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MEMORANDUM
DISTRICT 26
AOAK
AKUTAN
ALEKNAGIK
SELKOFSKI TO: Members, House Resources Committee
CLARK S POINT
COLD BAY _ - -
DILLINGHAM FROM: Representative Adelheid Her Co-Chair
DUTCH HARBOR
EGEGIK
ok DATE: January 22, 1986
FALSE PASS
| |
LIAVN A SUBJECT: SCR 24/Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force
KING SALMON
KOKHANOK
KOLIGANEK -
LEVELOCK Purpose of the Resolution

MANOKOTAK
NAKNEK

NELSON LAGOON
NEWHALEN

The purpose of the resolution is to allow the Speaker of the

NEW STUVAHOK House and the President of the Senate to appoint two members
NONDALTON respectively from each body to serve on the newly forming
R Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force.

PORT ALSWORTH

PORT HfcluEN -

PORT MOLLER What is the Purpose of Task Force?

PORTAGE CREEK

SAND FOINT

S s The purpose of the task force is to encourage communication
ST GEORGE between the legislators of fisheries states in the west that
TOGIAK have common concerns for a shared resource. The task force
TWIN HILLS = - - -

UGASHIK will serve as an additional mechanism for western state
UNALASKA legislators to inform Congress, and other federal, regional

and international bodies of their position on fisheries
issues and legislation.

Who 1s Involved in the Task Force?

The states of Oregon and California have passed resolutions
to establish their participation in the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force. A similar resolution has passed the
first committee of referral in the state of Washington.

Also, attending the two meetings of the Task Force with the
expectation of passing similar resolutions were legislators
from the states of ldaho and Hawaii. Senators Zharoff and
Eliason attended from Alaska.

What are Some of the Issues the Task Force Might Address?

The 1issues addressed and positions taken by the Task Force
have included: endorsement of the Dungeness Crab quality
control program in Oregon, endorsement of the House version
of the Magnuson Reauthorization Act, cosponsorship of a
Seafood Quality Workshop in Oregon, endorsement of the
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request for the weather station in Hawaii, endorsement of a salmon
allocation agreement on the Klamath River, endorsement of a request
to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council to continue
traditional fisheries on the Klamath, endorsement of a request that
someone from the fishing industry sit on any technical committees
addressing seabed mining, and, endorsement of a resolution on marine
insurance.

How Does the Task Force Work?

The members elect a chairman, and this position is currently held by

Senator Bill Bradbury of California. The group®"s bylaws have
established that the Task Force is limited to meeting four times a
year. The state of California has volunteered staff to help with

the Task Force, and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game has
indicated that they will be available to brief the Alaska members on
issues addressed at the meetings. The next meeting will be held in
Juneau on April 5-6, and the public is welcome to attend.

How Might Alaska Benefit from Participation in the Task Force?

Alaska stands to gain from the exchange of information and could
benefit from the Task Force as a vehicle to make certain positions

on fisheries heard 1in Washington, D.C. and abroad. However, the
state might risk being out-voted on a small number of issues where
Alaska does not agree with the other states. On the other hand, the

Task Force might serve as a forum for coming to some kind of under—
standing on the issues where all the Pacific states do not see eye
to eye. One way to make sure the state would not be at any risk,
might be to urge the Task Force to adopt a policy of coming to a
concensus before adopting any formal positions.

One example of issues about which the states have not always agreed
is the terms of the US/Canada Salmon Treaty. However, Alaska has
common interests with the other states on issues including OCS
revenue sharing, fisheries development programs, and seafood
marketing. The Task Force could serve as a useful forum for the
legislators of one state to understand the problems faced by
fishermen of other western states.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game recognizes the potential for
this group and has indicated their willingess to help brief the
Alaska membership on any resolutions awaiting action by the Task
Force. The department did however point out the need for the Task
Force to communicate with the agencies charged with fisheries
management and allocation in order to ensure that their positions
and those of the Task Force®s are coordinated as much as possible.



SENATE OFFICE OF RESEARCH

Elisabeth K. Kersten, Director

October 11, 1985

Honorable Richard Matsuura
Senator

131 Halai Street

Hilo, Hawaili 96720

Dear Dick:

I hope the Council of State Governments staff person got the
information you needed on Sam Farr®s Midway resolution, and that
the council will have more success than we®"ve had up to now with
convincing the Navy to be reasonable.

I*m writing on behalf of the new Pacific Fisheries Legislative
Task Force to invite you and any of your colleagues with an
interest in fisheries to participate in the second meeting of the
task force on Saturday and Sunday, January 18-19, 1986, 1in
Monterey, California, 1in Sam"s district.

The Alaska, California, |Idaho, Oregon and Washington legislators
who attended the first full meeting of the task force last month
in Portland asked me to see that items of interest to Hawaii are
included on the January agenda and that the Hawaii Legislature
receives a special, early invitation to participate.

The task force 1is intended to be a mechanism for coordinating
state legislative and administrative action, arriving at common
positions, making the Pacific states®™ views known to federal,
regional and even international bodies, and sharing information

and ideas on matters of mutual concern. A copy of the agenda of
the first meeting, and the interim bylaws adopted there, are
enclosed. As you can see, the task force views 1its charge as

broad enough to encompass commercial, sport and native fishing,
seafood, and aquaculture.

Meetings will rotate among the participating states. The members
also appear eager to meet in Washington, D.C., from time to time,
perhaps beginning as early as the summer of 1986, to take Pacific
fisheries concerns directly to Congress and federal executive-
branch officials.

11003 STREET =+« SUITE 650 ¢« SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 (916) 445-1727



Among the items of possible interest to Hawaii on the Monterey
agenda are marine 1insurance, ocean habitat 1issues, and the
outlook for fishery legislation in Congress in 1986. On the last
of those points, 1 expect we"ll have reports from A.D. Chandler
of the Naitonal Fisheries Institute, Lucy Sloan of the National
Federation of Fishermen, and Lawrence Six of the Pacific Marine
Fisheries Commission, to my knowledge the only Pacific fishery
lobbyists in D.C.

The agenda 1is far from final, and other items or potential
witnesses that you might suggest certainly could be added.

Please contact the task force chairman, Oregon Senator Bill
Bradbury, P.0. Box 1499, Bandon, Oregon 97411, (503) 347-9614, or
me, TFfor any further information you need.

I hope to see you 1in Monterey.

Sincerely,

Honorable Fred Zharoff
Honorable Sam Farr
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Elisabeth K. Kersten, Director

October 11, 1985

Honorable Peter J. Apo
House of Representatives
State Capitol

Honolulu, Hawail 96813

Dear Representative Apo:

Alaska Senator Fred Zharoff asked me to write you to invite the
Hawaii House of Representatives, and you personally, to
participate in the second meeting of the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force on January 18-19, 1986, in Monterey,
California.

The Alaska, California, Idaho, Oregon and Washington legislators
who attended the first full meeting of the task force last month
in Portland asked me to see that items of interest to Hawali are
included on the January agenda and that the Hawaii Legislature
receives a special, early 1invitation to participate.

The task force 1is intended to be a mechanism for coordinating
state legislative and administrative action, arriving at common
positions, making the Pacific states®™ views known to federal,
regional and even international bodies, and sharing information

and ideas on matters of mutual concern. A copy of the agenda of
the first meeting, and the interim bylaws adopted there, are
enclosed. As you can see, the task force views 1its charge as

broad enough to encompass commercial, sport and native fishing,
seafood, and aquaculture.

Meetings will rotate among the participating states. The members
also appear eager to meet 1in Washington, D.C., from time to time,
perhaps beginning as early as the summer of 1986, to take Pacific
fisheries concerns directly to Congress and federal executive-
branch officials.

Among the 1items of possible interest to Hawaii on the Monterey
agenda are marine 1insurance, ocean habitat issues, and the
outlook for fishery legislation in Congress in 1986. On the last
of those points, 1 expect we"ll have reports from A.D. Chandler
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of the Naitonal Fisheries Institute, Lucy Sloan of the National
Federation of Fishermen, and Lawrence Six of the Pacific Marine
Fisheries Commission, to my knowledge the only Pacific fishery
lobbyists 1in D.C.

The agenda is far from final, and other items or potential
witnesses that you might suggest certainly could be added.

Please contact the task force chairman, Oregon Senator Bill
Bradbury, P.0O. Box 1499, Bandon, Oregon 97411, (503) 347-9614, or
me, Tfor any further information you need.

I hope to see you 1in Monterey.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

cc: Honorable Bill Bradbury
Honorable Fred Zharoff



SENATE OFKICK OF RESEARCH

Elisabeth K. Kersten, Director

October 11, 1985

Honorable Henry H. Peters
Speaker

House of Representatives
State Capitol

Honolulu, Hawaili 96813

Dear Representative Peters:

Alaska Senator Fred Zharoff asked me to write you to invite the
Hawaiil House of Representatives, and you personally, to
participate in the second meeting of the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force on January 18-19, 1986, 1in Monterey,
California.

The Alaska, California, 1ldaho, Oregon and Washington legislators
who attended the first full meeting of the task force last month
in Portland asked me to see that items of interest to Hawaii are
included on the January agenda and that the Hawaii Legislature
receives a special, early invitation to participate.

The task force 1is intended to be a mechanism for coordinating
state legislative and administrative action, arriving at common
positions, making the Pacific states®™ views known to federal,
regional and even international bodies, and sharing information

and ideas on matters of mutual concern. A copy of the agenda of
the first meeting, and the interim bylaws adopted there, are
enclosed. As you can see, the task force views 1its charge as

broad enough to encompass commercial, sport and native fishing,
seafood, and aquaculture.

Meetings will rotate among the participating states. The members
also appear eager to meet in Washington, D.C., from time to time,
perhaps beginning as early as the summer of 1986, to take Pacific
fisheries concerns directly to Congress and federal executive-
branch officials.

Among the 1items of possible interest to Hawaii on the Monterey

agenda are marine insurance, ocean habitat issues, and the
outlook for fishery legislation in Congress 1in 1986. On the last
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of those points, 1 expect we"ll have reports from A.D. Chandler
of the Naitonal Fisheries Institute, Lucy Sloan of the National
Federation of Fishermen, and Lawrence Six of the Pacific Marine
Fisheries Commission, to my knowledge the only Pacific fishery
lobbyists 1in D.C.

The agenda 1is far from final, and other 1items or potential
witnesses that you might suggest certainly could be added.

Please contact the task force chairman, Oregon Senator Bill
Bradbury, P.0O. Box 1499, Bandon, Oregon 97411, (503) 347-9614,
me, for any further information you need.

I hope to see you 1in Monterey.

Sincerely,

GD :bg
Enclosures

cc: Honorable Bill Bradbury
Honorable Fred Zharoff



BILL BRADBURY

COQOS, CURRY, DOUGLAS COUNTIES

DISTRICT 24

Post Office Box 1499 OREGON STATE SENATE

Bandon, Oregon 97411

SALEM, OREGON
97310-1347

October 7, 1985

Senator Fred Zharoff
Mail Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Zharoff:

I want to thank you for taking the time to attend our first Pacific
Fishery Legislative Task Force meeting in Portland on September 17th and
18th. Your presence was valuable and I hope to see the Senate and House
in Alaska become regular members of this Fishery Task Force.

Because of concerns expressed by you and members of the ldaho
delegation, the Task Force did not take any action on the resolution that
was before us and instead deferred action until we had more states as
members to try to make sure that the Task Force represented a well
balanced viewpoint.

It will probably be necessary for the Task Force®"s next meeting to
be held on January 18th and 19th in Monterey, California because of
prior scheduling commitments by California legislators and the desire to
have our conference at the same time the West Coast Fish Wives meeting in
Monterey. We will then probably have a third meeting sometime in the Spring
and would hope to hold that meeting in Alaska to welcome our new members.

None of this is fixed and concrete and 1 would welcome any feedback you
could provide about this arrangement. I hope it is acceptable to you, but
I would certainly like to hear from you if it wasn"t.

Again, thanks for attending our first meeting.

My best

Bill Bradbury, Chairman
Pacific Fishery Legislative Task Force



PACIFIC FISHERIES LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE
c/o Senate Office of Research
1100 J Street, Suite 650
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 445-1727

December 13, 1985

T0: Members and potential members, Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force;
Interested persons r
FROM: Gregory deGiere, Consultants
RE: Second meeting: January 18-19, 1986, Monterey, California

The second full meeting of the task force 1is scheduled 9 to 5
Saturday, January 18, and 9 to 12 Sunday, January 19, in the
Colton Room, 3rd floor, Monterey Conference Center, One Portola
Plaza (corner of Del Monte and Alvarado), Monterey, California.
The first day of the meeting will be in conjunction with the
Pacific Coast Fishermen®s Wives Coalition.

The task force®"s tentative agenda calls for it to gather
information and hear user-group and public concerns on the first
day, then discuss and act on task force business (including any

resolutions) on the second day. All sessions both days are
scheduled to be open to the public.

The tentative agenda topics Tfor Saturday include:

® Federal fishery-related legislation: review of 1985 and
outlook for 1986.

» Fishery and seafood marketing and development.

e California salmon restoration report.

. 1986 salmon season.

e Marine insurance: possible federal and state legislation.
e Use of U.S. satellite technology by U.S. tuna fleet.

e Ocean habitat issues, 1including: oil and gas drilling; seabed
mining; radioactive waste dumping; and toxic waste burning.

As with the task force®"s first meeting in August in Portland,
some subjects may be added or postponed 1in the final agenda,



which the task force itself will adopt at the beginning of the
meeting 1in Monterey. Those with subjects to suggest may contact
the chair, Senator Bill Bradbury, P.0. Box 1499, Bandon, Oregon
97411, (503) 347-9614, or me.

User-group representatives and anyone else who wishes to speak on
subjects on the tentative agenda should complete the enclosed
registration form and return it to me; we"ll try to arrange time
on the final agenda. We"ll also try to accommodate those not on
the agenda, 1if time permits.

Those with resolutions for task force consideration should submit
them to me by Friday, January 3, if possible, for distribution to
task force members along with the draft final agenda before the
meeting. Resolutions generally should be limited to subjects the
task force discussed in Portland or will discuss in Monterey, and
each resolution should cover a single subject.

The Doubletree Inn, next door to the conference center, will give
us a rate of $93.50 plus tax per room per night (compared with
the usual rates of $130 single and $140 double) 1if and only if we
give them a deposit in advance for the exact number of rooms.
Anyone who wishes to take advatange of this rate needs to get a
check to me for $102.85 (including tax) for the first night by
Friday, January 3.

Note for calendars: The third meeting of the task force 1is
scheduled tentatively for Saturday and Sunday, April 5-6, 1986,
in Juneau, Alaska.

I look forward to seeing you 1in Monterey.



SECOND MEETING
PACIFIC FISHERIES LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE
REGISTRATION FORM
Saturday and Sunday, January 18-19, 1986
Colton Room

Monterey Conference Center
Monterey, California

NAME

Title (if any)
Representing (if anyone)

Address

Telephone

IfT time permits, I wish to present testimony on the following
tentative agenda item or items:

My state legislators are:
Senator

Representative (or Assemblyman)

The task force meeting will be open to the public, with no
registration requirement. Those who wish to speak to the task
force during the meeting should register; 1if time does not allow
the task force to hear all who wish to testify, those who
register in advance will be given preference.

Return as soon as possible to:

Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force
c/o Office of Senate Research

1)00 J Street, Suite 650

Sacramento, California 95814
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63rd OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1985 Regular Session

A-Engrossed

House Joint Resolution 2

_ Ordered by the Senate March 5
Including House Amendments dated February | and Senate Amendments dated March 5

Ordered printed by the Speaker pursuant to House Rule J2.00A'(5) Presession filed (at the request of House Task Force on
Fishery Resources)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared bY the sponsors of the measure and is not a pan of the body thereof subject to
consideration by the Legislative Assembly. 1t is an editor's brief statement of the essential features of the measure.

Directs President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint, respectively, two
Senators and two Representatives to serve on Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force.
Prescribes operative date.

JOINT RESOLUTION

Whereas fishing on the Pacific Coast plays a vital role in economic development; and

Whereas there is an obvious need for developing means for protecting and fostering Pacific fishing so as to
maximize yield while protecting the resource for future generations; and

Whereas the subjects that require interstate cooperation are many and know no state boundaries; now,
therefore,

Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon:

(1) The President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, joining with the presiding
officers of other jurisdictions, shall appoint, respectively, two Senators and two Representatives to represent
Oregon on the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force, which shall operate as a clearinghouse for opinion from
all the various interests involved in Pacific fishing, and which shall include among its duties the duty to report to
the legislatures of the participating jurisdictions and to the state delegations in the United Stales Congress
concerning means of protecting and fostering Pacific fishing in the participating jurisdictions.

(2) Participation in the activities ofthe task force by individuals appointed to represent the Siate of Oicgo.i is
subject to the following conditions:

(a) Members may not attend more than four meetings in each calendar year.

(b) Members must use existing staff personnel for administrative support work.

(c) Members shall receive no compensation or per diem for service as a member, but may receive actual and
necessary travel and other expenses incurred in the performance of their official duties.

(3) This resolution does not become operative until appropriate action is taken by two ofthe states to create a
Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force.

(4) Copies of this resolution shall be sent to the presiding officers of the legislatures of Washington,
California and Alaska.

NOTE; Matter in bold fact in an amended section is new, matter \iialic and bracketed] is existing law io be omitted.
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Introduced: 5/3/85
Referred: Resources

IN THE SENATE BY ELIASON
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 24
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION .
Relating to appointment of representa-
tives to the Pacific Fisheries Legisla-
tive Task Force.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS fishing on the Pacific Coast plays a vital role in economic
development; and

WHEREAS there 1is an obvious need for developing means for protecting
and fostering Pacific fishing so as to maximize yield while protecting the
resource for future generations; and

WHEREAS the subjects thatrequire interstate cooperation are many and
know no state boundaries;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, joining with
the presiding officers of the other jurisdictions shall appoint, respec-
tively, two senators and two representatives to represent Alaska on the
Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force, which shall operate as a clear-
inghouse foropinion from all the various interests involved in Pacific
fishing, and which shall include among its duties the duty to report to the
legislatures of the participating jurisdictions and to the state delega-
tions in theUnited States Congress concerning means of protecting and
fostering Pacific fishing in the participating jurisdictions.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the presiding officers of

the legislatures of Washington, California, and Oregon.



Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 22

RESOLUTION CHAPTER 67

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 22—Relative to the Pacific Fish-
eries Legislative Task Force.

[Filed with Secretary of State July 19, 1985]
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PACIFIC FISHERIES LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE
c/o Senate Office of Research
1100 J Street, Suite 650
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 445-1727

INTERIM BYLAWS

Adopted September 17, 1985, Portland, Oregon

PREAMBLE

The Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force is a group of
designated state legislators, whose decisions do not necessarily
bind either the legislatures or state governments of their
respective states. Each participating state, by appropriate
leadership, shall dispatch appointed members to this Task Force,
two from its Senate and two from its House of Representatives or
Assembly.

The life and work of this Task Force are considered infinite;
that is, there neither can nor should be a termination of 1its
deliberations as long as the assurance of an abundant Pacific
fishery resource remains an 1issue in this nation. Individual
members may come and go, as their terms of office or legislative
considerations dictate, but the Task Force job of working for
abundant fisheries must continue.

Any state or territory of the United States bordering or with
streams tributary to the Pacific Ocean may become a participating
state. Any province or territory of Canada bordering or with
streams tributary to the Pacific Ocean may participate as an
observer.

"Fisheries,"” as used in these interim bylaws, includes aqua-—
culture consistent with the health of commercial, sport and
Native American fisheries.

ARTICLE 1: Tasks
The tasks of the Task Force include:

1. Advocating actions needed for healthy fisheries 1in the
Pacific states, for both present and future generations.

2. Overseeing federal, interstate and international fishery
agencies with jurisdiction affecting participating states,
including regional fishery management councils, fishery and sea—
food development foundations, and the Pacific Marine Fisheries
Commission.



3. Monitoring congressional actions of importance to the
Pacific states®™ fisheries.

4. Fostering cooperation among the Pacific states and their
fisheries on legislation and other matters affecting common fish—
ery concerns.

5. Serving as a clearinghouse for information and opinions
from all the interests involved 1in Pacific states®™ fisheries.

6. Reporting to the legislatures of participating states,
and their congressional delegations, on means of protecting and
fostering Pacific fisheries.

ARTICLE 2; Interim Officers
1. The members from each participating state shall elect
from among themselves an Executive Committee member. Each state

delegation shall elect its Executive Committee member annually
prior to or during the first task force meeting following the
November election date. Each state®s member of the Executive
Committee shall serve until the delegation elects a successor,
unless the member ceases to be a member of the Task Force or is
removed by the delegation as the state"s Executive Committee
member . A state delegation may reelect its Executive Committee
member for an unlimited number of terms.

2. The Task Force shall elect from among its members a Chair
and Vice Chair, who shall not be from the same state. The Task
Force shall elect the Chair and Vice Chair annually, during the
first meeting following the November election date. The Chair

and Vice Chair shall serve until their successors are elected,
unless they cease to be members of the Task Force or are removed
by the Task Force as Chair and Vice Chair. The Task Force may
re-elect the Chair, Vice Chair, or both, once. In the event of a
vacancy 1in the office of Chair, the Vice Chair shall become Chair
and shall serve the remainder of the Chair®s unexpired term, and
the Task Force at its next meeting shall elect a new Vice Chair
who shall serve the remainder of the Vice Chair®s unexpired term.
In the event of vacancies 1in the offices of both Chair and Vice
Chair, the Executive Committee shall select a member to fulfill
the functions of the Chair until the next meeting, when the Task
Force shall elect a new Chair and Vice Chair to fill the
remainder of the unexpired terms.

3. The Executive Committee shall consist of the Chair, the
Vice Chair, and the members elected by the state delegations.
The Chair and Vice Chair of the Task Force shall serve as Chair
and Vice Chair of the Executive Committee.



4. The Executive Committee shall implement policy adopted by
the Task Force, and shall perform other functions delegated to it
by the Task Force.

5. The Executive Committee member elected by each state
delegation shall keep in contact with that state®s task force
members, and with the Chair, concerning all task force policy and
business.

6. The Chair shall call meetings of the Task Force and of
the Executive Committee, after consulting the other members of
the Executive Committee; shall cause the requirea meeting notices
to be sent; and shall perform other functions as directed by the
Task Force or the Executive Committee.

Article 3: Interim Headquarters and Staff

1. The interim headquarters of the Task Force is in
Sacramento, California.

2. The Task Force accepts the California Legislature®s offer
of minimal staff support from the Senate Office of Research pur—
suant to Resolution Chapter 67, California Statutes of 1985 (SCR
22, Mello)

3. The consultant assigned to the Task Force by the Califor—
nia Senate Office of Research shall act at the direction of the
Task Force, Executive Committee and Chair, and shall perform the
functions they direct to the extent they are consistent with the
consultant®™s other duties.

4. The consultant shall maintain a calendar of Pacific
fishery-related events for the benefit of the Task Force members,
Pacific fishery interests and the public, and to assist the Chair
in selecting meeting times and places. Task Force members shall
inform the consultant of events 1in their states for the calendar.

Article 4; Quorum and Voting

1. A quorum of the Task Force, the Executive Committee, or
any other formal committee of the Task Force consists of a major—
ity of its members, or 50 percent of its members if each of two
thirds of the participating states 1is represented by at least one
member .

2. For purposes of establishing a quorum and voting, "mem—
ber” 1includes a legislator or legislative staff member from the
member®s state exercising a proxy delegated to him or her 1in
writing by the member or appointing authority. A legislator may



exercise the proxies of any number of other members from the same
state. "A staff member may exercise the proxy of one member. A
person exercising the proxy of a member shall vote 1in accordance
with any instructions given him or her by that member.

3. The determination of a quorum may be challenged by any
member within ten(10) days of the determination by filing a chal—
lenge in writing with the Chair. Upon the filing, the Executive
Committee shall review and decide the challenge. IfT the Execu—

tive Committee does not uphold the challenge within ten (10)
working days of the filing, the determination of the quorum shall
stand.

4. Voting shall be by roll call of the individual members.
No action shall be taken unless the Chair determines a quorum to
be present, and unless a majority of the members present vote
affirmatively. No action shall be taken to remove the Chair or
Vice Chair except by a majority of all the members, with at least
two-thirds of the participating states being represented at the
meeting by at least one member.

5. No action shall be taken by the Task Force, Executive
Committee, or other formal committee of the Task Force by mail or
telephone unless a majority of all the members vote affirma-—
tively, all members having been notified as required by
Article 5.

6. Any policy resolution shall be reduced to writing before
the Chair puts it to a vote, unless no member requests it.

Article 5; Meetings and Notice

1. Regular meetings of the Task Force shall be four times
per year, rotating among the participating states or in other
places as the Chair determines to be necessary.

2. The Chair shall convene a special meeting of the Task
Force or of the Executive Committee within 21 days of receiving a
demand for a special meeting signed by a majority of the members
of that body.

3. All meetings of the Task Force, the Executive Committee,
and all other formal committees of the Task Force shall be open
and public and the proceedings shall be conducted openly, except
as otherwise provided 1in this section. The Task Force, the Exec—
utive Committee, or another committee may meet in closed session
to consider the election, removal, appointment, employment, or
dismissal of the Task Force officers, committee members or staff,
or to hear complaints or charges brought against them; to
consider matters affecting the safety and security of members of



the Task Force or its staff; or to discuss pending litigation
(including any adjudicatory proceeding) when discussion in open
session would prejudice the position of the Task Force in the
litigation.

4. Special meetings of the Task Force, Executive Committee,
or any other formal committee of the Task Force may be conducted
by nail or telephone when considered necessary by the Chair.

5. A notice of a regular or special meeting of the Task
Force, the Executive Committee, or any formal committee of the
Task Force shall be sent at least 14 days before the meeting to
each member of that body and to each newspaper or broadcast sta—
tion in a participating state which has made written request to
the Chair for notice, except as provided in Section 6 of this
article. The notice shall include a .list of the subjects pro—
posed to be discussed at the meeting.

6. The Chair may call an emergency meeting of the Task Force
or Executive Committee, and the chair of another formal committee
of the Task Force may call a meeting of that committee, with less
than the 14-day notice required by Section 5 of this article if
he or she determines that urgent circumstances exist which
require a meeting. In that case, each member of the body, and
each newspaper or broadcast station in a participating state
which has made written request to the Chair pursuant to Section 5
of this article, shall be notified by phone as many days as pos—
sible before the meeting, or sent a written notice as many days
as possible before the meeting and in any case 1in time to receive
it before the meeting.

Article 6: Fiscal

1. Eighty percent of the budget of the Task Force shall be
shared equally by participating states having a boundary on the
Pacific Ocean. Not less than five percent shall be contributed
by each other participating state. The balance of the budgot
shall be shared by the participating states in proportion to the
primary market value of the products of their commercial fisher—
ies on the basis of the latest five-year records. The annual
contribution of each participating state shall be figured to the
nearest one hundred dollars ($100), except that no state shall
contribute less than $100 in any year.

2. Contributions from participating states shall be
deposited in a bank account in Sacramento, California, 1in the
name of the Task Force. The consultant, with the concurrence of
the Chair, shall disburse funds from the account 1in accordance
with a budget adopted by the Task Force. All disbursements shall
be by check, signed by the consultant and by the Chair or other
member of the Executive Committee designated by the Chair.



3. All fiscal records of the Task Force shall be reviewed
annually by a certified public accountant selected by the Execu—
tive Committee. Copies of the fiscal records shall be made

available to each member and to the appropriate legislative com—
mittees and fiscal control agencies of each participating state,
as determined by that state®"s delegation.

Article 7; Members Attendance

1. IT a member misses three consecutive meetings and is not
excused by the Chair, the Chair shall write the appointing
authority in the member®s state and ask the appointing authority
to excuse the member officially or to appoint another legislator
to exercise the member®s proxy.

Article 8; Interim Bylaw Duration and Amendments

1. These interim bylaws shall remain in effect until the
legislatures of at least three states act formally to become
participating states and appoint members, and until the Task
Force adopts permanent bylaws.

2. The Task Force may amend these interim bylaws by a
two-thirds vote of all the members, or by a majority vote of all
the members if a draft of the proposed amendment is included 1in
the 14-day written notice of the meeting at which it is to be
adopted.



02-619 (REV 8/78)

I
|, the undersigned, an employee of die State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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SENATOR BETTYE FAHRENKAMP
CHAIRMAN. HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

1117 LAKEVIEW TERRACE

FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
907-456-2899

Senate

January

Representative Dick Shultz
Chair, House Resources Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Dick:

WHILE IN JUNEAU
POUCH V

JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
OFFICE (907) 465-3763
HESS COMMITTEE
(907) 465-3834

HOME 907-780-6027

31, 1985

SJR 3, requesting that the State of Alaska pursue a land
exchange with the U.S. Department of Interior to exclude the Dunkle
Mine Township from the Denali National Park and Preserve has been

referred to the House Resources Committee.

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA)
of 1980 adjusted the boundaries of Denali National Park to include

the Dunkle Mine Township, and, 1in recognition

of the township®s

mineral potential, mandated that the Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC)

conduct a study of the relationship of mineral

resources to the

other resources of the area. The study team presented management
options for the Dunkle area to the Council 1in May of 1984; one of
the options was a land exchange which would remove the Dunkle

township from the park.

Although the exchange option was not selected by the Council

as the preferred management alternative, the

benefits of

conducting a land exchange continue to be discussed by both the
State Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. Department of
Interior, and the ALUC 1is scheduled to reconsider 1its position on

the exchange at its February 14, 1985 meeting.

Action by the

Legislature on SJR 3 before this time would be a strong indication

of Legislative support for the exchange option

to not only the

Council but to State and Federal 1land managers as well.



I urge you to schedule SJR 3 for consideration by the
Committee as soon as possible, and would be happy to discuss this
with you further at your convenience.

Best regards.

Bettye Fahrenkamp
Alaska State Senate

BF/ss

cc: House Resources Committee members
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POUCH V
STATE CAPITAL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
(907) <165-3834

(907) 465-3835

BETTYE FAHRENKAMP. Chairman
ROBERT H. ZIEGLER. SR., Vico Chairman
DICK ELIASON

PAUL FISCHER

VIC FISCHER

BOO MULCAHY

ARLISS STURGULEV'/SKI

Committee on EcSourccS

May 19, 1984

Governor Bill Sheffield, State Co-chairman
Vernon R. Wiggins, Federal Co-chairman
Alaska Land Use Council

P.0. Box 100120

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Governor Sheffield and Mr. Wiggins:

A major item on the agenda for the May 23rd meeting of the Alaska
Land Use Council will be the consideration of the recommended
options for the Kantishna Hills and Dunkle Mine study areas in
Denali National Park. The |Interior delegation of the Alaska State
Legislature is very concerned about the recommendations which have
been made by the study group.

The study group®s recommendations for a minerals leasing system 1in
the Kantishna Hills area and the maintenance of the "status quo"
for the Dunkle township are not realistic alternatives and we do
not consider them an acceptable response to the mandate of
Sections 202 (3) (b) and (c) of ANILCA. The following alternative
recommendations are presented for consideration by the Council:

1) Kantishna Hills: Because the National Park Service does
not currently have a mechanism 1in place designed to
accommodate a mineral Jleasing program within the national
park system, the delegation would recommend that management
of mining claims and mining activity continue under the
current system. Federal regulations under 36 CFR, Part 9, as
well as existing State regulations and standards, are more
than adequate to manage mineral activity 1in this area.
Institution of a minerals leasing system would simply add
another, unnecessary, layer of regulation and constraint. In
addition, acquisition of any claims should be only on a
willing seller/willing buyer basis and not through
condemnation.



Governor Bill Sheffield
Vernon R. Wiggins
May 19, 1984

Page 2
2) Dunkle Mines area: the best alternative for the Dunkle
Township would be a land exchange which would remove it from
the park. There has been no conclusive evidence presented
during the study process that the Dunkle Township contains
critical habitat for the Denali <caribou herd. While

realizing that the herd 1is a major attraction within the
park, it is felt that, 1if necessary, any adverse effects from
mining activity can be mitigated under the direction of State
agencies. The Alaska Department of Natural Resources has
indicated that it would consider exchanging the Dunkle area
for the "Wolf Townships™ located to the north of the park
entrance. This would add an area of proven critical wolf
habitat to the park.

We strongly urge the Alaska Land Use Council to consider these
proposed alternatives for the Kantishna Hills/Dunkle Mine Study

areas. These alternatives can provide for both the protection of
park resources and the continuation of mineral activity 1in these
two valuable areas. Thank you for your consideratioi. of these

proposals.

Sincerely,
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BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR
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OFFICE Or /HE COMMISSIONER

December 26, 1984

G. Ray Arnett

Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Department of the Interior

Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Assistant Secretary Arnett:

Your correspondence of November 13, 1984 indicated the National Park
Service (NPS) will soon initiate formal discussions with the State of
Alaska regarding possible NPS acquisition/exchange of the so-called
"Wolf Townships, " adjacent to Denali National Park and Preserve. You
further note that the Secretary of Interior has the authority to acquire
land contiguous to National Park Service units under Section 1302(i) (1l-
2) of ANILCA through donation or exchange.

I wish to emphasize that the state has absolutely no intention at this

time of donating land to NPS. However, the state 1is willing to enter—
tain exchange negotiations pursuant to Section 1302(h) of ANILCA that
may result in NPS acquisition of this state land. I expect, of course,

that the NPS will correspondingly nominate land of commensurate interest
to the state as a prerequisite to any exchange negotiations.

As you suggested, I now look forward to hearing from Roger Contor on
this matter.

Sincerely,

Esther C. Wunnicke
Commissioner

cc: Ric Davidge, DOI
Roger Contor, NPS
Vern Wiggins, ALUC
Bob Grogan, OMB
Bill Horn, DOI
Tom Hawkins, DLWM



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

July 12, 1984

Mr. Dick Swainbank
Geoprize Ltd.

P.0. Box 81315
Fairbanks, Alaska 99708

Dear Dick:

Thank you for your letter of June 23 regarding the Dunkle Mine
study area and the Governor®"s correspondence. The Department is

/ persuaded that the law clearly authorizes exchanges that can

( transfer the Dunkle Mine township (in whole or in part) out of the

“National Park status. Indeed, this is one of the Alternatives
specifically outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
issued in conjunction with the section 202(3)(b) study of the area.
As a consequence, | must take exception to any conclusion that the
law requires that the area remain within the park. Furthermore,
the Act authorizes boundary adjustments up to 23,000 acres;
such an adjustment could be made to excise the area from the park.

/Regarding the status of the November 12, 1980 remarks in the

/ Congressional Record, such comments have limited value under the

I rules of statutory construction. The actual language of the

Vstatute 1is the primary controlling factor. Only if the language 1is
not clear is the legislative history reviewed. In that case, the
reports issued by the authorizing committees are examined first in
an effort to discern Congressional intent. Should the report
language prove insufficient, debate among Representatives or
Senators at the time of passage is then scrutinized. Generally,
the unilateral remarks of a Member of Congress carry relatively
little weight in determining the legislative intent of a specific
provision of law.



Be assured that the Department continues to regard a land exchange)
involving the Dunkle Mine township as one of the better solutions ]
for the problems identified in the Kantishna Hi 11s/0unkle Mine

study. The Secretary will shortly be reviewing the final EIS, the
Alaska Land Use Council study and recommendations, and the Park ~ ?
Service"s caribou study. When that review is completed, the n
Department will be making its recommendations to Congress as well

as commencing appropriate administrative action which might include
an invitation to the State to negotiate a land exchange, with a
possible boundary adjustment.

Thanks again for your letter and please stay in contact with us on
this important matter.

Sincerely,

DEPUTY UNDER

cc: Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Young
Senator Don Bennett
John Katz, Alaska Governor®"s office
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF MINING

to: Esther Wunnicke DATE: April 16, 1984
Commissioner

FILE NO:
TELEPHONE NO: 276-2653
FROM: Pedro Denton subject: Dunkle Township

Director

I am concerned that the state®"s position on the Dunkle Mine area in the Denali
National Park may be based on a misunderstanding of the impact that continued
park status will have on development of the well known mineral potential of
the area. It is clear from information in the study group report and draft
FEIS that the Dunkle area has significant mineral potential. It has potential
for small high-grade gold-silver deposits, large low grade copper/precious
metal porphyry type deposits, coal deposits and placer gold deposits. The
potential is well summarized on page 13 of the study prepared by Salisbury &
Dietz, |l:<c., (copy attached).

It is also clear that the potential for development will probably be lost if
the area stays in the park. The reason is simple. Park status will not allow
any new mining claims. Most of the present claims would be invalidated by an
Interior Department validity determination. The FEIS states on page 18 that
the claims would be adjudicated on the basis of the date of withdrawal and any
claims found invalid would revert to Park status. Consequently, there is
simply not enough of the area under secure land status to justify further
exploration or development of any except perhaps the small high grade deposits.

The FEIS assumes only 9 unpatented placer mining claims i0 the area to be

e valid. All of the unpatented lode claim area is assumed invalid (page 18
4/9/84 draft). Of course this assumption is for purposes of the FEIS only and
the claimant, Dick Swainbank, assumes a much larger number to be valid, but
knowing the strictness of the application of the discovery rule, which,
according to the analysis in the FEIS must be applied at the time the lands
were placed in the park, and from discussions with Mr. Swainbank, it is highly
probable that the mineral deposit would not be viable without the claims that
can be invalidated by NPS. Certainly the question of validity would make it
almost impossible to obtain financing for either exploration or development.

Thus, the only real hope for development of the mineral potential of this area
is some of the other alternatives. The most logical alternative seems to be
the land trade for one of the "wolf" townships. It is difficult to understand
why this was not an acceptable alternative to all the voting agencies,
especially the State agencies (DEC, DF&G, DNR).

From the Park Service perspective, they would acquire in the exchange a
township presently surrounded on three sides by the park for a township
presently nearly surrounded on three sides by state lands. Apparently they
have not thought about the potential impacts on the park from development of
the Wolf township area over which they presently have no control. It"s
interesting that the FEIS did not address this point except to mention that

to-OOIA~Re*. 10/79)



Dunkle Township
Page 2

some of the exchange lands would have value for wildlife and wilderness. If
the primary concern is over->the potential for disturbance of the caribou, we
can address it by conditions in the trade agreement. For example, we could
agree to:

1. Close the key sections used for caribou calving in the NW corner of
the township to surface mining operations.

2. Close certain areas to surface prospecting activities during periods
when such activities would interfere with caribou.

3. Require the area be mined only under a state lease through agreement
with the present claimholder and through classification for future

locations. These leases could contain provisions, spelled out in
the exchange agreement, which would add further protection to the
caribou.

4. The state could agree to consult, or seek the approval of the Park
Service on caribou management plans for the area.

The Park Service position is understandable, but it is difficult to understand
the position of DEC and DF&G. It would seem that the state"s position should
be that it can manage its fish., wildlife and water resources without regard
to land ownership. Certainly this is the position with regard to water
quality. However, the language regarding control of water quality in the
study team report and the FEIS seems to say that we can"t manage it so let"s
lock it up in the park. I can understand the frustration with placer mining
water use during the past few years, but the state must and will find
solutions to these prob.ems long before there is significant development in
this area. Even if we don"t, placer mining water quality problems in the
Dunkle area will have little effect on the caribou (i.e., most of the effects
will be down stream). Thus, we should be able to secure DEC agreementtogo
along with us on this point. :

Similarly it would seem F&G would have no basic objection to the state
controlling the land and that seems to be the case from discussions 1 have had
with Al Ott in Fairbanks.

In conclusion 1 believe the land exchange option is still the best approach,
especially if we can unite the involved state agencies. Without our help |1
believe the Dunkle potential will never be realized. I recommend we:

1. Develop an exchange proposal along the following lines:
<sly-e. ')
a. Dunkle township for equal .sasassaa in the Wolf townships.
b. Provide for (1) mining by lease only in Dunkle township,
(2) no surface entry during caribou calving in critical areas,
(3) no surface mining 1in critical calving areas
(4) other mining lease provisions necessary to protect caribou.



Dunkle Township
Page 3

c. Agreement between State and Park Service on caribou management
plan.

d. Provisions for public access to the Kantishna Mining District
through the Wolf township.

2. Develop an absolute bottom line DHR position that the "status quo"
is only acceptable for two years to allow Congress to appropriate
funds for study of the caribou and mineral potential of the area.

3. Unite DEC, DF&G and DNR on these points.

If you would like, I can develop these ideas further or could pursue agreement
with DEC and F&G on an exhange proposal.

cc: J.K. Barnett, Deputy Commissioner
Dee Frankfourth
Bill Beaty

PD/1kb/1110M
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DUNKLE AREA

At least four high-grade gold-silver vein deposits occur in the study area
along the Chulitna structural zone (figure 6). Others as yet undiscovered
probably exist along the zone or on associated structures, The vein deposits
are narfow_ and strike lengths are unknown. This tyBe of t_ar%et IS probablly
not attractive to major companies, but mining may be profitable on a small-
scale for small companies or individuals.

The shear zones in which the high-grade veins are located maY contain
lower-grade precious metal mineralization across sufficient width to permit
bulk-mining. ~ Such deposits would he of considerably more interest to larger
companies.

The Golden Zone Mine is a gold deposit associated with a breccia p|ﬁe
located several miles west of the study area. The mine has produced in the
?ast, and s currently being further evaluated. The deposit has a potential
or several million tons of low to moderate grade gold ore. Geolo%,
structure, and mineralogy associated with the igneous complex in the Dunkle
Mine study area presen an environment favorable for the occurrence of
similar _def)osns. This |nter9retat|on IS supported by geochemical and
geophysical evidence (figures 7 and 8

. Associated with this igneous complex, several potential targets have been
identified for copper/molvbdenum or copper/precious metal” porphyry-type
deposits,  These ‘targets have not been adequately tested.  Should” an
economic deposit be developed a mine scenario of plus or minus 100 mill'on
tons of low grade ore may be expected.

Good quality coal has been mined from the Dunkle Mine. . Minable
reserves in the range of 100,000 to 350,000 tons, are drill indicated.
Additional reserves may be identified with further drilling in the Costello-
Colorado-Camp Creek Dbasin in the mag{mtude of several million tons. Small
scale mining by open cut development may he feasible.

The presence, of auriferous gravels in several streams was confirmed.
Small-scale mining may be feasilile in some lgcations but physical conditions
would .probably prohibit any major placer mining development,

Some evidence exists for antimony and tin mineralization. The potential
for these minerals has not been adequately determined.

The Dunkle Mine study area is a highly metalliferous, geologically
complex environment (figure (9). If the ldand” status. were not “restrictive,
mining companies would consider the area an attractive exploration target.
The proximity of the Dunkle area to the railroad and the Parks Highway
further enhances the favorability of the areas mining potential.

13



Alaska Land Use Council

nyttH
o« Anchorngo BRi(as%O%g? ’—‘UQ(SJI ’HT HM Witvevr
$*0iu Co-Chai rman (907) 272-3422 Federal Co Chairman
B'.i C w/ltioi] Vornon R. Wiggin*
MEMORANDUM May 10, 1984
To; Mempers .
AIak Land Use Council
From: . Vernon R. Wiggins
Feder I CochaiTfnan
Subject: kaNritugrAna Hills/Dunkle Mino Study, Section 202(3)(b) and (&)

The Council, at jts scheduled MZ 1984 meetlnP will conflder the stud%
rou%s recommende optmhns for the Ka tlsnna H|Is and Dunk Mine areas h
ona |onal] #]se ot ,.this" ro.eDH %n lum is.. to. adV|se the
C?unm tat the F edera alr |sag%rees with* the. recommended lot|ons

fered‘b¥ the study group and VAl submit nnJndepende‘ntjreoommendot on 1o
the Secretary of the Interior with respect to’the two nrens'i®

1 huvo noted that in the course of the recent Staff Committee me(ftmg, he

SPemaI Assistant to the Commlssmner of Natural Resources indicated that the

State may ofJer ‘minor su stantlve naendments to .the report before, the

Counci| considers action at I1tS schedule % meeting, Bhng unawa[]e 0f
what t e amendments may bo, the Federal Cochalrrnan Teserves. the right to

tgta %e the congclusion ?tat?d In this memorandum based on what may he
ered by the State of Alusk

The ounC|Is stud roug has issued |td<, (fommendanons in "are Qr‘ trans-
mitted by memordn the Council dated May 3, 1984. Essentially, the
study group's recommendation to the Council is |n two parts;

.a, Kantishna Hills area: those portions. of the Kantishna Hills study
area (presumably, then, not the entire area) |dent|f|ed as havmg
nown. or suspécted, slﬂmﬂcant mineral resources. g(?n
|sp05|t|on under a "mineral easm% grogram dm|n|ster
ana Park Sex'vice. An act r]gress would uw re uwed
efore suc a recommendation could be implémented.

b. DanIe Mino area. maintenance of the f called "stﬁtus quo” for*
the Dunkle Mine area I.e., the area would remain within the Denal
Nat|onal Pork and Preserve, under the manpagement of  the Natlonal

erwf(? gs It 1S cu rently and inho Idlngs an emﬁtln% mining

ca|ms Wou manaﬁ accord mg{N % exjst mg] an a(pp icable laws
and rules governing miining claims Wwithin National Park areas.

tefc*UJISB21 1 >S-RWHEUWU ti .UHirJiii v



The Federal Cochairrnan does not agree with either of these two recommenda-
trons fox' different reasons in eachease, and will submit a recommendation to
the Secretory of the InfoKor substantrally different from those offereq by the
stud grou hut wrthrn the range of alternatives gonsrderd by the t dy
rou nd efaluated y the Natrona Pari; Sorvico urhng the course] 0 |és
P ration. of the envrronment Pﬂaot statement for the royt)ort e Feq-
Cochaiimnan is_advising te members of Counctl of this inteption In

art 0S a matter of comity, art to af ord the Individual members the

g ty to eyrduate for ourseIJ)e the contrasting points of view repre-
gh) d yll the de|¥{eru|ng reco mendatrons 90 P

The Federal Cochairman Is not soIrcrtrng the Council's supgort for his, position
nor urgrn% your votrnr% with his re?ommendatrons to the ?retary of the [n-
terior. ” YOU are we come to do sq | you wrsh he Federal Cochairrnan erI
however, vote ' to concur with the stu y group's preferred alternative,
or, to adopt it as the Council's posjtion, t0 forward it as the Council's
reodpmmend tion to Con% eés Certarnly, however te stud y rou 's_report
assoclated work transmitted us Part of the total of infor-
mation submitted to both the Secretary of the Interior and to the C ngress.

In both cases, Kantishna and Dunkle the stud tgroup .seems,.to have ..heen,
un]fortunately 50, dy\rven y the. neg fo seg preferred ﬁlternatrve
A process has drven and directe the decrsron ma INg Process
ot the study"itself. Instead, the "need” to seject a preferred alternative ha ?
orced the ag enores to adopt the posture of prot otrn? their institutiona
|Iosop 18S yvi the result that sound land managemen
ectron have a en to a second position.

Kantishna Hills area:

With resRect to the Kantishpa Hills area, the Federal, Cacharrman does'not
believe t at the stud 3/ groups ccommended aIternatrve "establishment of
a_mineral leasing P ram under the management of te Nutional Park Ser
vice," Is.a workabe or feasible solution to ‘the problem. Indeed, | questron
Whetheg Ietrnlsn even ossratleonsaortaxokt gnmassrrevseerr/eewrrtemort thce emntrrerobodyresf
vern|

dﬁerg he 18Y m|n|n |Vaw and the Mrnrn in the Paxnl< gc df Congres-
sronaI restatement of ose for C ress creatyng Dena National Park
and Preserve ANILCA 2 ) und 206 non" ti'om_reading correspon-
dence from the se(yeral stu y artrcr an}s anol the rePort |tdself that the study

and rcsoux’ce pro-

ation re a Signi |canty com omrse pOSItIOﬂ In t at,

IrIOu er?tbergoonfm?h]e stu rou exo t|n laska a first
%amon te consrdere ygtron "drff ren 'from the o'ne orntIy and tcrnalﬁ
a reg t study rouR This represents, It W H eme t.a classrc

case wh ere the xxreaucr cy nas farled to Jlle%uatey Ifil arge given
fo It. Congress did not as and the Coumci

t ask or a comgro Ised
WV watered-dowr] hqutIdn"’to'*'the troublesome problem of what 0" "to aboué
mInrnge mris’ |nthe Kantishna, area. A well reasoned recommendation base
op carefuf’ study urrd analysrsrrrs to" Ixbw best to roteot park rcsoux ces and at
the same trme arr[y h the xi hts of th e sefe |n|neg claim holders
was re ueste Certal Ig/ the study” group’s. R erre trnatrve |s not
based that kind of reasoned CﬁnSI eratron It is ose on, In.tor-
ug.2! y,,eompromrse designed to ac

leve protection. of each agemey's “turf,"



The National Park Service is nerther equipped, from the standnoornt of staffrnq
and _funding nor exFertrse and ex errence to estaplish and manage .a minera

Teeasgln?me%ro%r?n]lc this are "other ﬁge cies Wlthln the

nterior rg)rogrammatrca lX charged with™this responsrbrlrty
ark Servrces duty, as outrne law, IS to manaqe and protect par

resources and encouraoke s peope —not to, develop, |m,olement and
manage a "National Par |nera easing program.” . Such would, In_my judge-
ment,” be contrar to the mondnte of the Park Service and the specific manage-
ment’ re utremen? ANILCA, The stud¥ roup's recommendation will re-
quire sr nificant %rslatrve action by the grres to ermr% Its Implementa-
tion. 1 °can not co celve of t]he rosent or that m tter ftuture ongreé

actrng favora y t rlqrant SUC auth orrt% While ¢ tsef a recom a-
tion equrrrn% en ac %ress ﬁo Implement 1s no ]e%mna le, errng
up a recommendation whrch so clearly unacceptable to”the many forces at
work on this issue seems to me to be colnter productivo and folly.

The Federal Cochairman will recommend to the Secretar}/ of the Interior that
he recommend tg Con?ress the implementation of Alternative £ 4 "term operat-
Ing rrghts " This alternative scorns to gprovr e suffrcrenh Erotectron of park
|.'=qources, while at the same trme ectrn% the right mining claim
hoIders within the Kantishna area. |s will require an” act of the Cangress
t0 |mri emeltt | feel, however, hEt thrs aIternatrve IS far more realistic In

It itical assumptions, and 3 realistic from a soun management point
fs\Pe Such p|rect|on wrﬁ enable the NPS to exergrse sounggmana eenent

Ju gement wrthrn existing regulations and programs over the mining o}g atrons
In drder to |nsure maxrmum nprotectron for the” park resources In the Kantish na
area. It will afford the u gatenéed mining claim holders an 1pportunrtu
operate their claims. for a specifie errod f trme at the end of ‘which

greed that the claims erI be nu [lified e area revert to "park status
as It were. An election atcnterrcarm holder to proceed cither to
8<xtenl his %Imm TKY d’ Ktr rb UI rocess or to selech t e teBm Tights to
perators a equrtabe squtron PS and thc cloinv holders both;--......

Dunkle Mine area:
The Federal Cochairrnan drsagrees wrth theAStUd¥d 's Preferred aItTe}rna—
e ,Area’ ral*reason rg
continues.Jo...b.¢, ,in.. the. Federa[f gocharrmans 0pinio a ack of evidence- tretat
‘township habitat is ﬁs critical to the c, iYiey~C 3”...9“ Kerd'as s
offeri that"tails; o r | 'tlie" K drs to%al ~Tajt]0 IS
S-ssentmlw ~ the, S[herds sufyiyal,.g'oe’s’." Mp' seemltc stantiated.
Indeed, the Alaska Depart e t of NaturaI Resources believes that only . the
nort west corner of the Dunkle T owns K |mpodrtant to the calving activities
carrli)ou herd.. No. soyrce FI -10 ﬂ% with certainty that the
entrre Dunkle Township Is in fact crrtrca caribou habitat.

Mrnrng has occurred in the Dunlﬁ]e area historically with rio apparent ne?atrve
Impact on the M?Krne y herd ere 1S N0 _reason to conclude grven en orcF
ment of applicable laws regarding watex* quality, etc., etc., that mining could
Paottroncontl ue in the futuro without srgnrfrcant |mpact on the caribou popu-

A viable mining operation is economically feasible in the Dunkle area giyen the
reports of the gmr era?] assessments on the c?arms and the proximity ofgth



me sI Es {0 exrstmﬁ ttansportatign  services. The chum hoI ers _estab-
e T R I it
f(aﬁ)m q e Pforpled herr lega ht ebenent]}/ts tn their c?arms or
pomeenngr o({ gBrIryema procee as%nanc mued Status ucoportqc 1y %mou
Ac(iannho dors) pendrng Congressrona{ reso’utron of .this |ssue

Other* than the question of the carrbou habitat, there seems to be no over-
whelming resource reason for t] Dunkle townshrps inclusion in Denali Nn--"-
Etlrosrt?rlrgurshkrtand Preserve. The ai'tahas no unlque esthetic — qualities to

The Federal Cocharrmanwrll recommend that the = Secretary of the Interior
recommend to Congress implementation of eithei* Alternative ft7 ("Remove

owned land known as the "Wolf Townshr north of ho gark entrance should,
In .my opinion, |ven more consr era on addition of the "Wolf Town-
ship*Msnds to0 the ar th rouﬁ; an exch anoe tov Ithe Dunkle Iands seems to
bfcr atru wor a f solution'to*the uea |o Nof'wliarth do with tho Dunkle'
gnr |cant¥ ontrr utrr\rAP to t e value of Denali National Park and
£.re erye h|tnt cri ca to the olf population mhabrtrn the ark would bha
add dt lands margrnal natural or r reatrona resource
vaIue cou be put to a more produetrve use. | believe this 1s in the ove; dl

R1J,hii<L.ig. tqrest—"" he State_pf~A.las kq.,h st<itedf3tf,-wiTiiK"e 6-.,cohsi
aurdr nn | exch " 1f. however, t &ernatdve proves unworkable then the

L R )
crrtrcallI ﬁ abitat t g ?rom a wrlrj) }e mangﬂement R ? ectY\\I/e wou?l seem
to be |m ortant to k values. an exchange invo at least a

tron oft e Dunkle ownshrp would not seem to In anyway |m8a|r the Inte rrtz

Cantwell calving urea, 0f which only a portion of 'the Dunkle Townshi
IS part thereo} J yap

The, argument that .maintenance of the®."status,qug" will,, preserve, .options. for

existed .within®the .Dunkle'Thxv in the /form of the claims,
. : npb;"aj'vnable7"\alternative; in /it
opinion ot tho Federal Cochairman.

cc. LUAC .
R. Davidge
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Alaska Land Use Citizens Advisory Commission

Council Advisors Committee on Federal Areas Alaska Land Use Counc
P.0. Box 100120 515 Seventh Avenue, Suite 31Anchorage, AK
Anchorage, Alaska 99510-0120 Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 = —c——mmmmmmmm o

November 12, 1984

Governor Bill Sheffield Mr. Vernon Wiggins

State Cochairman Federal Cochairman

Alaska Land Use Council Alaska Land Use Council

Pouch A P.0. Box 100120

Juneau, Alaska 99811 Anchorage, Alaska 99510-0120
Gentlemen:

The following Motion concerning the Dunkle Mine area in Denali National Park,
Alaska, was PASSED UNANIMOUSLY at the joint meeting of the Alaska Land Use

Council Advisors Committee and the Citizens Advisory Commission on Federal
Areas on October 30, 1984:

MOTION: THE LAND USE ADVISORS COMMITTEE AND THE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION

ON FEDERAL AREAS, JOINTLY ASSEMBLED THIS 30TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1984, RECOMMEND

TO THE ALASKA LAND USE COUNCIL THAT IT RESCIND ITS PRIOR ACTION REGARDING THE
DUNKLE MINE AREA AND, THAT UPON THIS RESCISSION, THAT IT URGE THE STATE OF

ALASKA AND THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR TO IMMEDIATELY TAKE SUCH ACTION AS IS
NECESSARY TO EXCLUDE THE DUNKLE MINE AREA FROM THE DENALI NATIONAL PARK

THROUGH A LAND EXCHANGE, AND THAT COPIES OF THIS RESOLUTION BE CIRCULATED TO

THE FOLLOWING: <

The Honorable Ted Stevens, Senator

The Honorable Frank Murkowski, Senator

The Honorable Don Young, Congressman

The Honorable William Clark, Secretary of Interior
Mr. William Horn, Deputy Undersecretary, DOI

Mr. Ray Arnett, Assistant Secretary, FWP

Mr. Russ Dickenson, Director, NPS

Mr. Roger Contor, Regional Director, NPS

Sincerely

Phil Holdsworth, Chairman
Alaska Land Use Council Citizens Advisory Commission
Advisors Committee on Federal Areas



BIH. SHEFFIELD P xid-1?
GOVERNOR

State ov A laska
FFICE OF THE GCVERNQH
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May 31, 1984

The Honorable Bettve Fahrenkamp
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear S Fahrenkamp:

Thank you for your letter dated May 19, endorsed by you and
the other members of the Interior delegation, regarding the
Kantishna Hills/Dunkle Mine Study.

The preferred alternatives adopted by the Alaska Land Use
Council for the Kantishna Hills/Dunkle Mine areas represent
options which allow the continuation of existing operations
and look toward expanded mineral development in the future.
The preferred alternative in the Kantishna area, implementa—
tion of a mineral leasing program, not only maintains the
status quo on existing claims but proposes to open up new,
unclaimed areas to a mineral leasing program. The existing
patented and unpatented claims retain all rights vested in
them at the time of staking through federal mining law.

Under the recommendation being transmitted to Congress,

areas of high mineral potential that are not available for
mining would be opened in 1989 through a leasing program, if
by that time operators on existing placer claims are able to
meet applicable water quality standards. We think that the
adoption of this alternative which supports increased
development emphasizes the State®s intention to see mining
continue on existing claims as well as on unclaimed areas.

The decision to adopt the status quo alternative in the
Dunkle mine area was a difficult one. The status quo allows
rights of the existing mining claims to be maintained,
although we understand the difficulty of developing some of
these deposits under the present circumstances. This
recommendation represents a compromise between the diverse
objectives of the Federal and State agencies involved 1in the
Kantishna Hills/Dunkle Mine Study.

While the State of Alaska is concerned with the development
and operation of the area®"s lode claims, it cannot choose to

ju?. 4dwn



Senator Fahrenkamp -9- May 31, 1984

ignore the constraints imposed by Congress. Congress placed
the Dunkle township in the Denali National Park, and
legislative history says that these lands (including the
Kantishna) are to remain within the park.

By placing the Dunkle within the park, it has become part of
the focus for investigation of the decline of the Denali
caribou herd. Accordingly, the National Park Service is
conducting a three-year caribou study, and until 1its
completion, 1is not amenable to trading this area out of the
park.

However, during the course of the Alaska Land Use Council
negotiations, agreement was reached with the Park Service
that it will not adjudicate the mining claims 1in this area
while the studies are in progress. Should the studies show
that the area is not critical to survival of the Denali
herd, the National Park Service is willing to reconsider a
future exchange of this area. Given the congressional
constraints, this seems to be the most viable option and
strategy available to the State.

Please let me know if you have any further questions
regarding the actions taken by the Alaska Land Use Council
on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bill Sheffield
Governor



BACKUP

Citizens'Advisory Commission  ssscoer
onFederal Areas

July 25, 1983

Ms. Linda Nebel, Chief

Division of Planning and Design
National Park Service

2525 Garabell St. Room 107
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Ms. Nebel:.

Enclosed are the Commission®s comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Kantishna Hills/
Dunkle Mine Study. The Commission 1is primarily concerned
with the deficiencies of the document, particularly in
relation to a complete description and analysis of each
resource being studied.

Hopefully, the data generated by this year®s field work will
provide additional 1information which v/ill be useful 1in the

final study report. Identification of a preferred alterna—
tive for recommendation to Congress will be a difficult task
with the limited time remaining. The Commission will

continue 1its involvement in the study process until the
December, 1983 deadline.

IfT there are any questions concerning the comments or if
there 1is any additional information which we may be able to

provide, please contact the staff offices.

Sincerely

Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairman
Alaska State Senator



COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL [IMPACT STATEMENT
KANTISHNA HILLS/DUNKLE MINE STUDY

Section 202(3)(b) of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act mandated a study to evaluate the various
resources in the Kantishna Hills and Dunkle Mine areas of
Denali National Park and Preserve. The study was the result
of the controversy which surrounded the inclusion of these
two historic mining areas 1in the expanded boundaries of the
park.

As early as 1965, there was an effort on the part of the
National Park Service to annex most of the Kantishna Mining
District into Mt. McKinley National Park. At the tinme,
there was little popular support for the annexation of this

area. The withdrawal of the Kantishna area was not made
final until Public Land Order 5179 was issued 1in March,
1972. In the interim, the result was a de facto Iland

withdrawal which complicated the status of mining claims 1in
the area and has left a number of unresolved lawsuits.

The Dunkle Mine area was withdrawn by Public Land Order 5653
in November, 1978 and subsequently, both areas were included
in Presidential Proclamation 4616 which created Denali

National Monument in December, 1978. Finally, in December,
1980, ANILCA placed these areas 1into Denali National Park
and Preserve. In recognition of the fact that these areas

have known mineral production and potential, Congress man—
dated the study to further evaluate the significance of the
resources within the two areas.

Since the beginning of the Kantishna Hills/Dunkle Mine
Study, the integrity of the study has been questioned by
many people throughout the State of Alaska. Concern was
expressed that there was not enough time nor money allocated
to conduct a realistic study on the effects of continued
mineral development on the other resources within the areas
and make a fair report to Congress by the December, 1983
deadline.

One of the initial concerns was eliminated when Congress
appropriated additional funds for the study, even though
there was only one field season left before the deadline and
it was unclear how much useful data could be gathered.

This DEIS again raises serious doubts about the integrity of

the entire study. The decision that an Environmental Impact
Statement would be necessary in order to meet NEPA require—
ments was made very late in the study process. As a result,
the DEIS appears to have been hastily compiled merely uo
satisfy these requirements. There are sentence fragments,
typographical errors and unclear statements which are
difficult to follow. In its present form, 1its usefulness to

the study 1is questionable.



The DEIS contains entirely too many conclusions based upon
assumptions which may or may not be accurate. If these
assumptions prove to be 1incorrect, it will be necessary to
make extensive changes in the proposed alternatives for the
study areas. This may be difficult to do and still allow
time for public review and comment prior to December.

One serious deficiency is immediately obvious when the list

of preparers of the DEIS 1is read: No geologist or mining
engineer helped prepare the doucument. There should have
been one of each. Several geologists 1in ".e study group are

listed as consultants, but in a study whose main purposes
include those of, (1) focusing on mineral activity, (2)
interpreting mineral data, and (3) evaluating mineral
deposits, it was a serious oversight not to have included a
geologist with mineral experience and training, and a mining
engineer in the actual preparation of the DEIS.

One of the major errors in this DEIS is the assumption that
many of the claims within the study areas are invalid. Even
though these validity assumptions are for the "purposes of
this document only"™, they are a prejudgment which has a
significant deleterious effect on the development of the
alternatives presented in the document. One result 1is that
these "invalid” claims are wrongly excluded from several of
the alternatives.

In December, 1982, the Department of Interior Regional
Solicitor®"s Office 1issued a memo to the regional director of
the National Park Service. One of the areas covered dealt
with the question of claim validity. The memo states that a
mining claim cannot be presumed to be invalid, but rather,
must be treated as a valid claim until 1its validity has been
adjudicated. It then goes on to advise that each claim
should be treated as valid, even though any estimated acqui —
sition cost determined by the overall study may be zero.

Because the assumptions of invalidity are 1incorrect, the
figures cited for the cost of validity determinations,
employment opportunities, annual gross mineral values and
costs for claims acquisition must be adjusted before the
final report is submitted to Congress.

As a general rule, the DEIS presents what can only be called
a "worst possible case”™ view of the effects of continued

mineral activity within the study areas. A "worst case"
assumption 1is made that all placer mining operations will
fail to meet the water quality standards. The assumption 1is

also made that any additional mining activity in the Dunkle
Area will necessarily have a significant adverse effect on
the Denali caribou herd, even though the study data is still
incomplete. In short, only the possibly negative effects of
mining are emphasized.
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The assump/.ion 1is made 1in the DEIS that the only type of
recreational resource available in the study areas 1is of the
wilderness experience type. This assumption fails to recog—
nize the many other recreational activities, some more land
use 1intensive, that ANILCA demands. Based upon this assump—
tion, it 1is easy to conclude that 1increases in mining activ—
ities will automatically decrease the recreational poten—
tial. However, this would be a gross error.

There are several types of recreational activities which
could be made available to park visitors. An interpretive
program dealing with the historic and cultural resources
associated with past and present mining activity in the
areas could be developed. NPS could engage in a cooperative
effort with the mine operators to provide a first hand 1look
at a modern mining operation and provide for recreational
gold panning 1in a bona fide mining area. Not every visitor
to Denali National Park is solely interested in a wilderness
experience.

Along the same lines, the very limited treatment of the
cultural and historical resources of the areas 1is not ade—

quate for the purposes of this study. There 1is no mention
of any preservation or restoration planned for any of the
historic buildings. Is there any plan to have any of the

buildings or facilities formally designated as a National
Historical Site? These resources need to be more completely
addressed in the final report.

The description of the subsistence use of resources within

the study areas is totally 1inadequate. No mention 1is made
of the types of subsistence activities qualified users
enjoy. Without a complete inventory of subsistence activi—

ties, it is extreme~ly difficult to assess the impacts of
increased mineral development on subsistence uses.

Considering the focus of the study, economic impacts must be
analyzed with as much detail as environmental 1impacts. The
assessments of the potential secondary 1impacts on local
communities which supply goods or provide support services
for mining activity 1in the study areas are insufficient. In
a study which can quantify how much fuel will be used under
the development scenarios 1in a given alternative, it should
be possible to determine how much revenue this would gener —
ate locally. If the total value of mineral production can
be estimated, tax revenues which would be generated can also
be estimated.

The sections on employment and mineral production for the
study areas should be expanded upon and discussed 1in consid-—
erably more detail in the final report.
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Alternative 1 - Maintain Status Quo

This alternative would allow mining operations and mining-
related activities to continue only on existing patented and
assumed valid unpatented claims.

A mining claim cannot be presumed to be 1invalid. The actual
staus quo v/ould be to allow mining and mining-related activ—
ity on any properly Jlocated claim within the study areas,

subject to approval of a plan of operations. A plan of
operations could not be denied on the basis of presumed
invalidity. Each claim would have to undergo a validity

determination.
Alternative 2 - Acquire All Mining Claims

This alternative would not be acceptable to the Commission.
Any acquisition of claims by NPS should be initiated by the
claim owner, and not under threat of condemnation.

Alternative 3 - Offer Term Operating Rights

Under this alternative, why would only those claims with
proven production on or before December 2, 1980 be offered
term operating rights? The two study areas were withdrawn
from mineral entry prior to the enactraen of ANILCA. Some
explanation of this apparently arbitrary date should be
given.

IfT this alternative 1is chosen, any claim owner who has a
properly Jlocated claim and has complied with the annual
requirements should be offered the same terms, provided the
claim proves valid.

The conditions of the term operating rights are unclear.
Page 1ix of the summary states that term operating rights
would be terminated if there was no proven production within
5 years following election of this right or if there was a
lapse in production for two consecutive seasons thereafter.
On page 26, it states that term operating rights would be
terminated if there was no proven production within 3 years
following election of this right or following a lapse in
production for five consecutive seasons thereafter. This
discrepancy needs to be corrected.

Alternative 4 - Allow Additional Time For Perfecting Claims

Allowing additional time for perfecting claims would be an
acceptable alternative, but it is unclear why Congressional

action v/ould be required. There would be no new mineral
entry, location or leasing, only an opportunity to perfect
already existing claims. Pending a validity determination

or a decision by the Secretary of the Interior to terminate
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all mining activity 1in the study areas, any person holding a
properly Jlocated claim would continue to be allowed to con-—
duct exploration or assessment work.

Alternative 5 - Expand Mineral Development Possibilities

This alternative 1is not even a remotely viable option. It
is highly unlikely that Congress would agree to opening
additional areas to either mineral leasing or mineral entry
and location, as long as the areas lie entirely within a
National Park System Unit.

Alternative 6 - Remove Mineralized Areas From the Park

Alternative 6 v/ould be the most acceptable option. It would
remove mineralized areas and mining activity from the park
boundaries and place them under the jurisdiction of the
State of Alaska. These areas were outside the park bound-—
aries until 1980, so their removal from the present bound-—
aries would in no way affect tho "old"™ part of the park.

On page 49 1is the statement: "Congress has 1identified
certain state lands adjacent to Denali National Park and
Preserve and has directed that these lands be considered for
addition to the park." Section 1302( i) (.1-2) authorizes the
Secretary of the Interior, not Congress to enter into a land
exchange.

Section 101(d) of ANILCA further states:
"This Act provides sufficient protection for the na-—
tional interest in the scenic, natural, cultural and
environmental values on the public lan”s in Alaska,
and at the same time provides adequate opportunity for
satisfaction of the economic and social needs of the
State of Alaska and 1its people; accordingly, the des—
ignation and disposition of the public lanH.g in Alaska
pursuant to this Act are found to represent a proper
balance between the reservation of national conserva—
tion system units and those public 1lands necessary and
appropriate for more intensive use and disposition,
and thus Congress believes that the need for future
legislation designating new conservation system units,
new national conservation areas, or new national rec—
reation areas has been obviated thereby."

Clearly, ANILCA does not make any provisions for the addi—
tion of State lands to Denali National Park and Preserve by
Congress.

Another oddity 1in this alternative 1is the proposed area to

be removed in the Dunkle Study Area. In sections 9 and 10
of the Dunkle township, a small segment of Camp Creek 1is
excluded from the area to be removed from the park. There
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is no explanation for this choice of boundary 1in either the
explanation for Alternative 6 or the section on environmen—
tal consequences.

Section 103(b) of ANILCA states that wherever possible
boundaries will be drawn to follow hydrographic divides or
embrace other topographic or natural features. This pro—
posed boundary does not follow any of the criteria above.
The only apparent reason for retaining this small segment of
the creek in Lhe park 1is to maintain control of the drainage
from the entire claim block to the east. Is there another
reason for the exclusion of this small segment of Camp
Creek?

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

As mentioned earlier 1in these comments, this DEIS presents

mining activity in the worst possible light. A good example
of this 1is the narrative accompanying the section on the
impacts on soils under alternative 1. There are several

paragraphs which explicitly describe the damage which will
be done to the soils in the study areas due to mining activ—
ity, access road construction and other associated activi—
ties. The conclusion then places everything in perspective
by stating that slightly more than 1 percent of the
Kantishna Hills area and slightly less than 1 percent of the
Dunkle Mine area will be disturbed under alternative 1.

In the same section under alternative 4 for the Dunkle Mine
area, rather than simply state that this alternative would
result in disturbance of 2 percent of the study area, the
statement 1is made that a 200 percent increase in the amount

of soil disturbed would occur. The choice of terms 1is
clearly an attempt to raise a red flag over this alterna—
tive. Similar comments are made for alternatives 5 and 6.

For most of the remaining resources such as water quality,
fisheries and aquatic habitat, wildlife, and vegetation, the
conclusions for each resource are basically the same, that
is, that there is insufficient data to make an accurate
determination on the effects mining activity will have on
each of these resources.

What has become the most 1important question 1is the effect of
increased mining activity 1in the Dunkle Mine area on the
Denali caribou herd. The information 1in this DEIS shows
that there 1is insufficient data to make a reasonable deter —
mination on this question.

The Denali caribou herd has been observed and studied more

than any other herd in the State of Alaska. Its rapid
decline in the last 15 years 1is unexplained, although it has
been the subject of extensive speculation. It would be

useful for the purposes of this study to provide some
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background 1information on the original purposes for the
caribou studies. The methods used to gather data on the
caribou should also be outlined.

While the Dunkle township lies almost entirely within the
Cantwell calving grounds, the caribou distribution map on
page 111 of the DEIS shows the majority of the township is
one of the most Ilightly used areas. The map shows that the
portion of the township containing almost all of the mining
claims was used by from 1 to 100 caribou during the periods
of observation from 1976 to 1982. The 1982 paper prepared
by Duff and Singer contains maps which 1indicate the number
of caribou found on or near the mining claims was toward the
extreme low end of the 1 to 100 animal range.

The DEIS makes frequent reference to the Cantwell calving
grounds as an area which 1is of critical 1importance to the
survival of the Denali caribou herd. This is probably an
accurate statement for a large part of the area adjacent to
the Dunkle township, but Duff and Singer state that in
recent years caribou have used the areas near the mining
claims for only a "very brief period.” (Duff & Singer, pg
15) .

Other statements 1indicate that the mineralized portions of
the Dunkle Mine area which contain the mining claims are not
the critical portions of the calving or post-calving

grounds, but the DEIS has basically ignored these and
concentrated upon the most negative 1impacts of increased
mining activity.

Data does exist which shows that increased activity by man
can have some adverse effects on a herd v/hich is at a very
low point in terms of population and reproductive rate.

This would include such things as overflights by aircraft
and biological surveys; as well as mining activity. (Duff &
Singer, 1982) Certainly there 1is no suggestion to halt the
caribou studies.

On page 162 of the DEIS, it states that the Dunkle Mine

study area has the potential for an NPS visitor and staging
center. This has never been mentioned 1in any previous plan—
ning document for Denali National Par,.. Large numbers of
visitors and support facilities v/ould have a more adverse
effect on the caribou herd than v/ould mining.

Page 7
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ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC,

509 W. Third Ave., Suite 17, Anchorago, Alaska 99501 (907) 276-0347

May 14, 1984

The Honorable Esther Wunnicke
Commissioner of Natural Resources
STATE OF ALASKA

Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 93811

Dear Commissioner Wunnicke:

As You know, the members of the minerals industry have maintained
a strong interest in the decisions to be made concerning the
future of the Dunkle Mines Township.

The township contains good quality coal, at least four high grade
gold-silver deposits and several potential targets for coppér-
molydenum or copper-precious metal deposits of the porphyr tgpe.
Should. an economic degosn be developed, a mine scenario of about
100 million tons may be expected. So far, the potential mineral
targets have not been adequately tested.

Aminerals study of the township shows jt to be an highly

n n
|mpact._gUnfort_unater, rivate-sector
tests is not likely s

‘-control of the area.

The Park service has repeatedly expressed strong concern with the

potential for impact of mining” operations on the caribou

population in the area. Their own studies, however, have shown

that the caribou are more or less restricted to the extreme

orthwest corner and to the north and west of the township, The
a

rvice retains

metalliferous, geolagically complex, environment. Further™ .

.evaluation of the mineralization will require expensive . diamond

drilling which is unlikely to cause an¥ significant environmental
S

,undln% of the necessary
0 long as the National Park Se

north
s,tudy also concluded that mining operations in the area had
[ittfe impact on the cartbou population and that more problems

were caused by predators.

L\y i7 7M



"ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

Unlike many mineralized areas of Alaska, the Dunkle Township is
ver){ close "to transportation access. It lies only five miles west
of the Alaska rajlroad and the Parks Highway midway between
Anchorage and Fairbanks and has existing right-of-way to the coal
mine. Development of deposits in the area could he atcomplished
with relative speed and would provide badly needed economic

diversity for our state.

There are manY townshllos contiguous to Denali National Park with
scenic and wildlife values e_?ual to or greater than the Dunkle
Township. ANILCA makes specific provisions for land exchanges in
conservation units. Recent public comment concerning this issue
was overwhelmingly in favor of such an exchange. It is our helief
that it _is to thé state's advantage to obtain ownership of the
Dunkle Township.

We understand that the National Park Service has indicated there
IS an opportumt% for the state to negotiate a land exchange that
would transfer the township to state ownership. The Wolf township
has been cited as one of those areas that would possibly be of

Interest to them.

The Alaska Miners Association urges the state to pursue a land
exchange with the National Park Service allowing. them to acquire
a non-raineralized area with better scenic and wild]ife habitat
values. The state, concurrently, would acquire a highly
ml{]_erallzed area which could quickly benefit Alaskans and the
nation.

Sincerely,
ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION

cc: Governor Sheffield .
-2 5enate Resources Committee
House Resources Committee



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
705 WASHINGTON

ornct or the

ASSISTANT SECRETARY . DEPARTME F
NATURAL AESTURCES

JAN 151984

Ms. Esther C. Wunnicke
Conmssioner
Department of Natural Resources COMMISSIONER®S OFFICE
Pouch M JUNEAU

Juneau, Alaska 99801
Dear Ms. Wunnicke:

Your letter of Decenter 26, 1984, regarding our
acquisition of State lands adjacent to Denali National
Park is appreciated. We are most interested in aoquiring
this important wildlife habitat for the park. We accept
your offer to negotiate an exchange and would appreciate
your letting us know what lands the State nay be
interested in aoquiring in the area.

If you have any further concerns, please contact my
office in Alaska or the Regional Director of the Park
Service in Anctorage.

r Arnett
t Secretary for
Fish and Wildlife and Parks

January 10, 1985
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BY THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ALASKA REGIONAL OFFICE
TO THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
" ALASKA STATE SENATE
REGARDING SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 3

January 17, 1985

We are pleased to hear of the Senate Resource Committee"s interest 1in support
for an” equal value land exchange that would substitute lands of high wild—
life and scenic value for mineralized lands 1in the Dunkle Township area.

We believe an exchange of this nature could be feasible and mutually benefi—
cial and we are committed to working with the Department of Natural Resources

to develop the terms of such an agreement.

The National Park Service has long been interested 1in acquiring state lands
at the northeast boundary of the old park, commonly known as the Wolf Town—
ships.Wildlife which inhabit and travel through this region are amajor
source of the attraction ofDenali National Park and Preserve for Alaskan
visitors and residents. The proposed park addition would, 1in the long run,
I

benefit the state and its economy by enhancing one of the state®s prime visit—

or attractions.

For similar reasons, 1in negotiating this exchange, we will seek an agreement
with the State of Alaska which will assure that the caribou herds which use
the Dunkle Township are protected from further decline. The National Park
Service 1is in the process of completing a study of the caribou herds in this
part of Alaska and by the first of February we will be able to release the

results. There 1is ample documentation that the Denali caribou herd has used



the Dunkle area since at least 1939. In many years, the Dunkle Township is
used as a calving and post- calving habitat. | believe we are 1in agreement
with the state Department of Fish and Game, as well as the Department of
Natural Resources, that protection of the herd is an important goal that

must be addressed in the exchange.

We are also appreciative of the mineral values of the Dunkle Township. We
are fortunate to be able to start our negotiations on a sound basis of re—
search and documentation for both mineral and wildlife values in the region
and we look forward to developing an exchange which improves the overall

pattern of land ownership in Alaska.

Though we find that the proposed resolution is generally well written, there

are several changes we would recommend. These are as follows:



Delete.

Study will
be completed

Feb.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

No tec. to indicate changes
reco.mnended by the National
Park Service, January 17, 1985

Introduced: 1/14/85
Referred: Resources
and Finance

BY FAHRLNKAMP, FAIRS
IN THE SENATE AND COGHILL

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 3
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Requesting that the State of Alaska
pursue a land exchange with the U.S.
Department of the Interior to exclude
the Dunkle Mine Township from Denali
National Park and Preserve.
BEIIT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the boundaries of Denali National Park and Preserve were
expanded by the passage of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act in 1980 to include the historic Dunkle Mine Township; and

WHEREAS the Dunkle Mine Township contains good quality coal deposits,
at least four high-grade gold/silver vein deposits, placer gold deposits,
and large low grade copper/precious metal deposits; and

WHEREAS the proximity of the Dunkle Township to the Alaska Railroad
and the Parks Highway enhances the favorability of the area"s mining poten-
tial; and

WHEREAS clairaholders had established rights to the minerals in the
area before the time the park was expanded to include the claims; and

WHEREAS in recognition of the fact that the Dunkle Township has known
mineral potential, Section 202(3)(b) of ANILCA mandated that a study of the
relationship of mineral resources and mining activity to the other resourc-
es of the area be done by the Alaska Land Use Council in cooperation with
the Secretary of Interior; and

WHEREAS-a-yruinftry-Teason---f-o-r-inciadrng;~t"hg"~Punkle-T-ownship-xn-the-pgrk
wa8-protfe-i<KV-o"--hAbi-tat--for--the-Benair-caTTtrOTr"tTeYd"*Sh"Yr"tTrt-re-has-been-nCT

ecenela&irve-ev-iden®e-prescnt-ed— during- th*- s-fcudy- p-roee-s-s- t-hat- the- srei-

-1- SJR 3



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

7.0

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

cuftfrtri-ns--cri-t-i-ea-i-habfcbttt—for the- limJ~w-t-ha-e— increased— mxTrintvg—a-ctivvty
will--ne-eeasar™®-j-y-have-a-sigirifd4utnrt?--adverse effe-ct-qn~Chg~tTgrd;- and*
WHEREAS iggspotential for mineral development of the Dunkle Township
will be lostif the area stays within the park, as park status will not
allow new mining claims and may invalidate many of the present claims; and
WHEREAS one of the alternatives offered in the 1983 Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement of the Dunkle Mine Study was to remove mineralized
areas and mining activity from the park boundaries and place them under the
jurisdiction of the State of Alaska; and
WHEREAS there is no conclusive evidence that deletionof the Dunkle
Township from the park would result in a lack of protection for the caribou
herd, as any adverse effects that may occur from increased mining activity
could be mitigated under the direction of the state; and
WHEREAS there 1is state owned land contiguous to Denali National Park
and Preserve with scenic and wildlife values equal to the Dunkle Township;
and
WHEREAS Section 1302(h) of ANILCA <clearly authorizes exchanges in
conservation units; and
, WHEREAS public testimony solicited during the study process was 1in
strong support of an exchange; and
WHEREAS the Department of Interior has indicated that it regards a
land exchange as one of the better solutions for the problems identified in
the Dunkle Mine Study, and initial discussions have occurred between the
State Department of Natural Resources, the National Park Service, and the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks indicating a
willingness by all parties to negotiate and exchange;
BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the State of
Alaska and the Department of Interior take whatever action is necessary to

mineralized lands 1in area
exclude/the Dunkle Township /from the Denali National Park and Preserve

SJR 3 -2-



1

4

through a land exchange that would allow the National Park Service to
) lands .
acquire |a.-nonmvne-M-l-i-oe<i--t-&wR6hip with high scenic and wildlife habitat

values and allow the state the opportunity to develop the mineralized lands

in the Dunkle Township; and be it

5FURTHER RESOLVED that the land exchange be as simple and uncomplicated

6

10

11

12

as possible, preferably for lands ofequal value to the Dunkle Township and
adjacent to the Denali National Park and Preserve.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable William
Clark, Secretary of the U.S. Department of Interior; the Honorable Bill
Sheffield, Governor; the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank
Murkcwski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative,

members of the Alaska delegation 1in Congress.

-3- SJR 3



LAND EXCHANGE FACT SHEET

The disposal of state land or interests in state land by exchange 1is governed
by Alaska Statutes - Title 38.50 and Alaska Administrative Code - 11 AAC
67.200 to 11 AAC 67.280. These statutes and regulations ensure \what the com—
missioner may exchange state land or interests only to achieve public pur—
poses, after proper consideration of alternatives, agency coordination,
public notice and public hearing(s). Unless the land or interests which the
state receives in an exchange equals, or exceeds, the appraised fair market
value of the land or interests exchanged by the state, the Alaska legislature
must approve the exchange. Legislative review is also necessary if a
exchange 1involves state land having an appraised or estimated fair market
value of more than $5,000,000.

The land exchange process is usually detailed and time consuming. The
department must adhere to the following chronological regulatory steps 1in
order to complete a land exchange:

1 Initial pre-application discussions,

2 Application filed with department.

3. Department reviews application and responds within 60 days.
A. Land status checked.

5 Preliminary exchange agreement signed.

6 Notation of state title records to segregate land from third-party
interests.

Fair market value appraisal report initiated.

Mineral closing order.

9. Land classification action.

10. Land survey completed, if necessary.

11. State agency coordination.

12.  Appraisal report completed, reviewed and approved.

13. Preparation of alternative findings and-exchange report.

1A.  Public notice.

15. Public hearing(s) and comment period.

oo

16. Final exchange agreement signed.
17. Deed preparation and review.
18. Execution of exchange.

In addition, if the exchange requires legislative approval, the governor must
transmit the proposal to the legislature within ten days of the convening of
a regular legislative session. The department is authorized to- conclude the
exchange upon approval by the legislature of the proposed exchange

agreement.

The commissioner may also revise a proposed land exchange to reflect comments
or other information provided through the agency and public comment period
[AS 38.50.130(b)].



Land Exchange Fact Sheet
Page 2

Land exchange application forms may be obtained and submitted at any of the
Division of Land and Water®s Regional Offices located in Anchorage, Fairbanks
or Juneau. If the exchange proposal involves a small tract of state land it-
will usually be negotiated directly by the applicable regional office. If,
however, the exchange proposal involves either a large tract of state land, a
federal government agency or Native corporation, or is considered by the
department to be unusually complex or sensitive, the exchange will be nego—
tiated by the division®s Central Office Land Management Section.



STATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No.: CSSJR 3 (Res) Agency Affected: Natural Resources
Title: Dunkle NineLandExchange® Program Category Affected: nrmec
Sponsor: Fahrenkamp BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor: Land and Water

Date of Request:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
Fy SS*- FT bo Fy 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90
OPERATING

].OO PersoNAE SERVICES"
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

‘400 SUPPLIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS

300 MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- 0. -0

r camtal 1 1 1 1
1 REVENUE [ ! 1

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

i ENEKAL ruND
-EDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

TOTAL -0 - ,0_ -0 - -0 - -0 -

3ART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary

No direct fiscal impact

Prepared By: Ned Farquhar Phone: 465-2400
Division: Commissioner"s Office Date: January 23, 1985
Approved by Commissioner: )D[RvwJ 7 Date: January 23, 1985
Agency: Natural Resources -

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 7/1/84



IV

STATEMENT OF ESTHER C. WUNNICKE
COMMISSIONER
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
on
SJR 3 (Dunkle Land Exchange)
January 17, 1985

MADAME CHAIR, MEMBERS OF THE SENATE RESOURCES
COMMITTEE, I AM PLEASED TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY IN
SUPPORT OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 3, REQUESTING THAT THE
STATE OF ALASKA PURSUE A LAND EXCHANGE THAT WILL EXCLUDE THE

DUNKLE MINE TOWNSHIP FROM DENALI NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE.

IN YOUR PACKETS, YOU WILL SEE RECENT CORRESPONDENCE
BETWEEN ME AND THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
INDICATING THAT THE U.S. INTERIOR DEPARTMENT IS INTERESTED
IN ACQUIRING STATE LANDS ADJACENT TO THE NATIONAL PARK AND

PRESERVE, AND THAT THE STATE WOULD BE INTERESTED IN PURSUING

AN EXCHANGE FOR THESE LANDS.

TODAY THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE IS ALSO TESTIFYING
BEFORE YOU THAT IT FAVORS THE EXCHANGE OF THE DUNKLE LANDS
TO THE STATE. I WOULD LIKE TO COMMEND THE PARK SERVICE®"S
STAFF AND LEADERSHIP FOR RECOGNIZING OUR INTEREST IN THIS

MATTER AND EXPEDITING THE CARIBOU STUDIES RECOMMENDED LAST

SPRING BY THE ALASKA LAND USE COUNCIL.



AT PRELIMINARY LAND EXCHANGE MEETINGS BETWEEN OUR
STAFFS NEXT WEEK, THE STATE AND THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT WILL
BEGIN TO DISCUSS THE POSSIBILITY OF A STATE-PARK SERVICE
LAND EXCHANGE THAT MAY INCLUDE THE DUNKLE MINE TOWNSHIP.

THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES MAINTAINS THAT THE
DUNKLE TOWNSHIP®"S RESOURCE VALUES WARRANT A LAND EXCHANGE

PLACING THE TOWNSHIP IN STATE OWNERSHIP AND REMOVING IT FROM

THE NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE.

YOU WILL ALSO SEE IN YOUR INFORMATION PACKETS A
BRIEFING PAPER ENTITLED "LAND EXCHANGE FACT SHEET". THIS
PAPER SHOWS THE COMPLICATED AND TIME-CONSUMING STEPS OF A
LAND EXCHANGE UNDER OUR STATUTES. I HAVE PROVIDED YOU WITH
THIS SUMMARY OF THE LAND EXCHANGE PROCESS SO THAT YOU WILL
BE AWARE OF THE POTENTIAL PITFALLS IN ANY PROPOSED LAND
EXCHANGE, INCLUDING THE DUNKLE PROPOSAL. LAND EXCHANGES ARE
OFTEN MENTIONED AS A POSSIBLE SOLUTION TO LAND MANAGEMENT

CONTROVERSIES, BUT THEY ARE DIFFICULT TO ACCOMPLISH.



I WoOuLD CALL TO YOUR ATTENTION SEVERAL IMPORTANT POINTS

ABOUT THE PROPOSED DUNKLE EXCHANGE AND THE WORDING OF THE

PROPOSED RESOLUTION.

FIRST, ALTHOUGH MOST OF THE MINERALIZED LANDS OF
CONCERN IN THE DUNKLE AREA ARE WITHIN THE DUNKLE TOWNSHIP,
THERE ARE MINERALIZED LANDS JUST OUTSIDE THE TOWNSHIP THAT
SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR EXCHANGE AND A POSSIBLE AMENDMENT
OF THE DENALI PARK/PRESERVE BOUNDARY. YOU HAVE A MAP OF
DUNKLE AREA CLAIMS IN YOUR PACKET AND YOU CAN SEE THAT THERE

ARE A NUMBER OF CLAIMS WEST OF THE TOWNSHIP ITSELF.

SECOND, WE ARE CLEARLY INTERESTED IN EXCHANGING LANDS
WITH THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT ON AN EQUAL VALUE BASIS. IT IS
NOT OUR INTENTION TO DONATE LAND TO THE NATIONAL PARK AND
PRESERVE. WE UNDERSTAND THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS
INTERESTED IN ADDING CERTAIN HIGH-VALUE WILDLIFE HABITAT,
NOW OWNED BY THE STATE, TO THE PARK AND PRESERVE, AND WE
HOPE THAT THE PARK BOUNDARIES WILL ALSO EVENTUALLY BE

AMENDED TO EXCLUDE THE DUNKLE TOWNSHIP.



THIRD, WE EXPECT OUR LANDS -- IF THE EXCHANGE IS
SUCCESSFULLY ACCOMPLISHED -- TO BE LARGELY FREE OF
MANAGEMENT RESTRAINTS BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. SECTION
906(0)(2) OF THE ALASKA NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS ACT PROVIDES
THAT FEDERAL LANDS WITHIN CONSERVATION UNITS SHALL BE

MANAGED FOR CONSERVATION PURPOSES ONLY UNTIL THEY ARE

CONVEYED TO THE STATE. e

LAST, WE RECOMMEND THAT YOU RECONSIDER THE WORDING OF
THE PROPOSED RESOLUTION WHERE IT SUGGESTS THAT THE NATIONAL
PARK SERVICE MAY ACQUIRE A NUNMINERALIZED TOWNSHIP FROM THE
STATE (p-3, line 2). THIS MAY BE INTERPRETED AS A
RECOMMENDATION THAT THE STATE PURSUE AN EQUAL ACREAGE
EXCHANGE, RATHER THAN THE EQUAL VALUE EXCHANGE THAT WE
BELIEVE IS INTENDED * EQUAL ACREAGE EXCHANGES ARE SOMETIMES

UNEQUAL IN VALUE AND REQUIRE SEVERAL MORE STEPS TO COMPLETE.

IN SUM, I WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR CONSIDERING THIS

JOINT RESOLUTION. IT IS A GOOD IDEA AND WE SUPPORT IT.
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Original sponsor: Zharoff

IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
HOUSE CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 14 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5% Urging the United States Fish and Wild-—
Bjj life Service to postpone the proposed
7 cattle slaughter on Simeonof Island.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

i
9@ WHEREAS cattle have been on Simeonof Island since 1894; and
10? WHEREAS the United States Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated that
1 it plans to kill the cattle on this 1island; and
r WHEREAS the people in the communities near Simeonof Island are suffer —
¥

13t ing difficult economic times due to the decline of the fishery stocks; and
Id* WHEREAS the people in the communities near Simeonof Island have used
I5] the cattle on Simeonof Island as a supplemental food source in the past,
is;; and would like tio continue to do so in the future; and

17 WHEREAS there are cattle holding pens and loading chutes on Simeonof
181 1stand to facilitate removal of the cattle; and

o1 WHEREAS the Shumagin Village Corporation desires to transplant the
2 cattle from Simeonof Island to Unga Island, but the Shumagin Village Corpo—
21j ration may require until September 1985 in order to do so; and

22 WHEREAS the slaughter of the cattle would constitute a waste of thou-—
23 sands of pounds of beef that could be used by needy Alaskans 1in the immedi —
h ate area; and

25 WHEREAS the elimination of the cattle will be very expensive; and

Q WHEREAS the cost of the destruction of the cattle could be used to
271 petter advantage to help the Shumagin Village Corporation transplant the
28] cattile to Unga Island;

|
201 BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that it respectfully

-1- HCSSJR 14 (Res)



|

urges the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to postpone its ultimate
termination action related to the cattle until at least October 1985; and
be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the legislature respectfully urges the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service to assist the Shumagin Village Corporation
in its effort to transplant the Simeonof Island cattle to Unga Island; and
be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature urges the Alaska
delegation in Congress to ensure that the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service postpones the cattle slaughter on Simeonof Island until at Ileast
October 1985.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Ronald
Reagan, President of the United States; the Honorable Donald Hoael, Secre—
tary of the Interior; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable

Frank Murlccwski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Repre-—

sentative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

HCSSJR 14 (Res) 2
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DISTRICT 26 MEMORANDUM

ADAK

AKUTAN

ALEKNAGIK

ATKA

QELKOFSKI

Cotp oar TO: House Resources Committee Members
DILLINGHAM

DUTCH HARBOR

EGEC.IK FROM: Representative Adelheid Herrmann
EKUK

EKWOK

FALSE PASS -

GIUGIG DATE: February 25, 1985

ILIAMNA

KING COVE _

KING SALMON SUBJECT: Background on Shumagin Island Cattle Issue
KOKHANOK

KOLIGANEK

LEVELOCK

MANOKOTAK

A oo lhi s memorandum provides back-up information regarding
NEWHALCN Senate Joint Resolution 14 (am) and similar resolutions
NEW STUYAHOK = =

NIKOLSKI which |1 have sponsored on the House side.

NONDALTON
PEDRO BAY
PILOT POINT Background
PORT ALSWORTH
PORT HCIDEN
PORT MOLLER

PORTAGE CREEK Three islands within the Alaska National Maritime Wildlife

SN N ek Refuge currently support populations of wild cattle: Caton,
SQUAW HARBOR Chernabura and Simeonof. The cattle of Caton and Chernabura
ST GEORGE - - -

ST PAUL were put there as a result of grazing permits issues by the
o s Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in the early 196U"s; cattle
UGASHIK have been on Simeonof Island since 1984.

UNALASKA

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which
has inherited management of the islands, plans to eliminate
all cattle from the three islands. The grazing permits
originally issued by the BLM have expired and the cattle
are now the responsibility of the USFWS. The USFWS. wants to
eliminate the cattle because the cattle, in the opinion of
the USFWS, have overgrazed the islands and are otherwise
damaging the habi”~t values of the islands. The oriy?nal
grazing permits issued by the BLM allowed for 275 head.
During tne late 1970"s, the unmanaged population grew to
over 700. More recently, the cattle population is estimated
at 240. (ihe USFWS estimates the grazing capacity of the
island as 300 head. Talbot, et al, 1984.)

in an effort to get rid of the cattle, the USFWS has
offered to give away the cattle. In July of 1984, the USFWS
began allowing unrestricted taking on the islands. During
the late summer of 1984, local residents of the area,
represented by the Shumagin Village Corporation approached



tne USFWS with a plan to relocate cattle from Simeonof to
near-by Unga Island. In contrast to many of the earlier
proposals, the Shumagin Corporation proposal was a locally
developed proposal based on the experience and expertise of
people who Ulive in the region.

Although the open taking period v/as to have ended
officially in October, that deadline was extended until
March 4th. Un that date, the USFWS planned to shoot any
cattle remaining on the island.

this prompted the resolution now before the Committee.
Current Situation

Local residents of the region remain interested in removing
a large number of cattle from Simeonof where there are
estimated to be 240 head. However, the Shumagin
corporation, which has been coordinating the relocation
effort, requires additional time to finalize the transplant
proposal.

Part of the difficulty involves getting consent for the use
of Unga Island from all of the affected land owners with an
interest in Unga Island. A substantial number of the
landowners have provided letters of non-objection and it is
anticipated that the rest will be forthcoming. Also, 1lining
up a barge to transport the animals has proven difficult
because of the there are only a tew such vessels which are
avialable in the region.

Local residents of the region want the USFWS to defer the
cattle slaughter until the relocation plan can be
implemented. As a practical matter, this means putting oft
the slaughter until the end of the September. This would
allow local residents sufficient time to finalize
arragements and execute their plan.

Senate Joint Rsolution 14 (am)

Senate Joint Resolution 14 (am) addresses the need for a
brief delay in tne USFWS cattle kill. The resolution calls
upon the USFWS to hold off untill October 1985 so that the
cattle can be moved. In light of the tact that cattle have
been on Simeont since 1894, it is apparent that another six
montns will not make a material difference. Also, it should
be noted that the USFWS estimates the Simeonof Island
grazing capacity at about 300 head which 1is greater than
the number of cattle currently on the island.



Although the resolution would not, of course, be binding on
the federal government it would be an expression of support
from the Legislature for a delay in order to accomodate the
local interest in the wild cattle as a supplemental food
resource.

Anyone who has had the opportunity to visit the Ilower
Alaska Peninsula and knows how expensive freight and travel
expenses are in this part of the state can readily
appreciate the value of this locally available wild food
resource.

During the Resources Committee meeting | will update the
Committee on recent developments concerning this issue.



