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A RESOLUTION IN SUPPCORT OF ALASKA HOUBE BILL NO. 225,

ESTABLISHING THE TALKEETNA MOUNTAINS STATE GRAZING RESERVE

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly and Planning Commission has
proposed an act establishing the Talkeetna Mountains State Grazing

Reserve, and

the proposed act provides for multiple-use concept with local

agencies' control, and

the proposed act provides a larger tax base which vail assist .in

koeping our tax burden at a lower level,

NON, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLMVED that the Mavanuska-Susitna Taxpayers' Associa-

tion go on record as supporting House Bill No. 225 establish the

Talkeetna Mountains State Grazing Reserve.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Matanuska-Susitna Taxpayers' Association, the Itith

day of March, 1977*



JUNEAU ALASKA

Maska jitate Megislature
Souse

MEMORANDUM

1 March 1977

TO: House Resources Committee

FROM:  Alvin Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Committee

SUBJECT: Telephone Conversation with Mayor Maze

March 1, 1977 Mayor Maze informed the House Resources
Committee that he supports HB 225 and will be sending

a resolution.
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March 29, 1977

Mr. Al Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Committee
Pouch V, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: H.B. #225, Talkeetna Mountains State Grazing Reserve

Mr. Mr. Osterback:

In reply to your req "est for the City of Palmer to take a position on
subject bill, this letter is to inform you of the position taken by the
City Council of the City of Palmer in action at the March 3, 1977 meeting.

Accordingly, we are enclosing a copy of the City Council minutes of that

meeting, together with a copy of the newspaper article which appeared in
the local newspaper.

Sincerely yours,

William E. Curtis
City Manager

WEC/rk
Enclosure (2)
cc: Senator Jalmar Kerttula

Representative Al Ose
Mr. Robert Risley



C CITY OF PALMER
CITY COUNCIL REGuEAR MEETING
TUESDAY, MARCH 8, 1977
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

A. CALL TO ORDER: at 8:02 P.. M. by Mayor Jack E. Maze.
B. ROLL CALL, DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM, APPROVAL OF AGENDA:

Present v/ere Mayor Maze and Councilmen Pedersen, Dolenc, Ekstedt, Johnson and
Hanson which established a quorum. Councilman Ingalls was out of the state with
an excuse! absence.® City Manager Curtis and City Attorney Biss v/ere also present.

Changes to agenda:

Council unanimously approved, by request of Mayor Maze, the call for an executive
session at the close of this agenda for the purpose of discussing personnel and
contracts. They also approved the presentation of the Federal Highway Act to be
placed on the agenda earlier in the meeting.

C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 1led by Councilman Ekstedt.
D. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING:

1. Minutes of regular meeting of fuesday, February 22, 1977 were approved as
presented with no changes or corrections.

E. COMMUNICATIONS AND APPEARANCE REQUESTS: none
F. HEARINGS, ORDINANCES ANU RESOLUTIONS; none
G. BIDS: none

H. OLD BUSINESS:
1. Request by Sr. Citizens to Utilize Apartment in Community Center

Speaking on behalf of the Senior Citizens, Edna Wehking said they had inspected the
apartment which she felt would be would be adequate for their purpose, but requested
that the city remove one wall partition which separates the kitchen from the living room.
City Manager is to get approval from the Alaska Railroad that this could be done.

The council concurred to the rent free arrangement to the Senior Citizens, provided it
meets with the approval of the Railroad.

2. Request to take Position on Hatcher Pass Grazing Reserve - H. B. #225

City Manager Curtis explained this bill v/as originally drafted by Robert Risley who 1is

in support of the area being utilized for agricultural purposes rather than recreational.
He said Mr. Risley also spoke before the Chamber of Commerce in this regard. Mr. Curtis
said that several years ago, development plans v/ere made for a very large recreational
area with state lands to be leased to individual business comprised mainly of mining
business and private individuals which was a very lengthy bill. He said he personally
feels that this H. B. 1225 is overly simplified for that large amount of acreage and would
not pass legislation in this form. He also felt the Board of Directors is out of pro—
portion wherein there is some representation from the Commissioner level vs. the Director
of the Division of Agriculture. He did not feel there would be 20,000 sheep grazing in
that area, but rather his recommendation was that the area be utilized for recreation if
handled properly which would also help the economy.

Councilman Johnson agreed with the comments of Mr. Curtis and questioned how all those
cattle would be fed during the winter season. Councilman Ekstedt said he is opposed to
the park concept because it is so restrictive. He mentioned the Borough is presently in
a hastle with the State and questioned if action taken opposing this bill may have a
bearing on the amount of land the Borough is eligible for.

Councilman Dolenc preferred some flexibility and stated he did notfavor the idea of

the bill written in such a manner that grazing is theprimary use. He said he isunder

the impression that all those serving on the Board of Directors should haveequal say.
City Manager Curtis said he felt it is poor to do it in that manner from a political

angle and from an administrative level, i.e. the Director of the Division of Agriculture
may be reluctant to vote against two commissioners on the apparent four man board.

Mayor Maze noted the bill does provide for an advisory group which includes a Borough
representative as v/ell as local committees who would have an input into it and could
control this particular area. Councilman Hanson stated he felt the intent of this bill
is not specifically to support grazing, but possibly a method of paving the way for local
people to have some control over the uses of the area.



UUUNCIL REGULAR MEETING ,2, March 3, 1977

MOVED EKSTEDT, SECONDED PEDERSEN that the City of Palmer go on record
as being in support of the CONCEPT of the Talkeetna Mountain State Grazing
Reserve Bill, House Bill No. 225. MCU.

Administration v/as directed to send copies of this action to Mr. Al Osterback, Chairman
of the House Resources Committee, Mr. Risley, Senator Kerttula and Representative Ose.

- 3. Bike Trails Matter:

City Manager Curtis said this plan was originally triggered by Mrs. Helena Myers and

a Bike Trails Committee. The Borough presently has plans to construct bike trails

to the new Palmer High School and coming in from the Butte along trie Glenn Highway
alternate and wquld now like to know what the city can do to establish bike trails
within the city limits to connect with these proposed routes. He said the City Council
previously approved the Bike Trails Master Plan but did not commit anything as far as
funding 1is concerned. From an engineering and construction standpoint, he said there
are problems since the majority of the street improvements are paid for by adjoining
property owners and we cannot expect them to pay for bike trails. He said the priority
exists for roads, curb, gutter and sidewalks which is needed a lot more than bike trails.

MOVED HANSON, SECONDED EKSTEDT to table this matter until the next
meeting in order to get more information on it.

In discussion, Councilman Johnson asked what more information we can get, feeling we have
all we need. He said it is a matter that the city cannot justify spending money for bike
trails and we do not have a place to put them. City Manager Curtis said the Borough
should have an overall plan for the entire Borough noting to date, the city has only had
copies of the plan for the City of Palmer. Councilman Hanson commented that the Bike
Trails Master Plan for Palmer was brought up rather suddenly and in all fairness, his
recommendation was as stated in his motion, to have this matter deferred to the next
meet<ng. MCU.

4. Request from Credit Union - to Utilize Airport Lands for Gardening

City Manager Curtis said he discussed this possibility with Mr. Paul Crippen of the
Credit Union and felt if there is sufficient interest, it would be possible to provide
a small amount of land at the airport. Councilman Hanson estimated five acres to be
more than adequate for this purpose. Some points brought up for consideration in
furnishing land is the fact that it not be in the construction area, the city would
not be liable, tilled land is subject to wind, accessibility and the availability of
water 1f needed.

MOVED JOHNSON, SECONDED PEDERSEN that the City Manager be authorized
to negotiate a plan with the Credit Union for garden plots at the airport. MCU.

5. Establish Terms of Lease with F.A.A_. for New Flight Service Station Facilities:

City Manager Curtis explained the original plan was to lease space in the new Flight
Service Station facility to F.A.A. In planning this, we detected the city is required
to comply with certain handicap requirements such as the installation of elevators, etc.
In our meeting with them, we have now determined their attitude has changed and they
perhaps won"t need the space at all since they will be going remote because of lack of
funds and closing them dov/n. He said he explained to them that the city has planned
the building for their use with 100% grant funds and in order to comply with E.D.A.
requirements of commerjing construction within 90 days of acceptance of grant offer
and the 150-day completion date, there is no way the city can now change the plans.

He said they offered no further explanation until F.A.A. has had an opportunity to
review the entire operation.

Mr. Curtis added they originally informed us this would be a regional office and all

of a sudden, they tell us they will not be maning anything and everything will be remote.
Legally, they can only lease or, a year-to-year basis. He said the city is somewhat
commited, since part of this space was designed specifically for F.A.A. and the grant

offer from EDA has been accepted. He inquired of the council if they would be willing

to lease space to FAA on a "no rent" basis with them paying all utilities and basic costs.
Councilman Ekstedt stated he could not see how FAA could possibly close it down because

the airport is used a lot and tlis facility is badly needed. Councilman Johnson spoke

in favor of constructing the building for the future since things do have a way of changing.

MOVED HANSON, SECONDED JOHNSON that the City Manager be authorized

to negotiate terms with F.A_A. for leasing the new Flight Service
Station facilities. MCU.
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JAYS HMVMDND COENIR

DEPARTMENT OF IIMIHWAYS

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER P.0. BOX 1467-JUNE/IU 93802
(907) 364-2121
(TELEX 099-45-371)

February 23, 1977

Re: 00-3077 )
House Bill If225

Mr. Alvin Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99011

Dear Mr. Osterback:

Please refer to your letter dated February 19, 1977 requesting a
tiori paper and material we may have on subject House Bill #225.

This department has neither a position paper or any other material which
may be helpful to your committee and know of no fiscal implication at
this time. We would, however, suggest that you contact the Department

of Natural Resources if you have not already done so. Their input would
quite possibly be much more meaningful to the endeavors of your committee.

Sincerely,

//" -0.Scryn/

H. D. Scougal
Commissioner of Highways

CC: Fran Ulmer, Governor"s Office

HDS/DMC/mth



Tape 5 Side 1

approx. 2038 - 3182
HOUSE RESOURCE COMMITTEE - Minutes -February 17, 1976

Subject: HCR 82; HB 580 and HB 664
Present were Eliason, Huntington, Osterback, Smith, Rhode, Hershberger,
Brown, Staff Assistant Van Doren and Chmn. Anderson.

Chmn. Anderson opened with several general statements, including the

fact that the governor has a bill ready for introduction similar to TA.
HCR 82. Anderson has written a letter to Bradner, and

governor, asking for the FLUPC to study the agreement i

before the committee takes action. "My stand is that | want a

closer look at the bill. The terms are complex. I don"t feel 1

can recommend to the House approval at this time."

Discussion as to the legal deadline for the legislature to act

upon the bill brought to light the fact that ~he "Terms and Conditions"
document mentioned in HCR 82 contain?; the 60-Uay limit, which will

be met on March 12. Any change in that dat® would have to be approved
by the Secretary of Interior.

Rep. Rhode expressed concern about the complexity of the problem--
but that everyone had given something--federal, state, and natives.
He moved a DO PASS.

Chmn. Anderson read to the group the rough draft of the bill to be
presented by the governor on Cook Inlet. Although the bill was not
officially before the committee, there was general agreement that it
was better than the resolution, since it was clearer on subsurface
rights.

Discussion ensued as to v/hether a bill could be introduced as a
Committee Substitute for a Resolution. Answer - No.

It was moved that HCR 82 be given a Do Pass recommendation by unanimous
consent. Motioi carried.

Rep. Huntington moved a Do Pass on CSHB 664.

Smith stated that HB 580 does create a multiple use management area
within the park, the state"s first effort along those lines.

Huntington urged acceptance of HB664 because it puts the people in
charge.

Smith mentioned a possible problem with miners coping with a prime
agricultural use, as laid out in HB 664.

Anderson noted that in HB 580, the prime use 1is recreation, and yet
the people themselves living in the area don"t consider recreation
to be prime.



Minutes - Feb. 17, 1976 Pg. 2

In answer to Rep. Browns concern about permissible uses in both bills,
Smith responded that he agreed neither was perfect, but a decision

needed to be reached on which bill to work on.

Rep. Rhode stated his criteria for analyzing bills- Is it needed,
will it work, and how much does it cost?

Mr. Smith moved to table HB664 with unanimous consent asked. Chmn.
Anderson asked for a withdrawal of the motion in the interests of
continuing action.

Chairman Anderson appointed Mr. Smith, Mr. Brown and Mr. Ose to
work out problems in HB664, since that appeared to be the bill the
committee wanted to mark up. Work is to be done Wed. at 4:30.

Vote on tabling HB664 failed.

Meeting recessed.



Tape 5 Side 1
1261.- 2030
HOUSE RESOURCE COMMITTEE - Minutes - February 13, 1976

Present were Osterback, Hershberger, Huntington, Smith, Swanson,
Staff Assistant Van Doren and Chmn. Anderson.

Subject: HB 664 and HB 580

Sponsor Ose stated that description corrections have been made in
the Committee Substitute. Also, due to the request of the Borough,
wording in the original bill pertaining to Sections 10 - 60 ...fff..
are deleted. Regarding the "advisory committee", the word "active"
was added.

Mr. Smith reminded the committee that there is a motion pending to
substitute the wording of SB 603 for the description in HB 580. The
motion carried.

Sponsor Ose stressed passing HB 663- there are enough park projects
in the area. Uncertainty of land status needs to be cleared up so
as to relieve the anxieties of the people. There is no
quarrel with recreational uses of the area- only the "lock up" that
a park would cause.

Rep. Swanson expressed concern that Natural Resources still remains
in charge of the area, in the CS.

Mr. Smith asked the sponsor whether there are people in the area
experienced in management of agricultural and recreational aspects
involved; also whether persons are available to handle the physical
management of a recreational area. It is Smith"s understanding that
at least one group in the area wants the state to get involved in
maintenance, to get the burden off the back of locals. In response
to Ose"s comment that locals have been doing o.k., Smith said he had
a differing opinion- locals want help. Enforcement also would be
necessary. He suggested an amendment be drawn up re: enforcement.

Swanson expressed concern about bureaucracy- rules and regulations
force a team of "bureaucracy" \ >arrive on the scene. However,
Swanson stated he is not against the bill.

Rep. Smith noted that the description in 1IB580 has more agricultural
land involved than HB664. Maybe the descriptions should be reversed.

Rep. Huntington stated that we need to get away from having private
property within parks, which then has to be bought up by the state

at a future date. What is needed is clear title to park lands before
they become parks.

Meeting was recessed.



Robert Risely - presented copy of MSB code title 16 - 8/20/74

Ed Martin, Sr., a resident, favors multiple use. There hasn"t been
enough exploration of the land to determine what the use should be.
Not in favor of eitner bill- favors multiple use.

Mrs. Gene Woods, a resident, supports 664 with changes. She opposes 580.
People can live with HB 664.

Miss Barbara Woods, a resident, favors HB 664. Multiple use, with some
control.

A_L. Renshaw, a resident, is a 3rd generation mining engineer. He
represents the Alaska Miners Association, and the people of the area.
This 1is the 5th hearing on this issue. The proposals have hampered
mineral exploration because of uncertainty. The Willow Creek Mining
District has good gold potential . There are 2000 jobs involved-

and a 10 billion dollar industry. HB 580 is a rehash of the Committee
Substitute for last session from the mountaineering club. Jt 1is
restrictive. Mr. Renshaw questioned Ln. 5 Pg. 5. Does this mean

no development? How do you get access if no motor vehicles are allowed.
He was also concerned with MAY wordings, veto power of the Park Dept.,
and Ln. 21 Pg. 6- reasonable to the state- Does not mention private
This could lead to possible condemnation. There 1is no responsibility
for protecting in-holdings. Re: U.S.G.S. 10004- the recreation zone
has shaded patented claims and survey areas- but does not show unpatented
lands. Mr. Renshaw also stated that the Chief Planner had said that
the recreation area was unmanageable. It is heavily mined. There is
stored dynamite- a tremendous hazzard. There would have to be
restriction on public activities. There would have to be insurance
for liability for the owners. Responsibility would have to be spelled
out. Traditionally this has been a multiple use area...grazing,
recreation, mining, etc. He opposes HB580. "Put the bill to rest-

it keeps coming up" HB664 defines a reasonable multiple use for the
area— the mining people can live with this.

Henry Hill, a resident, and involved i mining in tho area. His family

owns property in the area. Leave it exactly as it is. No one bothered

it until recreation came in, then agriculture, now mining. Everybody

used it beFore without an, classification. Why change it. Existing

laws will take care of it.. HB580 allows one use- he"s opposed.

HB664— possibility of good economic source. Possible problem of

revenue source vs. recreation source. In 11B664 the management responsibility
is too far removed from the people.

Mr. Harry Luckwald, a resident: There is gold potential in the area.
Mining laws hold precedent- grandfather rights. Against HB580.

HB664 is a giant step forward. People used to mine up high near
Eagle River, but the Borough stopped them by use.

Anchorage Motor Mushers Club--600 members— supports HB664.



Talkeetna Hearings Pg. 2

Dean Bunker, a homesteader near the area. We do not need any more parks
There 1is Denali Park expansion. This park could expand.

Susitna VAlley Kiwanis Club: We do not need more parks, but if there
is a need for this park HB664 is more palqtable.

Russ Cahill, Director of Parks, State of Alaska: HB580 is concerned

with the area. It is a departure from normal parks, in that it has

a corridor of multiple use within it. The Dept, is taking into consi—
deration all mining claims patented and active. The intent of the Park 1is
to NOT purchase land within the Park unless it is essential to campground
or management. If land is to be purchased it will be at fair market
value. Ranger patrols will be in effect. There will be a possible

loss of revenue. Re: HB 664, this is 430,000 acres. 13% 1is good for
agricultural purposes. 87% is not good for agriculture. Cahill is

not in favor of this proposal. Only one Department and one man should
run the systenm. If he does not do a good job, hecan be removed.

Dr. Deerborn, aresident of the area: Is opposed to all regulations to
create a park. 1t would cripple recreational potential by private
ownership. Why not further develop Chugiak Park for Anchorites.

Virginia Del Piaz: President, Upper Cook Inlet Conservation Society:
I favor HB580 strongly. 150,000 people in 1975 were opposed to HB664.
The majority of the land isabove 12,000 ft., and shouldbe included
within a Park. The area isnot agricultural land. (Del Piaz lives in
the area)

Wayne Bowens, a local dairy man: Favors 11B664. The multiple use concept
is best. Don"t lock it up as a park. There is a grazing area, and
some crops can be grown.

Arthur Criter, of the Willow Creek Miners: Isopposed to a Park
which affects the ming area. Tired of fighting the issue of parks.
Prepared to initiate lawsuits (31) Re: HB664, three mining claims
additional would be working if not for the cloud of a Park over them.

Pete Green, a local realtor, and member of the Realtors Association:

(30 members) Is not too concerned witheither bill. Multiple use concept
best--protect --put rights and mining first. Park people haven't

shown irim that they can manage parks. Costs haven®"t been brought up.
Central location, and one agency, to which the people could go to secure
all necessary permits, 1Is necessary.

Sig Rigstad, a resident: 1 million acres of parks within the Borough

now. There would be more than an acre per person if Talkeetna Mt.

Park is enacted. It was mining that opened the area. Parks should take

small areas and manage them for the people who would use them.

Only outdoor people who are healthy can use the proposed Park areas.

There 1is considerable expense to run a park even if it is not developed.

Invest in the parks that are already established. Re: HB664, there is an option
if the land has to be tied up. The Adv. ory Committee is important.

But this committee should have as a criteria the size of the organizations
involved--not naming specific organizations.



Talkeetna Hearings Pg. 3

Pat Carney, a dairy farmer: |Is opposed to HB664. Is it proper for
members of the committee to voice their opinions at this hearing? Feels
we are facing a special interest group (mining) who is against HB580

and using HB664. Feels that the HB664 cannot stand as it is. There

is not enough agricultural land to justify the bill.

George Parkee: Enjoys parks, but there is a need for agricultural reserve.
Supports multiple use, but need to maintain agricultural land. Need
for mining--the proven area is needed for recreation also.



v 118 - 2140
HOUSE RESOURCE COMMITTEE - Minutes - Feb. 10, 1976

Present were Smith, Huntington, Hershberger, Osterback, Brown
Staff Assistant Van Doren and Chmn. Anderson

Subject: HB 664 and hB 580

Rep. Al Ose began testimony. (Chmn. Anderson requested the hearing

to begin without a quorum.) Mr. Ose stated that grazing, mining,

and recreation were the main uses of the area. The people living
there do not want a park, but they do want recreation. A Park status
would essentially close the area to mining. It would also take away

a tax base from the Borough. Mining would involve major investment

if the people involved knew it was to remain open. Now, under current
uncertain conditions, the people won"t invest. (Above statements refer
to HB 680)

(Chmn. Anderson announced that a quorum was now present). Mr. Ose
expressed opposition to HB 580, stating that it is too large an area
to lock up in a park.

Ron Hawk, of the Alaska Chapter of the Sierra Club, expressed concurrence
with HB 580 and opposition to HB 664. The wilderness experience in

the Talkeetna area 1is great. The scenic resource alone justifies the
park status. The area cannot absorb the tremendous growth pressures.

Park designation would provide a management vehicle. The proposal of
agriculture as the basic use does not make sense since recreation 1is in
fact the basic use. He stressed that grazing and mining are possible

in a multiple use area. He also stressed that there should be hearings
in Anchorage with at least a week"s notice.

Rep. Huntington stated that many people living in the area of the
proposed park are against it. Mr. Hawk said that ajjpeople should
decide what to do with the area*

Rep. Ose mentioned that there is no trouble in the area yet, but there
will be if a park 1is made.

Russ Cahill, Director of Parks for the state, presented the written
testimony he had used up north. He added that HB 580 does provide

for mining now in existence. However, there are other mining areas
that are not included in the bill. The grazing issue is real; however,
the bill does not take away anything or any use now iIn existence.

Mr. Cahill feels that the opposition is coming from a distrust of
parks per se. He also mentioned the over-speculation of land

in the area nowbecause of the capitol move issue.

Chmn. Anderson: Does the Divisionof Parksenforce howland 1is to be
used? If not, who can do it?

Cahill answered that Fish and Gameor Parks could enforce,depending
on the major use of the land. Major uses of this area are driving
for pleasure, camping, hang-gliding, fishing, hunting, berry picking,
skiing, snowshoeing, snowmobiling and bird hunting.
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Chmn. Anderson asked how prohibiting motirized vehicles would help

the area. He was answered by Cahill stating that most of the problems
with land being damaged is because of misuse by motorized vehicles.
Anderson asked if Fish and Game could regulate the moose hunting in
the area? (This was iIn response to a statement that the moose herd
was on the decline because of overhunting) Answer--Yes, if it were
responsible for it.

Chmn.Anderson asked why Cahill was proposing a committee to manage
the area, when he had previously stated that a committee was not a
good way to manage? Cahill replied that this proposed committee was
for "masterplanning"”, not managing.

Chmn. Anderson stated that it appeared that the people of the area
were having problems with the wording on Page 5, Line 14 of HB 580
stating that the Commissioner would designate the uses that were
compatable under the bill. Anderson felt that the land residents
should have input into the use of the land. Cahill stated that the
Senate version of the bill allows local input, and also takes out the
Willow part of the proposal--it is a smaller proposal.

Rep. Hershberger asked how recreational use would be affected if

the area were not a park. Cahill stated that now there is excels

and unsafe shooting--it needs to be limited. Also there is uncontrolled
auto use. Furthermore, recreation users bother the mines and miners.
Rangers on duty in a park could patrol and cut down the problems.

Chmn. Anderson stated that recreation uses shouldn®"t weigh more than
domestic uses of those living in the area.

Rep. Smith moved that on Pg. 5, Line 19, HB 580, after the word "B",
add "reviewed by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and". Motion carried
unanimously.

Rep. Smith moved that on Line 27, Pg. 5, HB 580, after "management",
add "of land specified in 425 A of this chapter and". Motion carried

Regarding HB 664, Chmn. Anderson stated that grazing was considered
primary, with other uses to be controlled accordingly. He asked
Mr. Cahill what his arguments were against 1B 664. Cahill stated
that his basic objection was the setting-up of agriculture as the
dominant use. Also, having the Director of Agriculture as the Land
Manager for the area wasn"t correct, since agriculture was not the
primary use of the area.

Chmn. Anderson mentioned that IIB 664 was a plan made up directly by
the people of the area--one of the first such plans, and as such

is a good example of what can be done. Cahill replied that Parks
did consult with the people of the area before drawing up the bill--
(HB 580)

Rep. Smith suggested that the Senate description of the park be put
into HB 580.
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Phil Holdsworth, member, Joint Land Use Planning Commission, stated
that hearings were needed in the north. Many of the people there did
not find out about the hearings until they were over. He expressed
disapproval of the statement in HB 580 which limits activities in the
proposed park to those activities in existence prior to Jan. 1, 1975.
This would not allow persons operating unpatented claims to develop
the claims, and access to the claims, as well as processing the claims.
No new mining would be allowed. He also stressed that park rangers
couldn®t begin to control problems in the area when city police can
not do it in cities.

Richard Gordon, of the Alaska Wilderness Council, stated that the primary
objective of HB 580 was to provide extensive recreational value,
including scenic values. For instance, very few areas in the state

have extensive alpine lakes such as this one does. Within the proposed
park natural separations would enhance camping. However, funds need
toVappropriated for staff within the park. This park would allow the

new capitol city to be surrounded by "green belt".

Sharon Lobaugh, of the Alaska Conservation Society, expressed support
of HB 580 with the amendments and adding endorsement by local groups
to the management plan.

Des Dooley, of the Alaska Department of Highways stated that this
proposal does not conflict with any current highway plans,- there is
no 4-F conflict. However, there seems to be a problem with the

park description in the Jonesville area.

Chmn. Anderson recessed the meeting until Friday, Feb.13, at 8:00 a.m.
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approx. 2038 - 3182
HOUSE RESOURCE COMMITTEE - Minutes -February 17, 1976

Subject: HCR 82; HB 580 and HB 664
Present were Eliason, Huntington, Osterback, Smith, Rhode, Hershberger,
Brown, Staff Assistant Van Doren and Chmn. Anderson.

Chmn. Anderson opened with several general statements, including the
fact that the governor has a bill ready for introduction similar to J-
HCR 82. Anderson has written a letter to Bradner, and one to the
governor, asking for the FLUPC to study the agreement on/Cook Tnlpf. !
before the committee takes action. "My stand is that I want a

closer look at the bill. The terms are complex. I don"t feel 1

can recommend to the House approval at this time."

Discussion as to the legal deadline for the legislature to act

upon the bill brought to light the fact that the "Terms and Conditions"
document mentioned in HCR 82 contains the 60-day limit, which will

be met on March 12. Any change in that date would have to be approved
by the Secretary of Interior.

Rep. Rhode expressed concern about the complexity of the problem-
but that everyone had given something- federal, state, and natives.
He moved a DO PASS.

Chmn. Anderson read to the group the rough draft of the bill to be
presented by the governor on Cook Inlet. Although the bill was not
officially before the committee, there was general agreement that it

was better than the resolution, since it was clearer on subsurface
rights.

Discussion ensued as to whether a bill could be introduced as a
Committee Substitute for a Resolution. Answer - No.

It was moved that HCR 82 be given a Do Pass recommendation by unanimous
consent. Motion carried.

Rep. Huntington moved a Do Pass on CSHB 664.

Smith stated that HB 580 does create a multiple use management area
within the park, the state"s first effort along those lines.

Huntington urged acceptance of HB664 because it puts the people in
charge.

Smith mentioned a possible problem with miners coping with a prime
agricultural use, as laid out in HB 664.

Anderson rioted that in HB 580, the prime use is recreation, and yet
the people themselves living in the area don"t consider recreation
to be prime.
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In answer to Rep. Browns concern about permissible uses in both bills,"
Smith responded that he agreed neither was perfect, but a decision
needed to be reached on which bill to work on.

Rep. Rhode stated his criteria for analyzing bills- Is it needed,
will it work, and how much does it cost?

Mr. Smith moved to table HB664 with unanimous consent asked. Chmn.
Anderson asked for a withdrawal of the motion in the interests of
continuing action.

Chairman Anderson appointed Mr. Smith, Mr. Brown and Mr. Ose to
work out problems in HB664, since that appeared to be the bill the
committee wanted to mark up. Work is to be done Wed. at 4:30.

Vote on tabling HB664 failed.

Meeting recessed.
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1261.- 2030
HOUSE RESOURCE COMMITTEE - Minutes - February 13, 1976

Present were Osterback, Hershberger, Huntington, Smith, Swanson,
Staff Assistant Van Doren and Chmn. Anderson.

Subject: HB 664 and HB 580

Sponsor Ose stated that description corrections have been made in
the Committee Substitute. Also, due to the request of the Borough,
wording in the original bill pertaining to Sections 10 - 60 ...fff..
are deleted. Regarding the "advisory committee", the word "active"
was added.

Mr. Smith reminded the committee that there is a motion pending to
substitute the wording of SB 603 for the description in HB 580. The
motion carried.

Sponsor Ose stressed passing HB 663- there are enough park projects
in the area. Uncertainty of land status needs to be cleared up so
as to relieve the anxieties of the people. There is no
quarrel with recreational uses of the area- only the "lock up" that
a park would cause.

Rep. Swanson expressed concern that Natural Resources still remains
in charge of the area, in the CS.

Mr. Smith asked the sponsor whether there are people in the area
experienced in management of agricultural and recreational aspects
involved; also whether persons are available to handle the physical
management of a recreational area. It is Smith"s understanding that
at least one group in the area wants the state to get involved in
maintenance, to get the burden off the back of locals. In response
to Ose"s comment that locals have been doing o.k., Smith said he had
a differing opinion- locals want help. Enforcement also would be
necessary. He suggested an amendment be drawn up re: enforcement.

Swanson expressed concern about bureaucracy- rules and regulations
force a team of "bureaucracy" to arrive on the scene. However,
Swanson stated he 1is not against tl.e bill.

Rep. Smith noted that the description in HB580 has more agricultural
land involved than HB664. Maybe the descriptions should be reversed.

Rep. Huntington stated that we need to get away from having private
property within parks, which then has to be bought up by the state

at a future date. What is needed is clear title to park lands before
they become parks.

Meeting was recessed.



February 2, 1976 -jlalkeetna State Park- Agricultural Reserve Hearings

Robert Risely - presented copy of MS3 code title 16 - 8/20/74

Ed Martin, Sr., a resident, favors multiple use. There hasn"t been
enough exploration of the land to determine what the use should be.
Not in favor o" either bill- favors multiple use.

Mrs. Gene Woods, a resident, supports 664 with changes. She opposes 530.
People can live with HB 664.

Miss Barbara Woods, a resident, favors HB 664. Multiple use, with some
control.

A.L. Renshaw, a resident, 1is a 3rd generation mining engineer. He
represents the Alaska Miners Association, and the people of the area.
This is the 5th hearing on this issue. The proposals have hampered
mineral exploration because of uncertainty. The Willow Creek Mining
District has good gold potential-. There are 2000 jobs involved-

and a 10 billion dollar industry. HB 580 is a rehash of the~Committee
Substitute for last session from the mountaineering club. J1 is
restrictive. Mr. Renshaw questioned Ln. 5 Pg. 5. Does this mean

no development? How do you get access if no motor vehicles are allowed.
He was also concerned with MAY wordings, veto power of the Park Dept.,
and Ln. 21 Pg. 6- reasonable to the state- Does not mention private
This could lead to possible condemnation. There is no responsibility
for protecting in-holdings. Re: U.S.G.S. 10004- the recreation zone
has shaded patented claims and survey areas— but does not show unoatented
lands. Mr. Renshaw also stated that the Chief Planner had said that
the recreation area was unmanageable. It is heavily mined. There is
stored dynamite- a tremendous hazzard. There would have to be
restriction on public activities. There would have to be insurance
for liability for the owners. Responsibility would have to be spelled
out. Traditionally this has been a multiple use area...grazing,
recreation, mining, etc. He opposes 1IB580. "Put the bill to rest-

it keeps coming up" HB664 defines a reasonable multiple use for the
area— the mining people can live with this.

Henry Hill, a resident, and involved in mining in the area. His family

owns property in the area. Leave it exactly as it is. No one bothered

it until recreation came in, then agriculture, now mining. Everybody

used it before without any classification. Why change it. EXxisting

laws will take care of it. [1IB580 allows one use- h - s opposed.

HB664— possibility of good economic source. Possible problem of

revenue source vs. recreation source. In HB664 the management responsibility
is too far removed from the people.

Mr. Harry Luckwald, a resident: There is gold potential in the area.
Mining laws hold precedi .it- grandfather rights. Against HB580.

HB564 is a giant step forward. People used to mine up high near
Eagle River, but the Borough stopped them by use.

Anchorage Motor Mushers Club- 600 members— supports HB664.
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Dean Bunker, a homesteader near the area. We do not need any more parks
There 1is Denali Park expansion. This park could expand.

Susitna VAlley Kiwanis Club: We do not need more parks, but if there
is a need for this park HB664 is more palqgtable.

Russ Cahill, Director of Parks, State of Alaska: HB580 is concerned

with the area. It is a departure from normal parks, in that it has

a corridor of multiple use within it. The Dept, 1is taking into consi—
deration all mining claims patented and active. ."The intent of the Park is
to NOT purchase land within the Park unless it is essential to campground
or management. If land is to be purchased it will be at fair market
value. Ranger patrols will be in effect. There will be a possible

loss of revenue. Re: HB 664, this is 430,000 acres. 13% is good for
agricultural purposes. 87% is not good for agriculture. Cahill is

not in favor of this proposal. Only one Department and one man should
run the system. Ifhe does not do a good job, hecan be removed.

Dr. Deerborn, aresident of the area: Is opposed to all regulations to
create a park. It would cripple recreational potential by private
ownership. Why not further develop Chugiak Park for Anchorites.

Virginia Del Piaz: President, Upper Cook Inlet Conservation Society:
I favo™ HB580 strongly. 150,000 people in 1975 were opposed to HB664.
The majority of the land isabove 12,000 ft., and shouldbe included
within a Park. The area is not agricultural land. (Del Piaz lives in
the area)

Wayne Bowens, a local dairy man: Favors 11B664. The multiple use concept
is best. Don"t lock it up as a park. There is a grazing area, and
some crops can be grown.

Arthur Criter, of the Willow Creek Miners: Is opposed to a Park
which affects the ming area. Tired of fighting the issue of parks.
Prepared to initiate lawsuits (31) Re: HB664, three mining claims
additional would be working if not for the cloud of a Park over them.

Pete Green, a local realtor, and member of the Realtors Association:

(30 members) Is not too concerned with either bill. Multiple use concept
best--protect --put rights and mining first. Park people haven"t

shown him that they can manage parks. Costs haven®"t been brought up.
Central location, and one agency, to which the people could go to secure
all necessary permits, 1s necessary.

Sig Rigstad, a resident: 1 million acres of parks within the Borough

now. There would be more than an acre per person if Talkeetna Mt.

Park 1is enacted. It was mining that opened the area. Parks should take

small areas and manage them for the people who would use them.

Only outdoor people who are healthy can use the proposed Park areas.

There is considerable expense to run a park even if it is not developed.

Invest in the parks that are already established. Re: HB664, there is an option
if the land has to be tied up. The Advisory Committee is important.

But this committee should have as a criteria the size of the organizations
involved--not naming specific organizations.
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Pat Carney, a dairy farmer: |Is opposed to HB664. Is it proper for
members of the committee to voice their opinions at this hearing? Feels
we are facing a special interest group (mining) who is against HB58C

and using HB664. Feels that the HB664 cannot stand as it is. There

is not enough agricultural land to justify the bill.

George Parkee: Enjoys parks, but there is a need for agricultural reserve.
Supports multiple use, but need to maintain agricultural land. Need
for mining--the proven area is needed for recreation also.



Present were Smith, Huntington, Hershberger, Osterback, Brown
Staff Assistant Van Doreri and Chmn. Anderson

Subject: HB 6b4 and HB 580 "Ui*—

Rep. AL Ose began testimony. (Chmn. Anderson requested the hearing

to begin without a quorum.) Mr. Ose stated that grazing, mining,

and recreation were the main uses of the area. The people living
there do not want a park, but they do want recreation. A Park status
would essentially close the area to mining. It would also take away

a cax base from the Borough. Mining would involve major investment

if the people involved knew it was to remain open. Now, under current
uncertain conditions, the people won"t invest. (Above statements refer
to HB 680)

(Chmn. Anderson announced that a quorum was now present). Mr. Ose
expressed opposition to HB 580, stating that it is too large an area
to lock up in a park.

Ron Hawk, of the Alaska Chapter of the Sierra Club, expressed concurrence
with HB 580 and opposition to HB 664. The wilderness experience in

the Talkeetna area is great. The scenic resource alone justifies the
park status. The area cannot absorb the tremendous growth pressures.
Park designation would provide a management vehicle. The proposal of
agriculture as the basic use does not make sense since recreation 1is in
fact the basic use. He stressed that grazing and mining are possible

in a multiple use area. He also stressed that there should be hearings
in Anchorage with at least a week"s notice.

Rep. Huntington stated that many iwmip livinn in thp 0f the
proposed park are against it. should
decide what to do with the area*

Rep. Ose mentioned that there is no trouble iri the area yet, but there
will be if a park 1is made.

Russ Cahill, Director of Parks for the state, presented the written
testimony he had used up north. He added that HB 500 does provide

for mining now in existence. However, there are other mining areas
that are not included in the bill. The grazing issue is real; however,
the bill does not take away anything or any use now in existence.

Mr. Cahill feels that the opporiMon is coming from a distrust of
parks per se. He also mentioned the over-spec:ulation of land

in the area nowbecause of the capitol move issue.

Chmn. Anderson: Does the Division of Parks enforce howland is to be
used? If not, who can do it?

Cahill answered that Fish and Game or Parks could enforce,depending
on the major use of the land. Major uses of this area are driving
for pleasure, camping, hang-gliding, fishing, hunting, berry picking,
skiing, snowshoeing, snowmobiling and bird hunting.
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Chmn. Anderson asked how prohibiting motirized vehicles would help

the area. He was answered by Cahill stating that most of the problems
with land being damaged is because of misuse by motorized vehicles.
Anderson asked if Fish and Game could regulate the moose hunting in
the area? (This was in response to a statement that the moose herd
was on the decline because of overhunting) Answer- Yes, if it were
responsible for it.

Chmn.Anderson asked why Cahill was proposing a committee to manage
the area, when he had previously stated that a committee was not a
gooo way to manage? Cahill replied that this proposed committee was
for "masterplanning”™, not managing.

Chmn. Anderson stated that it appeared that the people of the area
were having problems with the wording on Page 5, Line 14 of HB 580
stating that the Commissioner would designate the uses that were
conipatable under the bill. Anderson felt that the land residents
should have input into the use of the land. Cahill stated that the
Senate version of the bill allows local input, and also takes out the
Willow part of the proposal--it is a smaller proposal.

Rep. Hershberger asked how recreational use would be affected if

the area were not a park. Cahill stated that now there 1is excess

and unsafe shooting--it needs to he limited. Also there is uncontrolled
auto use. Furthermore, recreation users bhother the mines and miners.
Rangers on duty in a park could patrol and cut down the problems.

Chmn. Anderson stated that recreation uses shouldn®t weigh more than
domestic uses of those living in the area.

Rep. Smith moved that on Pg. 5, Line 19, HB 580, after the word "3",
add "reviewed by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough and". Motion carried
unanimously.

Rep. Smith moved that on Line 27, Pg. 5, 1B 580, after "management",
add "of land specified in 425 A of this chapter and". Motion carried

Regarding HB 664, Chmn. Anderson stated that grazing was considered
primary, with other uses to be controlled accordingly. He asked
Mr. Cahill what In"s arguments were against HB 664. Cahill stated
that his basic objection was the setting-up of agriculture as the
dominant use. Also, having the Director of Agriculture as the Land
Manager for the area wasn"t correct, since agriculture was not the
primary use of the area.

Chmn. Anderson mentioned that HB 664 was a plan made up directly by
the people of the area-one of the first such plans, and as such

is a good example of what can be done. Cahill replied that Parks
did consult with the people of the area before drawing up the bill -
(HB 580)

Rep. Smith suggested that the Senate description of the park be put
into HB 580.
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Phil Holdsworth, member, Joint Land Use manning Commission, stated
that hearings were needed in the north. Many of the people there did
not find out about the hearings until they were over. He expressed
disapproval of the statement in HB 580 which limits activities in the
proposed park to those activities in existence prior to Jan. 1, 1976.
This would not allow persons operating unpatented claims to develop
the claims, and access to the claims, as well as processing the claims.
No new mining would be allowed. He also stressed that park rangers
couldn"t begin to control problems in the area v/hen city police can
not do it in cities.

Richard Gordon, of the Alaska Wilderness Council, stated that the primary
objective of HB 580 was to provide extensive recreational value,

including scenic values. For instance, very few areas in the state

have extensive alpine lakes such as this one does. Within the proposed
park natural separations v/ould enhance camping. However, funds need
toVEppropriated for staff within the park. This park would allow the

new capitol city to be surrounded by "green belt".

Sharon Lobaugh, of the Alaska Conservation Society, expressed support
cf HB 580 with the amendments and adding endorsement by local groups
to the management plan.

Des Dooley, of the Alaska Department of Highways stated that this
proposal does not conflict with any current highway plans,- there is
no 4-F conflict. However, there seems to be a problem with the

park description in the Jonesville area.

Chmn. Anderson recessed the meeting until Friday, Feb.13, at 8:00 a.m.
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BY: RESOURCES COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 233

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to land under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act; and providing for an effective date.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. PURPOSE AND STATEMENT OF POLICY, (&) Section 17 (d)(2) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971 directed the Secretary of the Departmentof
Interior "to withdraw from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws,
including the mining and mineral leasing laws, and from selection under the Alaska State-
hood Act . .. --up to, but not to exceed, eighty (80) million acres of unreserved public
lands in the State of Alaska . . . . which the Secretary deems are suitable for
addition to or creation as units of the National Park Forest, Wildlife Refuge, and
Wild and Scenic Rivers System."
(b) Congress is now considering bills calling for up to one hundred

fourteen (114) million acres for inclusion in the aforementioned systems. The legis—
lature finds it essential that Alaskans be provided an opportunity to affect Tie
system and nature of public land management in Alaska in order to insure that the
rights of the State of Alaska under the Statehood Act are fully recognized. The
Legislature further finds it is iIn the best interest of the Nation and the State not
to irrmediately classify the large tracts of Alaska Public Lands.

* Sec. 2. STEERING COUNCIL ICR d-2 LAND. There 1is created in the Office of
the Governor the Steering Council consisting of nine members as follows: the state
co-chairman of the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Carmission for Alaska, four
members appointed by the governor, two members of the house of representative appointed
by the speaker of the house, and two members of the senate appointed by the president
of the senate. The Steering Council may select one of its members as chairman.

* Sec. 3. COMPENSATION. Members of the Steering Council receive the same
travel pay and per diem as pravided by law for boards and commissions.

* Sec 4._STAFF. The Council may employ those persons necessary to carry out
the purposes o% this Act, including but not limited to regular or temporary employees,

consultants or other experts in the field.



* Sec. 5. (a) The Steering Council shall develop a unified lobbying and
informational effort to make Alaska®s needs and future land use requirements known
to Congress and the public in all matters relating to land withdrawals and classi—
fications under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act or any other federal act,
regulation, or order.

(b) The Steering Council 1is to provide a forum for Alaskans interested in
the d-2 land to develop recomnendations to protect Alaska®s present and future needs
and to assist Alaskans in presenting their views on Alaskan land questions before
Congress.

(c) The Steering Council may expend funds to enable independent Alaskan
groups to make presentations before Congress and the public.

(d) The Steering Council may do other things considered advisable for
maximizing the Sevelopment of positions on the issues of withdrawal and the effect—
iveness of presentation of these positions to Congress and the public.

* Sec. 6. This Act takes effect irrmediately in accordance with AS 01.01.070(c).



MOENING-GREY & ASSOCIATES, Inc. \

GEOLOGISTS AND ENGINEERS
715 L STREET. SUITE 8 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

TELEPHONE 274-2314

February 23, 1977

Honorable Alvin Osterback, Representative
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Osterback:

The Department of Interior published proposed regulations for
the Proposed Amendment of Principals and Procedures for Land
Classifications in the January 19, 1977 Federal Register. The
period for comment expired February 22, 1977. Little or no
other publicity was made regarding the proposed regulations
and they could apparently go into effect with few revisions.

Our attention was drawn to the notice on February 17th, thus,
leaving no meaningful time for comment. Contact with the Alaska
Division of Lands on that date indicated that there was casual
concern on the impact of such regulations i1f they were promul—
gated .

Since then we have learned the state will be asking for an
additional 120 days to prepare comments. They also are propos—
ing to have the Department of Interior combine regulations necess—
ary to interpret Section 17(d) (1) of ANCSA and the BLM Organic

Act. ——————— -

These proposed regulations have to do with the classification of
land set aside by Section 17(d) (1) of the Alaska Native Claims

Settlement Act. None of the proposed regulations appear to honor
the 90 day preference right provided in the Alaska Statehood Act.

It must be made clear that these regulations pertain to the (d)(@)
lands and not the (d)(2)(National Interest) lands. Your awareness
to this important issue cannot be over emphasized. Review of the
States interest may be warranted by the legislature or appropriate
committee.

Sincerely,

Dale P. Tubbs

DPT/1v
attachment



VAT

[ 4G CfKPali 52
(FRJ- 672-7)
ILLINOIS

moral and Promulgation of State Im-
lemenUticn Plans; Emergency Episodes

lor. January 31, 1972, the State of
[iwoii. submitted to the Administrator
the United States Environmental Pro-
Jcl;on Agency an implementation plan
achieve and maintain the National
nbient Air Quality Standards. The
lan was approved by the Administrator
li May 31, 1972 (37 FP. 10362) with sev-
ral exceptions, Including disapproval
regulations pertaining to Prevention
Air Pollution Emergency Episodes.
ldCdeficiencies were corrected and the
Jisode plan was fully approved "on
ctober 23, 1973 (38 FR 29297).
(On April 9, 1976. the Illinois Pollution
pntrol Board revised its emergency
iLsode regulations after due notice and
nblic hearings. The regulations (lllinois
Dilution Control Board "Regulations,
(lapter 2. vart TV) tool, effect on April
1976 and were submitted to U.S. En-
(ronmental Protection Agency (EPA)
July 22, 197C os revisions to the
Ih/.ia State Implementation Plan
JIf).
| The new regulations primarily address
Joiio episode situations, and would re-
tiie plan as follows: (1* The rcau-

tior.x specifically state that Illinois 1T>.

ronmcnial Protection Agency lias sole
kthority for dcrlaring tpl.-ode
) Tho requirement 1" a fott. irl of
hours of poor dispersion before on
Jor.c episode can be declared lias been
rtsed to allow the declaration of an
| bode whenever spcd.Tid o..oue levels
Icur otic day and are* expected to recur
Ic next day, or if an air stagnation ud-
liory is received for any area within the
Jatc; (3) Tho term Ozone Advisory rc-
ice.s the former designation of Ozone
latch, and Is issued when a 2 hour nver-
1c of 0.07 ppm of ozone is measured;
|) Episode stages have been set for con-
itriittoR levels occurring for aone he =
Irioc! at any monltorlrg station as fot-
lvs: omue yellow al:.;, level lias Lctn
llscd from 0.10 to 0.17 ppm; ozone red
prt level has been decreased fiom 0.40
10.30 ppm; ozone emergency letel has
en decreased from 0 10 to 0.50 ppm;
The regulations establish a procc-
lic for filing emission reduction con-
MMicy plans and requirements for rc-
Ictlon of pollution levels during'period,;
1)i%;;h concentrations. Indirect sources
pollution such as large government
mnclcs, parking garages, and fleet'vc-
Ilc operations arc included among
lirccs required to flic emission rcdlic-
}In contingency plans. - .
Vpproval of the revisions depends on
dr consE-tcncy with ttic requirements
forth in ivcMon 110(a) (2) (A)-tIf)
|the Clean Air Act, ns amended, and
implementing regulations found in
It'Fit 1\.it 01. The Administrator liz.;
I'cive d the submission and found it to

a iwi.t .try rcvi-d.ni to the existing

C.di =——mm
r~.C~Z KL RJLE?

Tire Adc~r*atr ,u: a a:u:v.
these proposed changes to the lihro
plan for the purp-oze of securing pur."*-
comments. Any interested party nu?-
make a comment on the prot.oeJ r: -
making in writing by addressing cor
spondence to Region V’s Air Programs
Branch, Air and Hazardous Materials
Division. 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago. Illinois COC04 All comments re-
ceived no la.ter than thirty days from the
date of this notice will be considered.
Receipt of comments wiij be acknowl-
edged.

Copies of the proposed regulations
ar.d public hearing transcript of hear-
ings conducted by the Slate of Illinois
are available for public inspection dur-
ing normal working hours at the Illinois
Pollution Control Board. 309 West
Washington Street, Suite 300, Chicago,
Illinois 60606. Copies of the proposed
regulations are also available at the Ull-
mois Environmental Protection Agency.
2200 Churchill Road, Springfield. Illi-
nois, 62706; . and at Air Programs
Branch, Air and Hazardous Materials
Division. EPA, Region V. 230 South
Dearborn, Chicago, Illinois 6CG04.

Authority: 42 VS.C. 1857c"-5(iv)
Dated: January 11, 1977.

G eorge R Alexander, Jr.,
Rcrjiocr.l Administrator.

iVH rx-c 77-1G24 Filed 1-18-77.8:43 run]

DEPARTMENT CF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of land Mansgcmcent
[ 43 CFR Part 2100 ]
ALASKA

Proposed Amendmoci.t of Principles end
Procedures for Land Classifications

= TIxis proposed amendment of and ad-
dition to the regulations contained In
Part 2100 of Title 43 of the Cede of Fed-
eral Regulations is being made to add
the authority for classification and re-
classification of lands In Alaska con-
tained In section 17(d)(1) of the Alaska
NaMve Clviu.s Pett'.emcnt Act (43 UF c.
liIHC.d'C. > , t.'".i to pinCL all clizsl w*..

tlo.i chlcii., and p:Perdure.-, iilatiiij, (..
lands in Ala-.I a under the proposed fuh =
part (24110).

It is hereby determined timt the pub-
lication of this, proposed rulemaking In
not a major Federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human en-
vironment and that no detailed sty le-
nient pursuant to section 102(2) (C) of
the National Environmental Policy Ae®
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)) L
required.

The Department of the Interior lias
determined that this document does not
contain a major proposal requiring prep-
aration of an infoMnn Imr set statement
Under Executive Cede; 11C21 and O.'Nt
Circular A-1071.

In accordance v.ith secMon 310 of the
Federal J.ar.d Poii.y and Management
Act of 1076. pnM'; iv.rtL’p tl.v: L= Invit-
ed In r.flvi.iakiiig. Inte,. .1d parties i.m/

F f:viiia, vrt. 42, ic. 12

cr L. . ¢ ,

be.r. *>Vv 2 r T

Oil.".". - mpulse .*:. O i
will be a... "..Liz for public inspect,on at

the foicgu ::j address during regular
working hours (7:45 e.u tc 4:15 p.m.).

1" li therefore propocd ta rerle
Chapter D. Subchapter B. G.-0..j i-MJ
of 43 CFR as set forth below.

Jack O. Hce.ro:.
Asziat™r.t Sc:rclarj of the la:-: -
Janckf.t 14, 1977.

-LAND CLASSIr'.CVT:hi-.'

L nr. <00.0-2 is amcuj-.d L. Ci-6-
ignating the existing partfzrzph a ;ur. -
graph ar.d adding a ncv pmv rrn; h
(b) to read a. follows:

82iv?.C-2  Oiijccincj.

(b) Fro~tdures for land clifd.Tv. liar,

in Alaka r.r.- contained in Fuby. ri 2470
of this part.

§ 2100.0—3 [Amendrtl]

2. Section 2400.0-3 is amended by de-
leting the words "in the case of Alaska”
from the first sentence Jn paragraph (f).

3. Section 2400.0-3 Is amended by de-
leting paragraph (h) and renumbering
paragraphs (1) and (j) accordingly.

4. Part 2400 Is amended by adding
new Subparts 2480 to 2425 to rcud as
follows*

Sufcpjrt Zii0—LjnU Claistre-lien; r.c la

See.
2480.0-2 Objecti\‘{es

O, rhy.
348001 i,
246 nitiors
243 C 7 |
Sub, arl f Lerti G. e T.caTo.-.; AUibs
Sfdl:<® C
Variou = ."..lutes, many of which nre

cited in 524"i3.0-3, autiiurize the Secre-

tary of tiie Interior of classify Federal

land-- Trm pR»< five* of th.is subpart arc
.

ta' t- B tm*
V-. 1 wvi" e :
iruhnritv u-d 'Kl tr.

of tin. !
o: ei. . - jortht; . ».u
cfildL-.t 1.-.ta oi this authority whii
tiic know -i'd = n* partietpeMoM of 1"-
tereated js, ineiudli.g the general

public.
g2S8l1).0-3  \ din.iiy.
TiiC Sc Oof 1ML I1ldi.Zi.Z. u. ills

delegate, i" a nborlzed by 43 u.S C. 2 to
perform 1!1cic uttvc duMtr. In ar.yv.Lse
respfctinu 1I'm  ">il: lands of the United
Stales. Hi is ... authozh.:1by 43 U.S.C.
1C24 to en.orci. ar.d carry Into execution
by nppraprir*-:- rvrnjlatlorj every part of

the prutl cf the Alaska Native
Cl:.l;;.; t Alt (ANCSA). TJie
foils*, 3 ' '‘a, among others,

r.uthorize Ir.-d cla....Tc;,ti.,a by the
ticr.retary:

(a) Scstti** 17(d)(1) of the ANCSA*

(43 13.S.C. ICH.dXI)) authorizes Use

—_—



«lt i:zn withdrawn for id ifio. tlon
to opm such lands to api-ropri:.tion
in accord with sucii classification. By
marious TuMic Bind Orders, lands have
i oen withdrawn from all forms of appro-
. riaMon under the public land laws, in-
l1lding Stale sclecliuns (seme excep-
tions) : from location and entry under
the mining laws, with some exceptions
for locations for metalliferous minerals
(30 U.S.C. Ch. 2); and from leasing under
the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25,
1320, as amended <30 U.S.C. sections
167-287 (1970)). By these Orders, all
such lands not otherwise withdrawn or
appropriated are subject to classification
and reclassification.

(b) '17le Recreation and Public Pur-
poses Act, as amended (43 U.S.C. ;3C9-
£69-4), authorizes the Secretary to
classify lands for lease or sale for recrea-
tion or public purposes.

(c) TTie Act of August 30, 1949, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 687b), authorizes
the Secretary to sell at public auction
lands thathc classifies as suitable for in-
dustrial or commercial purposes, Includ-
ing construction of housing.-- .

(d) Section 6(d)' of the "Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1277(d))
authorizes the Secretary to exchange
federally owned property which he
classlges as suitable for exchange or
other disposal for nonfcdcral property
within the authorized boundaries of any
federally administered component of the
national wild and- scenic rivers system.

§ 2480.0—t Rc'poiisiliility.- *

Except where specified to the contrary
in this subpart, the authority of the Sec-
retary to classify lands and make other
determinations in accordance with the
regulations of this part has been dele-
gated to officials of the Bureau of Land
Management. ;o= — *

§ 2480.0-5

As used in the regulations of this sub-
part— - - * -
(a) eeAgricultural” refers to the grow-
ing of cultivated crops; it docs not In-
clude grazing or the production of native

grasses or native forage plants..

(b) "Authorized Officer.” refers to the
bend of a Bureau of Land "Management
field office who lias been delegated
authority .to make classification decte
sions. ;

(c) "Bureau" incans the Bureau of
Land Management. ..

<d) "Classification'." means a positive
determination .as to whether certain
Federal lands will be subject to appro-
priation under specified law(s) or will
remain in Federal ownership and control.

_<c) "Appropriation" means, but Is no!,
limited to, grant,, sale, exchange, selec-
tion, entry, or location for purposes of
transfer of title from Federal ownership;,
or a lease under the Recreation and Pub-
lic Purpose Act (43 U.S.C. 869, et ficq.)
or under the Act of May 24, 1928, as
amended <49 UB.C. 211-214).

(f) "Land Use Plan" means a plan,
o fa given point in time, that sets out the
future usc(s) of the land based upon a
systematic analysis of physical, environ-

In

Definitions.

ficti:. the 2 id.

<m) "Secret: iy" means the c*-i*t;-ry
of (lie Interior.

<h) “State Director" means the Direc-
tor of the Alaska State Office, Bureau of
Leml Management.

g 2480.0-7

The regulations of ties Subpart govern
all classification of lands administered
by the Bureau that are made pursuant
to the authorities described in § 2430.Q-3.
They also apply to lands not adminis-
tered by the Bureau where the h:ad of
the administering agency agrees m-ri the
specific ¢’ n.-.sSften'ion - mify a;.:.lies;
e.g., the Recreation ;>nd Public Puxpces
Act (43 U.S.C. £69, et ««!.). Clasrifka-
tion is a prerequisite io 'he approval of
all cp* r'pria'Ju. r;0* 1 .e's vt

following parts. -m erz <-rr. ff *'.Vs

charter: IINCfc: ~ 127 CLili-
\~-"1 “fl 1”7 mie=T

and L'nlv e-d Hon., = Is in

Suhy.i.i 2511.2312.." . .

injha e B A

and Manufacturing Sites—Subpar:2 2 ;
State Grants—Subpart 2627; Rec reation
and Public Purposes—Part 2743 and
Subpart 2612; Airports—Sub/wi rr3l

Subpsrt 2431—Ctcssificcticn Print!;'es
Sec.
*81. eneral.
%48” &equwements.-

Subpart 2431— Ctessificriio.: fr>:.:'cs
S21jii.1 Ciiicral.

The authorities hi { 24S0.0-3 of Sub-
part 24S0 of this part grant the Sccrc-
taryfuil discretion, subject to statutory
guidelines and limitations, (o determine
whether to classify any particular tract
of Federal Louis for appropriation. The
regulations in tliis subpart cor tain the
principles and procedures which person-*
nel of the Department of the Interior
shall consider and follow In the cxei else
of land classification authority dele; Med
to them by the Gecrelary.

§ 2-181.2  Ttct]iiir<'iiirnIR.

(a) In arriving at the claf Ifioteion
decision the authorized officer must find
that the lands involved have the geo-
graphical, physical, and economic at-
tributes to support tiic use or values
upon which the classification decision is
based.

(b) In arriving at a classiflcal Scn de-
cision under the regulations of this part,
the authorized officer shall consider:

(1) Federal uses, policies, piograms
and plans, including Bureau Land use
plans and applicable policies and :bjrr-
tives set forth in Group 170U of this
chapter:

(2) Slate and local governmental uses,
policies, programs, -plans and laws, in-
ci.’dinc zoning and other land use reg-
ulations, to tlie extent such arc con-
sistent with. Federal uses, politics, pro-
grams and plans;

(3) Reasonably ascertain-hie jii. rt
asand potential uses and u.-e.- cf the
lands;

(A) Fr.virai-T.eutal effects, i.'.c"p

economic and socinl impacts;

G- 1b; o1 i
tty of t sese o) = r.*ml :i*e'<r u
(6) hue-i on the atlnini tratioit ii
Other pn'-lie land’;
47> Ve ] | .2 'V '
for SVvb - - . ., rpo*i-4.
SiT. 2 2il » Ct.-.tiCcition for *,.," j | ion
=C.
2482.1 Gtewal.
2822 p - values'for types of appro-
2«33 |- for appropriation
a  particular laws.
Eitb* — Classification for
ropristion
§ 2182.1 .werol.

When la-id* are clnrsified_for appro-
pri: lion, t' v ifUM-on decision shall
ep-.-rify tl.v ; iv. ler public Lr.d law's)
t j-Jer which .1-.-/ nay he appropriated

le. the pmiicular
t-; -ir\ of v,'» nd appropriation for
n , —ji f.psn un-f.rs. i
L Li'S) . 0

§ 2{82.2 liflalivc mluM for ljpt-s of np-

projirinlion. *
W'ure )= -d= found to have value
'mr more - -r. :-.e type of nonfederal

u.-c cr a>'i. aprirljr.n under more than
one pib'ic It .1 L. w, the law or lalys
specified in :1lc- classification decision
-bail le vb-i-uv as to give the most
ttnefii to i t lie. as determined by
th.e authoriv.cd c-tectr, with particular
regard to the considerations in i 2481.2
(b) of Subpart 2481 of this part.

§ 2482.3 Onssificjition for
tion under rutrlieiilnr laus,

fa) A Classification allowing appro-
priatlon for a homestead (Part 2510
and Subpart 2507 of this chapter) may
be made If the lands are (1) chiefly val-
uable for agriculture, i2) suitable for
development as a home and farm, <3
sufficient to provide an adequate ic-
turn anticipated for the farm family,
and (4) in an area where rainfall or
groundwater and/or irrigation v ater is
adequate arid available under Alaskan
law in sufficient quantity to permit ag-
ricultural development of the particular
lands.

(b) A c* -hr. T
priation for an Indian allotment (Part
2530 of,tliis chapter) may be made if
(1) the lands n*\. chiefly valuable for
agriculture; (2) the lands arc. on the
whole, suitable for a home, and (3) the
anticipated agricultural use would sup-
port the allottee and the allottee's
family.

<c) Needs in relation to subsistence
living will be considered In Investiga-
tions of the classification of lands for
possible appropriation for headquarter
rites, homesl!fces, or trade and manu-
facturing sites (Subparts 2563 nnd 25G2
of this chapter).

'd) The authorized officer will not fl-

:c n prop-.v -i classification allowing
appropriation solely for exchange unless
the estimated fair market values of the

-cd and Fclt-ried lands arc approxi-
rrteriy equal. YR.crc live exception.' ('T -

appropria-

allowing appro-



e.m 17 cf the Act of Jsn-

..-.'j 139 Suit. 1156) are desired

usni by the authorized officer, the

1.. -..cation will not become final with-
¢ . the specific approval of the Secre-

Subpart 2403.1— Applications

24Si.1-1 Application or Bureau Motion.
2431.1-3 Piling. '
243M-3 Rejection or suspension.
2-,".1-4 Administrative Review.

Scbpnrt 24S3.2— Proposed Classification
2'i.\?-1 Commencement of Classification

Action.

2; Proposed Classification Decisions.
2i;i.2—3 Protests.

Subpart 24E3.3— Classification /

2-i'~;.3-1 Involving on environmental Impact
statement. ,

24R3.3-2 In absence of protests.

2461.3-3 W ith protests.

2433.3—1 Classification by Secretary without
certain procedures.

24:6 3-5 Administrative Review.

Subpart 2433.1— Applications '

§ 2433.1—- Application or Bureau Mo-
tion. , -, |

Lands may be. classified for appropria-
tion In response to either an application
for appropriation or on Bureau Motion.

§2133.1-2 Filing. _

(a) An application must be on an'hp-
proved form. Application forms and lists
Indicating tjic proper office for the filing
of applications may be obtnincd from
any office or the Bureau. All applications
must be submitted in accordance with
the applicable provisions of Subpart 1821
of this chapter and all other regulations
concerning filing.

(b) The filing of an application gives
no right to enter, occupy, or settle upon
the- lands.

(c) AIll filing Tees which accompany
applications submitted In accordance
with the regulations of this Subpnrt shall
be earned upon the filing of such appli-
es'lons with nny office of the Bureau.

§ 2433.1-3 Rejection or suapenxion.

The classification authorities cited In

52-1?70.0-3, authorize classification action

.-riL'catlons requesting cliujslficatk.n

Mi =bj rejected without classification ac-

1 at the discretion of the authorized

officer or as provided by other regula-
tions of this chapter.

ib' If the requested lands have already
been classified and the application Is for
a type of appropriation not allowable by
the existing classification, the applica-
tion shall be rejected.

(c) An application for a type of appro-
priation not nllowable uiidcr a projx>sed
classification decision shall be suspended
until the proposed decision is vacated or
a final dccLslon Is Issued.

(d) Applications shall also be rejected
where the provisions of Subpart 2091 ancl
other regulations of this chapter con-
cerning segregation apply. However, ap-
plications shall not be rejected solely on
tl.c basis that the land Is withdrawn
pending classification under this Part.

pP.'O~CftD RULcr

(e) Upon finahry of a clascificoi..::
decision, any inconsistent application-,
which are then pending, will be rejected.

(f) Decisions rejecting applications
will contain a statement giving the rea-
sons for rejection and advising the appli-
cant of corrective steps, if any. that may
be taken.

(9) Upon finality of a decision reject-

.ing an application, any advance pay-

ments on other such monies, except filing

. fees and reimbursement payments, sub-

mitted with the application will be re-
turned or refunded.

§ 2483,1—1 Administrative review.

A rejection or suspension of an appli-
cation pursuant to 52483.3(a) through
(e), supra, shall not be appealable to the
Boarg of Land Appeals. */

Subpart 2433.2— Proposed Classification

2483.2—1 Commencement of classifi-
cation action. -

If an application is not rejected or sus-
pended, or If the classification action is
initiated by Bureau motion, the au-
thorized officer shall proceed to examine
the lands and prepare a proposed clas-
sification decision. \ '

§ 2483.2—=2
cision.

Projiosed classification de-

(a) Before Issuing a proposed classifi-
cation dects’oh, the authorized officer
shall determine whether the proposed
action requires preparation of an cn-
vironmentel impact statement (an EIS)
under section 102<2>(c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act (43 UJS.C. 4352
(91(c)). In these Instances where he
determines that an EIS is required, the
authorized officer shall proceed to pre-
pare an EIS based on tiie proposed clas-
sification decision. /

(b) The authorized officer shall make
and Issue a proposed classification deci-
sion which shall (1) state whether the
lands will be retained or offered for
appropriation; (2) If appropriation,state
the cxtent.or under which authority(les)
appropriation will be allowed as provided
In §2482.1 of Subpart 2482 of tills part;
(3) slate whether an EIS has been or Is
being prepared; (4) ldentify any and all
applications filed for the land; (5) if no
application has been filed and disposition
Is contcmplaled, state that the land will
be bi>cn to application by all qualified
persons on sn cqual-opportunlty basis
nftcr public notice; (0) contain a state-
ment of reasons in support of the deci-
sion proposed; and (7) specify a period
of not less than 30 days during which"
protests shall be received. Should the au-
thorized officer find good cause, the pro-
test period may be shortened, and, If bo
shortened, the proposed decision shall
contain the rciison(s) In support of such
lesser period of time. ' ;= .

(n) Such decisions shall Je served
upon (1) each applicant for use cr ap-
propriation of the land; (2) each permit-
tee. licensee, or lessee using the land; (3)
the local governing board, planning com-
mission or other official body having

where me lar.d is ioca™ei: -4
ermnental officials or agencies 1
whom written comments coRcerrii-y fu-
ture use or the lands have recently beer
received; and (5) such other persons a-
the authorized officer deems appropriate.

(d) A proposed classification decision
that would classify more than 2,560 acres
shall be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and in a newspaper having general!
circulation in the vicinity of the lar.d =
A proposed classification decision for
2,560 acres or less may be also so pub-
lished if it is deemed appropriate by the
authorized officer.

(e) The authorized officer shall hold a
public meeting on the proposal if the
proposed classification is for more than
100,000 acres, or he determines that suf-
ficient public interest exists to warrant
the time and expense of a meeting.

§ 2483.2—3

After a proposed classification deci-
sion has been issued, any inlerertcd party
may file a written protest with the State’
Director during the period specified in
the proposed ~decision. No particular
form of protest Is required. The protest
must be sufficient to lIdentify the specific
proposed decision being protested.

Subpart 2483.3— Classification

Protests. . "

§ 2483.3—1 Involvingnn environmental
impact statement, _ —
If, under 524B3.2-2(a) of Subpart

2483.2 of this part, It was determined
that an EIS Is necessary, no'classifica-

tion will become final until the final
EIS has been filed. In such cases, the
authorized officer shall issue a final

classification notice or decision as ap-
propriate.

§ 2483.3=2

If no protest. Is filed within the time
allowed, the proposed classification shall
become final, and the authorized officer
shall serve a notice of final classificu-
tion upon those served with the pro-
posed decision. A notice shall also be
published In the Federal R egister and a
local newspupcr If the proposed decision
was so published.

§2183.3-3 With protests.

If a protest to the proponed cla- !-
flcatlon decision Is timely filed, the fol-
lowing procedures shall apply:

fa) The protest shall be reviewed Ly
the State Director. At the conclusion of
the review, the State Director shall
either vacate, affirm, or modify the pro-
)>oscd classification decision. Notice of
his decision shall be served upon those
served with the proposed classification
decision and upon all protcslants. It shall
also be published In the Federal R egister
and a local newspaper if tho proposed
classification decision was so published.

(b)
ice of the notice of the Slate Director’s
decision, nny interested person may peti-
tion the Secretary for review. Notice of

the filing of a petition with the Secretary

In nh>ciice of prole*!*.

For a period of 30 days after serv-



“In .-rrvrd nil fl.e S!..V-
v.iMiin Use 20-day period.
<c) If within the 30-dny period, the
Sl.de Director dors not rev Ivc r."'<.e nl
peliUcn to the Secretary, the d- ' ion
shall become the final cli*.*-.ific«iL*:i de-
cision.

7

<d) If a petition is tM.t1j i d, in-
cluding service cn the Stale Dir. r, ihe
State Director's decision shall be sus-
pended. Notice of suspi/udon .-In-11 be
given to the same persons and in ihe

same manner as notice of the State Di-
rector's decision. Therefore, the Secre-
tary shall make the final classification
decision. Notice of the Secretary's action
shall be given to the same persons and -
in the rame manner as (lie notice of sus-
pension.

§ 2133.3—4 Clarification by Sc-cicliiry
without certain procedures.

Where the Secretary determines that
the public interest would be served there-
by, he may issue a final classification de-
cision without following any or all of the
procedures in f12483.3—2(b) through
fi; 33.2-3 of Subpart 2433.2 of this part
and 15 2433.3-2 and 2483.3-3 by publish-
ing his decision in the Federal R egister

and a newspaper having general circu-
lation in the vncmlty of the lands being;,
classified. - A n

§2483.3-5 Admlnlstratlve Review.' ’\h - "'

.No person shall be entitled to any ad-
ministrative review of a classification de-
cision other than that provided by
52483.3-3.

Subpait 2484— Opening 0t Lands- =

Sec.

2484.1 Preferencerights.

2584.2 Appropriation in absence of prefer-
ence rights.

2484.3 Right to enter,occupy, or settle. -*

Subpart 2484— Opening of Lands
§ 248 >1 Preference rights. .

(a) No applicant shall have a prefer-
*cnce right unless it is expressly prowded
by law.

(b) If It should be necessary for any
reason to rc,2ct the application of the
first applicant entitled to a preference
right, other qualified applicants who filed
prior to classification shall succeed to
the preference right In order of filing.

§ 2484.2 Appropriation
preference right*.

in nhsc-ncc of

Where there Isno preference right,.the
authorized officer shall, in accordance
with the specifics of the classification:

(a) Seek application for the land from
an applicant where there Isonly one pos-
sible qualified applicant, e.g., the State
of Alaska. - -

(b) Publish a notlce settlng a time and
place at which the land will be sold to
the highest bidder. = -

(c) Publish a notice prowdlng for a
period during which applications may be
filed, with the successful applicant to be
determined by adrawing among all qual-
ified applicants.

(d) In the event'tliere is no response
to the specific notices given

graphs (b> and (c) of this section, the

.rrorofco '.vies
oo’ | . r, In h ' oy
¢ -1 the f'" 11 .- “he
1V. ...fic tion to .and utII ‘lc f. v JI I*51110 |
tjuvlifled applicant r.uhinlts a ; - .. SMil the t tui'n rin's of mme-ion ?"4
plication, or thee'™ Ifie/t"'!) 1"’ >ef 1 «Aje.
for oilier reasons. Sl - I
§2iff4.3 Right to cnl<r. imtgjiy. -r V¥ 5 -Miki'il cent mn i i-j '
Mttlc. f|.|t|s_ S0 E*‘i" ,i.l . j,dv

(a) A classification for upprcijnLvLvn: _ I» . '
docs not give a right to enter, locale, oc- pyplic and ; allies iii.v. = 5.:, c-
cupy, or settle upon the lands uol-..:-: ihe viiiuns. Vihstb.n iu .. fid he
classification decision expressly op? ns he sybmitted to the Office nf I..-: . =ma.-ef-ry.
lands. If a classification dcci-ion crts y.s. Department of U-cir. (it L=
not so provide, no person shall be in- ¢ streets, N.W., W ashinjl.-i.. =C.
titled to possession or use of the land gn or before March 7, ifc"... - 0":-.Vli.-v
until otherwise expressly author:, cd by the ciotc ¢f the comment , mu'.
tho author:, ed officer. Entry, location, oc- g'*or review of the cotnoitnin. t Sit-
cupancy, or settlement on the land prior p bli-y may amend thcoc ,.t_posfcd

to that time constitutes a trespass.

tb) After lands have been classified,
all the laws and reiulrVvns governing-
the particular type of apy:epilation must

be complied with in o:J..for title to
vert or other ir.it: -t |mir.-r. final
determination on wil 'ju .vphc;m.
has satisfied all - t.im M
appropriation need be ...de

lands have been classified. No icnvcy-

ancing instrument or lease shall be exe-
cuted imtil the lands are opened. ' =

;.r. Subpart 2435— Term'vat'cr. of

LI Classification

§ 2485.1
A final classification shall continue in
full force and effect until It Is revoked,

until it terminates by its own terms or
by operation of law, or until the lands are

Conliiiinmcee

reclassified. Lands may be reclassmed at
any time. _ . 0, ==
§ 2185.2 Rci-rentlon and publlc purpose

cln««tficntions.
If no application is received for lands

classified for appropriation under the -

Recreation and Public Purposes Act, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 8G9—8G9-4). within
18 months of the date of classification,

the classification shall automatically ter- _

minate.
|PR Doc.77-1731 Piled 1-3R~77;8:45 am.]

Office of the Secretary
[43 CFR Part 28]

TRANS-ALASKA PIPELINE LIABILITY
“c EUND - -

Eslablishmenl of Non-Profit Corporation

" The United States Department of the
Interior, in order to Implement section
204(c) of the TraAs-Alaska Pipeline
Authorization Act, 43 U.S.C. 1653(c)
(Lite Trans-Alaska Pi]>2Alnc Liability
Fund), proposes to adopt- regulations
pursuant to the Act for the purpose of.

establishing a non-profit corporate en- *

_ tity to be strictly liable’ without regard
to fault for all damage?, sustained by
any person or entity as a r.c-sujt of dis-
ch'arges of oil from vessels'engaged In

the coiistwLse transportation of oil from

regulations to reflect nc-c-esst ry avd per-

1 rlbie changes. The S-e -l
then publl-h final retruisih-- in the
i JLr.AL P*i TLP..
_Trc.v S 1227
i . .
\ - - r -

PP T
broef *0pe T t»
PART 2S— TRAI4S-ALASKA PIPELINE
LIABILITY FUND

Sec.

ﬁgﬁ Beflmtlons
. N-tilc-U of the fund.

29.3 Faml £,dm)ntstration.

28.4 Gene.-M powers.

29.5 v.tlrc! r.rid c-mployces.

29C p.ranctng of the fund.

2*7 Dr.pcsnton of strict tliibUlIj-.

2J.b ‘«m,tion mid DdwrllsemcD:

r' 9 endas. Ei-ttlvnieut »ud sdjudi :;.

28.10 Sutrogotton.

29.11 Investment.

29.12 Borrowing N %

29.13 Termination. . ” ’

29.14 Audit. _
AcrnotiTv: See. 204(c), Truus-AWiia

Pipeline Authorization Act, 43 t.SC.

1053(c).

§ 29.1 Definition*.

As used in this part:

_fa) “United States” includes the var-
ious States of the United States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands.

ib) "Secretary" means the vif.iy
of ihe Interior or his authori2-:i rerrc-
te*ifthli-."ts.

<c) "Act" means ihe Tvans-.Alr*La
Pipeline Authorization Act, Title n of
Pub.L. S3-163.

pd) 'TTans-Alaska Plpe'the Z:
rzr-ns rny pipeline c-r fer.nihb'l faclli-
tlcs e; r.ltrotted by the Permittees,

fe) "F.ir.d" means tlve. Trans-Alaska

Uability Pur.d c.vfr-bh'hed 2.t a
rc;>---( -t corporate entity by fit:. 134

ihoihation Rt 2e-41asha Pr-elipt At

«fj ‘Person” means an |nd|.|dv.td, a
c-'ipc.- A'ic-n,, a pafttoorshlp. an .. v.oc:a-,
tlon. a joint stock company, a business

. . o tr-r-t, ;r. imlncorporated orecnt.-Rtion*
tlie terminal facilities of ILc Trans- pr a3 G "irnnieat entity.
Alaska Pipeline to a port under ihe juris- gi "Oil'means petroleum ir T rm
In para- diction of the Ur.lt-rd States. Sp-c-cificrJ- inciuding ciu.dc oil, refined ; ;- : j r.r.d
Iv. the contents of thfre i-j-c-pcved rt-gu- ether liquid hydror.irbcns v:.' h h.pe
- = - -
ftOERAI rtOISII,S, VOt"'I'iS,-Nj>r$t'-*-" "l T \M3r7? *0*0 o "
- - - , I . L% < -t ifii
- -. - < .* « . - < ...lk'%‘

Syl ;
= . & )Z})- » "



i

vr ' 1 ,-r:vert nn tle Ft >

tfftliv Use 30-dny jH-rlod.

<c) If within the 30-day period, the
Stale Director dors not rca.Sve r. 'fee of
petition to the Secretary, tho d ion
shall become tire final cl; - .fitviffin de-
cision.

id) If a petition is iim< 3> ‘n-
cluding service on the Elate Dir mr, the
State Director's decision :;i<3 be r *s-
pejided. Notice of suspension -1j..11 be
given to the same persons and in ihe

same manner as notice of the Stale Di-
rector's decision. Therefore, tiic Secre-
tary shall make the final classification
decision. Notice of the Secretary's action
shall be given to the same persons and
in the ramc manner as tire notice of sus-
pension.

§2183.3—t Gasification by St-vnl;iry
without certain procedures.

Where the Secretary determines that
the public interest would be served there-
by, he may issue a final classification de-
cision without following any or all of the
procedures in §524S3.2-2(b) through
2403.2-3 of Subpart 2433.2 cf this part
and i52433.3-2 and 2483.3-3 by publish-
ing his decision In the Federal R egister
and a newspaper having general circu-
lation In the vicinity of the Iands belng.,
classified. LSF L

§2483.3-5 AdmlmstratlveRc\lcwv

.No person sltall be entitled to any ad-
ministrative review of a classification de-
cision other than that provided by
12483.3-3.

Subpait 2404— Opining of Land*- m

See.

2484.1 Preference rights.

2>84.2 Appropriation In absence of prefer-
ence rights.  _

2484.3 Right to enter, occupy, or settle.

Subpart 2484— Opening of Lands
§2484.1 Preference rights. .

(a) No applicant shall have a prefer-
"cnce right unless it Is expressly provided
by law. > - .
<b) If It should be necessary for any
reason to reject Lhc application of the
first applicant entitled to a preference
right, other qualified applicants who filed
prior to classification shall succeed to
the preference right In order of filing.

§ 2484.2 Appropriation
preference rights.

t
in nbrencc of

Where there Isno preference right, the
authorized officer shall. In accordance
with tiic specifics i t the classification:'

<al Seek application for the land from
an applicant where there isonly one pos-
sible qualified applicant, eg the State
of Alaska. !

(b) Publish a notice settlng a tlme and
place at which the land will be sold to
the highest bidder."

<c) Publish n notice providing for a
period during which applications inny be
filed, with the successful applicant to be
determined by a drawing among all qual-
ified applicants.

(d)
to the specific notices given in para-
graphs Cb) and (c) of tills section, the

i~DtfAl FIGISES, V' o l"«, NOV-'Ati- .

el

rrorofto r.vics

- as<ifo.rinl: - =
i | the r ' | o«*
cla..dfle.-tion to ‘'and u.,;4 »fe !
qu~lifted applicant submit."l a ; r ¢« .. e=
j4h.;;tlon, or the cl.-r"ificat’- n t-
fur other reasons.
§2:84.3 Iti”lll to rll>r,. imiipv. >r
M-Illc.
(:.) A clarsification for ;.p;u op:

docs not give a right to enter, locate, oc-
cupy. or settle upon ihe lands u-ffii  -.he
classification decision expressly opt ns ‘he
lands. If a classification decision eves
not so provide, no person shall be en-
titled to possession or use of the land
until otherwise expressly author;.-:-d by
the author; :-dofficer. Entry, loratk.-rL,oc-
cupancy, or settlement on ihe land prior
to that time constitutes a trespass.

ib) After lands have heen classified,
all the Irws and r*-; ;.r“ mis guv.rn'.ne

the particular type of r-r;":: I nation must
be complied with in . r for {Itle to
vert or other into. =t !. To- 'meini
determination on wl ! taarpke. m,
has satisfied all \ i?

approprlation need b>,

lands have been C|aSS|fIEd No eonvey-
ancing instrument or lease shall be exe-
cuted until the lands are opened.

Subpart 2485— Tcrn i'.sl'cr. of
- Classification
§ 2485.1 Continuance.

A final classification shall continue in
full force and effect until it Is revoked,
until It terminates by its own terms or
by operation of law, or until the lands arc
reclassified. Lands may be reclassified at
any time.

§ 2185.2 licrri-nlion mid public purpose
classification*.

If no application Is received for lands

classified for appropriation under the -

Recreation and Public Purposes Act, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 800—CG9-4), within
18 months of the date of classification,
tho classification shall automatically ter-
minate.

IPIl Doc.77-1731 Piled 1-1C-77;8:45 am]

\% Olfice of the Secretary

[43 CFR Part29] '

1RANS-ALASKA PIPELINE LIABILITY
FUND -

Establishment of Non-Profit Corporation
The United States Department of the

Interior, In order to Implement section
204(c) of tlie Trafis-Alasfca Pipeline
Authorization Act, 43 U.S.C. !G53(c)
(tlie Trans-Alaska Pijxdlno Inability

Fund), proposes to adopt regulations

pursuant to tlie Act for the purpose of.

establishing a non-profit corporate en-
tity to be strictly liable' without regard
to fault for all damage?, sustained by
any person or entity as a rcsujt of d'x-
ch'ftrges of oil from vessels'engaged in
the coastwise transportation of oil from
the terminal facilities of 'the Tuaiu-

In the event there Is no responseAlaskn Pipeline to a port under the juris-

diction of the United Staler. SpedficrJ-
ly, the contents of the't- i rcjx -cd regu-

A T >

J

h-
1
CAT kit Tk el e 0
it the | g-ilrr pVv, of I"m £*M
- - <f*.
mit
puoiic anil , ar'ics m,,> .y 1 | e-
Clulls. WUI -l - . c Z
rubmltted to the Office nf I - el- ry.
U.S. Department of the Lv ! .00t L
C Streets, N.W.. WashlInjt. i -«C 2'j.V0Q,
on or before March 7, if-,, -e'c.vinc
the ciozc cf the eomr.i'-nt .
?f»cr review of the conintr.i. F : S.e-
uhtry may amend thee.- ,.:.or,i:U
regulations to reflect nt -'a v 4pt-r-
atl.rlble changes. The Secshall
then publi-h, final regul’ th” 'h?
n ulzauP: tirsr..
T ||fv iS.: ees -
«(I'tb 1
- = |- r*<rl4 = c"P
u...t oc fn-- s;

PART 29— TRANC-ALASKA PIPELINE
LIABILITY FUND

Sec.

29.1 Definitions.

A.2  crtiloti of the fund.

_1i,3  Pund r.:!r:»Inistratloc.

29 4 Ocncrftl powers.

295 v tlreis and employees.

290 Jvemclng of the fund.

29.7 iMpcmton of strict Jtftblllity.

U's mri.tlon Hud advcrt'.eemiD"..

r,.n i'tafios,cctth'Dieni Hitd sdjv-Gi .. ..).

29.10 Sutrogatlon.

29.11 luvciiment.

29.12 Borrowing

29.13 Termination.

29.14 Audit. B
AvjiicaiTy; See. 204(e), Triuui-A'ntLa

Pipeline Authorization Act, 43 U.SC.

1053(c).

§ 29.1 Definitions.

As used In this part:

,fa) "Unlfed Sintcs" includer the var-
ious States of the United States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwu-.Uh or
Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, |
and the Trust Territory of the Pr.t-ftc
I-anils.

<b) "Srcretary" means the iwinctiivy,
r>f the Interior or his author!..'f rcrte-
il hili.ts

<c) "Act" means ihe Ti.r.s-AJatka
Pipeline A.t.thorlr.ation Act, Title 1l of
Pub. L. 93-153.

pd) "Trans-Alaska Pipeline C;sle:n"
means my pipeline or Uiwnlj-ti'l faclil-
tlos ecr*tmctcd by tiie Permittees.

(e) "Fund" means tiic. Trahc-A)a?lu
Pb*/! Cl..vbllity Fund tfitathihed a: n

er:; -y T ;t corporate entity by fisc. £34

-c," -he Trcnj-Alaska Au-e

1. Act.. * * | .

«ff *Pc.'son'kmeaps in Intilvidv.fil, a
corpf. ailon, ti paYtBcsrfhlp, :-n .. ioeia-,
tion, a joint stock cpinpany, r>I'Aslness

t* h ;r. unincorporated or£tnirf.tlon»
or X nmcnt entltr
0"y eanspetroleum irr . V>:.-|n
I|ng crude oil, refined YIC- ]UI C, rrd
tlhtr I'r.uid hydrorarboriE vi ' h 3 .ao
todrr e
1,/ . =& = 1"b".vu
- u - - - o
1l )3' 0%






Introduced: 2/18/77
Referred: Resources and
Finance

BY GRUENING,MALONE.GARDINER
AND SWANSON

1IN THE HOUSE

7 HOUSE BILL NO. 233

J IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
+ TENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to land under the Alaska Native Claims
[ Settlement Act; and providing for an effective date.”

H BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

"9 * Section 1. STEERING COUNCIL FOR d-2 IAND. There is created in the

10 Office of the Governor the Steering Council consisting of nine members as

11 follows: the state co-chairman of the Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning
17 Commission for Alaska, four members appointed by the governor, two members of
n the house of representatives appointed by the speaker of the house, and two
14 members of We(.g.eor}ateoﬁat;.)pomted Jby- the %rLesug?T OfA'[t“e senate. |

If * »ec. 2. COMPENSATION /Members of the Steering Council receive the same
1p travel pay and per diem as provided by law for boards and commissions.

17 * Sec. 3. STAFF. The committee may employ those persons necessary to

g carry out thepurposes ofthis Act, including but not limited to regular or
n temporary employees, consultants or other experts in the field.

70 * Sec. A, DUTIES. (a) The Steering Council shall develop a lobby effort
n to represent Alaska's interest before Congress in matters relating to land

77 withdrawals under sec. 17(d)(2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

.. (A3 U.S.C. 1601 et seq,). | * v /2 il

" () TliejSj:eering Councit %s-is¥ provide for parties inceiHjufredr-

 ire+MrddDemanito devalop- and~oHrivtdrte ActmidyTOtDTH!Fuont-I-Wes T Tgrs
0QA-Sv —du\7 fill  ITTHIQACTIIH 1 W rt4My-ifu u-Li4T i rlpgn.n r/n y

77 axtteeivt-tlleify -giews bgi-ortr-emgre3y.
78 moder to~trsui.c Lhe widest poosjb-le-pre~ntairrorr~oT~Xlaskals

vitws—befule~COTTgi ess LhU"1SCPerin” Council may make-gr-mvfce- fatm-cho £nnd.q

X HB 233



A

77

73

70
71

™

HB 233



Section 1. Purpose and statement of Policy

Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act of 1971 directed the Secretary cf the Department of
Interior "to withdraw from all forms of appropriation under
the public land laws, including the mining and mineral leasing
laws, and from selection under the Alaska Statehood Act....
up to, but not to exceed, eight million acres of unreserved
public lands in the State of Alaska.... which the Secretary
deems are suitable for addition to or creation as "inits of
the National Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge, and V rl and
Scenic Rivers System."

Congress 1is now considering bills calling for u: to 114 y
million acres for inclusion in the aforementioned systems.

The legislature finds it essential that Alaskans be provided
an opportunity to affect the system and nature of public
<land management in Alaska 1in order to insure that the rights of
the State of Alaska un”er”~the Statehood Act w4-H- fefrrftrliT*
recognized and that**n"8"cTs"<am f -wcTJ- fr&i jg-o-f-aT-fc Ameriea-n-s"— a-\wWg
- CGjfcs4dered wh-enfH e—sfrtrbunr-er f- Al e>cP -s-

Ru.b-14-c- tands, . L

Section” (a) The- Steering Council shall develop a unified

(jupw

lobbying and informational effort to make Alaska®s needs
and future land use requirements known to Congress and
thro-ughoo-t the- N9 -TShftF-frs in all matters relating-~to
land wi thdrawal sounder Section-117- (-eI)W\ 2-)— erf- the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act-trt-

(b) The Steering Council 1is to provide a forum for
Alaskans 1interested 1in the d-2 land to develop recommendations
protecti»beKwF Al aska 1s present and future n.ee”isand to assist
Alaskans in presenting their views on fcfre "~fe~rTiand questions
ttfu-Congress, a-nd- frho-rA-me-H-c-aji— PCRELE .

(c) The Steering Council may -mke-gpapts .fror>—/the— funds
av-a-f-1 db I'e"tu- rt- > independent Alaskan groups for- Hre ITTrr-as-e
presentations before Congress "@&- t-h"s.a- i"saijes X4t<p



Suggested Amendments to HB 233

Section 1. Purpose and statement of Policy

Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act of 1971 directed the Secretary of the Department of
Interior "to withdraw from all forms of appropriation under
the public land laws, 1including the mining and mineral leasing
laws, and from selection under the Alaska Statehood Act....
up to, but not to exceed, eight million acres of unreserved
public lands in the State of Alaska.... which the Secretary
deems are suitable for addition to or creation as units of
the National Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge, and wild and
Scenic Rivers System."

Congress 1is now considering bills calling for up to 114
million acres for inclusion in the aforementioned systems.
The legislature finds it essential that Alaskans be provided
an opportunity to affect the system and nature of public
land management in Alaska 1in order to insure that the rights of
the State of Alaska under the Statehood Act w444- ba- £u-14-y
recognized#
eefS-idorod -when-frongrcss —dQ;ks—~u|* - td>e- st - us e-f-Al-aska"s

iFPUa NFfa/MT" 64**4

Section 4 (a) The Steering Council shall develop a unified v
lobbying and informational effort to make Alaska®"s needs
and future land use requirements known to Congress and
throughout the other 49 states in all matters relating to
land withdrawals under Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act.

(b) The Steering Council 1is to provide a forum for
Alaskans 1interested in the d-2 land to develop recommendations
protective of Alaska®"s present and future needs and to assist
Alaskans in presenting their views on the d-2 land-question
to Congress and the American public.

(c) The Steering Council may make grants from the funds
available to it to independent Alaskan groups for the purpose
of presentations before Congress on these 1issues.



Suggested Amendments to HB 233

Section 1. Purpose and statement of Policy

Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement

Act of 1971 directed the Secretary of the Department of
Interior "to withdraw from all Tforms of appropriation under
the public land laws, 1including the mining and mineral leasing
laws, and from selection under the Alaska Statehood Act....
up to, but not to exceed, eight million acres of unreserved
public lands in the State of Alaska.... which the Secretary

" deems are suitable for addition to or creation as units of
the National Park, Forest, Wildlife Refuge, and wild and
Scenic Rivers System."

Congress 1is now considering bills calling for up to 114

million acres for inclusion in the aforementioned systems.

The legislature finds it essential that Alaskans be provided
an opportunity to affect the system and nature of public

land management in Alaska 1in order to insure that the rights of
the State of Alaska under the Statehood Act will be Tfully
recognized and that needs and well-being of all Americans are
considered when Congress acts upon the status of Alaska“®s
Public Lands.

Section 4 (a) The Steering Council shall develop a unified
lobbying and informational effort to make Alaska®s needs
and future land use requirements known to Congress and
throughout the other 49 states in all matters relating to
land withdrawals under Section 17 (d) (2) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act.

(b) The Steering Council is to provide a forum for
Alaskans interested 1in the d-2 land to develop recommendations
protective of Alaska®"s present and future needs and to assist
Alaskans in presenting their views on the d-2 land-question
to Congress and the American public.

(c) The SteeringJImifljiil-jiijiy make grants from the funds
available to it to*~Tndependerjjpy\laskan groups for the purpose
of presentations beTffnr CTTngresb on these 1issues.
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Memo to: Alvin Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Committee

From: Subcommittee on Parks, Timber and Lands
Sally Smith, Chairman

*

Re: HB 156-Privately Owned Agricultural Land
February 23, 1977
On request of the sponsor, we recommend that HB 156

be held indefinitely and not be taken up by the complete
Resources Committee as scheduled.



mu ®F
. POUCH V m8TATE CAPITOL
T UIOSMTTM B HASK8 S5
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 22, 1977

SUBJECT: Land questions (Work Order #3369)
TO: Representative Alvin Osterback

FROM: Joel F. Bennett Jtt**
Legislative Counsel

You asked several questions relating to lands matters. As |
understand i1t, they were as follows:

(1) What can the sc-called "D-2 lands"™ be used for, and can
the uses be changed?

The "D-2" lands were those federal lands withdrawn by the
Secretary of the Interior under sec. 17(d)(2) of the Alaska
Native. Claims Settlement Act for designation by Congress as
additions to or new National Parks, National Forests, Wild
and Scenic Rivers, and Wildlife Refuges (approximately 80
million acres). Congress has until December, 1978 to act on
"D-2" withdrawals. Until then, no state selections can be
made on the lands. After lands are designated to be included
within the four systems, no state selections within them may
occur. Lands not designated by Congress under 17(d)(2) will
be open to selection by the state. Uses within the four
federal systems are restricted according to the provisions
of the respective federal laws governing those systems and
cannot be changed by the state. Change must thereafter come
by congressional action. (The state eventually will be

able to select from lands within the following: native
withdrawals not chosen by the natives; "D-2" lands not acted
upon by Congress; and "D-I" lands withdrawn to insure that
the public interest is adequately protected, and not acted
upon).

(2) What can the state do with the lands it selects?

After selection, the state has broad powers of classification
for its lands under AS 38.05.300. The director of lands 1is
directed to make a preliminary classification for surface

use of "all lands in areas where he considers it necessary



Representative Alvin Osterback
February 22, 1977

Page 2

and proper for future development.”™ This must be transmitted
to the commissioner, with a land use plan, for his approval,
modification of rejection. However, no state land, water,

or land and water area shall, except by act of the state
legislature, be closed to multiple purpose use, if the area
contains more than 640 acres. So although lands can be
classified as agricultural, commercial, industrial, utility,
grazing, mineral, timber etc., large areas over 640 acres
closed to multiple purpose use (i.e., parks, recreation
areas) must be done by act of the legislature.

Following its classifications, the state may dispose of it
in accordance with those classifications; retaining it for
public use (for ex, parks, recreation aress), leasing it
(for ex, minerals ) or selling it (for ex, as residential,
utility land), or otherwise disposing of it (for ex, the
sale of timber).

3) Can the state select land specifically for timber
harvest?

Yes, under the present classification system, state lands
can be classified as timber lauds and although this does not
preclude other uses, they must, conform to its primary use as

timber land. Once classified, the state may contract for
the sale of the timber on the land, but not for the sale of
the land itself. Presumably, the state in many cases does

seLect land with the primary intention of disposing of its
timber resources. (See AS 38.05.110-125, generally).

O)) IT land is put into state parks, can it later be with—
drawn for timber and mineral development?

Whether the park is 640 acres or more makes a

difference. IT it is, it can be changed and devoted to
timber development only by act of the legislature. If 1t 1is
not over 640 acres, the director of lands can reclassify it
(or any other category) for use as timber lands when the
public interest warrants it (see AS 38.05.300).

JFB :smh






HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Alvin Osterback, Chairman Pouch V, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3715

MEMORANDUM 28 February 1977
RE: HB 234
TO: Steve Cowper, Chairman

House Finance Committee

FROM: Alvin Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Committee

The House Resources Committee recommends the following
amendment for HB 234:

Section 2 becomes Section 3 and a new Section 2 will read:

* Sec. 2. The sum of $20,000 is hereby appropriated
to the Department of Legislative Affairs for the purpose
of paying travel and other necessary expenses of members
of the legislature on d-2 lands.

The intent of Section 1 is to appropriate for the operation
of the Steering Council, including the travel and per diem
of all members of the Council.

The intent of the new Section 2 is to appropriate for a
special legislative committee to provide for additional,
legislator participation on the d-2 question.
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REPRESENTATIVE (Alaska jiiaie “legislature WHILE IN JUNEAU

ALVIN OSTERBACK

POUCH V
BOX 71 JUNEAU, ALASKA
SAND POINT. ALASKA 99661 99811

(907) 383-2363

'Tltw s¢ itcprcsEuintiltes

MEMORANDUM

25 February 1977

DISTRICT 15

ADAK

AKHIOK

AKUTAN -
ALITAK TO: House Resources Committee
ATKA

BELKOFSKI - -
CHIGNIK FROM: Alvin Osterback, Chairman
CHIGNIK - LAGOON House Resources Committee
CHIGNIK LAKE

COLD BAY

FALSE PASS SUBJECT: HB 250

IVANOF BAY

KARLUK

KING COVE

LARSEN BAY

NELSON LAGOON

NP Representative Severson is getting a fiscal note
PERRYVILLE prepared on this for $161,225.
PORT LIONS

SAND POINT
SQUAW HARBOR
ST. GEORGE

ST. PAUL
UGANIK BAY
UNALASKA



mKMURAMDUIN ; February 9, 1977 'm

SUBJECT: Advisory. Committee member travel and per diam
- costs . * .
TO: Representative Martin Seversen <
FROM: . Joel F. Bennett ™ ; -
Legislative Counsel : - .
- N * m - T . * \ # ] *

Regarding your advisory committee member bill request, the
rough figure given to me by the administrative branch of the
Department of Fish and Gama for travel and ner diem coots 1is
$110,000 - $i30,000.. .

The breakdown, according to their calculations, 1is as follows:

There are 2.3 committees that are nareawiue”, out of a total

of 53 in the state. Of the 23, 16 are not on a road system. ;
That makes 126 members. Assuming one-fourth of the members
live in the town where the meeting is held, that makes a -
basis of 92 members. ; -A

Figuring 4 meetings a year, at one and one-half days per
diem each ($65) and travel costs per member per meeting,
($200) you get the following:

T $73,600 - travel . : i *
.$35,880 - per dienm :
Total: $109,430 for non-road system expenses
plus $ 19,500 for costs of used road system members
$128,980

I hope this is of assistance to you. After you introduce
the bill, a detailed, more exact fiscal note will be prepared
by the department.

JINB:hjd zVs- - J1Jyzz"s

- -y)/ze>."2#S.



RESOLUTION FROM NUSHAGAK ADVISORY COMMITTEE
T0
ALASKA BOARD OE GAME

REGUARDING:  FUNDING FOR TRAVEL AND PER DIEM FOR ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

The State of Alaska has recognized the value of the advice of local
residents by the formation of Advisory Committees to council the State Boards
of Fisheries and Came. Many of the areas represented by these local Advisory
Committees are geographically large and members must travel 1long distances to
attend meetings.

At the present time, the members from the outlying villages must pay for
travel, meals, and lodging from their own pockets. Since their advice is
doomed desirable, and since the State has encouraged these Committees, some
nrovision should also be made to reimburse those individuals who must travel
and pay their own expenses while attending Advisory meetings. This will
relieve those members of an unfair burden and encourage good representation

from the villages.






COMMITTEE REPORT

2-24-77 FINANCE
HOUSE
_Vali Date
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on has had

under consideration. A majority of the members of the Committee

/~7 recommends it do pass
/~7 recommends it donot pass
/~7 recommends it do pass withattached amendment(s)

rj recommends it be replacedwith CSfor and that

CS for do pass

/_/ (and) recommends it be referred to the

committee
/~7 reports it back without recommendation
/ <7 AND attaches a report of its intent

[~7 (other)

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJQ&ITY REPORT:

/!//'*

MEMBERS N( T CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:
L wv-m recommends: =»a s

. V. recommends:

recommends:

"Chairman



Headquarters: Box 939, Cordova, Alaska

Representative A. Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Ak. 99811

Dear Representative Osterback:

We request your support of CS for_House Dill #264, "An

act relating to fisheries enhancement". ThTs bill will enact
many Tfactors needed for sound well rounded planning for, and
funding of, future salmon enhancements projects. The «.ause
is good, the need 1is great. The fishermen and commun ity *febl

this is a motherhood and apple pie issue.

We would offer a small wording change suggestion for
what we consider the betterment of the bill.

Sec: 16.10.375, Regional Salmon Plan; The commissioner
shall designate regions of the State for the purpose of salmon
produt®on and shall develop and amend as necessary a compre—
hensive salomn plan for each region including (for) both public
and private non profit hatchery systems.

We appreciate you consideration of that one word change.

Sincerely,



revised .fiscal note

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. ) )
Title relating to fisherires enhancement

Requested bv  tjouse~Kesources~C.omma3.ttee ' patc "2ITT/TT

FISCAL DETAIL )
Agency Affected Commerce & Economic Development

Program Category Affected Devel npmont ~
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected Business T ans

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 77 FY 73 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT <
A0  LAND & STRUCTURES -
GRANTS, CLAIMS. EtC, * 1.500.0
UiMLD 0 Qa ... 0 0 0
TOTAL
FUNDING; (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 1,500.0 0 0 0 0 0

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

There .are expected to be ten (10) regional associations. | am sure each
association will request the $11)0,000 grant for a total of $1,500,000.

IV. DATE March 3. 1977 PREPARED BY
AGENCY Division of Business Toans
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2510

CC:

TLIIim m/?/n

Budget and Managei.rent
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator ' ned)




THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTF.

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution Nc>. Proposed CS!Ilj 264

Titic An. Act: Relating to Fisheries Enhancement

Requested by. Rap. Tarry Cardincr Date 3/10/77

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Commerce fa Economic Development
Program Category Affected Development
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected Dusiness Loans

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
700 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES .
500 EQUIPMENT
400 LAND & STRUCTURES o
700 GRANTS. Gf AIMS. ETC. =) 750 .0 o . Oueeeeeen o fL
TOTAL
FUNDING  (Thousands of Doliars)
GENERAL FUND 750- 0 790 .0 ... 0. . .. 0 ... S

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS NONE

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPI >RARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1lI)

»

FY 82

I'Y/77 - At Lliis time it appears that: 5 regiona VL'3 ha nttempt,Jng to organize as

soon as funding is avall.ahl = ‘'fho.se j.ncludo Ketchikan, 81ili> t.rlotol hay,

and Cook Inlet. The question of whether Prince William Sound, which is
already organized, will qualify for grant funds should ha answered by
legislation or Letter of Intent.

VY/78 - It Ls expected that an additional 5 regions will organise.

~e?-£ o-
IV. DATE 3/111/77 PREPARED DY ]_Pete Jaans .
AGENCY . Division of Business Loans
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-251.0
cC: Ludged aa.! Maaagem.Tit

ITime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 10/76)
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CA ALASKA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

PHONK: 586-6440
WNtAU. ALASKA 99801

19002 14. CORDOVA ALASKA 409 03-09 430P AST

PMS MR. A. OSTERBACK (FONE AN) DLR BEFORE 1PM) 465-3715
1745

CHAIRMAN, HOUSE RESOURCE COMMITTEE OR 465-3878

POUCH V

JUNEAU ALASKA 9931 1

DEAR MR. OSTERBACK:

IN REGARD TO HB 264 , WINCE WILLIAM SOUM) AQUACULTURE

CORPORATION WOULD LIKE TO EMPHASIZE TO YOUR RESOURCE COMMITTEE,

THE VALUE THAT OUR CORPORATION PLACES ON THE VOLUNTARY METHOD

OF ASSESSMENT COLLECTION. TO DATE WE HAVE COLLECTED OVER

$44 0,000,00 LOCALLY AW HAVE HAD OVER 90 PERCENT VOLUNTARY

PARTICIPATION RATE FROM FISHERMEN AN) FISH PROCESSORS. WE

wWouLbD LIKE TO SEE ANY LEGISLATION THAT 1S CONSIDERED ALLOWED

FOR BOTH VOLUNTARY OR MA M)ATOR Y ASSESSMENT DEPN) I NG ON WHAT

EACH REGIONAL CORPORATION ITSEL F DECIDES.

"WE WOULD ALSO LIKE TO EXPRESS THE POSITIVE VALUE WE

PLACE ON JOINT REGIONAL PLANNING BETWEEN THE REGIONAL CORP-—
ORATION A ID THE ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH * GAME WITH ALL
USER GROUPS BEING REPRESENTED. WE SEE THIS AS A WAY TO AVOID
USER GROUP CONFLICTS AND PROVIDE A COORDINATED APPROACH TO
RESOLVE REGIONAL FISHERY PROBLEMS. WE LOOK TO FURTHER WORK
WITH THE A. D. F. A 6. IN PLANNING AM) REVIEWING PROPOSALS
FOR OUR AREA AND TAKE A VERY POSITIVE VIEW OF SUCH JOINT

PLANNING EFFORT.



PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND AQUACULTURE CORPORATION SUPPORTS THE
" JOp"P | P>P4HI |
POWERS TO CREATE A SALMON ENHANCEMENT AUTHORITY AS A NECESSARY
TOOL TO RECEIVE FEDERAL SUPPORT A® IN THE FUTURE RAISE MONEY
THROUGH BONDING AUTHORITY. THE POWER TO CREATE A SALMON
ENHANCEMENT AUTHORITY WILL HELP US TO BE A SELF SUSTAINING

HATCHERY SYSTEM AN) NOT BE A BURDEN ON EITHER THE STATE OR

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.

THE REVISIONS TO THE LOAN BILL NECESSARY, ESPECIALLY

THE FORGIVENESS OF PAYMENTS OF INTEREST AID PRINCIPLE FOR THE
FIRST SIX YEARS. THIS IS NEEDED AS FOR THE FIRST TWEE FISH
CYCLES THE ECONOMIC RETURN IN SUCH A RENEWABLE RSOURCE CANNOT

BE COUNTED ON AS A SURE METHOD OF LOA N REPAYME NT.

THE ORGANISATIONAL GRANTS SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO ALL
REGIONAL HATCHERY GROUPS SO THAT THE FORMATION, ORGANIZATIONAL
AND EDUCATIONAL COSTS CAN THE SHARED AND MOT BE AN EXCESSIVE

BURDEN ON THE REGIO NALS CCRPORATION.

IN CONCLUSION WE FEEL THAT THE SIJPFORT THAT THE STATE OF
ALASKA AFFORDS THE REGIONAL HATCHERY CORPORATIONS WILL COME
BACK TO THE STATE OF ALASKA THROUGH THE BETTERMENT OF THE
COMMON PROPERTY FISHERY, GRATER EMPLOYMENT, AND GREATER IN-—
VESTMENT BY FISH PROCESSORS IN ALASKA. WE ARE STRIVING TO
BE A SELF SUSTAINING SYSTEM. THIS NEXT MONTH WE WILL RELEASE

OLR FIRST 10 MILLION FRY FROM OUR FIRST HATCHERY.

IF YOUR COMMITTEE HAS PROBLEMS WITH THIS BILL THAT WOULD
DELAY PASSAGE, PLEASE LET US KNOW A WE WOULD BE WILLING TO
OFFER TESTIMONY AN) EXPLAIN OUR VIEWS. SINCERELY,

PRINCE WILLIAM SOUN) AQUACULTURE CORPORATION

MARK KAZAZEAN GENERAL MANAGER



NON-PROFIT HATCHERY PROGRAM

Under Present Law As Amended by HB 264

The present concept calls for the creation of regional wide non—
profit corporations throughout the State of Alaska. Presently,

one exists at Prince William Sound, and a secord regional corpor—
ation for Southern Southeast Alaska, from Petersburg south to the
Canadian Boarder. Those regional corporations are qualified under

the present Non-Profit Hatchery Program. The Commissioner of the
Alaska Department of Fish & Game qualified the structure of the corp—
orations in light of AS16.10.380 which states that the corporation
must be broad based in i1ts board of directors and encompass all of the
user groups within the area including commercial fishermen, processors
sport fishermen, subsistance fishermen, municipalities and other user

group entities.

The establishment of such a region into a cohesive functional unit re—
guires an immence amount of energy, time and money. The above mention—
ed user groups have never 1in history been united together. In the
Southern Southeast Region over 30 to 40,000 dollars has been expended

in organizational and planning efforts. Primarily to inform the fish—
ermen within the area of the basic concept, what is possible, why
hatcheries should be built, who should build them, the economics of
doing so, the requirement of an assessment upon the fishermen to help

pay for 1it, and various other matters.

AS16.10.510(9) Organizational and Planning Grants
HB 264, AS16.10.510(9) provides for additional grant monies for further
organizaitional effort on the human level and also to begin site pre—

paration and site selection so that some pilot projects can be commenced.



Non-Profit Hatcheries
March 10, 1977
Page 2

An Assessment Program
The next step in establishing the private non-profit corporation
is to move from the organizational planning stage into site selection
and also an assessment program for the fishermen. AS16.10.530(e) is
a new section proposed by HB 264. This establishes and sets up a
rather detailed and extensive means of establishing an assessment
within a qualified regional association. At this point, the regional
boundaries have been established, the initial board of directors has

been created and the Commissioner of the Dept, of Fish & Game has

authorized that corporation to represent the area within its boundaries

The present law allows for two different means of arriving at an assess
ment on the fishermen. One under section AS16.10.530 and one under
section AS16.10.540. The Prince William Sound Corporation has opted

to establish, is assessment under section 540, primarily based upon

the inherent make-up of their area prior to the non-profit hatchery
legislation being introduced. They have a very cohesive marketing
association to which most fishermen in that area belong to. That is
very different from the experience in Southeastern and other parts of
Alaska where there is no cohesive unit to which most of the fishermen

in the area belong to.

AS16.10.530 provides a means by which the fishermen in the area encom—
passed by the regional corporation can decide whether to impose an
assessment upon all of the fishermen, Basicly section 530 states that
if the Regional Corporation follows the proceedures outlined in 530(e)

and a majority of the limited entry permit holders which participate



Non-Profit Hatcheries

March 10, 1977

Page 3 /

in the fishery within the boundaries of the corporation, vote to

have an assessment imposed upon their gr ss income, then that assess—
ment will be imposed upon the gross 1income of all of the fishermen

who participate in the fishery in that area. The reason being that
the aoney will go towards the construction of hatcheries within the
regional area which will produce fish for the benefit of all of the

fishermen 1in the area.

HB 264 also amends the law regarding participation with the State

Dept, of Fish & Game in drawing up a comprehensive plan for the im—
plementation of the non-profit hatchery program within each regional
area throughout the State. The present law called for the development
of the comprehensive plan and HB 264 further defines the language and
sets up a regional planning team composed of department personnel and
personnel from the regional corporations to develop a plan and such
plan would then be subject to approval by the Commissioner of the Dept,

of Fish & Game.

Financing Opportunities
AS 16 .10.520(b) 100% Loan Financing
The remainder of HB 264 deals with the financing structure and op-
oprtunities for the regional corporations to begin to develop a viable
hatchery program. AS1.6.10. 520(b) 1is deleted from the present law. That
provision provided that the State would lend up to 75% of the total
project costs as determined by the Commissioner. Such a loan cannot
exceed three million dollars per hatchery as limited in AS16.10.520(a).
It has been the experience of the regional corporation 1in Prince

William Sound and the regional corporation in Southern Southeast Alaska
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Non-Profit Hatcheries
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that it is near impossible to come up with 25% of the cost of

building a production size facility without time delays of many

years. The estimated cost for such a facility is 2 to 4 million
dollars which means front money of 500,000 to 1 million dollars. To
this date the Southeastern Region has not been able to raise that type
of money through the private industry sector. Total annual assessment

of all expenses 1is 350,000 dollars.

The second factor 1in beginning one of these types of facilities on loan
money less than 100%, is the fact of the uncertainty of the venture.
There 1is a long lag time before the possible return of any money through
surplus fish back to the hatchery, potentially 6 to 10 years. Since
hatcheries are non-profit entities it is difficult to generate capital
from normal outside private sources when there 1is no possibility for

large profits.

Assessments from fishermen are not large enough to finance a viable
hatchery progranm. A 3% assessment on gross income of fish caught
within the boundaries of the Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture
Assoc, over historical catch periods range from 200 to 400,000 dollars
per year. That is not a sufficient amount of money to participate 1in
the present Iloan program and at the same time provide operating capital
to run a hatchery program on an area wide basis. IT assessment monies
are tied up as front money for the loans, they are unavailable for
operating costs to run the hatcheries. The hatchery program would be
delayed up to two years while the assessment monies would be collected
in a bank account in order to come up with enough money to front end the

loan program.



Non-Profit Hatcheries
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AS16.10.510(8) Deferment of Principle & Interest

The present law, AS16.10.510(8) as amended by HB 264, defers payment
on principle and interest for loans from the State up to a period of 6
years and states that interest shall not accrue on those loans during
that 6 year period. That provision is necessary due to the fact
there may be no return to the hatchery fora 6 to 10 year period

and therefore no money to make payments onthe loans. If hatchery
corporations must set aside assessments as collateral to repay loans

they will be unable to build more than onehatchery.

For the private sector venture to succeed we have tolook down the
road for a twenty or thirty year period and look for methods and means
by which to institutionalize the regional non-profit corporate concept
and their financing. In order to enable the regional corporation to
undertake the job or rebuilding the salmon runs, they must have a
financing base. The corporation must have access to the assessment
monies for the operating revenues of the regional corporation itself
to create strong and viable organizations and to continue to site and

develop more hatcheries.

AS16.10.600 - Creation Of Regional Salmon Enhancement Authority

The bill from page six to the end of the bill deals with the creation
of a regional salmon enhancement authority and gives that authority

a quasi-public status. The purpose of that portion of the bill is

to allow the regional corporation the option of forming a regional
salmon enhancement authroity and obtaining a quasi-public status for
openning up greater opportunities for financing from sources other

than the state revenues. Primarily this is to become elegible for
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Federal Economic Development Authority grant monies, EDA. The
Prince William Sound Regional Aquaculture group recently had an
experience in which they were eligible for a substantial amount

of grant money from EDA under a certain program if they were able
to qualify as a quasi-public organization. There are also other
programs presently in the Congress which are being investigated at

this time which eligibility may require a quasi-p“ublic status.

It should be noted that in no way 1is the state encumbered financially
by the establishment of such an authority. Specifically AS16.10.690
on page 15 of the bill, it is stated that "the credit of the state

is not pledged.1l It should be noted that this bill is identicle to
SB 39 which has passed out of the Senate Resources and is 1in Senate

Commerce.



PRIVATE SECTOR

SALMON ENHANCEMENT AND REHABILITATION IN ALASKA
J.N. Milnes SSRAA
THE PROBLEM:
The annual harvest of salmon in Alaska has been steadily
declining since 1936 and is in a severe state of depression
in this decade. The following chart illistrates those facts:

ALASKA SALMON HARVEST
(in thousands of fish)

30 year consecutiver 1960-1975 1973-1975

high (average Harvest) (average harvest) (aVvV&£3gQ hatv@stQ
SOUTHEASTERN 38,200 14,862 8,118
PRINCE WILLIAM
SOUND 8,000 4,575 3,509
COOK [INLET 4,100 3,422 2,423
KODIAK 10.700 7,513 2,339
CLIIGNIK 9,900 4,483 1,679
BRISTOL BAY 15.700 9,067 3,304
ARCTIC-YUKON 800 845 2,309
KUSKOKWIM
STATEWIDE ~ST7300 45,108 23,111
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

American Fisheries Institute Speech
Cordova, March, 1976

1/



This is very comparable to a forest which has been harvested
but not replanted or permitted to reforest itself. The salmon

as a renewable resource simply has not been renewed.

The decimation of the resource has resulted in the decimation
of the[salmon industry so that it no longer has the capital

to rebuild i1tself. Nor does the industry have the cohesion
to create industry organizations whose role it would be to

rebuild the salmon runs.

Technology exists to correct this problem. It has to be

tried in Alaska and corrected to fit the Alaskan biology.

Hatchery technology has been well established in the Northwest
for many years in Oregon, Washington, and British Columbia.
Those states have embarked upon programs of immense investments
to further utilize the salmon resource. Oregon has "anted

the right to private-profit based hatcheries, the most major
effort being made by the Weyerhauser Corporation, who intends
to release 25,000,000 Coho smolt by 1978 and ultimately
85,000,000. Washington state has planned several hundred
million dollars fo” salmon enhancement, as has British

Columbia.

Overseas, Japanese hatcheries are releasing 1,000,000,000
fry annually and intend to increase that to 1,500,000,000 by

1985. Russia has a similar program.



Alaska®s current production of hatchery salmon is miniscule

by comparison.

Besides a reliance upon hatchery production, Alaska also has

a tremendously cheap resource 1in its abundant streams which

once provided the rich harvests of 30 years ago. However,
fishery resource management techniques have lacked the precision

to adequately control the decline of the salmon run.

Stream rehabilitation and significant improvement iIn management

also offer a high leverage correction to this loss.

THE APPROACH TO A SOLUTION
The people of Alaska consider this subject vital to their welx-
being and to the well-being of the future of the state. It is
a renewable resource currently employing thousands of fishermen
and consequently supporting tens of thousands of individuals.
Furthermore, it can be increased in its capacity to support a

stable population and the supply chain which feeds it.

As a renewable resource, it i1s one of the prize possissions of

the state of Alaska.

One strategy of "fixing" the current loss of resource is for

the state of Alaska to have 1ts government department build an(j

run hatcheries and do the whole job of rebuilding the salmon runs.



A second strategy might be for the private sector to take over

the job.

Since this entire effort is in its infancy in Alaska, such a
dichotomy 1is not practical. Alaska must use all the available

capabilities it has on hand.

Ultimately, it would be desirable for the privatesector to
perform this function, as it does in agriculture, and in
forestry. For it to do so, there unfortunately must be govern—
ment intervention to provide the funds and the technology to
develop the capability of that sector. Once in place, however,
the private sector would be paying 1ts own way by developing
revenues and capital to cover the costs of the public admin—
istration (A.D.F.&G.), improved research and development, and

the operation of the rehabilitation and enhancement programs directly.

Al objective which might be suggested for this effort is:

To create a healthy industry; one which is profitable,
and supporting a large stable population in the year
2000 - providing pleasure insports fishing, capital
to aid fisheries, and monies to pay its own way.

The means to achieving that require:

- sound financing

- good organisation of experienced personnel

- well developed base of experience

- salmon marketed at a price adequate to deliver profit
to the people and enterprises in the industry.



The tick to take at this moment is one of getting into a safe
level of production as fast as possible to obtain the best base
of experience as quickly as possible. With a project of this
scale, experience 1iIs the vital factor. It reduces costs, it in—
creases productivity, it opens the door to new solutions and

will accelerate th? program with safety.

However, "scared money"™ 1in a situation having so many new
factors and variables in itself creates problems. So, the
funding source, currently the legislature, must make itself
aware of the risks inherent in

- forming new social groups called "Regional Associations"”

- operating hatcheries with no prior cost experience

- rebuilding brood stocks to levels adequate to start

a ipajor enhancement facility

- managing mixed stock fisheries so that native runs
are not damaged.

In private enterpr;;efsthe role of "venture Capital” to

fund the high risk start-up from 1its inception through 1its
likely commercial success. The capital covers all costs
associated with the venture - engineering and construction,
staff, raw materials, equipment, operations and maintenance -

including interest on short term debt.

Since venture capital is not available in Alaska,... because
of the NONPROFIT nature of ”~he current legislation, the loan
program provides a means to get started and assures that the

state of Alaska has 1i1ts money returned.



This implies that the loans must serve the same purpose
as venture capital; 1.e. assure that there 1is adequate monies

available to assure a high probability of success.

Creating self-help financing 1s not new t0 goverrment. The
U.S. government intervened prior to and during the Depression
in agriculture financing by forming and initially funding the
Farm Credit System; the P.C.A.;the Federal Land Banks, and the

Bank for Co-ops.

The following typical kinds of costs associated with operating
a regional association and a hatchery facility illustrate the

need for completeness in the financing arrangements.

POSSIBLE SCENARIO FOR SOUTHEAST ALASKA

Using the chart on page 1, a likely goal for Southeast
Alaska would be to return the salmon to the previous levels
of 38, 000,000 from the current S,000,000. A gain of

30.000.000 returning salmon would be required.

Assume half of tha". could come from rebuilding the native
run using management techniques and that the other half of

15.000.000 would be obtained from hatchery production.

Let®"s also assume that those 15,000,000 salmon were chum

salmon.



At current prices of $6.00 per adult chum salmon, the
increased value for 30,000,000 adults would be $180,000,000.

Everybody hopes the price will hold or inflate in time.

Currently, a hatchery to produce 1,000,000 returning adult

chum salmon would cost approximately $2,000,000 to construct

and about $300,000 annually to operate. If all the brood

stock were available at the time of start-up (which is a

remote possibility), it would take 3 to 5 years for that initial
1,000,000 to return. More realistically, it would take 8 to

10 years.

Approximately 2070 of the salmon might escape the commercial
fishery and return to the hatchery,... 200,000 salmon.
55,000 of those would be needed for spawning the next year"s
production; Jleaving approximately 155,000 surplus fish to be
sold by the hatchery to cover the cost of operations and
repayment of the debt. Those 155,000 chum salmon at $6.00

each would be worth $900,000.

Since each hatchery produces 1,000,000 adult salmon returning
to the fishery, it would take 15 hatcheries to meet the pro—
duction targets. Each hatchery would need the $2,000,000 for
construction and 5 x $300,000 per year for a total of
$3,B00,000 to start up and to reach break-even. 15 of these
facilities would require $57,000,000 in total capitalization

to achieve the goal.



IT 4 facilities of this magnitude were installed in South—
east, their combined surpluses would generate $2,400,000
annually in capital... each facility contributing $600,000 to
the capital pool. These 4 facilities, once they reach their
full capacity, would become an economic generator which would

supply the captial for the rest of the region to expand.

So, for an investment of $15,200,000, the Sfcatie of Alaska
levers its money to a total of $57,000,000 worth of capital,
ultimately producing $180,000,000 in additional sales.

15 facilities would employ maybe 75 - 100 people directly and
the harvest of 30,000,000 adults would employ at least several

thousand fishermen.

The fishermen of the area would have assessed themselves for
nearly 8 years at 3% of their gross salmon catch, contributing
nearly $1,000,000 per year. However, the overhead of running
a region of that magnitude

- the administration, accounting and legal costs

- the site development costs

- the stream rehabilitation costs
could possibly use half to three-fourths of that assessment,

leaving little surplus for the repayment of debt or to cover

the operating costs of the facilities.



THE LEGISLATURE JF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

. REQUEST ut>
Bill/Resolution Me.
Title An Act Relating to Fisheries Enhancement

Requested by Garainer Date March 7 1077

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Commerce and Economic Development-.
Program Category Affected Development
Budget Request: Unit(s) Affected Business Loans

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EOUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 600,000

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 600,000
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ll. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

This would fund the grants tio three regional hatchery associations at
$100,000 each for $300,000 total. It also provides $300,000 for the
additional matching grants from these three regional associations. It is
not likely there will be more than three regional hatchery associations
in FY 78, thus $600,000 should fully cover all applicants.

IV. DATE March 7, 1977 prfpaRl-d BY Terry Gardin
AGENCY State Represen

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE

(00 Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

Ttv-nm ntev. 10/76)






caribou™ fronv Cold Bay to I1iSiid;1laff. date.”
COMMITTEE REPORT

¥/ - /

'./ 0 i 7 7 Date
Mr. Speaker:
The Committee on RESOURCES has had

under consideration. A majority of the members cf the Committee

/~7 recommends it do pass
rj recommends 1t do not pass

r 7 recommends it dopass withattached amendment(s)

/~7 recommends 1t be replacedwith CSfor and that

CS for do pass

/_/ (and) recommends it be referred to the

committee
/~7 reports it back without recommendation
/ / AND attaches a report of its intent

/~7 (other)

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Chairman
H 60
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HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Alvin Osterback, Chairman Pouch V, State Capitol
Juneauj Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3715

8 March 1977

James W. Brooks, Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game
Subport Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Commissioner,

The House Resources Committee will be reviewing 1ICR 32,
Bristol Bay Area to Region Redesignation and I1JR 27,
Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council on Thursday March 17, 1977 in Room
118 of the Capitol Building at 1:15 p.m.

Please supply us with a position paper or material you

have on these bills by the time of the meeting. IT you have
any information pertinent to these topics, the committee
would appreciate receiving that, too. IT you know of

other interested groups, please contact them.

IT you have suggested amendments, please supply the
staff with copies of that prior to the meeting.

IT there i1s a fiscal implication and a note is necessary,
please prepare it and submit It to the committee --
preferably prior to the meeting.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Al Osterback, Chairman
House Resources Comm.

cc: Fran Ulmer 1/ A
Geoffrey Haynes ’

AO :ts



(Alaska jtftate ~legislate®

ALASKA

MEMORANDUM

2 March 1977
TO: House Resources Committee

FROM: Alvin Osterback, Chairman /) (O
House Resources Committee

SUBJECT: HB 289 Caribou Transplant

During the Ninth Alaska State Legislature, SCSHCR 93 passed,
requesting Caribou transplant. This bill is the appropriation
for SCSHCR 93.

Upon receiving the first estimate for $98,420 | met with

Bob Rausch, Director of the Game Division. I expressed

my concern over the high cost. Mr. Rausch agreed to work

up a new estimate, operating out of Cold Bay and catching

the animals in Stepovak Bay. As you can see, the new estimate
for transplanting 40 caribou would be $28,660.



February 18, 1977

The Honorable Alvin Osterback, Chairman

House Resources Committee. r ' o- g
Pouch. Tv . .- r ; m" \ ;
Juneau* Alaska 9981 | - .u ., N4 ANV o )
-n |,__-.* rr *E " yox JKa'lv . - ,s,__.*a - - ? ~ -_'*;/_’) -
Dear Representative Osterback: - M- S@x
- -w [_{ " Er-; "F~§ ; == s - _ - - S ¥ 7 =S
My staff has prepared the requested cost estimate for transporter, .7’ /
40.caribou from the Alaska Peninsula to Hagai Island, using Cold Bay as ~ -
the base of operations*: The estimate follows: - VAV LA B *
I - M | .V A X7 et —UIERRRES8 vV-r\Vv -2V V-
Caribou Transplant-',eee ey @ TP - -
40 Caribou to Hagai - from Cold Bay : - e .
Helicopter @ $325 X 5 hrs per day - $1,625/day 5
X 7 days helicopter time * i e e $11,375
. A<\ .
Goose U hr*. round trip X 7 trips @$720 3 5040 b2 e
(perhaps less if we can catch caribou in A
Stepr>vak Bay)
Room and board chopper pilot, $55 X 10 days = 550
Fuel at Cold Bay, 945 gal. at .48/gal. » = 453 ‘s
Per diem 3 biologists for 10 days » 1,650
Transportation of staff « . - L. 700
Drugs & equipment “ - " 5,000 -
$24,768 e
If helicopters are not available locally, =
ferry time from Anch. to Cold Bay and return 3,900
$28,660
A - -
This estimate does not include personnel costs which the division will
absorb. *
Sincerely,
- 4V ror



