall
openln?I created under
a ITlection tyilriii of
management. Serdlingl
lend to grow on
decaying hnod and
around ilninpi. uhtre
the accumulated plant
nutrientl ore n/ftrtd
by naturefor recycling.
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Afognak are superficial and bear little
relation (o actual population numbers.

Extraordinarily dense vegetation pre-

vents both accurate aerial observation
or intense hunting, both traditional
devices for measuring population.

The brown bear is faced with ex-
tinction outside of Alaska and is sub-

jected to increasing pressures within
the state. The Alatki Peninsula, a vast
area 60 miles no- 1e:si of Afognak

and noted for its pi.ntiful bhear popu-

lation. was closed to bear hunting in

the spring of 1974 because state man-
agement officials pointed to decreas-

ing skull size as evidence ot too much
pressure there. Hunters now will turn
to Afognak in greater numbers desh)ite
its limited access and adv crse weather.
More than ever, it is essential to have
a comprehensive and accurate survey

of bear distribution and habitat, in-

cluding all sites subjected to high use
during the spring and fall, and the
specific areas used for dens, sleepinﬁ,
and escape. According to state fis
and-game officials in Kodiak, no such
survey has been made. Ironically, the
habitat that now protects brown bear
and makes them, accordin? to the
Forest Service, one of the "

tively unhunted populations of hrown

bear in the world," wilt gradually dis-

anea.r with the cutting, presumably
allowing a more accurate assessment
of bear numbers at that time. Out then
it may be too late.

Research on nesting sites anti popu-

lation numbers of the resident halt!
eagles hat been almost as superficial

as that on brown bear. The L'.S bu-

reau of Sport Fisheries and W thllife.
through an aerial survey, has located
only 19 nest location* within the sale
area of 120,000 acres. Officials from

that agency concede that such an esti-

mate IS extremely low, and that an
aerial count of this sort "in anything

30

ew rela-

but a cottonwood forest is absolutely
invalid." Similar habitat in southeast-
ern Alaska svould be expected to yield
an average of one nest per mile of
beach front (the sale area ncludcs 60
miles of protected coastling). Pro-
nouncements to the public such as
"additional nests can be expected and
will have to be located" offer little
consolation. Once again, future gener-
ations tray be forced to cope with dis-
asters arising from present uncer-
tainties.

Elk exist in Alaska only on Afognak
and its two small associated islands —
Shuyak and Raspberry. The elk were
planted there in 1928 from Washing-
ton's Olympic Peninsula. Majestic and
far ranging, several herds on Afognak
frequent the sale area and depend on
key regions within it for winter range.
According to the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game, the sprucc-climax-
forest community is extremely impor-
tant to Afognak's elk. Throughout the

g2 IggpSLZth
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severe winter, elk Slav within the for-

est canopy, venturing into the shrub-
land to feed only for short periods. As
with other relativelz uncontrolled
Porulat_ions,_ that of the elk rises and
alls primarily as a result of weather
Conditions. Complete surveys of key
winter ranges have not been made in
such important areas as the west side
of Waterfall Hay ami from Saposa Hay
south and west of (.'ape Kastromitinof.
Again, the final impact statement notes
that disturbance of the elk's winter
range is considered to be of "particu-
lar importance.” It would appear im-

T

possible to avoid such critical areas of
winter range if they have not been
completely identified.

With regard to disturbing wildlife,
the Forest Service's Environmental
impact Statement docs not refer to the
1972 Lcopold-Ilarrctt report on the
implications for wildlife of the 1968
Juncau-unit timber sale in the Tongass
National Forest. Much in that lengthy
report is relevant to Afognak hecause
it refers to a similar habitat and wild-
life population. Specific concerns
about the long-term effects of clear-
cutting on wildlife, such as a relative
shaping ami sizing of clcarcots, vege-
tation changes occurring after second-
ary succession, and deer foraging pat-
terns, are among (hose discussed in
the report that one might assume
would also be included in the Forest
Service's own statement.

Alternatives exist for public use of
Afognak; immediate and long-term
commitment to timber harvest is reck-
less in view of the glaring omissions
to date in both research and planning,
bilateral cancellation of the contract
IS an unIikeI?/ prospect at this point,
but unilateral cancellation or further
substantial contract modification is
essential to adequately protect the
public interest. Typically, the Forest
Service has moved ahead, at odds with
the public anil armed with incomplete
data. The potential outcome at best is
unknown, at worst disastrous. The
puhlic deserves a comprehensive as-
sessment of the effects of large-scale
cutting on Afognak. Only after ibis is
completed will both the public and
the Forest Service be able to evaluate
recreational and wildlife potential in
light of present and future needs.

Joel llennell, a canierialioniit ani/
EJrOJeItloua!photographer u-orking out 0
uneau, recentI?/ iprnt much time on

Aj _giuak tilanil in an allrnipt to rapture
en/ilw tne liitt of the iilanilanimalt.

Jut il
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March 12, 1975

The Honorable Nels A. Anderson, Jr.
Chairman, House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Anderson:

As Dr. Le Resche testified to your committee tliis morning, the Department of
Fish and Game supports HJR 13, relating to the Perenosa Timber Sale on
Afognak Island.

This Department feels that the unresolved problems of reforestation, in—
adequate knowledge of erosional characteristics of the volcanic soils,
potential growth of total cut due to conflicts with the Native land selections,
and potential degradation of commercial crab and salmon spawning and rearing
areas argue against the augmentation of this sale.

The Forest Service has deironstrated commendable cooperation in designing the
Perenosa cuts to consider deer, elk, and bear habitat, and to at least reduce
the potential damages to streams. However, in view of significant recurring
conflicts between the U.S. Forest Service forestry practices in Southeast
Alaska and provisions of Alaska Statutes 16.05 and 16.10, we feel tiiat
important fishery habitat on Afognak Island can best be protected if the
present sale is cancelled.
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CHAIRMAN: VICE CHAIRMAN:
NELS A. ANDERSON, Jr TED SMITH
STAFF ASSISTANT: SECRETARY:
GUY VanDOREN BETH O'DONNELL
POUCH V PHONE: 463-3713
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811 465-3781

JImtse Jtasamrce (Emtmttttee

FRED BROWN ALVIN OSTEfiBACK DICK EL1ASON LEO RHO'IE
MIKE HERSHBERGER LESLIE (RED) SWANSON JAME"! HUNTINGTON

April 2, 1975
To: Mambers of the Houae Resources Committee

Prom: Guy Van Dorerr®lx
Staff Assistant, House Resources Committee

Subject: HJR 13- Relating to the Paranosa Timber Sale on Afognak
Island.

Due to the great interest shown in HJR 13 and the amount of important
material that has been submitted by both the Forest Service and the
Department of Fish and Game, as well as interested parties, 1 am
respectfully requesting that you review the enclosed materials
which will be discussed at tomorrows meeting.

There will be representatives from the U.S. Forest Serv ice,
Department of Fish and Game, private citizens, and a member of the
Attorney Generals office, all of which will be able to answer your

questions.

Guy
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April 2, 1975

The Honorable Nels A. Anderson
Chairman

House Resources Committee

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Anderson:

In answer to your request for further information on the fisheries
of the Peranosa timber sale area, attached is a summary of our

concerns, expanding upon information previously presented by

Robert LeResche, Chief of our Habitat Protection Section.
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April 16, 1975

The Honorable Nels A. Anderson, Jr.
Alaska State House of Representatives

Pouch "v"

State Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska

99811

Dear Mr. Anderson:

April 4,

several times

I testified before the House Resource Committee on
I stated that | had met with State representatives

regarding forest practices and the conflict between

Fish and Game on th. one hand and industry and the Forest Service

on the other.
and times "of the said meetings.
on the attached sheet.
information,

JFC/ks

I stated that 1 would send you a list of the dates
The dates and times are listed
If you have any questions regarding this

please contact me.

Yours very truly,

C

Clark
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MY NAME IS TOM MEACHAM. I AM THE ATTORNY REPRESENTING

THE KODIAK-ALUETIAN CHAPTER, ALASKA CONSERVATION SOCIETY IN
THIER PROTEST OF THE PERENOSA TIMBER SALE ON AFOGNAK [I1SLAND.
?UR ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS HAVE FAILED, AND 1 HAVE BEEN
AUTHORIZED BY MY CLIENTS TO FILE SUIT IN FEDERAL COURT
REGARDING THE FORREST SERVICE PLANNERS FOR AFOGNAK. YOUR
SUPPORT OF HJR 13 WILL DEMONSTRATE THE STRONG COMMITTMENT WHICH
THE STATE AND ITS LEADERS HAVE IN THE USE AND PROTECTION OF
ALASKAS RESOURCES FOR "ONG-TERM BENEFITS AND NOT FOR SHORT-

RUN SINGLE USES.

WE HAVE PROTESTED THE PERENOSA SALE ON NUMEROUS GROUNDS,
SOME OF WHICH MAY BE FAMILIAR TO THE COMMITTEE. BASICLY WE
BELIEVE THAT THE SALE IS EXTREMELY UNWISE BOTH ECONOMICLY AND
ENVIROMENTALLY. THE TIMBER IS BEING SOLD AT A NET LOSS TO THE
UNITED STATES AND THE COSTS OF LAND RESTORATION, SOIL
STABILIZATPQN, MANAGEMENT OF INCREASED ACCESS, AND THE RAISING
AND HAND-PLANTING OF SEEDLING IN CLEAR CUT AREAS HAVE NOT BEEN
RECOGNIZED OR ANALYZED BY THE FORREST SERVICE. ANY SHORT-RUN
MONITARY BENEFITS RECEIVED BY THE STATE WILL BE FAR OUTWEIGHTED
BY THE LONG-TERM COSTS BROUGHT ON BY THE SALE.

WE BELEIVE THE SALE TO BE COMPLETELY UNJUSTIFIED FROM ANY
ENVIROMENTAL STANDPOINT. AFOGNAK®S SOILS ARE VOLCANIC, AND ARE
EXTREMELY ERROSION-PRONE WHEN THE GROUND COVER IS REMOVED OR
DESTROYED. THE SPRUCE ON AFOGNAK ARE FIRST-GROWTH TREES, AND

ARE ADVANCING WESTWARD AT THE SLOW RATE OF ONE MILE EVERY



HUNDRED YEARS. THE FORREST SERVICE HAS IGNORED THE ADVISE OF
ITS OWN EXPERS IN THEIR DICISSION TO LOg THE ISLAND, AND HAS
DONE VIRTUALLY NO SOIL STUDIES. WITHOUT THIS INFORMATION THE
OOGGING OF THE ISLAND CAN BECOME AN INVIROMENTAL DISASTER.

WILDLIFE HABITAT IS ONE OF THE MOST VALUED ASPECTS OF
AFOGNAK, AND THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME HAS AN
OBLIGATION TO PRESERVE THIS HABITAT FOR THE FUTURE BENEFIT OX
ALL ALASKANS. THE FORREST SERVICE HAS MADE NO SIGNIFICANT
STUDIES OF BEAR ON AFOGNAK, AND HAS NOT ANA ?YZED THE TRUE
EFFECT OF THE TIMBER SALE ON ELK, WHICH IT ACKNOWLEDGES ARE
DECLINING IN NUMBER. WHAT WILL BE THE EFFECTS OF HERBICIDE US
LOGGING ROADS, INTRUSION IN TO WINTER RANGE OR HEAVIER SNOW
COVER ON BROWSE 1IN CLEAR CUT AREA. THE FORREST SERVICE CAN NO
ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS, BECAUSE IT HAS NO FACTS AND HAS MADE
REAL EFFERT TO LEARN THE FACTS.

FINALLY, THE SEA LIFE AROUND AFOGNAK IS ABUNDANT AND IS A
SOURCE OF CONTINUE ING ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO THE RESIDENTS OF
KODIAK AND AFOGNAK. WILL THE CRAB AND SALMON SURVIVE YEARS OF
HEAVY STREAM SILTATION, OF HERBICIDE AND INSECTICIDE USE, OF
LOG TRAFFIC, BARK, DEBRIS, AND MILLING OPERATIONS. THE FORREST
SERVICE AGAIN HAS NO ANSWERS, BECAUSE IT HAS FAILED TO ASK THE
QUESTIONS WHICH ARE OBVIOUS IN THIS SITUATION.

THE FORREST SERVICE BELIEVES THAT THE PERENOSA CONTRACT
MUST BE HONORED ABOVE ALL OTHER CONCIDERATIONS, EITHER ECONOMIC
OR IVIROMENTAL. YET IT FAILED TO TAKE ACTION TO TERMINATE THE
CONTRACT WHEN THE CONTRACTOR FAILED TO PERFORM FOR FIVE YEARS.
WHOSE INTEREST IS THE FORREST SERVICE OBLIGATED TO PROTECT.

IF 1T DOES NOT WEIGH AND PROTECT THE PUBLIC INTEREST, THEN
THE STATE OF ALASKA MUST STEP FORWARD TO PROTECT ITS NATURAL
HERITAGE AND ITS FUTURE. THE KODIAK-AL UETIAN CHAPTER , ALASKA

f
CONSERVATION SOCIETY SINCERELY URGES THE HJR 13 BE ADOPTED IN

ITS ENTIRETY.

THOMAS E MEACHAM
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Nels A. Anderson, v
Chairman, House Resource Committee
Fouch V s
Juneau, Alaska 99811 A
[:-mm -
Dear Mr. Anderson: / m m K

This is in reply to your correspondence of April 3, 1@95, c})h\égr\#i%g Perenosa
timber sale on Afognak Island. While I would like very much to testify or send
in written testimony to the committee, | am at the point in time waiting on the
villages who are most atfected by the Perenosa timber sale. They in turn are
waiting on the Forest Service and BLM, to see what problems may be resolved
before we come to the committee. | would respectfully request that you wait
as long as possible for input from Afognak, Port Lions and Ouzinkie. | feel
that they are the most effected villages in our area, and they will have input
as soon as possible. 1 had hoped that they would have input much sooner then
the state but apparently the Forest Service and the BLM have fallen down in
their correspondence to the villages. Hopefully we'll have this result in the
near future and will contact you as soon as we leceiva word Etrom these two
r

departments. / |
c s il .Iﬁ(lM/v«‘k
L= gs-1 |
Thank you for your attention: ,tk,
h$- Sincerely,
Cz N
KONIAG, INC.
Vv
Jack Wick
President

JW: com
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QUESTIONS AND MioWEFIS CONCERNING THE PERENOSA Ta.BER SALE
ON AFOGNAK [ISLAND

The Forest Service is committed to Multiple use principles in managing
Alaskan Forest resources. This requires that we be responsive to both
local and national concerns. If conflicts do occur then we v/ant the
public to help us resolve these differences through public meetings,
review of our environmental statements, or other means of public in—
volvement. The Perenosa Sale bridges the development and environmental
eras"thus has been somewhat controversial.

We have answered here, as objectively as possible, the most frequently
asked questions concerning the Perenosa Timber Sale on Afognak Island.
The Sale has undergone several changes thus the need to clarify the

situation. i

1. WHY WAS THE PERENOSA SALE MADE?

Timber, one of our few renewable natural resources, is like a crop. It
matures, dies, and renews itself. The Perenosa Sale provides a means
where a portion of Afognak®s mature timber can be harvested. In 1967
Governor Hickel®s timber task force recommended that some of Afognak
Island®s timber resources be harvested.

2.  WHY LAS THE SALE NOT STARTED OPERATION?
Shortly after the timber was sold (7/29/68), both the foreign and
domestic lumber markets slumped. The timber sale purchaser, an American

firm, found that it would be uneconomic to begirt operations. The markets
have since improved and demand has strengthened.

3. WHY WAS THE SALE REVISED?
Environmental -and -.esthetic concerns have changed since the sale was

first prepared. These changes have been reflected in the revision which
gives additional consideration for esthetics, wildlife and fisheries.

101975.



4. WHAT ARE THE CONDITIONS OF THE REVISION?

a. total volume to be harvested *
b. acres to be harvested

c. number of cutting units

d. average size of cutting units
€. range in size of cutting units
f. logging period

g. average volume to be harvested
each year during logging period

h. percent to be harvested of total
commercial timber on Afognak

* MMBF = Million Board Feet

Existing
e 525 MMBF*
21,000
73
288 acres
37-953

15 years

35 MMBF*

10 %

5. HOW WILL LOGGING AFFECT THE ELK HERD ON AFOGNAK?

Elsewhere, logging has benefited elk by providing more food,

Revised,
332 MMBF*
12,074
121
100 acres
34-228

10 years

35 MMBF*

6 %

assuming

other habitat requirements are met. Key elk wintering areas have been

identified with the help of Alaska Dept,
served from logging.

6. HOW WILL LOGGING AFFECT SALMON STREAMS?

of Fish and Game and are re—

Section C6.5 (Stream Course protection) of the Perenosa contract will
be rigidly enforced. This section insures that designated streams will
be protected from debris, poor road building, and improper equipment use.

In key areas, the cutting units have been

banks thus giving additional protection to the fisheries.

located further from stream x/

o)



Roads built for logging purposes also provide access that makes possible
the improvements of fish habitat. Examples: maintenance or improvement

of spawning and rearing areas; installation of fish ladders; stocking lakes
and streams; removal of barrier

7. HOW WILL LOGGING AFFECT THE BROWN BEAR POPULATION ON AFOGNAK?

Logging in bear areas disturbs hear habits to some extent but whether

this will have a long-term adverse effect on the Afognak bear population

is not fully known. Bear track counts on logged areas in southeast Alaska
betv/een 1960-66 before, during, agd after logging indicated no major shift
in bear distribution. Hood Bay, an area on south Admiralty Island, chosen
by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game as a brown bear study locale
because of the high population of“brown bears, was logged in 1913, 1914,
1926, and 1947. In fact, some timber has been removed from every mile of
the Hood Bay shoreline within the last 90 years and Hood Bay is still prime
bear habitat.

Safeguards developed in cooperation with Alaska Department of Fish and
Game are intended to minimize any possible effects of logging on bears.
These include no logging around major bear concentration areas along
streams, locating camps away from heavy bear use areas; and leaving tim—
ber fringes around grass flats known to be good bear habitat.

The following statement is quoted from the publication The Brown - Grizzly
Bear In Alaska - It"s Ecology and Management, Alaska Department of Fish
and Game.

*

"Logging activity may actually benefit the brown bear population. Timber
cuts are being made from over-aged climax spruce, hemlock and cedar

stands, forest types notoriously sterile as habitat® for brown-grizzly bears
Openings created by cuts would seemingly initiate successional patterns,
certain stages of which would create conditions more favorable to bears
than the present climax state. The early pioneer stages with abundant
grasses and other herbaceous growth would appear especially attractive to
bears. These requisite foods are scarcely represented in climax stands. A
rotational cut would thus result in mixed-aged forest stands some of which
would always be of prime importance to bears.”

The statement was not made of Afognak but speaks to the importance of
successional variations to the food chain of bears.



8. HAS AN ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT BEEN PREPARED?

An Environmental Impact Statement was prepared and filed with the
Council of Environmental Quality on April 15, 1974.

9. WERE PUBLIC MEETINGS HELD IN KODIAK TO REVIEW THE CONTENT OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT?

Yes. In addition, public meetings were held concerning the original
Sale and the revision.

10. WILL REFORESTATION OF THE LOGGED AREA BE A PROBLEM?

The number of trees now growing on formerly logged areas on Afognak has
been found adequate, but size and distribution is less than optimum. Our
research branch has reported slow growth (as compared to southeast Alaska)
of young trees due to grass and brush competition in a 25-year old logged
area iIn Kazakof Bay. (Reference Research Note PNW #176, May 1972.)

Afognak Island lies at the margin of the westward extension of Sitka spruce
and in this zone reforestation by natural means cannot be guaranteed. If
for any reason it is not adequate, measures will be taken to help insure
that cutover areas will be satisfactorily reforested in a reasonable period
Some of these measures include one or more of the following:

a. plant Sitka spruce seedlings.
b. mechanically remove competing brush and grass around planted trees.

c. selectively apply registered herbicides to remove competing vegetation
where necessary to insure adequate growth of seedlings.

d. apply fertilizers to stimulate tree growth.
11. HOW WILL THE ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT AFFECT THE SALE?

The sale predates the Act but a portion of the sale lies within areas
available for native selections. Some village corporations have filed
applications for land that contains about 1/3 of the timber in the sale.
More land selections may be made.



"Sec. 15. Notwithstanding the provisions of existing National Forest
timber sale contracts that are directly affected by conveyances author—
ized by this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture 1is authorized to modify
any such contract, with the consent of the purchaser, by substi-—

tuting, to the extent practicable, timber on other National Forest lands
approximately equal in volume, species, grade, and accessibility for

timber standing on any land affected by such conveyances, and, on **
request of the appropriate Village Corporation the Secretary of
Agriculture is directed to make such substitution tothe extent -

it is permitted by the timber sale contract without the consent
of the purchaser."”

12. WHY HAS THE PAYMENT FOR TIMBER CUT (STUMPAGE) BEEN DECREASED?

As mentioned, environmental requirements have become more stringent
since the sale was first sold and this has increased the cost oflogging.
This will mean a reduction 1in stumpage and lower netreturn to the
Federal treasury.

WILL THE LOGGING CAMP IN KAZAKOF BAY INCREASE ANY BENEFIT OR COST FOR
-jUIAK?

There will be a demand on the town of Kodiak for goods, services, and
transporation to supply the expected 30 to 60 man logging camp. This
will 1increase employment in the area to supply these needs and thereby
provide an additional tax revenue base. The logging camp and equipment
is taxable. A quarter of all stumpage receipts is paid to the boroughs
through the State of Alaska for the timber cut on National Forest land.
This money contributes to the support of schools and roads.



14. IF A MILL IS LOCATED ON KODIAK, WHERE WILL THE TIMBER COME FROM TO
SUSTAIN IT AFTER THE PERENOSA SALE IS COMPLETED?

The volume to sustain continuous operation of the mill will come
principally from the timber resources on Afognak Island.® Actually
only a very small percentage of the commercial timber of Afognak

is in the Perenosa Sale. It*s likely that timber from other islands
of the Kodiak group may also be milled there. ..

15. WILL THIS SALE AFFECT THE U.S. BALANCE OF PAYMENT DEFICIT?

Yes. America:,has imported more products that it has exported in the
past decade to Japan. Timber not in demand domestically - like the
Sitka spruce from Alaskc - is one commodity the U.S. can export to
help regain some of the dollars spent for importing foreign goods.
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United States Department of Agriculture
FOREST SERVICE

r

U.S. FOREST SERVICE COMMENTS ON THE JOINT RESOLUTION

1(SENATE NO. 12/HOUSE NO. 13’2‘ RELATING TP THE PERENOSA
IMBER SALE ON AFOGNAK ISLAND INTRODUCED FEBRUARY 20, 1975,

L
Introduction
The Perenosa Timber Sale was prepared to further establish Afognak
Island as an integral portion of the timber management plan for the
Chugach National Forest. -Atask force, appointed by former Alaska
Governor Walter J. Hickel and consisting of State and Federal land "
managers and timber industry leaders, also studied the potential for
new timber industry development in Alaskc.. The timber task force con-
sidered the Kodiak-Afognak-Shuyak Island group as a potential economic
opportunity for the development of a new timber basedindustry in Alaska.
The Forest Service and the task force recognized that:
a. No timber industry existed in this island group.
b. An estimated sustained yield of 40-50 MVBF 1/ per year
was available from the Kodiak Island-Afognak Island-Shuyak
Island group.
c. A ready market existed for Alaskan timber.
The intent of the Forest Service and the State of Alaska in selling
the Perenosa Timber Sale and the adjacent State timber on Shuyak Island

1/ MMBF = million board feet



was to establish a new permanent industry in the Kodiak Island group to
bring under management an undeveloped timber resource and diversify the
economy of that area.

" Preparation of the Perenosa Timber Sale began in 1966, and was com-
pleted in 1967, proposing a sale of 525 MMBF under a 15-year contract,
The gross sale area included approximately 120,000 acres with just
21,000 acres actually scheduled for harvest in 73 clearcut units. The
anticipated annual harvest on the sale was to he 3 MMBF. The sale was
carried out by oral auction on June 4, 1968, and awarded in July 1968
for a bid price of $27.05/MBF 1/ to Columbia Lumber Company of Alaska.

The purchaser took no action on the sale during 1968. The export.;, 1
market'began to drop during 1968-1969. "On July 15,1969, Columbia
Lumber Company entered into a third-party agreement with the Afognak
Timber Company who then became the company to operate under the sale
contract. Recently it has changed hands again and is now held by the
Kodiak Lumber Mills.

The Forest Service took advantage of these changes in purchasers
realizing that additional measures could be taken in the sale to protect
or enhance other forest resources, and developed'a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement which considered alternatives to the original sale. . A
Final Environmental Impact Statement was filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality April 5, 1974,

The decision resulting from the Environmental Statement process was
to proceed with a greatly modified timber sale contract. Major changes
included a timber volume reduction of about 40 percent, an average cutting

1/ MBF = thousand hoard feet



unit size reduction to 100 acres, and added resource coordination require-
ments. A table illustrating the changes follows:

10.
11,
12,

J.-

288233

Revised Sale
1 332,329
120,000
12,074
121
100103
228
A
140.3

Table 1
Comparison of Original Timber Sale with the Revised Sale
' Original Sale
Total* sale volume, MBF 1/ 525,000
Total sale area (acres) 120,000
Total area logged (clearcut areas) 21,000
Total number of clearcut units 73
:Average unit size (acres)av)
Maximum unit size (acres) 905
Smallest unit size (acres) 51
Roads (miles) 114.0

Volume logged to water for transport

via log rafts in water, MVBF "

Logging period, years

Volume logged per year, MVBFV

Acres IIogged per year

1\00

1/ MBF = thousand board feet.
2/ MVBF = million board feet.

172
15
35.0

0
10
33.2
' 1,200



Comments

The following are some specific comments on wording of the
resolution:

WHEREAS the Perenosa timber sale on Afognak Island is presently

bt Ktk S 6T ey et Aomag”

e Iocal Native corpora%ién.- ! | Jone

COMMENT:  Responses in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
show support from several State agencies. Other individuals and groups
in Kodiak were in favor of economic diversity; however, due to several
reasons, they prefer to remain non-vocal in public. Recent correspond-
ence from the Natives indicate they are not in favor of the resolution.

\llj\llr;IEFeiEr/g”(]]tuestions raised in administrative aRpeaJs‘,"incIu,ding"t,he

Bl s SR i St b U o eton

of critical elk and bear habitat, have never been satisfactorily

answered by the Forest Service.

COMMENT:  Multiple use means wise use of a blend of resources. Recre-
ation is one of the main activities on the Chugach National Forest of
which Afognak is a part. The wildlife, the fish, the scenery, water,
and soils are also valuable resources. For example, we believe increased
use and management of the wildlife and fish resources will result from
the sale. To date, surveys to determine improvément potential of wild-
*life and fish habitat have been limited primarily to the coastal area on
salmon streams capable of producing commercial salmon and on lakes having
a potential for sport fisheries. More intensive management of the wild-
life and fish resources will take place as access becomes easier and more
use is made of them.

The combination of forage and cover which exists around the edge of

clearcut bltfcks is known as "edge effect" and is beneficial habitat for



More of the fishing and hunting potential of the interior of the
island will be realized if the sale is completed and the planned perma-

nent roads are built.

WHEREAS repeated reguests for a _stay of activities pending
appeal were turned dowfi by the Forest Service.

COMMENT:  An appeal to the Secretary of Agriculture was considered
by him, and he upheld the decision to proceed with the modified sale.
The Forest Service is in agreement with the Secretary.

WHEREAS the wildlife, commercial and sport fish, and recreational

resources within the sale area are extremely valuable to the

citizens of the state and will be loart|cularly important in
satisfying the %rowmg recreational demands of Anchorage and the

entire” southcentral area.

COMMENT:  We agree. We believe completion of the proposed sale Ic
would result in an increase in the recreation opportunity for developed
recreation sites on a road system.

More of the fishing and hunting potential of the interior of the
island will be realized if the sale is completed and the planned
permanent roads are built.

WHEREAS since the sale was made, land selections by Natjve corpo-

rations on Afognak seriously limit the amount of suitable land

“available for general %ubhc use and further question the advisa-
bility of committing 120,000 acres to single purpose use at this

time.
COMMENT: A portion of the 12,000 acres designated for. harvesting

has been or is expected to be selected by Native corporations. This
was provided for in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, and timber
sale alternatives prescribed by the Act can be chosen which will meet
the needs of the public.

Only 12,000 acres, not 120,000 acres, is committed to timber activi-
ties. Even on these acres, single use is not; the apporpriate term. Elk,



deer, bear, and many other forms of wildlife use cutover areas as do
hunters, picnickers, and others. We have also observed that roads
improve access “or such hig game animals as deer and bear, as well as

for humans.

WHEREAS the Forest Service's own Forestry Sciences Laboratory,

which cautioned against large-scale logging on Afognak until

more is known abolt the island's soil TAstability and special

reforestation problems, was largely ignored. 1

COMMENT:  Studies have shown that most of the areas logged in the
past on Afognak Island have been adequately re-stocked with natural
tree re'g'e'neration (over 90 percént stocked).- - However® there may be some
tree (regeneration difficulties because of competing grass and shrubs.ib-..
The Forestry Sciences Laboratory is in agreement that what is now . )
planned is responsive to the silvicultural needs of the sale area. The
regeneration plans and their coordination with the other resources are
discussed in the Environmental Impact Statement. The Forestry Sciences
Laboratory research publication (PNW-176) recommended we . . proceed
cautiously with large-scale timber harvesting. . . The ss?e as modi-
fied is a much more cautious approach and size of cutting units are
scaled down.,

WHEREAS large-scale cutting of Afognak timber, bound for Japan
ignores the larger public need for a balanced, utilization of Alaska
resources and provides little more than a minimal dollar return

for Alaskans.
COMMENT:  The capital investment necessary to start a new industry

and the payroll for 120 or more employees are important to the State.
Locally, an annual direct payroll of about $2,000,000 is quite signifi-
cant. In addition, many economists believe that the Nation's ability
to maintain a healthy balance of payments is critica|>. Export of the

manufactured products from this sale can help this balance. Trees,



,
unlike oil and minerals, are renewable, thus harvesting now will actually
insure more wood products for the future. m

WHEREAS this return, only 25 percent of the net sale price, is

Lo L el LT e

?he added ser%ides required, and the degradation of critical |

commercial crab and salmon spawning and “rearing areas.

COMMENT: As mentioned iq our comment on the fourth WHEREAS, recre-
ationaV resources will be increased. The only resource loss is wilder-
ness. Added community services are looked upon as a benefit by some.

We believe the revised sale requirements adequately protect crab and
salmon spawning and rearing areas

Any action‘recommended in a resolution. should be realistier A-i"r
bilateral cancellation of the contract requires agreement of the purchaser
as well as the Government. It is doubtful he would agree unless indemni-
fied. There are no changed circumstances of consequence since June 13
1974, when the purchaser and the Forest Service signed the modified
contract. The contract has already been modified to better protect the
environment and other resources. This included an elaborate restructur-
ing of the size and location of cutting areas. Contract clauses are -
designed to more adequately protect waters from'pollution.

To summarize, the Forest Service, obligated by a valid timber sale
contract signed in 1968 and which was fostered by the State, voluntarily
undertook a bilateral modification with full involvement and participa-
tion by the public and the purchaser in 1973 The decision to modify
the contract and to proceed with the sale was announced on May 16, 1974
Correction of every personal concern for management was not possible,

but most all concerns expressed during this effort were addressed in



this decision-making process. We believe that the National Environmental
Policy Act has been complied with, resulting in a contract much more in
tune with the public thinking. We were fortunate in having a sale
purchaser who was cooperative and willing to give a great deal in the
public interest. It is our recommendation that the Legislature stand

by the decision to proceed with the sale and not pass the resolution

|
as proposed. # «



Supplemental Statement to accompany U. S. Forest Service Comments
on Joint Resolutions (Senate No. 12/House No. 13), Relating to the
Perenosa Timber Sale on Afognak Island, which was presented to
House Resource Committee on March 11, 1975.

LANDSCAPE, SOILS, AND EROSION HAZARD

In this discussion w.e are mainly concerned with the N.E. portion
of Afognak Island. It is this area which is proposed for timber

L
harvest under the Perenosa Timber Sale Contract.

Landscape

Except for one mountain and several small, somewhat lower hills,
all of the sale area is below 1,200 foot elevation.- For the most
part it is rolling terrain (slopes < 20%) with many lakes, ponds,

and muskegs.

The geologic history of the area is quite complex. Bedrock consists
mainly of metamorphic rock types. During the last ice age most of
the sale area, except possibly for the highest mountain area, was
covered by ice. This glaciation resulted in coating the underlying

bedrock with glacial till.

During and since the melting of the ice, volcanic ash has been falling
on Afognak Island. These ash falls culminated with the last major

falT in 1912 which originated from the Mt. Katmai Area.

Supplemental Statement presented before House Resources
Committee, Juneau, Alaska, by Tom She ehy, Soil Scientist,
Chugach National Forest, April 3, 1975.



Although tnany people tend to think of the 1912 ash fall as the volcanic
Ash on Afognak and Kodiak, in reality it is only one of many falls
which have occurred. Field evidence indicates there have been at least
16 significant (significant meaning visible) ash falls since this last
great ice age. Except for the 1912 fall, layers of ash range in thick—
ness from.just visible to about 1 inch. The 19,12 ash fall ranges from
4-6" thick. Textures range from silt to coarse sand. Total thickness

of all the ash layers is approximately 14 inches.

Soils

The isoils of Afognak can be broadly divided into two groups - mineral |
and organic. Mineral soils in turn can be subdivided based on type

of material below the soil profile.

Group I - Mineral Soils

Subgroup 1

i
These are the major productive soils of the Island. Generally they are
about 20" thick and overlay glacial till or windblown silt. A brief

description 6hows:

Surface organic - 2"

1912 Ash layer - 4"



Buried organic - 2"
Silt loam weathered mineral material - 12" over®unweathered

glacial materials.

It is interesting to note that in most soils the only ash layer

visible is the 1912 ash fall.

Subgroup Il

These soils are similar to Group | but are thinner and overlie bedrock

at a depth of 20" or less.

Subgroup 111

Small areas of uplifted beaches are found along the coast. Soils

consist of:
Surface organic - 2"
1912 Ash - 4"
Over coarse, angular beach fragments

Group Il - Organic Soils

Lowlying areas throughout the Island have a covering of organic sedge

and sphagnum peats ranging in depth from a few inches to 8 feet..



Summary

The landscape of the area of the Perenosa Timber Sale is in the main

gently rolling terrain with many muskegs, lakes, and gentle ridges.

Only the upper portion of the soils have been derived fromvolcanic ash.
Total ash thickness is generally less than 1A inches. The remaining
portion of the soil is either glacial till, windblown siltor beach
cobbles. Only the 1912 ash layer is distinctively visiblein the mineral
soil profiles, other ash layers having been weathered and incorporated

into *the lower parts of the isoil." f

Erosion Hazard

"Volcanic ash is highly erodible” 1is a statement often heard. One
must ask the question-under what circumstances is it and is it not.

Factors to consider in this determination are:

1. Slope
2. Particle size of the ash.
3. Amount of weathering or breakdown of ash into smaller components.

A. Exposure of the volcanic ash to the elements, especially water.

Consider these factors in terms of the Perenosa Timber Sale area:



Slopes within the proposed sale area are generally gentle. This
means minimal landslides and slump hazards. Road construction

will require fewer cuts and most construction will be the overlay
type (overlay road - a method of construction whereby brush, trees,
etc., are removed from the road area and fill material such as rock
or gravel is plaéed over the soil. This material then serves as a

road surface). This type of construction on gentle slopes leaves

the soil essentially undisturbed and protects it.

Particle size of._the ash - Particle size defines the size of the
grains or individual constituants which make up the material. In >n
otherlwords; the finer the material the more easily it is eroded, d,
particularly by moving water and wind. It takes a large volume

of fast flowing water to move a boulder, less to move sand and

lest to move clay material.

The 1912 ash fall is the uppermost ash fall on Afognak and the one
most likely to be disturbed during high-lead logging and road building
operations. It is also composed of the largest particle sizes, mainly
silt and sand, and is not highly erosive on gentle slopes and under e
rainfall conditions found in the proposed timber sale area. If water
is concentrated in the form of rivulets, however, erosion can occur.

Proper culvert installation will prevent this.



3. Amount of weathering - originally the material may have been quite

coarse, perhaps sand in size, but because of the break down by chemical

and physical weathering the particles become smaller and smaller with
time. There has been some breakdown of 1912 ash particles but the

material is still very coarse. The old buried ash falls are highly

weathered and composed of fine particle sizes which are highly erosive.

Fortunately these ash materials are quitelLthin (generally less than
- 12 inches) and are protected by a buried organic layer and a surface

organic layer as well as the coarse 1912 ash fall.

A. Exposure of volcanic materials tothe elements - if the ash material
has a protective vegetative icover which prevents moving surface water;
from contacting it directly, it"s stability is maintained. If the
protective cover 1is removed, erosion can occur because water comes,
directly in contact with the ash. The more weathering, the smaller

the particle size and the greater potential for erosion.

Summary - Erodibility and Protection of Afognak Soils

Let us now consider the soils of Afognak in the light of the above dis-"
cussion to determine their erodibility under the proposed management

conditions, namely high-lead logging with overlay access roads.

First, except for the 1912 ash fall, all the ash falls on Afognak have
been weathered and incorporated into the soil profile in mineral soils.

This weathered ash has small particle size, 1is highly weathered and very

1



erosive. At the same time it is protected by the buried organic layer,

which prevents erosion.

Second, above the buried organic layer is the 1912 ash fall which has
undergone some weathering but still has fairly large particle sizes.

This in turn is protected by the new organic layer developed since 1912.

The key to preventing soil erosion and in turn sediment production is to
minimize the soil disturbance, particularly the buried, highly erodible

ashey soil material.

The"best way to do thistis by limiting ;d4sturbancer.of-the *soilr- :This-hf?

is done by using high-lead logging methods with overlay access roads.

These logging methods will be used on the Perenosa Timber Sale.

Professional Opinion

It is my professional opinion as a Soil Scientist that by using high-lead
logging methods, overlay roads and professional timber sale administration
that soil erosion and loss of soil productivity will be minimal on the

Perenosa Timber Sale.



Updated 12/17/74

QUESTIONS AND MniWERS CONCERNING THE PERENOSA Tx.IBER SALE
on AFOGNAK ISLAND

The Forest Service is committed to Multiple use principles in managmﬁ
Alaskan Forest resources. This requires that we be responsive to pot
local and pational concerns, If conflicts do occur then we want the
public to help us_resolve these differences through public meetings,
review of our environmental statements, or other means of public in-
volvement. The Perenosa Sale bridges the development and environmental
eras'thus has heen somewhat controversial.

We have answered here, as objectively as_possible, the most frequently
asked questions concerning the Perenosa Timber Sale on Afognak [s|and:
lpteugtailoenhas undergone several changes thus the need to clarify the

1. WHY WAS THE PERENOSA SALE MADE?

Timber, one of our few renewable natural resources, is like a crop. It
matures, dies, and renews itself. The Perenosa Sale provides a means
where a portion of Afognak's mature timber can be harvested. In 1967
Governor Hickel's timber task force recommended that some of Afognak
Island's timber resources he harvested.

2. WHY HAS THE SALE NOT STARTED OPERATION?

ShortI%/, after the timber was sold ](7/29/68), both the foreign and
domestic lumber markets slumped. The timber sale purchaser, an American
firm, found that it would be uneconomic to begin operations. The markets

have since improved and demand has strengthenéd.
3. WHY WAS THE SALE REVISED?
Environmental-and_-esthetic concerns have changed since the sale was

first prepared. These changes have been reflected in the revision which
gives additional consideration for esthetics, wildlife and fisheries.

JAM 101975



4. WHAT ARE THE CONDITIONS OF THE REVISION?

Existing Revised,

d. total volume to be harvested - 525 MMBF* 332 MBF*
b. acres to be harvested 21,000 12,074
c. number of cutting units 73 121
d. average size of cutting units 288 acres 100 acres
e. range in size of cutting units 37-953 34-228
f. logging period 15 years 10 years
g. average volume to be harvested

each year during logging period 35 MMBF* 35 MMBF*
h. percent to be harvested of total

coinnercial timber on Afognak 10 % 6 %

* MMBF = Million Board Feet i
5. HOW WILL LOGGING AFFECT THE ELK HERD ON AFOGNAK?

Elsewhere, logging has benefited elk by providing more food, assuming
other habitat” fequirements are met. Key elk wintering areas have heén
|dentAf|ted with the help of Alaska Dept, of Fish and Game and are re-
served from logging.

6. HOW WILL LOGGING AFFECT SALMON STREAMS?

Section C6.5 1(Stream Course protection) of the Perenosa contract will,

be rigidly enforced. This section insures that designated streams will
be Erotected from debris, poor road building, and improper equipment use.
In key areas, the cutting units have been located further from stream
banks” thus giving additional protection to the fisheries.



Roads built for logging purposes also provide access that makes possible
the improvements ot fiSh habitat. Examples: maintenance or improyement
of spawning ana rearing areas; installation of fish ladders; stocking lakes
and streamsS; removal 0T barriers.

. i"
7. HOW WILL LOGGING’AFFECT THE BROWN BEAR POPULATION ON AFOGNAK? |
Logging. in bear areas disturbs bear habits to some extent but whether
this will have a long-term adverse effect on the Afognak bear Ropulanon
is not fully known. ~Bear track counts on logged areas in soutneast Alaska
between 1960-66 hefore, during, and after logQing indicated no mador shift
in bear distribution. Hood Bay, an area on south Admiralty Island, chosen
by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game as a brown bear study locale
because of the h|qh ?opulatmn of ‘brown bears, was logged in 1913, 1914,
26, and _1947. ‘In fact, some timber has been removed” from every mile of
BQ%rHﬁ%dbithY shoreline within the last 9o years and Hood Bay is Still prime

Safequards developed in cooperation with Alaska Department of Fish and
Game"are intended to minimize any possible effects of logging on bears.
These include no logging around major bear concentration™areas along .
streams, locating camps away from heavy bear use areas; and leaving tim-
ber fringes around grass flats known to be good hear habitat.

The following statement is quoted from the publication The Brown - Grizzly
Er?nggr]neAlaS a - It's Ecology and Management, Alaska Department-of Fish

"Logging activity ma¥ actually benefit the brown bear population. Timber
cuts ‘are bemgi made from over-aged climax spruce, hemlock and cedar

stands, forest types notoriously sterile as. habitat for brown-grizzly bears
Openings created” by cuts would seemingly initiate successional patterns,
certain sta%es of which would create Copditions more favorahle to bears
than the présent climax state. The early pioneer stages with abundant
grasses and other herbaceous growth would appear especially attractive to
ears, These requisite foods are scarcely represented in climax stands.
rotational cut would thus result in mixed-aged forest stands some of which
would always be of prime importance to bears."

The statement was not made of Afognak but speaks to the importance of
successional variations to the fodd chain of hears.



8. HAS AN ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT BEEN PREPARED?

An Environmental Impact Statement was prepared and filed with the
Council of Environmental Quality on April” 15, 1974,

9. WERE PUBLIC_MEETINGS HELD IN KODIAK TO REVIEW THE CONTENT OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT?

Yes. In addition, public meetings were held concerning the original
Sale and the revision.

10. WILL REFORESTATION OF THE LOGGED AREA BE A PROBLEM?

The number of trees now growing on form,er|¥_ logged areas on Afognak has
been found adequate, but’size and distribution™1s less than oRt|mum. ou.l
research branch has reported slow growth (as compared to southeast Alaska)
of young trees due to grass and brush competition in a 25-year old logged
area in Kazakof Bay. (Reference Research Note PNW #176, May 1972)

Afognak Island lies at “the margin of the westward extension of Sitka spruce,
and”in this zone reforestation "by natural means cannot be ?uaranteed. |f
for any reason it is not adequate, measures will be taken 1o help insure
that cUtover areas will be satisfactorily reforested in a reasonable period.
Some of these measures include one or more of the following:

a. plant Sitka spruce seedlings.
b. mechanically remove competing brush and grass around planted trees.

c. selectively apply registered herbicides to remove competing vegetation
where necessary to insurée adequate grcwth of seedlings.

d. apply fertilizers to stimulate tree growth,

11. HOW WILL THE ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT AFFECT THE SALE?
The sale predates the Act but a portion of the sale lies within areas
avaijlable for natjve selections. Some village corﬁora_tlons have filed

applications for land that contains about of the timber in the sale.
More land selections may he made.



The Act provides:

"Sec. 15 Notwithstanding the provisions of exjsting National Forest
timber'sale contracts that are directly affected by Tonveyances author-
ized by this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to modify
am{,such contract, with the consent of the purchaser, by substi-

tuting, to the extent practicable, timber on other National Forest lands
approximately equal in volume, species, grade, and accessibility for
timber standing on any |and affected by Such conveyances, and, ‘on *
request of the approprijate V|Ilage Corporation the Secretary of
-mAgriculture is directed to make Such substitution to  the extent *
H,IS permitted by the timber sale contract without the consent

k?the purchaser,

12. WHY HAS THE PAYMENT FOR TIMBER CUT (STUMPAGE) BEEN DECREASED?

As mentioned, environmental requirements have become more stringent ,
since the sale was first sold and this has increased the cost oflogging.
This will mean a reduction in stumpage and lower net  return to the
Federal treasury.

%8DIA|\(N?|LL THE LOGGING CAMP IN KAZAKOF BAY INCREASE ANY BENEFIT OR COST FOR

There will be a demand on the town of Kodiak for goods, services,_and
transporation to supply the expected 30to 60 man logging camp. This
will Increase employment in the area to suRpIy these  needs and thereby
provide an additional tax revenue base. The logging camp and equipmeént
Is taxable. A quarter of all stum ag,e receipts is pajd to the boroughs
through the State of Alaska for the tTimber cut on National Forest land.
This money contributes to the support of schools and roads.



14. |F A HILL IS LOCATED ON KODIAK, WHERE WILL THE TIMBER COME FROM TO
SUSTAIN IT AFTER THE PERENOSA SALE IS COMPLETED? X

The volume to sustain continuous operation of the mill will come
principally from the timber resources on Afognak Island. Actually
only a ver¥) small percentaqel of the commercial timber of Afognak

IS In the Perenosa Sale. 1t's likely that timber from other islands
of the Kodiak group may also be milled there.

15. WILL THIS SALE AFFECT THE U.S. BALANCE OF PAYMENT DEFICIT?

%
Yes. America .has imported more products that it has exported in the
gast decade to Japan. Timber not in demand domestically - like the
itka spryce from Alaska - js one commodity the U.S. can export to
help regain some of the dollars spent for importing foreign goods.



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH ANR GAME

CAHA F THEGOVMISSIONER RT BULDING
u33801

April 2, 1975

The Honorable Ted Smith
Alaska State Legislature
House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 998ul

Dear Ted:

In response to your request of March 19, 1975, re: high or marginal
fish production versus high or marginal damage from logging in the
Peranosa timber sale area, Afognak Island fish production 1is
presently depressed to the point that commercial salmon fishing

was completely closed last season in an effort to restore the
streams to their past production levels. When these streams are
producing in accordance with their capabilities they are typical

of others 1in the region.

More noteworthy 1is the fact that of six or so major producers on
Afognak Island, three of the systems; Danger River, Peranosa River,
and Peramanoff River, are directly impacted by the sale. Foremost
among these 1is the Peranosa River, which 1is adjacent to the road
system now under construction.

Addressing the subject of damage, the volcanic nature of the soils
may present extreme hazards to maintainance of quality fish habitat
Experience on Kruzof Island in southeastern Alaska has shown that
volcanic soils may be extremely unstable when disturbed, with land—
slides and massive erosion resulting from road building and mater —
ials sites.

The uncertainty of the ability to provide the volume specified 1in
the contract area in light of Native Claims Settlement is also a
significant factor. When confronted with the necessity to meet con-—
tract obligations in an economically feasible manner, fish and game
values are generally the first to be neglected or compromised. Log—
ging related Impacts are dependent upon the quality of management
and the manner and places in which the operations are conducted.
Quality management depends upon having enough options available.

In the case of the subject sale, we feel the physical and economic

environment risks significant damage to significant Tfisheries
should the sale be executed as presently planned.



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAVE
SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD

on
HJR 13
before the

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

April 3, 1975



The House Committee on Resources has requested that the Degartment of Fish and
Game present detailed testimony regarding the Perenosa Timber Sale on Afognak
Island. The Committee has expresséd particular concern as to the potential
adverse impact of timber harvesting on Afognak's fish and wildlife, and the
likelihood of long term or permanent damagé to fish and wildlife habitat,
Consequently, our”testimony specifically addresses this concern.

Rather than merely stating our conclusions, however, we have included in the
first part of our statement a lengthy review of the potential effects of
timber harvesting and accompanying activities on fish and wildlife generallﬁ.
Qur_intent here Is to give the ‘Committee enough back?round information so that
mindTrvdual Committee members may draw their own conclusions as to the probable
effects of Io%gmg on the fish and wildlife resources of Afo?nak, rather than
“forcing them 10 rel¥ on oyr own estimates. In addition, so that there is no
disagréement as to the validity of this background information, we have included
almost entirely only those facts which appear. in Forest Service studies or
publications, wijth, the few_ex?eptmns gertalmnq primarily to the effects of
clearcuts on wildlife survival.” The _second part of the testimony discusses

the relative merits of the Perenosa Timber Sale in particular.

We have attempted to be as specific as possible in describing the probable
effects of the sale on fish and wild|ife success. e would Pomt out that it

is difficult, however, to identify likely fish orwiidlife losses in terms

of explicit quantities. The principal reason for this is that the Forest
Service sale implementationplan has beenpurposely. rather indefinite, with

many of the determinations re%ardm% fish and wildlife protection to'be made well
after logging has commenced rather than before hand. For example, it has

become evident that the Forest Service has already departed from the plan

set out .in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) by changing the location

of a major road to an area which is an important wintéring ground for elk.

Persons concerned with thistype of issue have sometimes asked why the
mbepartment of Fish and Game does not have complete and thorough information

on all fish and wildlife within a particular area well before the EIS is
developed. The answer is that there are a large number of timber sales being
conducted within Alaska at any given time, and” we trg to do the best we can
within the limits of time, personnel, a.id the opportunities for participation
made available bXA the Forest Service. Moreover, the Forest Service is required
by Federal law ! ultiple Use/Sustained Yield Act of 1960, (16 USC 528 - 531)]
to manage both timber and fish &wildlife on the basis of co-equal priority,
and_on the principle of sustained yield. Since it 1s the Forest Service which
1s initiating the development in the first place, we feel it is incumbent
upon ttae,m to insure that fish and wildlife are adequately protected before
proceeding.

Our testimony on the Perenosa Timber Sale follows.



POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF LOGGING ON FISH AND WILDLIFE GENERALLY =~

A, FISH AND SHELLFISH

Fish and shellfish residing in or adjacent to national forests must
be guaranteed a high quality habitat in order to be maintained, Generally,
a desirable habitat consists of suitable %rounds for regeneration and rearing,
high quality water, and protection from physical damage and damage to the
biological community.

Frequently, there is a tendency to measure habitat damatge only in terms of
actual fish or shellfish mortality. However, the qualify as well as the
quantity of fish and shellfish produced must be kept in mind., Adverse impact
on a fish habitat within a national forest, while not actually causing fish
kills in that location, may result in poor re%ener,anon or decreased Prowth
rates in resident populations, which in turn diminishes the commercial_ or
recreational value of fisheries resources. Thus, the absence of dead fish
floating on the water does not conclusively indicate the absence of resource
damage.through undesirable habitat alteration.

Destruction of or damage to fish and shellfish habitat resulting from timber

harvesting and accompanying activities may appear in a number of forms, which
are described below.

1. Sedimentation I]

~a. The reIaUv,eI){, youthful topography of many areas of Alaska combined
with heav>( precipitation and steep SlopeS make many land areas highly =
susceptible to ergsion, which may be substantially aggravated by acfivities
such as removal of vegetation, log yarding, road “Construction, and
construction at stream crossings.

b. Areas subjected to heavy erosion and an absence of vegetation may
experience a more rapid runoff of precipitation into drainages, leading
to high stream stages. = High mortality of salmon has been connected to
high 'stream stages, which may remove eggs from their protective gravel
cover and exposé them to predation, Physwal damage, or deep burial due .
to shifting gravel. High water levels ‘may also cduse debris (e.g., logging
slash, logs, “stumps) to”enter a stream which may in turn cause gravel
excavation and redisposition.

c.. High stream levels also result in increased levels of sediment
entering Streams. On occasion, sediments may be flushed into estuarine
areas which serve as habitat for shrimp and crab.

d. Suspended sediment (that actually flowing with the water) may be
harmful to fish if present persistently. Accumulation of silt ‘on glll
filaments may restrict the ability of the gills to aerate the blood,
eventually causing death. While ‘siltation “is apparently rarely found



in concentrations which are undoubtedly lethal, nonlethal concentrations
may well have substantial adverse effects on the growth and condition of
fish, making them perhaps smaller and less resistant to elements causing
natural mortality.

e. As aside effect, streams which have heavy siltation levels will be
murky and turbid. Since salmon and trout are sight feeders, fishermen can
expect to have less angling success in such streams.

f. Deposited, as opposed to suspended, sediment consists of particles
which have settled out of the water onto streambeds. Deposited sediment
affects salmon spawmn? habitat by inhibiting the flow of oxygen-bearing
water within the gravel where eg(t;s and alevifis are incubating, and b
establishing a Physmal barrier to the emer?ency of fry up from the gravel.
Bedload sediment may also reduce the habitaf of the aquatic insects which
influence the growth condition of rearing fishes. Species composition of
aquatic insects may also change.for the worse.

. Sediment is one of, if not the most important,fact |anuenC|n% the
salmon and trout reproduction in streams. Studies have shown that the
survival rate of salmon eggs is in direct proportion to the flow of water
through the gravel, which™in turn varies with the concentration of sediment.

h. The effects of deposited and suspended sediment referred to above.
have concerned only ingrganic sediment.” Organic sediment may also contribute
to the degradation” of fish habitat. Bark, éspecially, may create a S|?.n|f|cant
oxyqen,demand as it decomposes,! and can produce excessive amounts of slime
bacteria which then may suffocate incubating eggs and alevins.

1. The above effects have heen described mostly as they refer to
anadromous fish. However, they ap I¥ as well to resident |o,opu|at|ons
of fishes. Fish stocks which spend the entirety of their life cycle ,
within fresh water on national forests are more susceptible to sedimentation
over the long run because of their constant presence. So also are species
of anadromous fish (such as silver and king salmon) which spend a year or
more rearing in fresh water before migrating to the sea. Therefore, increased
oxygen demand by decaying organic sediment,” the effects of suspended sediment,
and the reduction of habitat for important aquatic insects are also factors
affecting rearing of juvenile fish as well as the incubation of eggs and
alevins, and the general habitat for mature resident fish.

2. Hater Temperature

Water temperature, along with sediment content, is a critical factor in
maintaining a satisfactory habitat in streamjs for salmon and trout.

.a. Stream water temperature depends on a number of factors, including
climatic conditions, volume of streamflow, length of stream exposed to
solar radiation, depth of stream, and ground water and tributary influences,

b. Since the Principal factor affecting stream temperature is direct
solar radiation, the presence or absence of streamside vegetation directly



controls; stream temperatures.

c. Experiments in Southeastern Alaska have confirmed earlier studies
conducted in the Pacific Northwest d,emonstratm% substantial temperature
Increases in streams where cIearcuttm_% to the banks had taken place.
Small streams seem to be most susceptible to large temperature increases:

d. While there have been fish kills in Southeastern Alaska in streams
as a result of excessive temperatures, direct mortality is not the only
effect. Ideal summer temperatures for salmon range from 54° to 58°,
However, temperatures in areas which have been logged may range uP to
85°.  Because h|qher temperatures increase metabolic rates in salmon
and require more Tood to Initiate growth, sublethal temperatures may
adversely affect the growth and condition of juvenile salmon.

e. Some salmonids (especially silver salmon) often favor relative!/ still
water during the rearlngf hase, such as that found in sloughs or small
tributaries. Because of the negligible volume of flow in ‘such waters,
_cr|t|t§:al ttemperatures may be redched sooner where protective vegetation
is absent.

f. While water temperature in the main streams within a watershed may
receive the most attention, removal of vegetation in tributaries can
influence overall watershed stream temperatures, since cold water in
tributaries may be an important factor in controlling downstream
temperatures.

?. In streams when* water temperatures are warm to begin with, higher
emperatures maF contribute to lower dissolved oxygen rates and promote
the growth of slime bacteria or fungi which could” Cause excessive mortality
to incubating eggs.

h. The effects of high water temperatures during the spawning and rearing
phases must he separated. Those species of salmonids (such as pink or
chum salmon) which utilize fresh water only for spawning or incubation
will be exposed to potential adverse températures for a shorter period
than those (king and silver salmon) ut|||2|ng{/ fresh water for rearing

as well. For rainbow trout and those Doll%l arden and cutthroat trout
which reside exclusively in fresh water, the danger is constant.

| For pirk and chum salmon, which incubate in fresh water but primarily
move to salt water for growth and feeding after emergency, water temperature
Rlays,ns main role in re?ulatmg the duration and timing of incubation
atching, and emigration from the freshwater system. A given total number
of temperature units is required (from the timé of egg deposition and
fertilization) for the eggs to hafch. If this development is accelerated
b¥ even a very minor temperature increase (2° or 3 F.) due to removal

of streamside ve?.etano.n fry may emerge considerably ®earlier than normal.
Downstream migratjon might be impeded at that time or conditions for

growth or survival in the sea may be unfavorable until later.

. Much further needs to be learned about the effects of Ioggm_g on stream
temperatures and the fypes of Iog(t;_mg operations which will avoid temperature
problems. Patch cutting (alternating streamside blocks of canopy and
clearcut) does not seem to provide a solution, for example, where air



temperature exceeds stream temperature; rather, the stream simply heats
more slowly in canopied areas than in clearcut areas.

k. Since direct solar radiation is the principle cause of rising stream
temperatures, the climatic conditions will determine the amount of |
temperature increase. Since the number of warm temperature d,aYs varies
considerably from year to year in Parts of Alaska, so also will the
potentiality for excessive stream temperatures. As an example, for the
month of July in Juneau over the years 1950 - 1971, the number of 70°+days
varied from "1 to 18,

1. While most of the concern over removal of streamside vegetation is with
sunrner temperatures, winter, stream temperatures may be affected as well,
During winters where there is little |nsu|_at|n% sr.ow cover accompanied b
sustained cold spells, the lack of insulation Dy vegetation may lead to

a I,ovvermgz of water temperature (due to back radiation) which may be more
critical than summer temPerature increases.  Streams and subjacent gravel
beds may hecome completely frozen.

3. Streamflow

a, Streamflow %enera,ll increases after clearcut lo
net increase is sybstantial depends on the size of the
e
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the climatic conditions within the particular watershed

?ing. Whether the
earcut areas and

b. During natural high water stages, increased streamflow may cause
mortality of eggs and alevins from gravel bed movement. Flushing of
important aquatic insect populations may also occur.

c. Increased streamflow may, on the other hand, increase oxygen supplies
and decrease water temperatures.

4, Water Chemistry

a. Dissolved oxygen content is most important in considerations of
water chemistry. ,Devel,opm% eg%s require Increasing amounts of dissolved
0xygen UE to and including the atchm,(t; stage. Feeding and growth of
young salmonids is better in waters with higher dissolved oxygen
concentrations.

b. Studies have shown reductions of dissolved oxygen levels in streams
after felling streamside timber. Layers of debris onthe streambed often
cause such reductions first in the intragravel water where eggs are
incubating, and later in surface waters.” Reductions may be rapid if
there is enough logging debris to create an oxygen demand through
decomposition’

c. Where a layer of debris is deposited on the streambed so as to
reduce water flow to the intragravel area, lack of dissolved oxygen may
be accompanied by increased .concentrations of carbon dioxide, ammonia,
and other metabolic waste products of developing eggs and alevins.

5. Logging Debris ,
a. Logging debris (logs, branches, bark, leaves) entering the stream



may cause oxygen demand through decomposition, form a barrier on the tjravel
surface reducm? gravel/surface water interchange, impound v/aters normally
flowing over riffles and bemg oxygenated, produce slime bacteria which
will smother eggs, and contribute fo temperature increases resulting from
reduced v/ater Velocity through uncanopied areas.

b. Fine logging debris can change the habitat-for aquatic insects. It
may also fill Spacés in rock and gravel areas which are living spaces for
Insects and cover for small juvenile fishes, and decrease the” survival
ratio of alevins if accumulation is during egg incubation.

c, Log jams may block migration of fish to upstream spawning and
rearing areas. Substantial jams affect streambed topography, gravel
stability, sediment deposits, and streamflow.

d. Generall?/, fine debris can be considered harmful to the aquatic
ecosystem in all cases.

6. Herbicides, Insecticides, and Other Chemicals

. k. . .
a. Data is_generally Iackm? on the effects of chemicals on Alaskan
. aguatic organisms since such”chemicals are not often used by the Forest
Service. However, it has heen shown that such chemicals can be toxic

to fish, and may also eliminate insect populations which are important

food sources for fish.

7. Estuaries

a. Salt water is extensively used in Alaska for storage and transportation
of logs (log dumps and log rafts). Logs are usually stored in shallow
bays.During ‘the dumping and rafting, bark is knocked  off of logs and
sinks  to” the bottom,0ften in large quantities.

. b, Accumulations of hark can greatly increase ox*gen demand, resulting
In reduced Populanons of marine organiSms, and smother the bottom so ,
thoroughly that repopulations is préevented. These accumulations may persis
for a ~long time, andmarine animals are very scarce in some areas.

c. Water storageof logs also leads to the release of leachates which
further increase the oxygen demand in the area.

d. Marine animals most likely to be affected include rearing pink and
chum salmon, clams, crabs, and shrimp.

e. Note that I,o%gin% debris and sediment deposited in streams adjacent
to clearcutting within the forest itself may be flushed into estuarine
areas, with resulting adverse effects.



B.

WILDLIFE

1. Deer

a. There has been a considerable controversy over the relative effects
of clearcut Ioggm? ori deer PO ulations.  Frequent reference is made to the
so-called "edge effect" created by clearcut logging, which Pertams to the
tendency of deer to favor the edges of open argds as habitat. The alleged
benefit- of clearcutting is that the removal of the forest canopy permits
the rapid growth of plants and shrubs which serve as browse for deer, and
that the presence of a number of clearcut areas within a deer ranPe,resuIts
in a net increase of hrowse, with favorable effects on deer popufation.

It is probable true that clearcuts, if properly shaped and located and of
an optimum size (e.g., 25 - 40 acres), may be of benefit to deer because

of increased hrowse production. However, in Alaska these benefits are
primarily confined to the summer only; during winter, the absence of a
canopy. causes much deeper snow in clearcut areas so that the browse becomes
unavailable. If there are many clearcut areas, the lack of available browse
v/ithin -a mature forested area may lead to a net decrease of browse during
the critical winter months.  In addition, there is evidence that the type
of browse that is produced in r’ arcuts is of a less preferred type than
that occurring in climax fore.r s.

The increased browse that may occur within a clearcut will generaII%/ remain
available only for the first 20 years or so after Iog?m?. Thereafter,
the forest canopy will begin, to tlose with such density that plants and
shrubs serving as deer browse will he unable to compete, and will die off.
Only when the trees have matured and open ,sPaces appear in the canopY

(at’ least 60 - 80 years after the sale,f will preferred Plants begin 1o
come back, if at all. Browse production equivalent to that priof to
logging may not occur until the end of the rotation period (100 - 150
years). From the standpoint of deer habitat, therefore, the loss of

X acrées of browse—Producmg mature forest must be balanced against the
gain of 20 years of summer-only browse production, followed by 40 - 60
years of VIY'[U&H% no browse production, followed in turn by Several
decades of less than complete browse production.

The "ed?e effect” is well-named in that it indicates deer only use the
edges of clearcut tracts. Consequently, Ia,r%e clearcuts will” result in
large middle areas not used at all, and which represent lost habitat.

If clearcutting is employed, it is extremely important that large tracts
of low-elevation mature forest be left aloneé for the benefit of deer during
the winter. Deer frequent such areas (especially along beaches) hecause
the temperatures are warmer and there is a smaller accumulation” of snow,
Snow depths of more than 2 feet make browse unavailable, so there will be
none in clearcut areas and none at h|%her elevations. |f low elevation
forest is not maintained, there will e substantial deer mortality during
severe winters.

b. Logging may also adversely impact on deer by restricting their
movements. ~ Remaining slash and debris in clearcutS makes such areas
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Impassable by man or Iar%e mammals for many years after harvesting.
Movement is also restricted as the forest tanopy first closes (about

20 years) because of the extreme density of the vegetation. This may

be |m?,ortant if it prohibits access to streams, travel along established
mj?r_a jon routes, or movement to areas where food is available. Therefore,
within a Part|cu1ar deer range, it iS important that both the number‘aricf
size of clearcut areas be considerably limited. A

Loggin roads, with attendant noise, fumes and traffic, may become barriers
to “deer migration.

c. . In areas where extensive clearcutting has taken place, deep snow
In thewinter may substantially.hamper deer movement, making feequ
more difficult and increasing vulnerability to predators such as wolves.

2. Elk

a. The same comments made with respect to deer apply generally to
elk as well.

. b. Elk, like deer, are extremely vulnerable to severe winters. During
winter months, elk usually frequent beach areasin mature forest where
snow depth is least and food is available.

c. Elk have a tendency to frequent the samecalving areas yearafter
)(ear, which is probably due to the favorable environment of those areas.
f such areas are clearcut, they;will be lost as habitat.

d. Use of clearcut areas for browse by elk appears to be very light
durmg the years immediately after harvesting. AS vegetation preferred
by elk invades logged areas, use increases for a few years, declining
again when conifer” growth crowds out preferred plants.

3. Brown Bear

a. Although brown bears hunt salmon as part of their diet, grazing
and the use of berries constitutes about three-fourths of food intake.
Therefore, considerations of browse production mentioned with regard
to deer are equally important for brown bear.

b. Beach grass and sedge flats are important spring food sources
for brown bear. Most fe,edm? on tideflats and heaches is annq a
forested fringe, indicating the need for this type of cover. 1n %eneral,
It IS necessary to maintain escape cover near feeding areas, whether
tideflats, beaches, or salmon streams, as this appears to be an important
part of their environment. .

¢c. Although browse constitutes the majority of the brown hear's diet,
salmon are very important es a source of animal protein. Salmon streams
within bear ranges must be maintained and accompanied by blocks of timber
or leave strips for escape cover.

0. Brown bear ordinarily remain in_an area even though logging is
being conducted in an adjacent area. This increases the possSibility of
bears being shot as nuisances. It also indicates the importance of adjusting



Iogngin% oPerations so that bears are not crowded out of their favored
hahital areas.

e. Grasslands, tideflats, and beach fringes (especial% where strawberries

are Bresent) are prime feedmﬁ areas for brown bear.. These areas should

not De encroached upon through timber ha,rv,estln%,, Kardlng, road construction,
IC

logging camps, log dumps, or other activities w would remove their
hagngha% valle. J P

4. Birds and Furbearers

a. The number of birds and furbearers populating Afognak Island make
it undesirable to go into a detailed discussion of thé potential effects
of logging on theil respective habitats.

b. The presence of ducks and shorebirds make it important to Preserve
rass tide flats, inland lakes, and ponds' which are significant habitat
reas.

c. Bald gagles have been shown to be extremely sensitive to the presence
of man. Thé US Department of the Interior presently requires a foot
radius of undisturbed forest around each eagle nest so that noise, fumes,
or other factors do not destroy the hab|tab|||t){) of the nestm% area.

There is eyidence that 330 feet may not always be enough. Similar treatment
must be afforded the peregrine falcon.

d. Beaver, marten, fox, and otter all react in varying degrees to Ioggmg.
Marten appear to avoid areas that have been recently logged. Otters Trequent
beach and stream areas. .

e. As avery general rule, with the exception of special management
considerations "that may apply to dens of turbearers and nests of eagles
and falcons, if satisfactory habitat is maintained for brown bear, deer,
and elk within a given area, sufficient protection should be provided
for other species "of wildlife.

OTHER ADVERSE EFFECTS ON FISH AND WILDLIFE

Where an area is sub#'ected to timber harvesting,for the first time especially,
there are a numper of other effects which must "be considered as influencing
the welfare of fish and wildlife.

1 Logging Camps

a. Lo?gmg camps, made up of the personnel actually operating within
the forest, may have as many as several hundred residents, It can be expected
that those residents will take advantage of hunting and fishiny opportunities,
sometimes illegally.

b. .The ?resence of food and garbage within a camp will tend to attract
bears if no properI% cared for. ™ In addition, the presence of loggers and
other personnel In the woods will increase man/bear confrontations. It is,
therefore, likely.that a certain number of bears will be killed as nuisances.



2. Roads and Developments

a. The construction of roads and other facilities m,creasmgz the
accessibility of an area will lead to increased utilization b% he public.
Greater harvests of fish and ?ame will ,c,ertamlz result. If hunting and
fishing pressure is sufficient, intensified fish and wildlife management
will be necessary, at public expense.

b. Roads, vehicles, and the presence of man in large numbers ma?/
deter wildlife from utilizing areas previously frequented. = If development
IS widespread, there may be a significant reduction in habitat area, which
con be important if timber harvesting has decreased or terminated the
habitability of other areas.

~C. Increased utilization of an area will result in an increase of
illegal hunting and fishing and therefore an increase in enforcement
effort, at public expense.

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF LOGGING ON AFOGNAK ISLAND

It is fair to saY that the Forest Service has heen unusually cooperative
with respect to the Perenosa Timber Sale. A number of surveys were conducted
of the area by Forest Service and Department of Fish and Game personnel,
and some of the recommendations made by ADF&G at the Draft Environmental
IsTgtaecrEe%ttatement stage were incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact

Nevertheless, because of substantial defects in the proposed plan to%ether
with some recent developments regarqu.natwe claims, the Department of
Fish and Game has very serious réservations about the sale and does not
believe it should take place before a number of questions are answered

and a re-evaluation is completed. If the Department were to recommend
otherwise, it would be in violation of its constitutional directive to manage
fish and wildlife on the basis of sustained yield.

Cur concerns on the Perenosa Timber sale follow.
1. Reforestation

There appears to be a major problem regarding natural reforestation on Afognak
Island, stemming from very poor soil fertilify in many parts of the area.

Two Forest Service soils scientists who examined smali clearcuts undertaken
several decades ago expressed a great deal of doubt as to whether adequate
regeneration would take place if "the Perenosa sale were carried out. They,
questioned whether shelterwood cutting should be used instead of clearcutting,
and whether large scale timber harvestm% should take place at all. In Peneral,
they recommended extreme caution until the ability of Afognak co naturally
regenerate was accurately assessed. ,



Despite these warnm%s from their own scientists, the Forest Service plans
to carry out a long term sale plan which will result in the harvest of most
|f not all of the commercial timber in the area. [t must be emphasized that
the sale presently under consideration is only one of several that will be
conducted in that” location.

|f the Forest Service has miscalculated the capacity of Afognak to naturally
regenerate timber, the effects on resident fish and wildlifé could be
adverse-in the extreme. Their objective is to maintain stands of timber in
various st,a%es of growth so that there will always be,enou%h mature forest
and the wildlife habitat will be varied. This objective, however, is based
on an estimated 110 year rotation which the)é sa%/ is the time it will take for
clearcut areas to regenerate to maturity. 0On the basis of the information
submitted by their soils experts, however, the rotation period could easily

be twice that.

We have already noted the importance of ve(t;,etanon to fish and wildlife.

The Perenosa sale plan contemplates harvesting of watersheds used by trout
and salmon_ for spawning and rearing. |f reforestation is slow, the effects
of vegetation removal Such as incréased stream temperatures and sedimentation
will De prolonged. Critical wintering and feeding areas for deer, brcwn
bear, and elk Temoved b_¥ clearcutting may take forever to return to the point
of becoming useful habitat again. Moreover, the Forest Service indicates in
the EIS that if reforestation is unsatisfactory, herbicides may be used to
reduce competing vegetation. This "competing vegetation" is in fact the
"increased hrowse production™ which the Forest Service points to asthe
principle benefit of clearcut areas.

The EIS also points out that the Afognak sale area will be the only area used
to gay off the capital investment in~the sawmill that will process” Afognak
timber. We can foresee a tremendous temptation to continue harvesting timber
from Afognak in the future notwithstanding uns,atlsfactor% regeneration  in
order to Rrot,ect the investment in the mill, with a further reduction in
wildlife habitat that would amount to be permanent in practical effect.

It would be preferable not to reach that point.

2. Native Claims |

A considerable amount of the land within the Perenosa sale area has heen
selected by native villages. This land agpears to encompass over 30% of

the cutting units laid out by the Forest Service for the Perenosa sale.

The nativeS do not want the Forest Service to harvest timber on the selected
lands, since they wish to do this themselves.  Rather, theywant the additional
30+% to be taken” from the rest of the sale area.

In addition, the eligibjlit(}/ of two other villages to select land on Afognak
has not yet been determined.

Since the Forest Service has stated that timber sufficient to take care of

the investment in the sawmill will all come from Afognak, the question is

raised of whether the Forest Service will have to ﬁroduce this volume from

areas outside of those selected by the natives, Tne Perengsa sale has

been revised once because of objections over the likely effects on fish and
wildlife of the original plan, which the Forest Service admitted were legitimate.,



A further revision necessary to accomodate the preference of the natives
may very well result in the loss of the protective measures represented b
Ehe rrebvelgloarl])b \évmch could in turn be aggravated by the regeneration problems
escrl Ve,

If both the Forest Service and the natives will be harvesting timber in
large quantities on Afognak, the Perenosa plan should be re-evaluated to
tahkeI into account the loss of fish and wildlife habitat on Afognak as a
whole.

3. Fish and Wildlife Protection Generally

With respect to the general plan for fish and wildlife protection, we would,
quote from the comments submitted on the DEIS by the Secretary of the Interior:

"Very little description of mitigating measures is contained in the
draft. There are numerous referénces to the need to identify and ,
avoid critical wildlife areas, the desirability of using road construction
and,loggm(_z methods which minimize disturbance” of the soil, the desire
to inform the purchaser of the importance of archeological sites, etc.
These appear to be future 'nice to do' proposed actions. There IS no
indication that the sale will be fully planned, inventoried, and

e mitigating measures, stipulated before” cutting starts. There is no
indiCation which mitigating measures were considered and-prescribed
as stipulations to the sale.”

The Federal Highway Administration stated that '![t]he Forest Service has
done an excellent job describing the existing environment, but it has ?Jven
only cursory attention to the environmental impacts of the proposed action."”

In fairnesr to the Forest Service, they did undertake such activities as
elk herd surveys in cooperationwith ADF&G and made several revisions in
the plan designed to protectwildlife habitat. CooRerann in the Chugach
Nationa] ForeSt has to date been much better than that with respect to sales
in the Tongass National Forest.

Nevertheless, while the Perenosa EIS does describe the existing environment
well, the text pertaining to impacts on fish and wildlife and mitigating
measures is vague and equivocal.

. a . The EIS states that the primary effect of the sale on fish and
wildlife will be "to increase man's use of these resources through increased
access provided ,b?/ roads and presence of a resident population” E 38].
No doubt this will be of considerable impact. Nevertheless, with 12,000
acres of clearcuts comprisedof 121 units of up to 228 acres individual size,
and with those units locatedin areas presently utilized by brown bear, deer,
elk, marten, fox, beaver, land otter, 'salmon, " nd trout, increased use hy
man is certainly not going to be the only or the primary impact.

b, On page 39 of the EIS, the Forest Service sa¥s that the harvest
of timber "may”affect fish hebitat". They paint out that no logging is

"planned" adgacent to major salmon streams, the harvest of "significant
acreages of the watersheds of salmon streams is planned."  This clearly
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includes ,rearln% areas for immature salmon. Yet, "[t]hese affects cannot

be quantified at this time and will require continued monitoring to'assess

the ‘impact that logging may have upon fish so that Ioggnw systems can be ,
adjusted to minimize adverSe effects which may occur.” " With severe reforestation
problems likely on Afognak, and the heavy eroSion potential due to unstable
volcanic ash soil, this kind of after-the-fact repair approach is not acceptable.

c. Also on Fage,39, it is said that "measures such as timing of road
construction and logging, buffer areas and modification of logging methods
will be necessary to protect fish habitat." On page 59, however, the Forest
Service specifically rules out "advanced" logging Systems (skyline lead
balloon, hehcopteré, despite t’.e extensive erosion potential “on Afo%nak and
the tendency of highlead s>t/st,ems to contribute to erosion, Paragrap 6.5¢
of the timber sale contract indicates that trees will be felled directly into
streams. Although other measures are included designed to minimize adverse
impact, these aré not always enforced due to poor sale administration.

0. The EIS says that there is a need to"further identify" key wildlife
habitat, and that it "may be necessary to further adjust harvest unit layout
or timing to protect wildlife populations.” Yet, under Unavoidable Impdcts
the only adverse impacts mentioned are "disturbance” and “temporary displacement
of wildTlife. The previously mentioned comments of the Secretary of the Interior
stated that the sale plan will "certainly have an adverse effect on elk herds",
which fact is not mentioned in the draft

.~ e. Despite references to mitigating measures, page 41 of the EIS
indicates that there are 60 miles of protected coastline within the sale

area, 17 of which will be logged to the waterline. If reforestation becomes
a substantial problem, a large area of what is bound to be important wintering
grounds for elk and deer may be removed indefinitely.

~+._ The contract provisions are, in_a number of Elaces vague, wholly
discretionary, or in apparent contradiction with the EIS. For éxample, while.
the EIS is supposed to De an assessment of the plan for the operation (including
road systems and their |mpact?, the contract allows for the construction of
additional roads if convenien [Paragraph B 5.25]. Roads are not to be
located adjacent to fish Eroducm streams "unless an alternate location is
impractical." [Paragraph 6.4bf(2) . Blasting adjacent to streams is_to be
limited to times when eggs or fry “will not be damaged, [Paragraph C6.4b(3)].
How is the contractor t0 know when this is?.  In addition, in"Part C of

the contract (which contains special provisions included because they are
appropriate to the particular sale), a PfOVISIOﬂ,IS added governing use of

log rafts [Paragraph C6.85] despité a s atement]m the EISTthat no”use of

log rafts or water storage’is “planned”, [p. 36

bl 1
, g. Parts of the EIS simply do not take into account what should haEpen
if thé plans of the Forest Service go wrong. For example, althou?h the EIS
does hint that there may be a reforéstation problem on Afognak, it does
not include the rather dire warnings contained in the soil “survey reﬁorts.
Despite the distinct possibility of the indefinite loss of wildlife nabitat
as 4 result of poor reforestation, the effect of the sale on wildlife
habitat is described as follows:



*"The planned harvest of timber from the sale will result in the
conversion of some winter range areas of elk and deer from essentially
an unbroken stand of mature forest consisting of mature trees and
openings in various sta?es of forest succession. This conversion

will be of henefit to elk and deer by providing better winter range
conditions, Successive cuttings of mature stands will maintain browse
in clearcuts and fringe areas.™ [p. 38

A similar example occurs on page 48:

"Some soil disturbance and erosion will occur on logged areas, road
locations, camp sites, and barge loading and log storage areas. Re—veg?etanon

andlf)ro erconstruction measureS are planned to minimize erosion and soi
Isturbance.

h. The ETS does not mention that salmon fishing in the vicinity of
,Afoganak Island has been severely limited in an attempt to rebuild salmon runs
in Tsland streams to their potential level of production, It would be a mistake
to further aggravate the precarious condition of these fisheries hy qugmg In
these drainagés. Nevertheless, the Perenosa River, for example, considere
the best salmon Producer,on the Island, will be impacted by bridge crossings,
a road parallel to the River, and logging in the upper portions.

| Although the Forest Service has conducted some wildlife surveys on the ground,
there is_evidence that much of this sale was laid out using aerial Photographs
alone. This may explain WhY the EIS fails to be explicit Tn many places and why
the Forest Service intends to develop specific wildlife information and protection
measures only after logging has already heen commenced,

_ { Even if the plan is relatively definite, there is no guarantee that it
will take place exactly as described. ~ For example, a road is presently being
constructed in the sale_area in a location cor.iderably different from that
eindicated in the EIS. The road will now %o thro_u%h an area which serves as
wintering grounds for elk. The Department of Fish and Game was not consulted
about this change.

By mcluqu these examples of deficiencies in the EIS, we do not mean to
su_%;ge_st that the Forest Service is merely paying lip service to fish and
wildlife protection m ‘ures and that they intend fo cut timber and forget
about everything else w<ce the sale gets under way. Rather, our ob{ectmn

IS to their aRproach,of putting off a firm fish and wildlife protection plan
until timber narvesting is actually in progress and it may be too late to
implement proper measures; to reliance upon a "very broad and general" wildlife
habitat s,urve}g during the planning stages and waiting to “furthér identify

key wildlife habitat” during the Sale itself; to falling to quantify

suspected adverse effects and waiting to "monitor" and "assess" impact |

after logging has heen completed, emphasizing repair rather than prevention;

to ignoring what may be a severe regeneration problem and failing to develop

a cautious aPproach coupled with an“effective contingency plan should anticipated
result fail to materialize; to the absence of specific protective measures

in many areas where the risk of damage to fish and wildlife habitat is known

to be very high.



RECOMMENDATION

This is not to say that it is impossible to conduct a timber sale on AfoSak

Island which will "not result in unacceptable fish and wildlife damage. " lle

it is clear that timber harvesting may lead to fish and wildlife mortal! vy ,
if improperly conducted, it is equally clear that timber harvesting does not aut.omati
.cally mean fish and wildlife-depletion.

At the present time, it appears that the combination of unknown reforestation
capacity, native land selections, and incomplete fish and wildlife protection |
F)Ians would make it inadvisable to conduct the Perenosa sale until a re-evaluation
as taken place and additional information is obtained.

Forest Service personnel of the Chugach National Forest have exhibited a high
degree of cooperation with the Department of Fish and Game on many matters in
the past, including aspects of the Perenosa sale. They have indicated to the
Department a willingness tc further discuss the elements of the Perenosa sale

. With a view towards eliminating the problems which stand in the way of its

successful completion. The Department intends to initiate these discussions
as part of our general policy to negotiate timber/fish &wildlife conflicts

* 'on national forests. Perhaps the Committee would like to direct its Resolution

S0 as to encoura%e further discussion and re-evaluation of the Perenosa sale
by the Department and tha Forest Service.
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Relrting to federal leasing of the Alaska outer continental shelf
for oil and gas.

COMMITTEE REPORT

M/15/75 HOUSE
wr . Speaker: Date H- Z 3 -7
The Committee on RESOURCES has had E.TR ?9

under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

( )recommends it DO PASS
( )recommends it DO NOT PASS
( yrecommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHEDAMENDMENT (S)
recommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR HJ K 9-1 AND THAT
CS FOR i 2LF DO PASS

() "and"™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE

() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other™

Members signing the Majority report:
~ A A

1/ rA/) /17 in

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:






Relating to state and federal

fishery management arrangements.

COMMITTEE REPORT
5/16/75 HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date " ~/S"
The Committee on RK?.0nRRv:~__ has had___ HW_~

under
( )recommends it
( )recommends it
( )recommends it
( )recommends it

CS FOR

consideration.

A Majority of the members of the Committee
DO PASS
DO NOT PASS

DO PASS WITH ATTAChED AMENDMENT(S)

BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

DO PASS

"and"

()
COMM ITTEE

()
( )"other™

reports it

Members signing
\Ny fjt) /}

ala 1/ [—

-V .

0 . ‘ itv ty QN

recommends it

the Major ity

-/iT W .. .l|..7 .t

BE REFERRED TO THE

hack WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

report:
i
LLirz.

7 itl—?/ /LjL - L

//*> “cauCt*"w/

Members

NOT concurring in

the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

recommend s :

rer.ommends :
Ny /i /1?7 /i / a
. ’ Cha i rman
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Comments on Issues

Issue 5: What should be the objectives of the fisheries
management programs?

The group as a whole generally favored, the optimum utilization

principle because it allows, maximum flexibility in fisheries

management and keeps options open for the future. For example,

the optimum utilization of

fraction of the MSY level

Alaska pollockmight be only a

if the restoration of intermingled

halibut stocks were an overriding consideration. All recognized

that in many cases maximum
optimal utilization of the

ment of a management plan,

sustainable yield will constitute
resource. However, 1in the develop—

the optimum utilization principle

permits consideration of the total social and economic benefits

to society.

Part of the group, however,

noted that two problems inherent in

the optimum utilization principle are:

(1) The term "MSY" 1is an easier negotiating term for

dealing with foreign governments.

(2) Optimum utilization is an ambiguous, undefined

term that would

leave resource managers more open

to political pressures.

0 T mmlmm:



NFP-Alaska Peview

Issue 9: VThat should U.S. fisheries management policies be

in relation to international arrangements?
Policy Option 1 of Policy Question 1 would be acceptable if
Zhended as follows: ."Allocate to foréign fishermen only those
surplus fish stocks not harvested by U.S. fishermen up to the
optimum utilization level.”, (etc.). The group also recommends

that part (b) regarding landlocked nations be omitted from

Option Implementation A.

As an overall allocation policy under extended jurisdiction,

the group recommends that allocations, when made, should be to
nations that have normally utilized fishery resources that will
be placed under U.S. jurisdiction. Such nations must abide by
sound conservation measures, and pay for the privilege of
fishing. The State of Alaska should have control of any inter—
national trade-offs concerning fishery resources off Alaska.
Alaska must no} be considered a resources bank for trade-offs

to benefit othzr regions. Some members of the discussion groups
opposed any trade-offs. Foreign fishing effort should be phased

out in the most efficient manner possible as domestic capa—

bilities to harvest the stocks increase.

Policy Option 2 could be redesignated as Option for Implementa—

tion D under the revised Policy Option 1 above.

Policy Question 2: (What fees should be charged?) Host
participants recommended the U.S. charge foreign nationals fees
in excess of their share of the costs of fisheries management

to provide revenue to assist the U.S. 1in developing domestic
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fisheries. Some disagreed with this approach because it would
drive uhe price of imports higher, thereby increasing costs to

the American consumer.

Policy Question 3: (U.S. policy for tuna) There was general
agreement with the stated philosophy but attention was called
to the demonstrated weakness, wherein certain countries are
not now effectively controlling the harvest quota of their own
nationals outside of 200 miles. An international organization

must have the capability to enforce regulations beyond 200 miles.

Policy Question 4: (How should the U.S. protect salmon?)
Alaskans view Implementation for Options A and B as first
priority with emphasis on phasing out all high seas salmon

fishing beyond 200 miles and concurrently developing the

concept of country-of-origin management principles. One group
recommended amending Option A to read "...prohibition of high
seas salmon net fish?ng...1

Option for Implementation C, to establish bilateral or multi—
lateral agreements was endorsed, in the event of Lav; of the

Sea failure.

Policy Options 2 (Trade-offs to obtain bilateral or multilateral
agreements) and 3 (Grazing fee concept to protect salmon) were

rejected by overwhelming majority.
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Policy Question 4, 7olicy Option 3: (Grazing fee concept

to protect salmon) The grazing fee concept to protect salmon
should be used as a negotiating tactic to draw attention to

the fact that Asian stocks ™"graze"™ in the U.S. zone. We night
agree not to start a fishery on their stocks to extract grazing

fees if they stay off our stocks.

Policy Question 5: (How should fisheries stocks shared with
other nations be managed?) The group endor: “the policy
statement.

Policy Question 6: (Policy concerning maintenance of U.S.

fisheries in waters of other nations) The group has general
agreement with this question but would eliminate action
numbers 5 and 7 (P. 64) and amend number 6 by striking

...Iin the context of Law of the Sea decision."
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Issue 6: What policies and programs are needed to insure
effective management of U.S. domestic fisheries
resources?

Policy Question 1: (Developing major policies and principles

for managing fisheries beyond territorial limits) Policy

Options 1 and 2 of this Policy Question were rejected.

Participants instead recommended a new Polic§ Option 3:

"The National Fisheries Plan should recognize that Congress,

NOAA, and the States will share in policy implementation

and development. Citizens must be permitted to develop strong

political, 1legal, and constitutional support for favorable

policy development and implementation beyond territorial -

limits.”

Policy Question 2: (Roles of the Federal government and
State governments in management and development) There was
full consensus that joint effort between the States and the
Federal government holds the greatest promise for effective
domestic fisheries management. The States should have the
strongest possible ro.le in such an effort. The Federal
government should have a secondary role, primarily in

arbitration, enforcement and research.

All participants concur that stocks presently managed by the
States should continue to be managed by the States, with
Federal assistance where requested. They emphasize that
Federal preemption is an acceptable alternative only 1in

instances where States can be shown to have failed to meet
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obligations for economic, biological, social or ecosystenm

management.
- %

Escause of Alaska®s unique geographic characteristics,
extensive coastline and broad continental shelf, and physical
separation from other U.S. States, Alaska should be considered
a separate region for fisheries management purposes, with local

authority for action.

Membership in a Re.gional Marine Fisheries Council would be
drawn from representatives of the State of Alaska, user groups

and appropriate Federal agencies.

Policy Question 2, Policy Option 2: (Management by Regional
Marine Fisheries Councils) The group favors this Option as
defined above if it provides for inclusion of user group

representation, including subsistence user input.

Policy Question 2.: (Administrative arrangements to ensure

that users have the opportunity to advise government) Option

Implementation A (Formal national and regional advisory committees)

is in effect on the west coast. It should be strengthened to
enhance user group "grass roots"™ input through regularly
scheduled community meetings with State, Federal and advisory

groups.

Both Options for Implementation A and 3 are needed, with
adequate provisions for subsistence use representation:

e.g., commercial, recreational and subsistence Tfishermen..*.
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