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Figure 5.2
Employment in Natural Resources Industries in Southeast Alaska, 1954, 1974, 1983

Source: Rogers, George W. 1985. The Southeast Alaska Regional Economy and Communities: Evolution and Struc-

ture. University of Alaska, Anchorage, Alaska. 72 p.

Figure 5.3

Comparisons of Employment in Natural Resource Industries to All Other Industries

in Southeast Alaska, 1954, 1974, 1983
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Source: Rogers, George W. 1985. The Southeast Alaska Regional Economy and Communities: Evolution and Struc-

ture. University of Alaska, Anchorage, Alaska. 72 p.

POST-ANILCA PERIOD

At about the same time as Congress was reaffirm-
ing a commitment to a stable timber industry in
Southeast Alaska through funding provisions in
ANILCA, other factors were at work that altered
the industry’s profile within the Southeast Alaska
economy.

An important factor in causing this change has
been the strength of the U.S. dollar in the interna-
tional marketplace. While Alaska has historically had
higher production costs than its major competitors,
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the strength of the U.S. dollar worldwide has given
foreign competitors an even greater advantage.
Ar. other factor influencing the economics of tim-
ber harvesting on the Tongass has been the land
conveyances made to the State of Alaska and Native
corporations under provision of the Statehood Act
and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. These
land conveyances have, in effect, instituted new com-
petition for limited markets where none formerly
existed and affected the species composition and
volume class of timber stands left in the National
Forest. Timber harvest from private lands in South-



east Alaska has grown from virtually nothing in 19 8
to nearly half of the total harvest in 1984.

The strength of the U.S. dollar, the rapid increase
in log supplies from private and foreign sources, and
the severe downturn in the world economy over the
last few years has dampened demand for Alaska’s
processed wood products. Some of these changes are
reflected in timber harvest patterns from Southeast
Alaska (fig. 5.4) and in the value and volume of
forest p oducts exported from the State since 1970
(fig. 5.5).

While the timber industry remains an important
part of the Southeast Alaska’s economy, its position
has slipped. Forest Service efforts to provide a.stable
timber supply from the Tongass National Forest have
not counteracted other, more pervasive sources of
industry instability— those associated with worldwide
timber market fluctuations. Today more than 90 per-
cent of the timber harvested in Southeast Alaska is
exported, either as round logs, cants, lumber, wood-
chip,,, or pulp. Japan is the principal market, nor-
mally accounting for up to 95 percent of Southeast
Alaska’s wood product exports. This dependence on
world markets means that stability within the indus-
try, and for the region as a whole, is no longer a
function of the resource base alone, but of economic
forces reaching well beyond the boundaries of the
State and the Nation.

Figure 5.4

Southeast Alaska Timber Harvest3 by
Land Ownership, 1970-84

mncludes utility volume: ie., the volume that is not
used for dimensional wood products. Utility volume is
normally used for pulp and woodchips.  °

Source: USDA Forest Service. Alaska Region.

Figure 5.5

Relative Value of Forest Products
Exported from Alaska to All Foreign
Destinations, 1970-84
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Source: U.S Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Foreign Trade Division.

THE ECONOMICS OF
LONG-TERM TIMBER HARVEST

One measure of the economics of timber harvest
is the calculated present net value (PNV)3associated
with a particular harvest schedule. Harvesting costs
and timber values vary by volume class.4The higher
volume classes are generally more valuable and less
costly to log. Consequently, the proportion of highl-
and low-volume classes affects the present net value
of a particular harvest schedule.

‘The management of timber resources yields a flow of net
returns (benefits minus costs) over lime. Since these future net
returns are delayed, discounting must be used. Discounting
simply recognizes the "time value of money" in that gottars (not
the resource) are worth more at p-cscnt than in the future. The
sum of discounted net returns is Present Net Value (PNV), and
as used in this report, represents the present value of the net
returns to the timber resource over a 50-year period. For example,
a positive PNV indicates that discounted henefits exceed costs
when summed over the entire period. Conversely, a negative PNV
indi_cetljtes that discounted costs exceed benefits over the entire
period.

‘A volume class is the average volume in thousand hoard feet
of timber per acre in a stand; e.g., 21-30 mbf per acre.
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For this report, two harvest schedules have been
simulated to examine the impact of alternative timber
management objectives on the long-term costs and
benefits of timber harvesting on the Tongass. Both
harvest schedules are consistent with the current
Forest Plan. One schedule is based on an objective
to maximize timber production, while the other one
maximizes dollar returns (net of costs) to the timber
resource. The schedules are compared on the basis
of cumulative costs and benefits in each decade and
the associated present net value after 50 years. In
addition, dollar returns under the two schedules are
contrasted for “strong” and “weak” market con-
ditions. A “strong” market scenario is used to reflect
the favorable timber market conditions of the late
1970’s at the time the Forest Plan was developed,
while a “weak market” scenario is used to reflect
the weak timber markets experienced since 1981

Key Assumptions
Common to AH Harvest Schedules

Several important assumptions are incorporated
into each of the timber harvest schedules simulated
for this analysis. These include the multiple resource
goals and objectives of the Forest Plan, land base
changes due to State and Native land selections from
the Tongass since 1980, and the impact of actual
harvests to date.

In addition, the following Forest Plan multiple
resource goals and objectives aie met in each
schedule:5

1) Fish and Wildlife Protection-. Approximately
273,000 acres of commercial forest land (CFL) are
excluded from the harvest calculations to provide flex-
ibility in implementing fish and wildlife habitat man-
agement measures.

2) Precommercial Thiming-. Thinning of 6,300
acres per year is provided to accelerate the growth of
second-growth stands and allow more of the existing
timber to be harvested in the near term. Precommer-
cial thinning has two effects: it increases the yield
per acre, and it shortens the rotation length by up to
20 years. The combination of these effects means that
fewer total acres are needed to maintain an annual
timber supply of 450 mmbf.

3) Advanced Logging Technolagy: The Forest Plan
and ANILCA assume that investments in advanced
logging technology will contribute to the 4.5-bbf-per-
decade supply goal. The harvest from these areas in
any one decade is limited to 260 mmbf.

4) Long-term Sustained Yield The timber harvest
cchedule must achieve long-term sustained yield from
the available commercial ft rest land. This long-term
goal is designed to achieve the greatest uniform yield
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of timber from managed lands, consistent with mul-
tiple-use management objectives.

5) Visual Quality: Extended harvest rotations are
scheduled for approximately 244,000 acres of the
Tongass to lessen impacts on areas of high visual sen-
sitivity. Harvest of existing timber is extended from
a three- to four-harvest-entry sequence over 100-120
years to a four- to seven-harvest-entry sequence over
120-200 years.

6) 4.5-bbf-per-Decade Timber Supply- The sched-
ule must make available at least 4.5 bbf of timber per
decade. This goal conforms with the allowable timber
sale quantity calculated in the Forest Plan and the
timber supply goal in Section 705(a) of ANILCA.

None of the calaculated retumns include dollar
berefits or costs for nontimber resources such as
wildlife, fideries, and recrea”bn, nor more gereral
scietal berefitssuch as those associated - tras—
portation systems and other infrastructiu * elop-
ments. The analysis focuses solely on th  ‘urns
associated with timber under the two « nent
objectives and alternative market com

Costs are broken into two components: Govern-
ment costs and industry costs. Government costs in-
clude those for such activities as timber sale plan-
ning, sale preparation, precommercial thinning, and
reforestation. Industry costs include timber operator
costs for logging and hauling, road construction, and
manufacture of wood products. Historical data and
recent trends in cost reductions are used to estimate
actual costs.

Logging costs vary by volume class since more
timber typically can be harvested per unit of time
as the volume per acre increases. Roading costs vary
by type of road, such as mainline (arterial/collector)
or spur (local).

Prices are based on end product selling values for
wood products currently manufactured from Tongass
National Forest timber. These products include
spruce and hemlock cants, squares, dissolving pulp,
and woodchips. The “high market” price is based
on 1979 values when market conditions were very
strong for Alaska timber products, while the * weak
market” price is based on 1985 values. No future
price trends are .ncorporated into the analysis for
end product val .es. A 4 percent real rate of interest,
as required by l.ational Forest Management Act regu-
lations, is used for discounting to present value terms.

5The schedules are most meaningful over the first decade.
Beyond the first decade the schedules are most appropriately
viewed as potential harvest opportunities since there are many
differing volume class mixes possible that will meet the manage-
ment objectives and assumptions described above.



Comparison of Returns Under Alternative
Harvest Objectives and Market Conditions

Figure 5.6 compares the cumulative costs and re-
turns of timber harvest under the two schedules for
both “weak” and “strong” market conditions. The
first schedule was developed using the cost assump-
tion used in developing the Forest Plan. This cost
information was updated to reflect current timber
sale appraisal information. The second schedule
maximizes present net returns; therefore, the more
valuable, less costly volume classes (30+ mbf) are
harvested early in the rotation, while harvest of the
more costly, less valuable volume classes (8-30 mbf)
is delayed until late in the rotation. Under a schedule
in which timber production is maximized in the first
decade, a more even mix of high- and low-volume
classes is scheduled over the entire rotation. Dif-
ferences between the harvest schedules are reflected
in the present net value of each harvest schedule after
50 years. This schedule incorporates the cost savings
efforts by both the Forest Service and the timber
industry that have been instituted during the last
several years.

Under the “weak market” assumption correspond-
ing to current market conditions, costs exceed returns
in both schedules over all five decades. The associ-
ated present net values of the two schedules differ
by about 54 percent. This difference is only an esti-
mate and does not account for an anticipated trend
away from higher-value, old-growth spruce and
toward more lower-value, old-growth hemlock. The
anticipated trend is based on the remaining Forest
inventory available for harvest this rotation.

Under “strong market” conditions, costs and re-
turns are nearly equal in the first decade. Under the
schedule maximizing timber production there are
positive returns in all decades, while under the sched-
ule based on the Forest Plan cost assumptions the
returns are less than costs in all decades, ixct returns
are significantly improved under a “strong” market
assumption for both schedules. The two scenarios
demonstrate the important effect different market
conditions can have on the economic returns associ-
ated with timber harvest.

While the market plays a major role in the eco-
nomics of timber harvesting, there are measures that
can be taken by industry and government to mitigate
the impacts of a weak market, as shown in the sched-
ule which incorporates the recently introduced cost
saving measures. The timber industry has reduced
the costs of both harvesting and manufacturing in
a variety of ways including lower wage rates, lower
road construction costs, and more efficient mill
operations. For some operators, total cost reductions
have exceeded 20 percent compared to 1980 costs.

The Forest Service, for its part, has reduced costs
for sales preparation and road construction. The cost
per mile of public works contract road construction
has decreased from a high of $293,000 per mile in
fiscal year 1981 to $148,000 per mile in fiscal year
1984. Additional efforts to make the timber program
more cost effective are outlined in chapter 1

FUTURE PROSPECTS

The slump in timber markets over the past few
years raises questions about the role of the timber
industry in Southeast Alaska’s economic future.
Developing new product lines, expanding markets,
and improving the economic efficiency of timber
harvest activities and investments have all been sug-
gested as ways to bolster this role. The following
sections describe two ways in which timber industry
prospects may be strengthened.

New Product Lines

Despite the many changes that have occurred with-
in the Southeast Alaska timber industry over the last
few decades, the product mix itself has remained rela-
tively unchanged. Dissolving pulp, cants, woodchips,
and more recently, logs are still the major product
lines. Recent closures of two sawmills and temporary
shutdowns at the two pulpmills have sparked interest
in the impact a more diversified product mix might
have on strengthening and stabilizing the region’s
timber industry.

To explore the product mix issue, dollar returns
associated with alternative lumber and wood product
mixes excluding log exports were analyzed. Various
manufactured wood products previously identified
as suitable for production from Southeast Alaska
timber were considered in the product mixes. These
included dimension lumber, plywood, flakeboard
and oriented strand board (both plywood substi-
tutes), and fluffy pulp. An alternate product mix was
selected which maximized net returns to timber har-
lested from the Tongass National Forest over a
50-year period.

“Threshold” prices are also presented in table 5.1
Threshold prices indicate the minimum price neces-
sary for a product to be considered “ practical” for
production. As the table indicates, the differences
between current and calculated threshold prices for
fluffy pulp, plywood, and flakeboard suggest that
none are “practical” under the assumptions of the
analysis.

It is important to recognize that the results do not
represent a feasibility study of potential products.
Important variables such as capital investment costs
for building and/or converting mills, and market

n



Figure 5.6

Comparison of Cumulative Costs and Returns of the Two Harvest Schedules Under

Weak and Strong Markets
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competition from outside the region were not con-
sidered. Instead the analysis was conducted as if the
facilities for manufacturing these products already
existed and that demand was sufficient to absorb
production associated with an average annual timber
harvest of 450 mmbf.

To guard against unreasonable shifts in production
mixes over time, only those products which weie
manufactured for 20 years or more (sufficient to
depreciate mill costs) and at a production level
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judged adequate  support a mill, were allowed in
the final product mix. In addition, relative price dif-
ferences between products were assumed to remain
constant over time. While the actual evolution of an
alternative product mix could differ widely from the
results presented in table 5.1, the analysis dots pro-
vide an indication of the impact a different product
mix might have on the economic position of the
timber industry.

In conclusion, figure 5.7 compares existing and



Alaska Loggers Association.
Local sawmills, such as this one on Prince of Wales Island, increase productivity through the use of modern equipment.

Table 5.1- Existing and alternative wood product mixes made from National Forest timber
over a 50-year period

Existing Assumed
product mix Altermative (current) Threshold

(1979-84) product mix price price
Potential products %) ) ($/mbf) (%/mbf)
Dissolving pulp 50 38 548 548
Fluffy pulp NA 0 555 868
Flakeboard NA 0 296 420
Plywood NA 0 329 391
Cants 44 26 412 412
Lumber NA 23 442 442
Oriented strand board NA 7 296 296
Chips 6 6 123 123

NA = not applicable.
Source: USDA Forest Service.



Figure 5.7

Comparison of Existing and Alternative Product Mixes
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alternative product mixes. Dollar returns under the
two product mixes are summarized in table 5.16
Under the alternate mix, oriented strand board and
dimension lumber are added to the product line and
net returns improve by about 12 percent over the
50-year periud. In periods of market depression, such
as experienced since the early 1980's, product mix
changes could provide an additional financial cush-
ion to »he timber operators. The product mix changes
do not insure profitability, however. The costs of in-
stituting product changes would make conversion to
new products prohibitive for most operators during
depressed market periods because of the necessary
additional capita! investments.

Total Sale Design Approach

Forest Service policies for designing timber sales
have an important influence on the economics of
long-term timber harvest. Currently, many decisions
on sale design use financial criteria which tend to
focus on the first time an are- ' ‘'svested. Logging

System/Transportation Analyses: inning to be
used by the Forest Service to design  *s for first-
second-third harvest entries. Initipl 'ts show

improved long-term efficiencies when site-specific

&

0 Orlanlad Strand
Board

economic criteria are used to determine harvest unit
selection and the timing of road construction. For
example, a logging system/transportation analysis
completed for the northern tip of Dali Island near
Ketchikan indicates that road costs can be reduced
by 28 percent in the first harvest entry compared to
a timber sale layout using more traditional methods.
While Dali Island is not representative of the Tongass
National Forest as a whole, the analysis completed
there does provide an indication of how such tools
can help to reduce long-term timber harvesting costs
and improve the efficiency of programs such as pre-
roading. To date, four such analyses have been com-
pleted on the Tongass and two more are underway.
As additional analyses on a diverse enough range
of harvest areas are completed they will permit a
statistically valid, Forest-wide evaluation of cost-
saving opportunities.

6Product prices are based on the current (1985) end-product
prices in Japan, including loading and shipping costs to Japan.
Production costs for existing products were based on Forest Serv-
ice Alaska Region appraisal data, while costs for new products
were based on information from the Pacific Northwest Region
and Forest Service Research (Pacific Northwest Forest and Range
Experiment Station and Forest Products Laboratory).



SUMMARY

Policies requiring primary processing of National
Forest timber and the establishment of long-term
timber sale contracts are two means used to provide
for economic diversification and stabilization in
Southeast Alaska. To a large extent, efforts to
establish local timber processing and wood products
manufacturing have been successful in diversifying
the economic base. Between 1954 and 1974, timber
industry employment grew from 29 to 54 percent of
the total employment in natural resource industries
in Southeast Alaska (fisheries, timber, minerals).
Since 1980, however, the downturn in timber markets
has altered this trend, and timber now accounts for

approximately 40 percent of the region’semployment
in natural resource industries. The overwhelming
importance of export markets as an outlet for Alaska
timber means that the industry is dependent upon
the Pacific Rim and market trends within those
countries.

The economics of long-term harvest indicate the
need to continue to control the costs of timber
harvest. Assuming a relatively constant demand for
National Forest timber, the economic analysis shows

a negative net present value associated with timber
harvest after 50 years under both “weak and
“strong” markets. However, when recent cost savings
measures instituted by the timber industry and the
Forest Service are incorporated in the analysis, the
present net value of harvest is positive under strong
market conditions. These cost savings measures will
have to be instituted to offset the increasing propor-
tion of hemlock and lower-volume stands that wili
be scheduled for harvest over the analysis period.

Developing new wood product lines, expanding
markets, and improving the economic efficiency of
timber harvest activities and investments have all
been suggested as ways to bolster the role of the
timber industry in Southeast Alaska’s economic fu-
ture, An analysis of potential product lines suggests
that the current product mix augmented with dimen-
sion lumber and oriented strand board (a plywood
substitute) could improve the dollar returns of timber
harvest. On a supply level, tools incorporating site-
specific economic criteria such as Logging System/
Transportation Analyses can also improve the effi-
ciency of timber sale designs by focusing on the
transportation system and harvesting techniques used
over a number of years instead of concentrating sole-
ly on present timber harvesting activities.



16

Subsistence activities are protected under provisions of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act.



Chapter 6

Subsistence

Management

and Use

The sixth chapter reports on the status of Forest Service subsistence use policies insti-
tuted since ANILCA. ANILCA gives priority to rural Alaska residents who traditionally
use renewable wild resources for food, shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, and other hand-crafted
articles. Findings from the previously submitted Section 813 report describing the imple-
mentation and monitoring of subsistence management and use in Alaska are referenced.
Policies used in determining subsistence use priorities under Section 810 of ANILCA
are summarized along with cooperative research efforts with the State of Alaska.

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act, Title VIII: Subsistence Management and Use,
provides rural Alaska residents with the opportunity
to continue a subsistence way of life. Subsistence
management, in accordance with Title V111, ensures
the customary and traditional consumptive uses of
fish, wildlife, and other renewable resources on
Federal public lands in Alaska. Subsistence use of
fish and wildlife will have priority when, under cer-
tain conditions, it is necessary to restrict the taking
of these resources to assure the continued viability
of a fish or wildlife population or the continuation
of subsistence uses of such a population.

In compliance with the requirements of Title VIII,
the Forest Service has implemented policies and pro-
cedures for the management of subsistence use on
the National Forests in Alaska. Management of sub-
sistence use on the National Forests recognizes the
State’s traditional role in the regulation of fish and
wildlife resources on public lands in Alaska.

On May 14, 1982, the Secretary of the Interior in-
formed the Governor of Alaska that the State’s pro-
gram for management of subsistence uses complied
with the requirements of Title VIII. Subsequently,
a State Supreme Court decision (Madison 2/22/85)
found the State Board of Fisheries had misinterpreted
the State’s subsistence law. To deal with the problems
identified in the court’s decision, the Governor pro-
posed new legislation which is currently under con-
sideration by the State legislature. The Secretary of
the Interior issued a formal notification to the Gover-
nor of Alaska on September 23, 1985, that the State
was no longer in compliance with ANILCA Title
VIII. The State was given until June 1, 1986, to revise
its subsistence program to .bring it into compliance

with the requirements of Sections 803, 804, and 805
of ANILCA.

FOREST SERVICE
SUBSISTENCE POLICIES

There are three major Forest Service policies de-
rived from ANILCA Section 802 which direct Na-
tional Forest System management as it relates to
subsistence uses of renewable resources:

1 Consistent with sound management principles,
the conservation of healthy populations of fish
and wildlife, and the purpose for which the Na-
tional Forests were established, the utilization
of National Forest System lands in Alaska is
to cause the least adverse impact possible on
rural Alaska residents who depend upon sub-
sistence uses of the resources of such lands. The
purpose of this policy is to provide the oppor-
tunity for rural Alaska residents engaged in a
subsistence way of life to continue to do so.

2. Nonwasteful subsistence uses of fish and wild-
life and other renewable resources shall be the
priority consumptive uses of all such resources
on the National Forests in Alaska when it is
necessary to restrict taking to assure fhe contin-
ued viability of a fish or wildlife population,
or the continuation of subsistence uses of such
population.

3. Except as otherwise provided, the Forest Service,
in managing subsistence activities on the public
lands and in protecting the continued viability
of all wild renewable resources in Alaska’s Na-
tional Forests, shall cooperate with adjacent
landowners and land managers, including Native
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Corporations, and appropriate State and Federal
agencies and other nations.

SUBSISTENCE IMPLEMENTATION—
SECTIONS 813/806

ANILCA Section 813 requires the Secretary of the
Interior in consultation with the Secretary of Agri-
culture, to submit reports on the implementation of
Title VIII to th" President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives. The reports
are due every three years. The first such report was
completed in December 1984, and is currently avail-
able to the public. In addition, annual monitoring
reports are required by Section 806. The first annual
monitoring report was completed in January 1984.
In 1985, the Section 806 annual monitoring report
was submitted as a part of the Section 813 report.

ANILCA Section 805 requires the Secretary of the
Interior to establish regional advisory councils and
local advisory committees and provides authority to
the councils to review and evaluate proposed regula-
tions, policies, management plans, and other matters
relating to subsistence uses of fish and wildlife; pro-
vides a forum for expression of opinions and recom-
mendations on subsistence uses of fish and wildlife;
and encourages local and regional participation in
the decisionmaking process affecting the taking of
fish and wildlife for subsistence purposes. In addi-
tion, the advisory councils are to prepare an annual
report to the Secretary on current and anticipated
subsistence uses and needs of fish and wildlife popu-
lations and recommend a strategy for fish and wild-
life population management.

The State enactment and implementation of laws
of general applicability, which are consistent with
ANILCA Section 805, allows the State to retain its
traditional role in management and rulemaking for
the taking of fish and wildlife for subsistence uses
on the National Forests. The public comment received
through the State Boards of Fisheries and Game and
the Advisory Council’s meetings and report to the
Secretary is used in the Forest Service’s land manage-
ment planning process.

SUBSISTENCE AND LAND USE
DECISIONS—SECTION 810

ANILCA Title VIII, Section 810 provides a broad
outline of how subsistence considerations are to be
incorporated into Federal land use decisionmaking
in Alaska. Specifically, Section 810 requires Federal
agencies to “evaluate the effect of use, occupancy
or disposition on subsistence uses and needs
The Alaska Land Use Council (ALUC) approved
standard procedures for implementation on Nov-
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ember 19, 1984. These procedures are now being used
by all Federal land management agencies. Forest Ser-
vice Regional policy directives in 1982 and 1983 also
required documentation of the procets used, analysis
conducted, and rationale employed in determining
whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise per-
mit the use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands
where subsistence uses are authorized. There have
been no findings of a significant restriction to sub-
sistence uses on the Tongass National Forest.

SUBSISTENCE RESEARCH

A Memorandum of Understanding between the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Forest
Service was signed on August 1, 1984. It provides
for a number of mutually agreed upon objectives
for engaging in cooperative subsistence research in
Southeast Alaska.

The joint research program between the Depart-
ment and the Forest Service was active in 1984 and
1985 and final reports from the Department are ex-
pected in 1986. The research program for fiscal years
1986-90 is currently being evaluated by the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, the Forest Service, and the
University of Alaska Institute for Social and
Economic Research.

Research studies conducted during 1984-85 include:
« Evaluation of Alternative Methodologies for Map-

ping Areas used for Fish and Game Harvest. This

study is designed to review and evaluate the most

appropriate methods and techniques for accurately

mapping subsistence use in Southeast Alaska.
«Community Case Study of Yakutat Fish and

Wildlife Utilization. This study is designed to iden-

tify the nature and extent of fish and wildlife use

in and near the community of Yakutat.
*Southeast Alaska Regional Resource Utilization

Survey. This study is designed to provide informa-

tion on the patterns of renewable natural resource

use in Southeast Alaska for use in conducting the

ANILCA Section 810 evaluation for the revision

of the Tongass Land Management Plan.

SUMMARY

Subsistence, as defined by Title VIII of ANILCA,
provides a priority status for customary and tra-
ditional consumptive uses of fish, wildlife, and oiher
renewable resources by rural Alaska residents on
Federal public lands including the Tongass National
Forest. Subsistence management does not preclude
the use of other resources but requires the Forest Serv-
ice to consider subsistence uses in making resources
decisions. Allocation of the fish and wildlife resources
on public lands in Alaska between subsistence, sport.



and commercial users is currently the responsibility
of the State of Alaska.

The Forest Service has derived three major policies
from ANILCA Section 802 to direct subsistence man-
agement on the National Forests in Alaska. Subsist-
ence direction has evolved through early direction
in 1982 and refined direction in 1983 to current direc-
tion based on the standard procedures approved by
the Alaska Land Use Council in November 1984.

There have been no findings of significant restric-
tions on subsistence use from the Section 810 evalu-
ations prepared on Forest Service projects. As sub-
sistence management becomes more refined, the need

for additional studies and research to enhance the
Forest Service managers’ knowledge of subsistence-
related topics will continue to be identified. Final
reports on joint Department of Fish and Game and
Forest Service research conducted in 1984 and 1985
are expected to be completed soon. The research pro-
gram through the end of the decade is currently being
evaluated by the Department, the Institute for Social
and Economic Research of the University of Alaska,
and the Forest Service. Forest Service managers will
use the results of current and planned research
studies to continue to improve subsistence manage-
ment on National Forest System land in Alaska.
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Chapter 7

Cooperators >Comments

Section 706(c) of ANILCA requires that the Status of the Tongass National Forest report
be prepared in cooperation and consultation with the parties named in the Section. This
chapter contains the views of the parties plus comments by a group of fishing

organizations.

Section 706(c) of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) states:

The study required by this section shall be conducted

in cooperation and consultation with the State, af-

fected Native corporations, the Southeast Alaska

timber industry, the Southeast Alaska Conservation

Council, and the Alaska Land Use Council.

As part of i.iC consultation in preparation of the
report, the Forest Service offered the cooperators
named in Section 706(c) an opportunity to express

their views on the status of the Tongass National
Forest. In response to this offer the State of Alaska,
the Sealaska Corporation, the timber industry, and
the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council have
provided written comments to be included in this
chapter. Also included are the comments by a group
of Southeast Alaska commercial fishing organiza-
tions who have closely followed the development of
ANILCA and this report.



Views of the
The Effects o?

the A a3<a Natlonq
Lands Conservation Act and 1ts Im

te of Alaska:
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ementation

on Southeast Alaska

As a participant named in Section 706(c) of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
of 1980 (Public Law 96-487), the State of Alaska
has cooperated and consulted with the US. Forest
Service in its preparation of a report to Congress
on the status of the Tongass National Forest. In ad-
dition to reviewing and commenting on the Forest
Service draft report dated July 19, 1985, the State
has prepared this document which represents its
views. After describing the State’s interest in Federal
management of the Tongass National Forest, and the
evolution of a timber industry which arose from early
Federal decisions, the purpose of the report required
by Section 706(b) of the Act is described. A section
which summarizes the State’s views and recommends
certain actions by Congress and the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice precedes discussions of the four topics specifically
identified for study by Congress: timber harvest
levels, small businesses in the dependent industry,
impacts of wilderness designation, and fish and wild-
life protective measures.

INTRODUCTION

The State of Alaska was an active participant dur-
ing the legislative process which culminated in the
1980 enactment of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA). The State of Alaska
remains interested in Federal implementation of this
landmark legislation in the Tongass National Forest.
This interest arises from the fact that the Forest Serv-
ice, despite Congressionally authorized land grants to
Alaska Natives and the State, is still the dominant
land manager in Southeast Alaska.

Alaskans residing in many communities of South-
east Alaska are, to a high degree, directly or indirectly
dependent on the natural resources which are man-
aged by the Forest Service or may be affected by
management of the Tongass Forest. These include
people employed in the timber industry as loggers,
road builders, and mill workers, commercial fisher-
men and fish processors in the major regional fish-
eries, people engaged in the tourism industry, those
who use fish, game, and plant resources for subsist-

1Prepared in accordance with Section 706(b), Alaska Nation-
al Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980, P.L. 96-487; Stale
of Alaska, October 1985, Juneau, Alaska.

ence purposes, and many others who are sport hunt-
ers and fishermen. Because of this dependency, the
State of Alaska will continue to have a high degree
of interest in Forest Service implementation of
ANILCA, and the management decisions affecting
the resources and residents of this coastal region.

In the Tongass National Forest, Congress had to
dea' with an extremely complex situation. Despite
mar years of effort by various national and local
conservation and environmental interests no Con-
gressional protection had been given to wilderness
values in the Nation’s largest national forest by the
mid-1970’s. Although the Forest Service had admin-
istratively set aside some land in its natural state for
recreation and other nonconsumptive uses, these ac-
tions were considered inadequate by many.

Very early in the history of the Tongass Forest,
Forest Service officials attempted to create a timber
industry in the region which would enhance commu-
nity stability and provide more year-round employ-
ment for Alaska residents. Congress has acted several
times to affirm this social objective. More than 30
years ago, as a result of Forest Service efforts, long-
term timber sale contracts were awarded with a re-
quirement that trees harvested from the Tongass
receive primary processing before leaving Alaska.
Pulpmills v ere located in Ketchikan and Sitka, and
sawmills were subsequently constructed in several
communities to convert higher quality logs into
squared cants (which could be further manufactured
in Japan). In many of these communities, the arrival
of the forest products industry meant the addition
of a major new contributor to the local economy.

Thus, faced with an existing mature timber indus-
try established through the early efforts of the Feder-
al Government, Congress sought to craft a unique
compromise solution which would maintain employ-
ment in that industry while responding to a national
desire for wilderness, and assuring that other resource
values, and other public uses, would be protected
on non-wilderness land.

In designating over 5 million acres of the Tongass
as Wilderness, Congress also implicitly recognized
and confirmed the long-standing social objective of
the Forest Service’s Tongass timber program by pro-
viding for the maintenance of employment in the
timber industry which was dependent on National
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Forest timber supplies. This employment objective
was to be achieved by ensuring a timber supply of
4.5 billion board feet per decade. Recognizing that
some of this timber would need to be harvested from
economically and technologically marginal lands,
Congress exempted the Tongass Forest from the pro-
visions of Section 6 (k), National Forest Management
Act (which generally precludes National Forest land
not suitable, by reason of physical, economic and
other pertinent factors, from timber harvesting and
production), and provided an unprecedented funding
mechanism (a continuing appropriation of $40 mil-
lion or more per year as needed which was not si b-
ject to rescission or deferral) to ensure the necessary
timber supply.

An expression of Congress’ finding at the conclu-
sion of ANILCA deliberations is contained in Section

101(d):

This Act provides sufficient protection for the na-
tional interest in the scenic, natural, cultural and
environmental values on the public lands in Alaska,
and at the same time provides adequate o_pf)ortunlty
for satisfaction of the economic and social needs of
the State of Alaska and its people; accordingly, the

desui(natlon and disposition of the public lands in
Alaska pursuant to thh, H-t are found to represent
a proper halance hetween the reservation of national
conservation system units and those public lands nec-
essary and apprOﬁrlate for more intensi'.e 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 recreation areas, has been obviated thereby.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT REQUIRED
BY ANILCA SECTION 706(b)

The State described its understanding of the pur-
gose_of the rcéport to Congress in a letter to the Forest
ervice dated August 31, 1984 as follows:
~ The 1985 report (and subsequent reports) should
inform Congress and the public about the status of
the Tongass following passage of ANILCA and its
|m_iJIementat|on. In considering the establishment of
Wilderness areas in the Tongass National Forest,
Congress gave unprecedented recognition to the other
competing demands on the forest. Chiefamong these
was its concern for the maintenance of employment
in the timber industry dependent on National Forest
timber. This concern was expressed by ensuring ade-
quate Federal funding to p-ovide a S.FEC'f'ed timber
supply to the dependent industry while providing for
other public uses of the Tongass and protection of
other resource values consistent with Federal law.
We think that the report should describe how well
the balance which Congress sought is workl_nP..If
achievement of that balance requires further legislative
action, the mandated reports to Congress should pro-
vide a factual hasis for such action. If the balance
can be accomplished without Congressional interven-
tion, the public and Congress should be informed
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of Forest Service measures to attain that balance.

The legislative history of ANILCA is clear in its
recognition tuat some information provided to it by
the Forest Service, and several assumptions used in
crafting the compromise solution, might be subject
to correction or revision as time passed, or as a bet-
ter understanding was gained of economic, social and
biological relationships. As a result of potentially
incorrect assumptions, or poorly understood relation-
ships, full implementation might be difficult or pro-
duce undesirable consequences. This recognition of
uncertainty is part of the basis for the reporting
requirement of the Section 706(b).

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A complete evaluation of Congress’ legislative solu-
tion to accommodate competing demands for the
Tongass National Forest is not possible at this time
because the provisions of Section 705 have not been
fully implemented by the U.S. Forest Service. Con-
gress fixed the amount of Tongass Forest which would
be preserved for future generations in Wilderness,
and by providing a unique funding provision to assure
a timber supply, intended to maintain employment in
the existing timber industry. Congress’ employment
objective has not been met.

The timber supply was to come from lands not set
aside as Wilderness, and included land which was not
suitable for timber harvest for economic and techno-
logical reasons. To assure that sufficient timber was
provided which would maintain timber industry em-
ployment, a continuing appropriation of $40 million
(or as much as was necessary to achieve the employ-
ment objective) was made available to the Secretary
of Agriculture. It is the State’s position that the exec-
utive branch of the Federal Government has failed tc
properly implement this funding provision over most
of the past five years since ANILCA’s enactment,
both in terms of amounts of money, and in the man-
ner utilized. The State also believes that the Forest
Service, by its failure to properly implement ANILCA
Section 705, and by its failure to fully implement the
Tongass National Forest Management Plan adopted
in 1979, has jeopardized the economics of future
timber harvesting and State wildlife and fisheries
resources. The State urges Congress to conduct its
own investigation of the Forest Service's implementa-
tion of ANILCA, and the validity of Tongass Land
Management Plan assumptions and information
which were utilized by Congress during ANILCA
deliberations. To assist Congress in its consideration
of the status of the Tongass National Forest following
enactment of ANILCA, and the U.S. Forest Service
in fulfilling its obligations and commitments, the
State of Alaska recommends the following:



Recommendations to Congress

1 Congress should conduct its own inquiry into the
implementation of ANILCA Section 705 and the
issues raised by the State relative to Section 706.

2. A Congressional inquiry into ANH CA imple-
mentation should include consideration of the as-
sumptions and information of TLM P which were
utilized during its deliberations. These would in-
clude the following:

a. the extent to which, employment losses in the
timber industry, which is dependent on Nation-
al Forest timber supplies, are caused by Forest
Service funding shortfalls, improper utilization
of available ANILCA funds, and uneconomic
timber supplies;

h. the extent to which the export of round logs
from Native-owned land in Alaska is displacing
the export of cants manufactured from Nation-
al Forest timber;

c. the extent to which Forest Service implementa-
tion of ANILCA and TLMP is causing, or is
likely to cause, unacceptable adverse impacts
to the State’s fish and wildlife resources and
public uses of the Tongass National Forest.

Recommendations to the Forest Service

1 The Forest Service should provide funds as in-
tended by Congress for the construction of roads
for access to economically and technologically
marginal stands, advanced logging technology,
and precommercial thinning sufficient to main-
tain employment in the dependent timber industry.

2. The Forest Service should immediately implement
the loan program intended by ANILCA Section
705(b).

3. The Forest Service sf Duld apply funds for pre-
roading purposes to roads which will most effi-
ciently access economic timber, in areas where
timber harvest is imminent, and in a manner
which will protect other resource values as pro-
vided by law and adopted management plans.

4. The Forest Service should, in reporting to Con-
gress on timber supply fror the Tongass Forest,
describe what portion of the supply considered
to be “made available” is actually economic to
harvest.

5.0ne use of Tongass Timber Supply funding
should be to protect high-value fish and wildlife
areas by improving the economics of sales in
areas of low habitat value.

6. The Forest Service should foster increased
employee understanding of the Tongass Land
Management Plan to ensure full and consistent
implementation.

7. The Forest Service should continue working with

the timber industry to reduce logging costs where
appropriate, while assuring that cost reductions
will not impair, or adversely impact, other re-
source values and public uses in the Tongass Na-
tional Forest.

8. The Forest Service should ensure that adequate
funding is provided to permit an increased level
of implementation and monitoring of measures
to protect fish and wildlife resources.

9. The Forest Service should conduct, on a routine
basis, the standardized project-level monitoring
and reporting on measures implemented to protect
water quality, with special emphasis on water-
sheds which are sources of public drinking water.

10. The Forest Service should report to Congress the
effectiveness of its measures to protect fish and
wildlife in the Tongass Forest.

11. The Forest Service should identify and schedule
additional permanent retention acreage for fish
and wildlife habitat to compensate for the acre-
age of unregulated timber that has been 1 irvested
and the acreage that has not b iced under
extended rotation scheduling to urect visual quali-
ty objectives.

12. The Forest Service should conduct life-of-the-sale
and life-of-the-rotation planning to identify reten-
tion acreage for fish and wildlife and to analyze
the cumulative effects of options for multiple en-
tries and/or sale layouts.

13 Management Area Analysis which is the inter-
mediate le' el of planning between TLMP and
project plans should be fully implemented as a
second tier of NEPA review.

14. The Forest Service should analyze the effects of
timber harvest deferral beyond 1989 of those
areas that DFG has identified as being of high
value for fish and wildlife.

15, Mitigating measures which are of a short-term
effectiveness or the effectiveness of which has not
been demonstrated should be described and
treated as such during analyses of impacts.

Specifically, precommercial thinning, commer-
cial thinning, prescribed burning, slash treat-
ment, and management of large woody debris
in or adjacent to streams should be considered
experimental measures until their effectiveness
is demonstrated.

The usefulness and limitations of various mod-
els being used, or proposed for use, in forest plan-
ning should be described.

16. Logging system and transportation analyses
should be conducted prior to preroading and op-
tions should be considered to reduce impacts on
fish and wildlife and to maintain the types of
hunting and fishing opportunities desired by the
public.



17. Planning for snag management and retention of
residual groups of trees should occur.

18. The Forest Service should carefully evaluate its
practice regarding harvesting of unregulated,
oversteepened slopes to see if these pactices are
in conformance with TLMP and the NFMA.

19. The Forest Service should give full consideration
to all feasible mitigation measures to protect the
aesthetic importance of high-value sport fishing
areas.

20. The Forest Service should ensure complete pro-
tection of the biological productivity of all fish
streams in conformance with NFMA.

21. The Forest Service should, in delineating areas
for retention, consider maintaining undisturbed
buffers around the nest areas of certain other rap-
tor species such as osprey and peregrine falcon,
in addition to eagles.

22. The Forest Service should monitor and keep rec-
ords of:

a. Retention acreage— to be mapped and perma-
nently removed from the timber base per tire
TLMP assumption.

b. Wildlife Habitat Management Units and Fish-
eries Habitat Management Units and their pre-
scriptive management.

¢. Management of habitat for Management Indi-
cator Species (assuming that selection occurs
per NFMA requirements).

d. Decisions to harvest leave strips retained for
fish and wildlife.

e. Decisions to permit harvesting adjacent to
clearcuts in which regrowth has only reached
five feet in height.

f. The status of regrowth habitat on the TNF; the
distribution, juxtaposition, and ages of stands.

g. Fish and wildlife habitat management results
in the context of acres harvested, acres to which
effective mitigation treatments have been ap-
plied, acres to which experimental mitigation
treatments have been applied, and expected
duration of mitigation.

23. The Forest Service should include Alaska in its
Old-Grewth Forest Wildlife Habitat Research and
Development Program and initiate cooperative
research to further describe vertebrate community
ecology, species-specific habitat requirements, and
the island ecology of the region’s old-growth
forests.

24. Standardized, comprehensive project-level mon-
itoring and reporting on measures implemented
to protect fish and wildlife resources should be
conducted.

25. The monitoring requirements in NEPA documen-
tation for individual plans and projects should
be fulfilled.
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26. The Forest Service should develop a consistent
approach to conducting subsistence evaluations
of its planned timber harvesting and associated
activities as required by Section 810, ANILCA,
and should utilize guidance of the Alaska Land
Use Council, and the DFG Subsistence Division.

TIMBER HARVEST LEVELS

This report shall include ... the timber harvest levels
in the forest since the enactment of this Act. (ANIL-
CA Section 706(b).)

The declining harvest of National Forest timber
in the five years following enactment of ANILCA
has been well documented. This dramatic decline has
been attributed by the Forest Service to reduced
market demand and displacement of cant sales by
round log exports from private lands. The Secretary
of Agriculture, in each of the annual reports required
by Section 706 (a) on timber supply and demand, has
reported to Congress that “the available land base
in the Tongass National Forest ... is adequate to
maintain the timber supply ... to the dependent in-
dustry at arate of 4.5 billion board feet per decade.”

The State of Alaska emphatically does not agree
with that conclusion, and urges the Congress to con-
duct its own investigation of Forest Service perform-
ance in maintaining employment in the dependent
industry. Although the State agrees that the available
land base appears to have the silvicultural potential
to sustain a timber harvest of 4.5 billion board feet
per decade, the State does N0t agree that this land
base is adequate to provide an economic timber sup-
ply, in the absence of adequate ANILCA funding,
without severely impacting fish and wildlife habitat.
At the level of funding which the Forest Service has
obtained in recent years (pursuant to ANILCA Sec-
tion 705 (a)) public investments in the Tongass Forest
have fallen far short of Tongass Land Management
Plan (TLMP) assumptions and the intent of Con-
gress. A significant share of the land base identified
in TLMP for timber production is not currently avail-
able to the dependent industry in an economic sense.

Several consequences arise from this investment
shortfall, including a dependent timber industry
forced to pay for public roads (to access deficit sales)
which rightfully should be funded by the Forest Serv-
ice, a disproportionate harvest of high-volume stands
(with implications for the future economic viability
of timber harvest and impacts on important wildlife
habitat), and attempts by the Forest Service to aid
a distressed industry by emphasizing logging cost
reductions, rather than offsetting with public invest-
ments the increased logging costs associated with
marginal operations.

By providing an assured timber supply and funds



to offset economic and technological marginality,
Congress intended to maintain employment at his-
toric pre-ANILCA levels in the timber industry which
is dependent on the Tongass National Forest. Clearly,
the Congressional objective has not been achieved.
Southeast Alaska’s timber industry, which is largely
the result of early efforts by the Federal Government,
has been in a severely depressed condition for the
past several years.

Congress established the Section 705 funding pro-
vision based, in part, upon certain assumptions con-
tained in the Forest Service’s 1979 Tongass Land
Management Plan. The ANILCA funding provided
thus far has neither kept pace with inflation, nor
TLMP objectives. If the full ANILCA funding were
obtained and utilized as intended by Congress, and
historic pre-ANILCA employment levels are still not
achieved, then the solution which Congress devised
in ANILCA would be demonstrably unworkable. As
it stands now, we can only surmise the employment
effects which full funding would achieve.

SMALL BUSINESSES IN THE
DEPENDENT TIMBER INDUSTRY

This report shall include ... the status of the small
business set-aside program in the Tongass Forest.
(ANILCA Section 706(h).)

The Forest Service, in cooperation with the Small
Business Administration (U.S. Department of Com-
merce), established a timber saie program well before
the passage of ANILCA which was intended to give
special recognition to small businesses. Qualifying
small businesses were able to bid on National Forest
timber sales without competition from larger com-
panies. They only had to bid against each other. The
Forest Service’s assessment of the status of the smalll
business set-aside program occupies five and one-half
pages of its draft report, and in the State’s view, does
not adequately describe this important program which
was designed to help maintain the viability of small
firms dependent on National Forest timber.

As the SBA set-as;de program is wholly adminis-
tered by the Federal Government, it has the capability
and the data to provide a much more informative
status report. The State of Alaska believes that such
a report should contain a detailed presentation of
qualifying firms which existed prior to the passage
of ANILCA, and the entry and departure of qualified
firms subsequent to ANILCA (including a descrip-
tion of the factors which account for each change).
The status of dependent small businesses, and their
role in overall employment in the dependent timber
industry, should include a listing of the number of
people which each qualifying firm has employed an-
nually each year since 1979, the volumes purchased

and actually harvested, and the mileage and value
of contract-specified roads built by each firm with
effective purchaser credits, and where purchaser
credits were rot effective.

IMPACTS OF WILDERNESS DESIGNATION

This report shall include . . . 'he impact of wilder-
ness designation on the timber, fIShIn?, and tourism
%no%tzggry in Southeast Alaska. (ANTLCA Section

A key component of Congress’ interest in receiving
Tongass status reports was the effect of its wilderness
designations on timber, fishing, and tourism industries.

Timber Industry

The principal effect of wilderness designation on
the timber industry was an acknowledged necessity
to harvest timber on marginal land. The increased
cost of providing access to, and operating in, such
marginal lands was to be absorbed by the Federal
Government. Expenditures were contemplated in
road construction, advanced logging technology, and
thinning of young timber stands to increase their
future yield.

Harvesting of marginal stands has, however, fallen
far short of TLMP objectives in terms of propor-
tional amounts. While depressed market conditions
and displacement of National Forest products may
account for a significant share of this shortfall, the
failure of the Forest Service to provide sufficient
ANILCA funding is also a significant factor. The
Forest Service, in other words, is not willing to pay
the price of Wilderness. This unwillingness has con-
tributed to significant employment losses in the de-
pendent timber industry, and an emphasis on logging
cost reductions to relieve this economic distress. The
State encourages consideration of additional cost
cutting measures, but not at the expense of other
resource values and public uses in the Tongass Forest.

Fisheries Industry

Wilderness designation, with the ANILCA pro-
vision which authorizes aquaculture facilities, has
given assurance of long-term protection from manage-
ment-induced hazards to water quality and anadro-
mous fish streams, as well as permitting enhancement
potential.

Timber harvesting and associated activities outside
of wilderness areas constitutes the greatest potential
for management-induced risks to commercial fisher-
ies. Neither short-term nor long-term cumulative
effects of timber harvesting activities on water quality
are clearly understood, since water quality monitor-
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ing is not carried out on a routine project-specific
basis in the TNF. The Forest Service has stated its
commitment to fully protect the biological potential
of fisheries habitat in non-wilderness areas of the
Tongass Forest. Measures instituted by the Forest
Service to reduce logging costs have not, thus far,
been demonstrated to be detrimental to the fisheries
resource. There have, however, been measures pro-
posed recently which concern the State. Enhancement
of timber harvesting economics should come primari
ly from public investments as intended by Congress.
The Forest Service noted that most problem areas
which were identified in its 1984 evaluation of TLMP
could have been resolved had “ the full implementa-
tion of TLMP been more of an ongoing Regional
priority.” As indicated below, the State believes that
such implementation could have ensured a higher
degree of fish habitat protection.

Tourism Industry

The Forest Service has concluded that Wilderness
areas in the Tongass Forest have not yet evidenced
any large scale increase in use and identifies several
ingredients which are essential to facilitating increased
recreation use. Many Alaskans and nonresident tour-
ists utilize non-wilderness portions of the Tongass
Forest for recreational purposes. This is, to some
extent, a consequence of proximity and accessibility
from existing communities, and the nature of the
recreational activities. If timber harvesting and associ-
ated activities outside of designated wilderness areas
proceeds according to TLMP assumptions, certain
kinds of public recreational activities, including sport
hunting, may be altered. To the extent that limber
harvesting and road construction will occur in the
Tongass Forest on land not considered prior to ANIL-
CA to be part of the commercial forest base, recrea-
tional and tourism activities in these areas will be
indirectly impacted by the passage of ANILCA.

FISH AND WILDLIFE
PROTECTIVE MEASURES

This report shall include . . . measures instituted by
the Forest Service to protect fish and wildlife in the
forest. (ANILCA Section 706(h).)

The fish and most wildlife species which inhabit
the Tongass National Forest, or utilize waters within
or flowing from the forest, belong to the citizens of
Alaska, and are managed for them by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) in accordance
with the State Constitution and statutes. Nonresidents
also utilize these species as provided by State law.
As a consequence, Federal management of the Ton-
gass National Forest as it affects the habitats of these
State-managed resources is a matter of direct concern
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to the State and its residents. The potential for ad-
verse impacts from timber harvesting and associated
activities is usually greatest on those portions of the
Tongass Forest which possess commercial timber val-
ues outside of designated Wilderness areas. The users
of State fish and wildlife resources are negatively
impacted to the extent that the habitats of these fish
and wildlife are adversely affected.

The State considers the report which the Secretary
of Agriculture will submit to Congress this Decem-
ber, and every two years thereafter (in accordance
with Section 706(b) of ANILCA), as an important
opportunity for the Forest Service to clearly indicate
to Congress not only what has occurred on the
Tongass Forest with regard to fish and game resources
since passage of ANILCA, but to make recommenda-
tions for the future. Most importantly, the 1985 report
should provide a clear and concise evaluation of the
effectiveness of current Forest Service programs, and
measures taken, to protect fish and wildlife. We find,
however, that the Forest Service document which the
State has reviewed does not fulfill these objectives.

The State has identified the following fish and wild-
life issues as ones which should be considered by Con-
gress: (1) the 'mpacts of logging related alteration of
old-growth habitats on wildlife, (2) the degree to which
fish habitat protection measures have been imple-
mented, (3) the degree to which those measures which
have been implemented have been effective, and (4)
the resulting effects of timber harvesting on commer-
cial, sport, and subsistence users of the fish and wild-
life resources of the Tongass National Forest (TNF).

Based on a detailed DFG analysis2of Forest Serv-
ice management of the Tongass, the State concludes
that the planned timber harvest will have adverse im-
pacts on wildlife habitat in areas designated by TLMP
for commercial forest management and will reduce
yields from these areas to users in the course of the
100-year harvest rotation. Forest Service efforts io re-
duce costs and improve the economics of the currently
depressed limber industry include measures that may
accelerate adverse impacts on wildlife, and may not
conform to habitat protection requirements provided
for in TLMP and other Forest Service authorities.
Reduction of standards designed tc protect salmon
habita, has been suggested as a means to reduce the
costs of logging as well. While the Stale does sup-
port cost reductions, it does not support cost reduc-
tions that lead to increased adverse impacts on fish,
wildlife, or water quality. Any additional enhance-
ment of timber harvest economics should come from

- Status of measures to protect lish and wildlife in the Ton-
gass National Forest: A Report on Section 706(b) of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act. Preliminary copy
prepared by the Alaska Dept rtment of Fish and Game, August
30, 1085.



ANILCA funds as intended by Congress.

The potential long-term adverse impacts of clearcut
logging on the fish and wildlife species in the region
have been particularly well documented for the Sitka
black-tailed deer and rearing salmon and trout. Simp-
ly stated, old-growth stands of timber consist of trees
of all ages and contain op enings where large trees have
fallen and browse plants have temporarily taken ad-
vantage of available sunlight. The close juxtaposition
of large trees that can intercept snowfall and browse
plants that provide food can sustain deer through
harsh winter months. This old-growth forest condition
can, in Southeast Alaska’s damp maritime climate
(where forest fires are neither common nor wide-
spread), perpetuate itself for indefinite periods.
Moreover, these two important characteristics of
snowfall interception and browse availability have not
yet been demonstrated to result from even the most
intensively managed second-growth timber stands.

Research also indicates that adverse impacts can
be expected for moose, black bear, brown bear, moun-
tain goat, marten, wolf, land otter, cavity-nesting
birds, and other bird and small mammal species re-
quiring aspects of old-growth forest.

With some limited exceptions, no timber-harvest-
related measures have been developed or implement-
ed, since enactment of ANILCA or adoption of
TLMP, that have the demonstrated ability to mitigate
long-term wildlife habitat losses. Although measures
to protect fish habitat have been more successfully
implemented, many are currently proposed for revi-
sion to reduce logging costs and may result in reduc-
tion of fish habitat protection. Identification of high-
value fish and wildlife areas has often occurred during
timber sale planning, but protection of the areas
through retention3as undisturbed habitat has not
occurred on the majority of the TNF where timber

"The concept of wildlife habitat retention on the Tongass Na-
tional Forest was first discussed in the 1977 Southeast Alaska
Area Guide which required Wildlife Habitat Management units
(WHMU) to be developed by an interdisciplinary team (IDT)
for all land use proposals. These WHMU would include the iden-
tification of "areas retained in natural conditions” (Forest Serv-
ice. 1977. Southeast Alaska Area Guide. Alaska Region, Juneau.
280 p.) Permanent retention of old-growth habitat was the ma-
jor wildlife habitat mitigation measure discussed in TLM P and
incorporated into the TLMP harvest schedule (Forest Service.
1979. Tongass Land Management Plan Final Environmental Im-
pact Statement, Part I. Alaska Region, Series No. RIO-57,
Juneau.) About 273,000 acres of operable commercial forest land
(CFL) in L.UD IIl and IV areas were excluded from timber
harvest scheduling in the development of TLM P harvest calcula-
tions in order to protect visual quality and fish and wildlife
habitat (Forest Service 1979, 1984. Tongass Land Management
Plan Evaluation Report. Alaska Region, Admin. Doc. No. 139,
Juneau. 166 p.) The amount equals about 30 percent of the
operable CFL in LUDs Il and 13 percent in LUDs IV (Forest
Service 1979). Specific retention percentiles were developed for
bear, eagle, moose, goal, upland bird, furbearer, wolf, and water
bird habitat (Forest Service 1979, 1984).

harvesting is being scheduled. Despite TLMP com-
mitments to long-term retention for fish and wildlife
habitat, project planning has usually failed to provide
consideration of long-term retention when making
available a specific volume of timber for harvest.

Outside of Congressionally designated Wilderness
areas, the key decisions that have the most far-reach-
ing implications on the extent and rate of adverse
impacts are: (1) the annual harvest target, (2) the em-
phasis on harvest of high-volume timber stands out of
proportion to their occurrence on the TNF (both in
TLMP and in a recent decision to exceed the ratios
specified in TLMP for the first decade), and (3) accel-
erated rates of preroading of permanent roads in areas
where timber harvest is not imminent. TLMP assump-
tions concerning portions of the commercial forest
land base available or reserved from harvest and the
implementation of extended notations usually have
not been considered in project or Management Area
Analysis (MAA) planning which may alter the ability
of the TNF to sustain the TLMP timber harvest
without significantly greater logging of high-value
fish and wildlife areas. The most significant proce-
dural failings are the (1) lack of long-term (life-of-
the-rotation) planning, and (2) lack of cumulative
impact analysis on both the long-term and manage-
ment area basis.

The fish and wildlife resources of both wilderness
and non-wilderness portions of the Tongass are vital
to commercial fishing and guiding industries and
contribute to support industries and the suitability
of the region for a growing tourist industry. Many
residents of the region depend heavily on the resour-
ces for food and recreation, with dependence on fish
and deer that is particularly high in the many small
communities. Long-term reductions in opportunities
to harvest or enjoy fish and wildlife will occur in
areas subject to timber harvesting as a result of that
timber harvest and associated development. Where
habitat losses are significant, yields may likely be
reduced in some areas of the Tongass to levels below
which harvest of certain species can be sustained.
The Stale is very concerned that it will not be able
to manage fish and wildlife on a sustained yield
basis, and that these resources may not be available
for maximum use consistent with the public interest.
Moreover the State is concerned that it will not be
able to “manage, protect, maintain, improve, and
extend the fish, game, and aquatic resources of the
state” as required by statute.

The State of Alaska depends upon the expertise
of DFG regarding the relationships between timber
harvest and habitat management and believes that
the conclusions drawn in the DFG report (see foot-
note number 2) must be adequately considered and
dealt with as the report becomes finalized.
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Repart to the Unlted States Congpress:

Sealaska Corporatio
of ANILCA |Oe arol1

Stalaska Corporation isan Alaska Native Regional
Corporation organized under the laws of the State
of Alaska pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (ANCSA), 43 US.C. S 1601, efseq.
Through ANCSA, Sealaska will receive fee title to
approximately 330,000 acres of surface estate located
throughout Southeast Alaska and title to 620,000
acres, more or less, of subsurface estate underlying
the ANCSA regional village and urban Native cor-
poration surface estate. All lands received or to be
received by Sealaska Corporation under ANCSA were
formerly from the Tongass National Forest.

Sealaska is submitting this report to the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture Forest Service in fulfillment
of our responsibilities under Sections 706(b) and (c)
of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANILCA). Section 706(b) requires that:

The Secretary [Agriculture] shall review and report to

the Congress on the status of the Tongass National

Forest in southeastern Alaska. This report shall in-

clude, but not be limited to, (1) the timber harvest

levels in the forest since the enactment of this Act;

(2) the impact of wilderness designation on the tim-

be fishing, and tourism mdustrﬁf in Southeast Alas-

ka; (3) measures instituted by the Forest Service to
protect fish and wildlife in the forest; and (4) the
status of the small business set aside program in the

Tongass forest.

Section 706(c) provides that:

The study required by this section shall be conducted
in cooperation and consultation with the State, af-
fected Native Corporations, the Southeast Alaska
timber industry, the Southeast Alaska Conservation
Council, and the Alaska Land Use Council.
Sealaska Corporation has provided comment to the
United States Forest Service Region 100n the Forest
Service 706(b) report. Additionally, the Forest Service
has offered each cooperator, referenced in Section
706(c) of ANILCA, the opportunity to submit a co-
operator’s report which will be included as part of
the 706(b) report to the United States Congress.
Sealaska Corporation, at the invitation of the US.
Forest Service, is submitting this document as the
Corporation’s contribution to the cooperators’ sec-
tion of the 706(b) report. Sealaska appreciates the
invitation of the Forest Service to submit this report.

"Septerber J), 1956.

of the ongasg N

onse to Section 706(I)o
s Mar]a ement Statu )
ational Forest

Although the Sealaska Corporation 706(b) cooper-
ator’sreport is critical of some aspects of the man-
agement of the Tongass National Forest and its effects
on Native corporations, there are many other areas
in which there have been significant efforts by the
U.S. Forest Service to cooperate with Native corpora-
tions. Through U.S. Forest Service efforts, there has
been adirect and measurable benefit to Native cor-
porations. The U.S. Forest Service cooperation has
been particularly beneficial in areas such as cooper-
ative road use and facilities agreements, boundary
surveys, sharing of technical information such as
timber inventories, some aspects of cooperative land-
use planning, and in developing national policy on
the permitting of log transfer facilities.

SUMMARY

The passage of ANILCA came at a time when the
Native corporations in Southeast Alaska were just
starting to receive conveyance of lands under the Set-
tlement Act. Implementation of certain provisions
of ANILCA has adversely affected the ability of the
newly established ANCSA corporations to develop
into strong economically sound private corporations.
In addition, the management direction of the Tongass
National Forest has not been conducive to long-term
economic stability in the Southeast Alaska region
and has failed to address the need for minimizing
conflict to facilitate sound management of the natur-
al resources in the region.

It is Sealaska’s position that:

1) Implementation of certain provisioniof ANIL-
CA have frustrated efforts by the corporations
established under the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act to establish themselves as viable
economic entities to meet the real economic and
social needs of the Native people of Southeast
Alaska,

2) Efforts to fulfill the intent of the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act in an equitable and expe-
ditious manner through specific land exchanges,
aimed at resolution of problems created by the
implementation of the Settlement Act and other
national interest considerations, have become
subservient to other National Forest manage-
ment requirements,
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3) Actions by purchasers of Tongass National
Forest timber to secure waivers of the primary
manufacturing requirement have undermined
efforts by private timber owners to secure
domestic markets for their timber,

4) Scheduled road construction and timber harvest
operations on Tongass National Forest lands
near rural communities in Southeast Alaska
have not provided for gradual, long-term eco-
nomic stability in these communities and that,

5) The manner in which multiple-use management
of the Tongass National Forest is being inter-
preted by various interest groups is resulting in
unending controversy among user-groups and
is working to the detriment of sound resource
management of Federal lands.

IMPACT OF THE ALASKA NATIVE
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT
ON THE MANAGEMENT OF THE
TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST

In the Preface of the Public Review Draft of the
ANILCA 7U6(b) Report, there is a statement that,
“two pieces of national legislation have been instru-
mental in shaping management on the Tongass Na-
tional Forest: The National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) of 1976 and ANILCA (1980).” The report
should also recognize another important piece of
Congressional legislation, namely, the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), which has had a
major impact on the management and ownership of
natural resources within the boundaries of the Ton-
gass National Forest. Failure by the Forest Service
to fully recognize the objectives of ANCSA has re-
sulted in numerous Forest Service actions which have
worked to the detriment of the newly established
ANCSA corporations, which are striving to become
viable economic entities within Southeast Alaska.

By the end of 1984, the 13 ANCSA corporations
located in Southeast Alaska received conveyance of
approximately 450,000 acres of land from the Tongass
National Forest. Most of these conveyances occurred
from 1979 through 1981 and continue to the present
date. Once the land conveyance process is completed,
a total of approximately 620,000 acres of land will
be owned by the Native corporations adjacent to the
Tongass National Forest. The commencement by
Southeast Alaska ANCSA corporations of resource
development activities, particularly timber harvest
operations, immediately prior to and since the
passage of ANILCA has been largely overlooked by
the U.S. Forest Service. There is an essential need
for the Forest Service to coordinate silviculture and
timber harvest operations with ANCSA corporations
whenever these activities relate to community stabili-
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ty, maintenance of a healthy regional forest industry
and land exchanges.

COMMUNITY STABILITY

One of the basic tenets of the National Forest Sys-
tem policy throughout the United States is to manage
public lands “to promote the welfare of local com-
munities dependent upon National Forest operations
for employment” (Reg. S-2, August 12, 1936, 1F.R.
1092). It is Sealaska’s position that there is a greater
need for Forest Service planning related to the
Tongass National Forest to promote long-term eco-
nomic stability of rural communities by coordinating
timber harvest activities with adjoining private and
non-Federal parties.

Prior to conveyance of lands to the 13 Southeast
Alaska ANCSA corporations, logging and road con-
struction activity on public lands generated a high
level of economic activity in remote areas with subse-
quent extended periods of no activity. The effect has
been a “boom and bust” cycle which has brought
instability in employment opportunities, direct and
indirect impacts to local economies and has failed
to recognize social and environmental impacts on
local communities.

In the alternative, it is Sealaska’'s opinion that
moderate levels of harvest and road construction ac-
tivities by the U.S. Forest Service and ANCSA cor-
porations near communities should occur to provide
a stable flow of timber over a 15-to 25-year planning
horizon. Such coordinated activity should be encour-
aged to enhance resource management as well as to
ensure protection of water quality and fish and
wildlife resources.

PLANNING COORDINATION

The U.S. Forest Service has its own internal system
of forest planning. It is Sealaska’s opinion that the
Forest Service does not fully participate in some State
planning programs such as local coastal zone man-
agement planning systems. Consequently, integrated
forest and resource planning with adjacent State,
local and private lands on less than the regional level
is not occurring. The lack of coordination causes
land management to become disjointed, with differ-
ent missions and practices resulting. More effort is
needed to promote cooperation and coordination
with State and private interests at all planning levels.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ANILCA 705(a)
TIMBER HARVEST LEVEL

During the intense negotiations and discussion
leading up to the passage of ANILCA, there was



strong puunu auppun jui me csiauusiuuem o1 several
wilderness areas within the Tongass National Forest.
At the same time, purchasers of Federal timber from
the Tongass National Forest were concerned that the
creation of the numerous wilderness areas would
jeopardize the long-term viability and stability of
the timber industry in Southeast Alaska. In the final
analysis, a compromise was reached between the en-
vironmental groups and the timber industry which
led to the 4.5 billion board feet timber supply require-
ment in ANILCA.

The 4.5 billion-board-feet-per-decade figure was
based on the historical harvest levels from the
Tongass National Forest. At the time the timber
supply issue was being debated, prior to the passage
of ANILCA, there was some discussion the possibility
of including ANCSA corporation timber as part of
the total timber supply which would be made avail-
able from the Tongass National Forest. In the final
analysis, however, timber from the ANCSA corpora-
tions lands was not taken into account in establishing
the public timber supply level from the Tongass. At
that time, Sealaska and other Native entities located
in the Tongass National Forest supported the ANIL-
CA compromise including the exclusion of their
timber from the allowable cut calculations. Native
corporations favored this exclusion to allow their
timber to find its own place in the free market system.

Since ANILCA, various groups have questioned
the wisdom of the 450 million board feet per year
cut level in terms of the effects this has had and will
continue to have on the ability of the U.S. Forest
Service to protect and manage for other resource
values on the Tongass National Forest. Segments of
the public have been critical of the Forest Service’s
practice of offering an average of 450 million board
feet (450 mmbf) of timber each year during periods
of depressed timber markets. Further, this harvest
level is severely hindering fulfillment of the purposes
of ANCSA. These actions have compounded the dif-
ficulty faced by the Southeast Alaska ANCSA cor-
porations in finding local markets for pulpwood and
low-quality sawlogs produced from their timberlands.

Once the total volume of timber being made avail-
able from the Tongass National Forest and Native
corporation lands in Southeast Alaska increased
from the historic average to approximately 600 mmbf
(or more) per year, the ability of markets to absorb
this increased volume was severely strained. The high
volume of timber the US. Forest Service has been
putting up for sale each year, particularly during
times of depressed market conditions, has had an ad-
verse impact on the ANCSA corporations efforts to
find local markets and achieve reasonable prices for
timber which does not meet export market standards.

several issues, which relate to the implementation
of Section 705(a) harvest level, are of concern to
Sealaska Corporation as described below.

Timber Sale Backlog

During the 1981 through 1984 period, in excess
of 450 million board feet of timber has been made
available from the Tor.gass National Forest on an
annual basis. During this same period actual pur-
chases of Federal timber have amounted to approx-
imately 315 million board feet per year. The backlog
of Federal timber, which has been made available,
is presently in excess of 600 miilion board feet. This
backlog of timber from Federal lands provides timber
reserves which significantly reduces future opportu-
nities for private timber owners to find domestic
markets for their low-quality timber.

Primary Processing Requirements

During the past four years, the timber industry
within the Tongass Forest located in Southeast
Alaska, as well as the Pacific Northwest and other
parts of the country, has been severely depressed.
As a consequence, timber harvest from the Tongass
National Forest public lands has decreased from ap-
proximately 450 million board feet in 1980 to about
250 million board feet in 1984.

Deteriorating market conditions in the timber in-
dustry has resulted in increased pressure from pur-
chasers of public timber to secure waivers from the
U.S. Forest Service with regard to in-state primary
processing requirements. Numerous arguments have
been advanced to support waiver of the xisting ban
on the export of round logs. Arguments have ranged
from competition resulting from the export of round
logs from Native corporation lands to expansion of
market opportunities for purchasers of National
Forest timber.

Since 1926, the export of unprocessed spruce and
hemlock timber, the two principle timber species
found in Southeast Alaska, has been restricted. The
export of minor timber species such as red cedar,
yellow cedar and hardwoods, in unprocessed form,
has been restricted to a lessor degree depending on
the effect such action would have on domestic manu-
facturers’ needs. The specific policy requires that
unprocessed timber from National Forest lands in
Alaska may not be exported from the United States
or shipped to other states without prior approval of
the Regional Forester.

Ongoing efforts by the purchasers of Federal tim-
ber to secure waivers of the primary manufacturing
requirement, which has been in effect in Southeast
Alaska since the 1920's, have been disheartening to
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the newly established private corporations’ efforts
to break into the marketplace.

Waiver Requests

Over the last four years, a number of requests have
been made to the Regional Forester to waive primary
manufacturing requirements on small logs and other
timber. Sealaska has opposed each of these requests
through the public review process and appeal pro-
cedures to the Chief of the Forest Service. It is
Sealaska’s observation that these waivers constitute
unfair competition with private industry. The U.S.
Forest Service purchasers and contractors arc heavily
subsidized in stumpage values, road credits, admin-
istrative assistance, facility investments and contract
provisions. Native corporations are not subsidized
and must rely upon conventional credit sources and
the marketplace for their continued existence. Fur-
ther, these waivers challenge the underlying public
policy reasons for the long-term contracts and other
timber sale contracts which are designed to create
investment and employment in domestic manufac-
turing facilities within the region.

Another series of actions relating to the waiver
of primary processing requirements has been the
waiver of processing requirements related to salvage
timber sales. The Forest Service has indicated that
the lifting of the primary manufacturing requirement
has occurred in the case of salvage sales for two
reasons: 1) inability of the Forest Service to sell this
timber when it has been advertised previously under
the primary manufacturing requirement, and 2) con-
cern over further deterioration of the timber caused
by fungal attack, possible buildup of bark beetle
populations and the threat of insect attack on stand-
ing timber. The reasoning which has been put forth
by the Forest Service on this issue has considerable
merit, since it is in everyone's interest to salvage blow-
down timber as quickly as possible to eliminate waste
and to guard against buildup of insect populations.
The waiver of primary manufacturing requirements
for volumes ranging from 50 to 70 mmbf from
salvage sales, however, creates additional concerns.

The Forest Service has consistently taken the posi-
tion that the agency is continually under pressure
to make available to the Southeast Alaska timber
industry a total of four and one-half billion board
feet of timber each decade. This stated domestic need
indicates that there is no excess volume from the
Tongass National Forest available to supply logs to
markets outside of Alaska.

During this time when the U.S. Forest Service is
having difficulty receiving bids on timber salvage
sales as well as other sales on the Tongass National
Forest, purchasers of Tongass National Forest timber
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have imported considerable volume of pulpwood,
sawlogs, and chips from Canada. Importing of tim-
ber into Southeast Alaska contradicts the contention
that Southeast Alaska market conditions warrant
waiver of primary manufacturing for the purpose
of expanding requirements.

Lastly, avolume of 50-70 mmbf of export-quality
logs entering the market in a seemingly uncontrolled,
unplanned fashion has an impact to marketing pro-
grams developed by other segments of private in-
dustry. It is Sealaska’s position that the Government
should not be taking actions that foster the expan-
sion of one segment at the expense of another.

If the practice of waivers and other actions by the
USFS and its contractors are to continue, Congress
should reexamine the underlying public policy rea-
sons for the long-term contracts and other manage-
ment practices being undertaken by the USFS and
its contractors within the Tongass National Forest.

Canadian Imports

Over the last four years, the two long-term con-
tractors have each imported in excess of 20 million
board feet of pulp and sawlog timber from Canada.
These events have caused considerable negative im-
pacts on the local economy, employment and have
resulted in an undermining of the credibility of the
underlying purposes of the long-term contracts. Ad-
ditionally, the importation of the logs from Canada
and elsewhere into the Tongass National Forest has
had a negative impact on the ability of the ANCSA
corporations to fully utilize the lower-quality timber
from their lands. As a consequence of the decrease
in the volume being harvested from Tongass National
Forest lands during the past four years, coupled with
the ongoing need of the long-term-contract holders
to supply the two pulpmills in Sou'heast Alaska, one
would expect increasing opportunity for sale of
ANCSA corporation low-quality timber to offset the
loss of raw material that would normally be produced
from the long-term-sale contracts on the Tongass Na-
tional Forest. This has not occurred and is due, at
least in part, to the importation of logs from Canada.

Change in Cant Specifications

During the past two years, the purchasers of
Federal timber have requested permission to manu-
facture and test market, on an experimental basis,
larger cants, going from the present maximum width
of 8inches to a cant with a maximum width of 12
inches, in hopes of improving the marketability of
the timber products harvested from the Tongass Na-
tional Forest. Tu'o facets of this experiment which
are to be examined include the effects of this change
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the timber industry and changes in the market ac-
ceptance of the larger-size cants. One element of this
test experiment, however, which is not being examined,
is the effect this change in cant size may have on
the ability of private landowners to market their
round logs in the Pacific Rim markets.

The justification to allow the manufacture of larg-
er-size cants has been the stated need to expand sales
opportunities during this period of the continuing
recession in the timber industry in Southeast Alaska.
Purchasers of Federal timber have argued that the
principal reason for the decline in the market accep-
tance of cants in the Pacific Rim markets has been
the dramatic increase in the export of round logs
from ANCSA corporation lands. Evidence indicates
that, while the export of round logs from ANCSA
corporation lands in Southeast Alaska may have had
some small effect on the demand for cants produced
from Southeast Alaska, the major reasons for the
market decline have been the strength of the US.
dollar, significant increases in export of timber pro-
ducts from the Pacific Northwest and Canada, and
other factors. In other words, the total market has
declined dramatically since its peak of 1979-80.

Commencement of timber harvest operations on
ANCSA corporation lands began in 1979 but did not
reach a significant volume until 1981 During the
startup period of operations on these private lands,
the various ANCSA corporations undertook a major
effort to develop a market for their timber in the
Pacific Rim countries. Although there are many in
government and industry who are quick to place the
blame for the present demise of the Southeast Alaska
sawmill and pulp industry upon Native corporation
entry into the marketplace, in fact Native corporations
do not bear the burden of this condition in any great
part. The fall of this industry is coincident with a
worldwide recession, specific market and milling
changes in Japan, and explosive annual growth of
round log exports from Canada and the Pacific
Northwest. The percentage share of the Native cor-
porations’ contribution to the total export market
of logs, cants, and lumber approximates less than
3 percent, an amount that questions any significant
impact from Alaska Native timber in the world
marketplace.

Export of Round Logs from the
Tongass National Forest

Recently the Chief of the USFS in conversation
with the Governor of Alaska suggested that the
Forest Service consider lifting the long-standing
Federal requirement for primary manufacturing on
the Tongass National Forest to assist the purchasers

or federal timber during this period of depressed
timber markets. In consideration of waivering pri-
mary manufacturing, it is important to remember that
the basic premise of Federal primary manufacturing
requirement has been to foster the development of
a stable forest products industry in Southeast Alaska.
The obvious effect of a primary manufacturing
waiver would be to put the Federal Government in
direct competition with private timberland owners.

It is the position of Sealaska Corporation that any
serious consideration of removal of the primary
manufacturing requirement related to the harvest of
Federal timber in Southeast Alaska, must include
the cancellation of the long-term contracts on the
Tongass National Forest. To do otherwise, would
result in a situation whereby the Federal Government
would effectively put the private forestland owners
out of business.

Timber Utilization

Efforts by purchasers of Federal timber to secure
waivers of the primary manufacturing requirement
do not directly affect the utilization of timber from
National Forest lands. The reason for this is that
utilization standards on Federal lands are mandated
by Forest Service policy, and are supposedly unaf-
fected by market conditions. That is, the demand
for timber in the marketplace does not affect utiliza-
tion standards on Tongass National Forest lands
(except to cause the USFS to respond to contractor
demands to reduce utilization requirements in order
to reduce costs to themselves). To the extent that
depressed timber markets make it more difficult to
utilize lower-quality material, monies from the
Tongass Timber Supply Fund can be utilized to offset
these higher costs.

In the case of the private timberland owners, how-
ever, market conditions can and have dramatically
affected the utilization standards on these private
lands. No special monies are available to offset the
difference in market price and costs related to
removal of the lower-quality material. While private
timberland owners have continued to work toward
greater utilization of the low-quality timber on their
lands, actions taken by the USFS in the management
of the Tongass National Forest have continually
worked to the detriment of these efforts. Actions
taken related to waiver of primary manufacturing
requirements, salvage sale management, waivers on
contract requirements, imports of timber from
Canada, high level of timber being put on the market
during depressed conditions, and subsidy of opera-
tions through the use of the Tongass Timber Supply
Fund have virtually assured that purchasers of
Federal tir.iber will have no need to purchase lower-
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quality timber from private timberland owners to
supply manufacturing facilities in Southeast Alaska.
In summary, Forest Service actions have not consid-
ered the impact of these actions on all sectors of the
forest products industry in Southeast Alaska.

Land Exchanges

The intent of the Congress in passing into law the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act was to provide
a fair and just settlement of aboriginal land claims
by Alaska Natives. This settlement was to be accomp-
lished rapidly, with certainty, in conformity with the
real economic and social needs of the Native', without
litigation and with maximum participation by Natives
in decisions affecting their rights and property.

The final resolution of ANCSA for some Na ve
groups in Southeast Alaska has been frustrat \ by
protracted litigation and failure of corporation.* to
receive an equitable resource base to meet “real
economic and social needs.” Efforts by Haida Cor-
poration to correct inequities of their land selection
entitlement, through a land exchange using Section
22(f) of ANCSA and Section 1302(h) of ANILCA,
that would provide the corporation with a reasonable
timber base comparable to other corporations, have
been rejected by the Forest Service. Efforts by Shee
Atika, Inc. to protect title, plan for the use of its lands
and to develop their resource base to meet their share-
holders’ real economic and social needs have been
stopped by litigation from third party public interest
groups. This litigation was initiated in an effort to
preserve, in perpetuity, the exceptional noncommaodity
and public interest values of the Admiralty Island
Wilderness National Monument area. A land ex-
change to preserve these public interest lands, and
still provide for Shee Atika’s economic and social
needs, is expected to be strongly resisted.

The reoccurring basis for rejecting these adminis-
trative land exchanges is the 4.5 billion board feet
of timber per decade, as prescribed by ANILCA. The
Forest Service has indicated that the remaining Ton-
gass National Forest commercial forest land base is
barely adequate to meet this requirement, and that
any land exchange which results in a net loss of
timber volume, no matter how small cannot be ap-
proved due to the ANILCA mandate.

The Native corporations have an aboriginal claim
which was to be solved through the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act. Implementation of Section
705(a) has frustrated the final equitable settlement
for these corporations, even though ANCSA predates
ANILCA. The U.S. Forest Service, Department of
Agriculture, and Department of the Interior must
recognize the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act’s
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priority in law and take those administrative steps
necessary to accomplish final resolution of the Alas-
ka Native Claims Settlement Act. Failing that, it is
recommended that the Congress intervene to adjudi-
cate and to provide settlement among the competing
public interests and ensure the fulfillment of * NCSA.

ANILCA 705(a)
TONGASS TIMBER SUPPLY FUND

With the passage of ANILCA, several Wilderness
areas were established, which resulted in a decrease
in the timber base from which timber could be made
available to the private industry. As a consequence
of this development, it became apparent to the Forest
Service and other parties that it would become in-
creasingly difficult to supply an adequate volume
of timber to purchasers of Federal timber. Conse-
quently, the Tongass Timber Supply Fund, Section
705(a) of ANILCA directed the Secretary of the
Treasury to m. ke available to the Secretary of Agri-
culture the sum of at least $40 million annually to
maintain the timber supply from the Tongass Nation-
al Forest to the dependent industry.

The Tongass Timber Supply Fund establishes the
basis for supporting a strong timber industry in
Southeast Alaska. From time to time there is a need
to utilize these funds to strengthen the industry, en-
courage investments in new technology, and expand
employment opportunities in the region. Utilization
of the Tongass Timber Supply Fund, however, must
take into consideration the needs of all segments of
the timber industry.

MANAGEMENT OF
NONCOMMODITY RESOURCES

The Tongass National Forest includes a vast wealth
of noncommodity resources which include fish and
wildlife resources and which are subject to multiple-
use management.

Fish and Wildlife Management

The Tongass National Forest comprises 16.93
million acres of land; of this, 5.66 million acres is
commercial forest land (CFL). Through ANILCA,
approximately 1.57 million acres of CFL is perma-
nently protected. The remaining 4.09 million acres
of CFL is subject to administrative control of the
U.S. Forest Service. Presently, 3.51 million acres is
part of the CFL base and can be logged, an addi-
tional 0.57 million acres is presently excluded from
the CFL base but can, through USFS administration
action (i.e, TLMP revision), be included in the CFL
land base. In sjmmary, 28 percent of the CFL in



the Tongass National Forest is permanently pro-
tected, all remaining CFL is at present or in the
future subject to logging.

Large portions of the remaining CFL lands contain
some of the most important fish and wildlife habitat
lands that exist in the Tongass National Forest. Alter-
ation of CFL by logging can affect the land’s capa-
bility to provide essential habitat for various t shand
species. With only 28 percent of the CFL permanently
protected it can be anticipated that clearcutting of
these lands may, to some degree, decrease the land’s
capability to produce and maintain fish and wildlife.

Although land has been set aside for permanent
protection of fish and wildlife habitat on the Tongass
National Forest, these lands are located in remote
areas removed fiom rural co.umunities. These lands
will not provide significant fish and wildlife resources
for community use. The public land near rural com-
munities is almost without exception LUD 1l or
LUD IV lands which will be subject to intensive log-
ging. If and when these lands are logged correspond-
ing reduction in fish and wild'ife population is likely
to occur.

Due to the dependence of ri’-al communities on
these noncommodity resources, and because almost
all public land adjoining the rural communities is
scheduled ftr logging, there is a need to reconsider
forest land management plans near rural communi-
ties. On public lands this may require permanent pro-
tection of select drainages (VCU'’s) near the Tongass
National Forest near rural communities from large-
scale clearcut logging and may require longer forest
planning/harvesting horizons in order to lessen the
impact on these resources. These plans should be
coordinated with the plans of adjoining private land
managers to ensure that adequate protection of for-
estland occurs to provide for fish and wildlife
resources essential to subsistence of rural citizens
residing in these communities.

Application of Multiple-Use Management

By law and regulation, the U.S. Forest Service is
required to manage National Forest lands for pro-
duction of a full range of resources in accordance
with the principle of multiple-use management. Indi-
vidual percen,:ons of what multiple-use management
means have seated endless controversy over the
manner in which the Tongass National Forest is being
managed.

In some situations all parties agree that manage-
ment for some resource values are mutually exclusive.
That is, if the management for one resource value
is to be emphasized, this will preclude management
for one or more other resource values. Management

of an area to provide opportunities for pristine
wilderness experiences, for example, would eliminate
the opportunity to manage the same area for timber
production, mineral production, or other commodity-
oriented values. In numerous other situations,
however, the relationship between and compatibility
of resource uses are subject to intense debate.

There appears to be a perception by many individ-
uals that multiple-use management means that each
acre of land, to the extent that the full range of
resource values is present, is to be managed to pro-
duce the full range of resources. To the extent that
management of specific resource values is perceived
to be or is in actuality mutually exclusive or is in
direct competition with each other, unending con-
troversy has become the norm. The time has come
for the U.S. Forest Service, and other public land
management agencies which are required to manage
lands on the basis of the principle of multiple-use
management, to rethink the way in which the mul-
tiple-use management principle is being applied and
interpreted by the general public.

There is a great need to clarify ".ne meaning of
multiple-use management. It isimportant to explain
what the law requires and to explain in layman terms
how multiple-use management will be employed in
the field in an attempt to provide the greatest com-
bination of benefits (consistent with the specific
resource values present) from the overall land man-
agement unit (a specific National Forest). Here in
the Tongass National Forest (as well as other National
Forests in the country), the U.S. Forest Service needs
to state clearly that their multiple use mandate re-
quires that the agency manage the National Forest
S0 as to provide the greatest combination of benefits
from the National Forest as a whole, and not on each
individual acre.

There is a need for the U.S. Forest Service to over-
haul the Tongass Land Management Plan— which is
scheduled for 1989. Basically the Forest Service needs
to employ a key-value, dominant-use, or comparative-
advantage concept when classifying all areas of the
forest. Under this concept, it should be clearly stated
that management of certain lands for wildlife, habi-
tat or some other resource value can only occur to
the extent that this use does not unnecessarily con-
strain use of these lands for timber production. The
same process would be used in terms of designating
the primary use of an area (VCU) as wildlife habitat
and possibly other compatible resource values.

The Southeast Alaska Native corporations have
a stake in the outcome of the 1989 update of the
Tongass Land Management Plan. To the extent that
the management of the Tongass does not provide
adequate protection of subsistence resources avail-
able to residents of rural communities, many of
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Sealaska’s Native shareholders in rural areas may put
increasing pressure on Sealaska and village/urban
corporations to curtail development on its lands to
compensate for loss of prime subsistence areas on
public lands. This could compound the already tenu-
ous economic viability of Native corporations within
southeastern Alaska. The continuing controversy
over how lands in the Tongass are being managed,
particularly in situations when the prime use of lands
is not clearly defined, can lead to increasingly restric-
tive laws and regulations governing resource extrac-
tion activities on private and public lands. Although
laws and regulations may be specific to public as op-
posed to private lands, there is often considerable
spillover effects on private lands.

It is Sealaska’s position that the manner in which
the multiple-use concept is being applied in the
Tongass National Forest is the source of excessive
controversy with respect to how specific areas withir
the Tongass are being managed. In connection with
the 1989 update of the Tongass Land Management
Plan, there is a need for the Forest Service to adopt
a new approach to multiple-use management which
minimizes controversies resulting from efforts to
manage for two or more resource values whose uses
are perceived to be or are actually in conflict with
each other. More specifically, Sealaska Corporation
suggests that the U.S. Forest Service clearly enun-
ciate its multiple-use mandate in terms of the Tongass
National Forest as a whole, while recognizing that
individual Value Comparison Units (and larger areas
suchasLUD I, LUD Il, and LUD IV areas) will not
be managed for all resource values (multiple-use),
but rather will be managed for that resource value
or those resource values which are compatible, based
on the specific resource attributes of each area. For
those areas of the Tongass (primarily LUD 111 and
LUD | release areas) for which a primary use has
not been designated, there is a need to reclassify these
areas on the basis of primary use or uses which are
compatible. Once the primary use(s) of a specific
geographic area (VCU) has been designated, the new
Tongass Land Management Plan must clearly explain
that management for resource values, other than the
prime use(s) which has (have) been designated, can
only occur to the extent that management for other
values will not conflict with management for the
primary use.

Application of multiple-use manageme it based
on the key-value, dominant-use, or comparative-
advantage concept will require the cooperation of
all user and management groups, including private
entities, State as well as Federal agencies. Efficient
application of professional expertise in the manage-
ment of all natural resources can only occur when
individuals can concentrate their efforts. It is time
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for a return to common sense in the management
of the public’s natural resources.

PERMITTING OF
LOG TRANSFER FACILITIES

The permitting of log transfer facilities (LTF’s)
has undergone recent changes. Historically, LTF’s
were required to secure a section 10and 404 permit
from the Corps of Engineers, a 401 Certification of
Reasonable Assurance from the Alaska Department
of Environmental Conservation, and an Alaska
Coastal Zone Management Consistency Determina-
tion of the Alaska Division of Environmental Coor-
dination. Receipt of these permits and certifications
included special conditions to ensure that the con-
struction and operation of the facility met all State
(and consequently Federal) water quality requirements
and coastal zone management requirements for the
protection of water quality, fish and wildlife resources,
and habitat. More recently, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency is seeking to require that applicants
for LTF permits also secure a National Pollutant Dis-
charge Elimination System permit (section 402 of
the Clean Wa”'r \ct).

The effect ot u.ts new permit will be to create an
administrative burden on permit applicants and to
at least triple the amount of time required to secure
all the authorizations to construct an LTF. Addition-
ally, the requirements imposed by EPA in the 402
permit duplicates the existing requirements in Corps
permits and State certifications.

The U.S. Congress has recognized the burden the
additional 402 permit places on the logging industry
and has passed an amendment to the Clean Water
Act which requires coordination of the Corps of
Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency
permits to avoid duplication, needless paperwork,
and delay in receipt of permits. Additionally, in
Alaska, the logging industry and State and Federal
agencies involved in the review or permitting of LTF’s
have developed a set of guidelines to assist in the
review and permitting of LTF’s.

Through the amendments to the Clean Water Act
and development of guidelines for permitting of
LTF’s, significant progress has been made toward
eliminating duplication, needless paperwork, and
delay in permitting | * F's. The final implementation
of an effective, efficient permitting system is depend-
ent on the Corps and EPA developing an adminis-
trative procedure for implementation of the Clean
Water Act amendments and LTF guidelines. Until
these procedures are established and proven to be
workable, there must be a continuing participation
by the Congress, government, and the industry to
develop final procedures for the permitting of LTF's.



Alaska Loqaer

A Report %he_ .
? oclation
for Inclusion as Part of the ANILCA

Report to

INTRODUCTION

ANILCA was a continuation of a long line of
Federal statutes, which have demonstrated strong
Congressional intent to establish and maintain the
timber industry in Alaska in order to provide year-
round employment in Southeast Alaska. In 1947,
Congress passed the Tongass Timber Act (P.L. 385),
which cleared the way for timber sales in the Tongass
National Forest. The Committee Report made it clear
that the goal was not so much to sell timber as to
provide employment:

A large-scale deveIoEment of the timber resources

in southeastern Alaska, involving the establishment

of important business enterprises and the employment

of many persons for extensive operations on a year-
round basis, is essential to the maintenance of a pros-

Perous and stable economy in the Terr tory. Hereto-

ore, Alaska has been handicapped by the seasonal

nature of the principal industrial activities conducted
within the area. A timber Program of that sort men-
tioned by the Secretary ot the Interior would be of
great benefit in assisting the people of Alaska to
Brogress from the present dependence upon seasonal
usiness operations. Moreover, such a development
within the Territoré would be of great value to the

Nation as a whole, both from the standpoint of mak-

ing available to the national economy valuable and
sorela needed Eroducts from the great forests in
Southeast Alaska and from the standpoint of pro-

moting the National defense through increasing the
population and industrial capacity of Alaska as cur

Northern Rampart.” (Report of the House Committee

on Agriculture, No. 873, July 10, 1947.)

When Congress passed the National Forest Man-
agement Act (16 US.C. 1601 etseq3 in 1976, Section
15(b) reaffirmed the continuing operation of the
50-year timber sale contracts which had been estab-
lished following the Tongass Timber Act. The 'dear
Congressional intent expressed by ANILCA was to
If ave the timber-industry-related employment in the
same position after the passage of ANILCA as it
was before the wilderness was designated. In Section
705 Congress quantified how much money it would
take to make certain that the industry-related employ-
ment remained in the same position. The figures
Congress used were supplied by the Forest Service

‘Compiled by Jim Clark.
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Congress

and described what it intended to spend on intensive
management in 1978 dollars.

The timber industry is not in the same position
in which it had been prior to passage of ANILCA.
In 1979, there were two pulpmills operating full-time,
six sawmills operating full-time and 4,589 people
employed.2 By 1985 each pulpmill was operating
sporadically and only two of six sawmills were oper-
ating— the remaining four were closed down or in
bankruptcy proceedings.3As of 1983, the employ-
ment compiled by the Forest Service was down to
3,696. Industry believes the employment in 1985 is
now down to 2,606.

Our major concern is that the Tongass Timber base
compromise, set forth in Section 705 of ANILCA,
is not being implemented. The compromise was that
vast new Wilderness areas would be created (which
swallowed up much of the commercial forest timber
base) in return for Forest Service expenditure of in-
tensive management funds (i.e., funds for preroading,
precommercial thinning, and advance logging tech-
nology) to maintain employment on the Tongass.4
The Wilderness was created, but the intensive man-
agement program has not been fully implemented.
In FY 1984, for example, despite poor markets which
created a tremendous need for Forest Service preroad-
ing expenditures to make Tongass timber economic,

“See table 15 Tongass Land Management Plan Evaluation
Report, November 1984.
Mill Status:
Pu|p—sitka. Alaska Pulp Corp. at 60 percent capacity, est.
1985 losses = S26 million.
—Ketchikan. Louisiana Pacific Corp. Reporting heavy losses.

Sanmills:

Haines Schnabel Lumber Chapter 7 Shutdown
Petersburg Mitkoff Lumber Operating

Wrangell Wrangell Forest Prod. Operating-losing money
Ketchikan  Louisiana Pacific Permanent Shutdown 1983
Klawock Alaska Timber Corp. Chapter 11-Shutdown 1984

Metlakatla Louisiana Pacific Indefinite Shutdown 1985

4At page 54 of the TLMP Evaluation Report, the Fores,
Service admits that the intensive management money was to
maintain employment:
The TLMP goal for timber is to make enough available from
National Forest lands to maintain current (1970-76) average)
levels of timber-related employment within the context of the
total limber available from other land ownerships. Under TLMP,
the total ASQ of 4.5 bbf is the upper limit of what may be
sold to independent operators and formally released to the long-
term sale contract holders during the plan’s 10-year life.
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the Forest Service spent only 53 percent on preroad-
ing of what it had represented to Congress it would
spend. The timber “supplied to dependent industry”
by the Forest Service as a consequence had a deficit
value and thus was not purchased.5The loan pro-
gram directed by Section 705(b) of ANILCA for
purchasers of National Forest timber has never been
implemented. The timber-industry-related job base
has correspondingly declined.

This refusal to implement ANILCA must be re-
dressed. Had the Forest Service elected to manage
as Wilderness only 53 percent of that portion of the
Tongass designated as Wilderness by Congress, there
would have been a lawsuit or a Congressioni.. investi-
gation by now. We urge the Forest Service to com-
mence full preroad funding and full intensive manage-
ment expenditures immediately. We urge the Forest
Service to work to supply timber which is economic
to harvest. We Finally urge the Forest Service to imme-
diately implement the Section 705(b) loan program.

THE FOREST SERVICE FAILURE TO MAKE
INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT EXPENDITURES

During the d-2 debate, the Forest Service explained
to Congress that, based on FY 1978 dollars, it would
spend S13.7 million for LUD Il preroading, $3 mil-
lion for precommercial thinning, $4 million for mar-

ginal preroading, and $2 million for advanced logging
technology. These were the items which the Forest
Service apparently believed would provide the greatest
timber volume return for money spent. The Planned
Timber Management Program was set forth at figure
J on page .w of the TLMP.

From TLMP figure J, one can see that to achieve
an average annual allowable sale quantity of 450
mmbf, an additional investment of $11.7 million (in
1978 dollars) was added to the $23.5 million total
program dollars then being spent. Of the $35.2 mil-
lion in 1978 dollars necessary to achieve 450 mmbf,
$23.5 million was allocated to preroading, precom-
mcrcial thinning, and advanced logging technology.

Using Forest Service inflation factors, one can see
that the $23.5 million to be spent on precommercial
thinning, preroading, and advanced logging technol-
ogy in 1978 dollars should have been $35.4 million
in 1984 (of which $23.24 million should have been
spent on preroading). Applying the inflation factor
to the total program of $35.2 million, one would
expect a total program of $53.0 million in FY 1984,

In fact, the Forest Service spent only $16.4 million
on preroading, precommercial thinning, and advanced
logging technology in FY 1984, not the $35.4 million
which should have been spent if the proportion of
funding for these items to total program funding had
been maintained. However, the Forest Service none-

Figure J from the Tongass Land Management Plan

Budgeted FY
1980 program

Volume Cost
(mm$)

(mmbf)
Volume available with
no additional investment 520 2.8
Added program
Precommercial thinning - -
Preroading - 0.5
Advanced logging
technology - -
Total added program -
Total program 520 23.3
Current investment - 23.5
Additional investment - 02

5Tlic argument that the problem is poor markets does not
stand up because during the period of 1979 to 1985 Canadian
sawmills have rapidly expanded their lumber exports to Japan
and ether Pacific Rim markets which have traditionally been the
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0.5

Average
First year TLMP program
of transition 1980-81
Volume Cost Volume Cost
(mmbf)  (mm$) (mmbf)  (mm$)
464.8 2.4 267.3 n.7
10.2 0.9 3.0 3.0
40.0 8.2 131.0 17.7
5.0 1.2 17.7 2.8
55.2 10.3 182.7 23.5
520.0 0.7 450.0 3.2
- 23.5 - 23.5
_ 7.2 - n.7

mainstay of the Southeast Alaska timber industry. When the saw-
mills stop, the pulpmills also arc negatively affected by the re-
duced availability of woodchips from sawmill residue and the
reduced amount of pulp wood from sawmill logging operations.



theless spent $47.3 million from the Tongass Timber
Supply Fund, or just $6.3 million less than the total
1978 figure adjusted by the annual inflation figure.
This is illustrated by the following table:

TLMP program
estimates in
1978 dollars
(from figure J

of TLMP)

(mm$)
Precommercial thinning
(ANILCA) 3.0
Preroading
(ANILCA) 17.7
Advanced logging
(ANILCA) 2.8
Regular program
(non-ANILCA n7
Totals 35.2

Subtracting the $16.4 million which was actually
spent for precommercial thinning, preroading, and
advance logging technology in FY 1984 from the
$35.4 million which should have been spent accord-
ing to the proportion, ~hown in TLMP figure J (as
adjusted for inflation), there is nearly $19 million
which should have been spent on preroading, precom-
mercial thinning, and advanced logging technology
in FY 1984, but which was spen* on something else.

In addition, if one considers what the Forest Service
said it was going to spend (as shown by adding the
2nd, 4th, and 6th columns in figure J) with what
it actually spent (as shown above), one can see that
the Forest Service has not only fallen short of the
proportion of preroading, precommercial thinning,
and advanced technology expenditures to total pro-
g am expenditures required by ANILCA, it has also
failed to meet its own program.

The comparison of what was planned and what
had actually been spent shows that whereas $9.9 mil-
lion was to have been spent in the period FY 1981
through FY 1984 on precommercial thinning, in fact
only $6.8 million was spent on precommercial thin-
ning. Secondly, the same comparison shows that
whereas $61.3 million should have been spent on
preroading between FY 1981 and FY 1984, in fact
only $36.2 million was spent for preroading. Finally,
whereas $9.6 million was to have been spent on ad-
vanced logging technology in the period FY 191
through FY 1984, only $1.2 million was spent on

Inflation Actual

adjusted USFS
to FY 1984 expenditures
(USFS figure) in FY 1934

(mm$) (mm$)

4.5 2.0

26.6 4.1

4.3 0.3

17.6 0.9

53.0 47.3

advanced logging technology. This is illustrated as
follows:

Planned Spent
by by  Short—
USFS USFS f

Precommercial

thinning 9.9 6.8 31
Preroading 61.3 6.2 X1
Advanced technology 9.6 1.2 8.4
Total 80.8 4.2 3H6.6

In short, the Forest Service has failed to make the
investments in intensive management which it told
the public it was going to make in TLMP and which
Congress required it to make under Section 705(a)
of ANILCA. This problem will become aggravated
by Forest Service plans for future years as the amount
spent for preroading is reduced both in terms of ac-
tual dollars and as a percent of the Tongass Timber
Supply Fund. In a letter dated June 27, 1985, the
Forest Supervisor for the Ketchikan Area advised the
industry that $14.4 million would be spent in FY
1985, $14.3 million would be spent in FY 1986, $134
million would be spent in FY 1987, $13.3 million
would be spent in FY 1988, and $13.0 million would
be spent in FY 1989.



There can be no doubt that Congress intende- that
the annual Section 705(a) expenditure was to be spent
in the proportion set forth in the final column of
TLMP figure J. The House took the Senate bill. The
title summary submitted by Senator Tsongas for him-
selfand Senators Jackson, Hatfield, and Roth reveals
the following on this point:

The amendment assures the availability of at least
$40 million. Thesefunds are intended to be spent
In the same manner and for the same purposes as
those provided in the Committee bill. These include
expenditures for stand improvements, the timber road
program, and related capital investments but also in-
clude the regular costs of sale and road layout and
prenaration and may include research activities which
contribute directIY to improved timber utilization and
advanced technolog é 26 Cong. Rcc. 511192, daily
ed., Aug. 19, 1980.{( mphasis added.)

At page 163 of the draft Tongass Land Manage-
ment Plan (TLMP) Evaluation Report, the Forest
Service candidly admitted that it has not met the
spending goals set for it by Section 705(a):

The estimati d average annual funding needs for Pre-
commercial Thinning, Preroad.in?_, and Advanced
Loggm%Techno_log“)or_trayed in |gure 3 have thus
farnot been realized during FY's 1980-83. As a frac-
tion of the total tlmber_managiement program costs,
average annual expenditures for these program ele-
ments was to account for nearly two-thirty 'f the
$35.2 million (1978 dollars) originally need . The
data represented in tables H and 1indicate a some-
what lower proportion of the Total TTSF has been
expended on these dements to date. Whether addi-
tional expenditures for these elements would have
resulted in the sale, release or harvest of more timber
from the Tongass is debatable in light of industry
responsiveness to recent timber offerings.6

However, the Forest Service offers several defenses
for its consistent underfunding of the intensive
management program.

Forest Service Argument A

At page 2 of a July 27, 1984, letter from Regional
Forester John Sandor to Senator Frank H. Murkow-
ski, it points out that “TLMP called for both funding
and output targets.” Although the Forest Service
never relates the one to the other and thus never ex-
plains what criteria the Forest Service believes govern
the annual amount of ANILCA funding required
by Section 705(a), the implication is made that if
450 mmbf has been made available, then the Forest
Service can make whatever expenditure for preroad-
ing, precommercial thinning, and advanced technol-
ogy it desires no matter how deficit the timber.

This Forest Service argument has serious flaws,
which are described in the following paragraphs.
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L. Itis Not Enough to Provide 450 mmbf:
The Timber Must be Economic to be Considered
Supplied.’

To meet its obligation that it “supply” the timber
to “dependent industry!” TLMP and ANILCA require
the Forest Service to make the amount of expendi-
tures necessary to assist in making the volume output
economic. TLMP states:

While the 450 mmbm can be_forovided, a consider-
able portion of this volume will have to come from
lands that are presently considered economically and
technologically marqlnal. Because of the above
reductions in available CFL under current market
conditions, this volume can only be attained by apply-
mgi methods that will alleviate such ntarginality.
(TLMP, p. 180.) (Emphasis added.)

The deficit volume can be made available by adding
SIL7 million annually to the currentfunding level
0f S23.5 million. This would alleviate the current
mar%mahty o fenough potential harvest areas to make
the 450 mmbm harvest level attainable. These in-
vestments would be for preroading, advanced Iogg/;ng
technolo Ey and precommercial thinning.” (TLMP,
p. 181) ? phasis added.)

In short, the Forest Service argued in TLMP for
intensive management funds to “alleviate” the
“economic marginality” of 450 mmbf. It follows
that such expenditures have the dual purpose of seek-
ing to provide the necessary volume and at a price
that industry can afford. Otherwise, the timber has
not been “supplied” and the Forest Service has failed
to meet its obligation.

The Forest Service’s position set forth in TLMP
was that to assist in making the 450 mmbf per annum
volume economic, investments must be coordinated
with the market.

6At page 154 ot die final TLMP Evaluation Repori, the
Forest Service asserted that, "When associated cost elements such
as engineering support, timber sale preparation, administration,
and support are taken into consideration, however, expenditures
for these program elements approach anticipated funding levels.”
We do not argue, indeed we point out, that the Forest Service
lias been spending the total amount of the ANILCA figure as
adjusted for inflation. Our point is that the money is being spent
for facilities, administration and the like instead of intensive
management. A careful reading of the foregoing statement con-
cedes this point, just as did the draft TLM P question above.
"The failure ol the Forest Service to recognize its responsib-
ility in this regard is seen at page 12 of the 706(b) report:
The reduction between the volume anticipated to be sold in
the Plan and the volume actually sold is primarily due to the
reduced demand for products manufactured in Alaska from
Tongass National Forest timber.
In fact, the difference is “due” to the fact that the timber was
not economic. It would be most helpful if the Forest Service
displayed how much volume was made available and how much
had a positive appraisal in order to see how much in fact was
supplied.



These estimates of needed annual investments were
based on average market conditions. Markets for
Tongass timber Products were regarded as cyclical.
The investment levels required for any specific year
were to be determined by future market conditions.
During tre, eriodofhigh<sllrg\ales, kessGovern—
ment Investment was . (TLMP Evaluation
Report, p. 45.) (Emphasis added.)

Conversely, during periods of low selling values,
the Forest Service also recognized its obligation to
increase its ANILCA expenditures in the Tongass
Land Management Plan (TLMP):

However, in periods of poor markets—when the

aalleble resid el valuesare iraufficient tocover the

full costs of road construction— Government inest—
ments can be substituted to facilitate construction
of the roads. These investments include separate road
construction contracts, supply of road construction
materials such as culverts and bridge materials, or
funding to the timber purchase through credits which
relieve the burden of construction costs. The commit-
ment of Government funds must usually precede the
sale advertisement on ind_eﬁendent sales or be accom-
|oI|shed in conjunction with rate redeterminations on
ong-term sales.” (TLMP, p. 185.) (Emphasis added.)

The TLMP policy, which the Forest Service pre-
sented to Congress during the d-2 debate, thus seems
clear. Investments should be increased in time of
poor markets so that the timber is made more eco-
nomic. The benchmark for increasing or decreasing
such expenditures is the amount the Forest Service
told Congress it would spend on precommercial thin-
ning, preroading, and advanced logging technology
updated to the present year. As shown, this amount
has not been spent, economic limber has not been
supplied, and employment has declined dramatically.

Section 705(a) of ANILCA was based upon TLMP
and thus its assumption that the timber would be
economic. In acolloquy on the floor, Senator Stevens
and Senator Jackson discussed the meaning of the
term “timber supply”:

When we talk about the necessity to maintain a tim-

ber supply for the dependent industry at a rate of

4.5 billion hoard feet per decade, we contemplate that

there would be sufficient timber offered for sale so

that dependent industry could harvest at that rate.
(126 Cong. Rec. S11195, daily ed., Aug. 19, 1980.)

Citing the foregoing colloquy, the Forest Service’s
Assistant General Counsel provided the Forest Service
an Opinion dated January 1981 which advised that
the words “timber supply” used in Section 705(a)
require the limber to be economic:

Since there is no other legislative history pertainin
to the interpretation the drafters of section 705({3
?ave to ‘timber supply,” and since the clause itself
gaves the interpretation ambiguous, we place con-
siderable weight on the above passage and conclude
that section 705(a) requires the Forest Service to offer

for sale a sufficient amount of timber for contracts
egual to 4.5 billion hoard feel of timber to he award-
ed each decade, free of Ieﬂal and administrative con-
tingencies which prevent harvest. This interpretation
ismost arsistant with the gereral purpose behind
Section 16@), ensuring thet the Government does
dlit lycan 1litategetting the recuisite
amount of tinber into indbstry*shands. The timber
industry interests which Section 705(a) is intended
to placate are logically more interested in being
guaranteed a "ight to harvest a certain volume than
In actually achieving a harvest at that rate themselves,
regardless of market conditions. Thesesame interests
would lagacallynot corsicer to bepart of tteirussble
“tinter supply*sales which, due to treireconomic
infessibility or other reesars, are not purchesed, or
for which the night to harvest isdelayed due 1o ieel
dallee. Timber purchased, but which industry
declines to harvest in a given year on its own initiative
must be considered to be ‘supplied’ to industry,
because the Government has no further control over
its harvest and no other administrative or legal
restriction in preventing its harvest. (Memorandum
to William L. Rice, Director of Program Develop-
ment and Budget of the Forest Service from Clarence
W. Brizee, Assistant General Counsel, Natural
Resources Division, p. 5-6.) (Emphasis added.)

The Forest Service’s own counsel, then, finds that
to be considered "supplied” the timber made avail-
able must be economic.

Conversely, it is hard for the Forest Service to argue
that Congress intended to maintain dependent indus-
try with timber having a negative value. Such timber
cannot be purchased and thus cannot meet ANILCA'’s
employment objective. As Governor Sheffield wrote
to Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Myers on Sep-
tember 9, 1985:

As you know from my letter to Secretary Block on
August 1, 1984, the State of Alaska is concerned that
the Secretary of Agriculture has not obtained suffi-
cient funding, pursuant to Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Sec. 705(a), to
satisfy the intent of Congress. By providing an assured
timber supply and a unique funding mechanism to
offset economic marginality, Congress intended to
maintain employment at historic pre-ANILCA levels
in the timber industry which is dependent on the
Tongass National Forest. Clearly, the Congressional
employment objective has not been achieved. South-
east Alaska’s timber industry has been in a severely
depressed cot. .ition for the past several years.

The question arises, to what extent must the Forest
Service make the timber economic? Since it was the
intent of ANILCA to leave timber-industry-related
employment in the same position it was prior to
ANILCA and provided a funding mechanism to
achieve this, as a minimum, the Forest Service must
make the full Section 705(a) expenditure which it
proposed at the time ANILCA passed (as adjusted
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for inflation). That is to say, in FY 85t should spend
$23 million on preroading instead of the $14.4 million
it proposed to spend. Full preroading expenditures
could make a major difference in the economics of the
timber sales if applied to the ongoing sales program.
(Assuming we log 250 mmbf in 1985, this $8.6 million
shortfall would have made the timber $34/mbf more
economic.) If after making the full Section 705(a)
intensive management expenditures, the timber is not
economic and employment has not been restored,
then Congress may have to be approached with other
proposals. Until the Forest Service has used the tools
Congress gave it to deal with the situation, the only
help Congress can give is to help make the Forest
Service meet its Section 705(a) intensive management
responsibility.

2. Meeting the Road Output Requirements of
TLMP is Not Satisfied by Including Purchaser
Credit Roads.

As aside note, it is ironic that the Forest Service
uses purchaser credit built roads as evidence that it
is meeting the road output requirements of TLMP.
TLMP reqiired (at p. 10) “that an average of 115
miles ol permanent road be added to the forest trans-
portation system annually.” In fact, an average of
167 miles of road has been built each year and thus
this output has been achieved. However, achieving the
output is not the issue. The issue is what portion of
these roads should be paid for with ANILCA funds.

The Forest Service acknowledges that it built an
average of only 39.5 miles per year during FY’s
1981-83 while the industry built an average of 127.5
miles per year during the same period.8 Many of
the roads built by the industry were built free of
charge to the Forest Service because when the timber
values are deficit, effective purchaser credits cannot
be obtained by the purchaser.9 Accordingly, the
Forest Service is not meeting its ANILCA obliga-
tion by forcing the purchaser to build roads free of
charge when markets are bad.

The Forest Service argues in effect at page 15 of
the 706(b) Report that even though it has not met
its preroading outputs, it should be judged on the
roads it has under construction— after all, a lag was
to be expected. It would be most helpful if a chart
were made available showing what roads are projected
in future years based on preroading expenditures
previously made. The chart should show the year the
money was obligated and the year the road will be
built. This should be followed by a discussion on
how to reduce the lag time.
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Forest Service Argument 8

In a May 16, 1985 meeting with the Alaska Con-
gressional Delegation, Chief Peterson stated that
what is economically and technically marginal timber
for purpose of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) was “fixed” as of
December 2, 1930, the date of passage of the Act.
From this, Chief Peterson asserted that the Forest
Service is not authorized to pay for roads through
that timber in LUD Il or LUD IV areas which has
become economically marginal since the passage of
ANILCA as a result of deteriorating markets.

We disagree. TLMP was based upon the Regional
Forester’s Alternative to the TLMP EIS which was
made public on August 15 1978 and was the basis
for not only the final TLMP EIS, but Sections 705
and 706 of ANILCA. Pages 185-187 of TLMP make
it clear that the technically and economically marginal
timber was NOT fixed as of the passage of ANILCA
and that investment in any one year depends upon
the market ' tates:

In some years, when the markets are good, the re-
maining value is high and public investments may be
alower level. However, in periods of poor markets—
when the available residual values are insufficient to
cover the full cost of road construction— Government
investments can be substituted to facilitate construc-
tion of the roads. (TLMP, p. 185)

The Forest Service was saying the same thing as late
as November, 1984 in the TLMP Evaluation Report:

Section 705(a) is regarded by the Forest Service as a
funding Blrowsmn for implementation of the TLMP
Timber Management Program described on
43-45 of Sectlon [11. 1t enables the Forest Service
to fund the costs of preparing the timber which has
been scheduled for hat vest, so that it can be offered
to industry for sale or release. It also can be used
for investments to offset the economic marginality
of some of the scheduled timber lands by: f( 1) tundin
reroading projects, (2) the application of advan
0gging technoo%ll and (3) precommercial thinning.
As stated in TLMP, the Ievel of funding for any
specific year is to be determined by the anticipated
limber market conditions. During periods of high
selling values, less Government investment will
than in periods of low selling values."
(TLMP Evaluation Report, p. 55

Accordingly, the Chief’s statement is inconsistent
with even the Forest Service view of Section 705(a)’s

"Page 2. July 7, 1984 letter from Regional Forester John San-
dor to Senator Frank H. Murkowski.

9The Forest Service admits this at page 14 of the 706(b)
Report.



capital expenditures strategy. Intensive management
money should be spent up to the full amount in times
such as these when the market is bad.

In addition, Section 705(a) investments are to access
all 4.5 billion board feet per decade. If the purpose
of ANILCA funds was to be limited to the 88 mmbf
of timber which was economically and technically
marginal as of December 2, 1980, then that amount
of timber would have been specified in Section 705(a).
The fact that Section 705(a) provides “at least
540,000,000 annually or as much as the Secretary
of Agriculture finds is necessary to” make all 4.5
billion board feet of timber available; and the fact
that the expenditure of such funds is not limited to
that timber which was economically and technically
marginal as of December 2, 1980, prove Congress’
intent to make economic that portion of the timber
which is not presently economic due to market con-
ditions, whatever that amount may be currently due
to technical or economic marginality.

The 1981 letter from the Department of Agriculture
Office of the General Counsel to the Forest Service,
previously quoted, concludes that the words “timber
supply” as used in Section 705(a) of ANILCA re-
quires the Forest Service to supply economic (i.e.,
nondeficit) timber. It follows that the Forest Service
would have to make the expenditures necessary to
make economic what is economically marginal timber.
It makes no sense for the Forest Service to spend
millions of dollars to make economic only that tim-
ber which was economically marginal at the time of
the passage of ANILCA while ignoring timber which
has become economically marginal since the passage
of ANILCA. Indeed, this was the express intent of
TLMP upon which Section 705(a) of ANILCA was
based (see p. 185 of TLMP).

Forest Service Argument C

In a meeting with Alaska Governor Sheffield on
August 10, 1985, Chief Peterson suggested that lifting
the long-standing Federal requirement for primary
processing of National Forest timber prior to export
would be one way to improve the economics of the
dependent timber industry. If the Secretary of Agri-
culture, in his discretion, removed or modified such
a requirement, according to Chief Peterson, it would
eliminate the Federal obligation to provide funding
pursuant to ANILCA Section 705(a). There is, how-
ever, no statutory language or legislative history
which links ANILCA funding to the primary process-
ing requirement. Therefore, such a linkage would be
aclear violation of legislative purpose requiring ap-
propriate remedial action by the affected parties.

In conclusion, the various reasons given by the
Forest Service to avoid its intensive management

commitment under ANILCA are not supported by
ANILCA or its legislative history, including TLMP.
We urge the Forest Service to move immediately to
fully fund intensive management.

OTHER PROBLEMS WITH
FOREST SERVICE IMPLEMENTATION
OF SECTION 705(3) OF ANILCA

l. Preroading Funds Are Not Being Used
Effectively.

The industry is concerned that the roads being
built with preroading funds are not providing the
greatest possible timber return. The industry wants
preroading dollars spent at locations where such an
expenditure would make economic timber which is
otherwise not economic. The Forest Service position
was stated thus in an August 7, 1985 letter to the
timber industry:

We realize and share your concern about the need

for immediate short-term benefits from road con-

struction. We have reprogrammed $6.7 million in the
past two years and are looking to reprogram another
$3.7 million in fiscal year 1986 for road construction

to provide increased support for timber harvest. We

must access low-volume and mar?inal timber stands

for future years as well as high-volume stands for im-

mediate needs in order to maintain the timber supply

from the Tongass National Forest.

Given the present market condition and the lack
of available economic timber, the Forest Service
policy of using intensive management preroading
funds to access low-volume, marginal timber stands
for future years results in a failure to supply
economic timber in the present. If the Forest Service
were making the full preroading expenditure required
by ANILCA, then making a portion of it available
for future years would make sense. However, since
the Forest Service is only spending half or less than
it shou'd be spending on preroading, it should do
what it can to make the timber economic and thus
available to the industry now.

A recent example of the waste of preroading fund-
ing occurred recently in the Cowie/Davies Creek Situ-
ation. That project calls for a 26-mile road to access
26 mmbf of timber. The industry explained to the
Forest Service that given the quality of the timber
and its location, it would not be economic to log.
The industry asked that the funds be assigned to
ongoing deficit sales to help make them economic.

The Forest Service went ahead with the Cowie/
Davies Creek road. It has now been enjoined by the
US. District Court for the District of Alaska from
building the road as a result of a suit by environmen-
tal organizations. This road accounts for $3.9 million
of $14.4 million allocated to preroading for FY 1985.
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Accordingly, the loss of these funds from road build-
ing constitutes a serious blow to the industry. Had
the funds instead been spent where industry was
harvesting timber, they could have made a critical
economic difference.

We recognize that the Forest Service cannot guar-
antee that it will not be enjoined from building roads.
However, precious preroading money should not be
risked to access timber that no one can afford to buy.

2. The Preroading Funds Are Not Getting to
Dependent Industry.

There is no definition of dependent industry in
ANILCA. However, “dependent industry” would
logically be limited to those who must purchase all
or a portion of their timber supply from the Tongass
National Forest in order to obtain an economic supply
of timber either for sale purposes to a mill or for
manufacture by a mill. This must, therefore, include
the long-term contracts.

The long-term contracts obligate the Forest Service
to make an annual average of approximately 300
mmbf available to the pulpmills. This is two-thirds
of the average annual volume of 450 mmbf which
is to be made available to dependent industry by Sec-
tion 705(a). However, the Ketchikan Pulp Company
sale did not become eligible until its 1986-91 five-
year rate redetermination. With two-thirds of the
“dependent industry” only now beginning to receive
preroading funds, the question arises whether the
Forest Setvice has been meeting its responsibility to
“dependent industry.”
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3. The Section 705(a) Loan Program Has Not
Been Instituted.

Section 705(b) of ANILCA provides for a $5 mil-
lion equipment loan program for “purchasers of
National Forest materials.” This program has not
been implemented and is most needed.

At page 21 of the 706(b) Report, the Forest Serv-
ice argues that the loan program is not yet needed
because:

To date, there has been little, if any, demand for

timber volume from areas requiring advance Iog_?.ing

equipment or volume resulting from higher utiliza-
tion standards.

Section 705(b)(1) authorizes two types of loans:
1) “ to assist purchasers in the acquisition of equip-
ment,” and 2) “ for the implementation of new tech-
nologies which lead to the utilization of wood prod-
ucts which might otherwise not be utilized.” The
above-quoted Forest Service rationale for not making
the loan program available addresses the latter reason
for the program, not the former. The industry needs
this program. The Forest Service was directed to im-
plement it and should do so without further delay.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the above, it is clear that the Forest
Service is not implementing Section 705(a) of AN IL -
CA and that timber-related employment has declined
as a result of that failure.



The Trouble

How Our Taxes Subsi
of America’s Largest Nationa _
Alaska Conservation Council1

Comments of the Southe

In 1980, the Ninety-Sixth Congress passed the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA). As part of that settlement of the status
of Alaska’s Federal lands, Congress determined that
the Forest Service should implement its newly created
Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP). However,
because TLMP was only an interim plan, based on
many unproven assumptions, Congress also reserved
ultimate review over implementation of this plan.
This report, [he Status of Management on the
TongassNational Forest, is a part of the review proc-
ess established by Section 706(b) of ANILCA.

The Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
(SEACC) is a region-wide coalition of local organiza-
tions and individuals dedicated to the wise use and
conservation of Southeast Alaska’s precious natural
resources. SEACC was recognized in ANILCA to
represent conservation during the ANILCA Section
706(b) review process. To that end, SEACC has com-
pleted the following chapter of this report, and has
respectfully included three recommendations for
bringing Tongass management back into a reason-
able balance of multiple use.

At this time, we would like to point out that the
“ Status of the Tongass” is a sweeping topic. Because
of space constraints, SEACC has deliberately omitted
discussion of current problems with mining, Stikine
access, and Wilderness management on the Tongass
National Forest. Instead, we have kept our focus on
timber-related issues.

INTRODUCTION

As the raven flies, the Tongass National Forest
measures some 500 miles, stretching across the moun-
tainous islands of the Southeast Alaska archipelago.
Encompassing nearly 17 million acres, the Tongass
is our Nation’s largest public forest reserve, three
times larger than any other National Forest.

The Tongass is a magnificent coastal rain forest,
comprised primarily of huge Sitka spruce and western
hemlock which have taken hundreds of years to attain
their maturity. Younger trees flourish under the shel-
tering canopy of the giants, forming a steady-state

'Prepared by Southeast Alaska Conservation Council,
September 30, 1985.

g, Tongass: _
ize the Devastation
Forest—

mosaic of old-growth forest, unchanged since the
retreat of the Ice Age. Ancient and dynamic, the
Tongass represents a last refuge of old-growth forest,
a living museum of the “ forest primeval” that once
extended from Northern California to Alaska.

Over 100 years ago, John Muir explored Southeast
Alaska in aTlingit canoe and described the grandeur
of the Tongass as an “endless rhythm and beauty.”
Today, that endless rhythm and beauty is threatened
with destruction. The Tongass is not only our largest,
but also our most mismanaged and most abused Na-
tional Forest. This abuse has reached crisis propor-
tions in the last 6 years.

The source of this abuse is a U.S. Forest Service
timber management program intended to liquidate
virtually all the unprotected old-growth forest on the
Tongass within the next century. Like the world’s
other great rain forests, the Tongass is rapidly being
consumed by clearcut logging and by construction
of logging road networks through one undisturbed
valley after another. The agency plans to cut the heart
out of this forest. Once it has been logged, old
growth is lost forever. It is not a renewable resource.
Furthermore, the economics of the Forest Service’s
Tongass timber program make no sense. Logging has
always been a losing proposition in the Tongass, but
with implementation of TLMP and ANILCA Section
705 the situation has attained ludicrous proportions.

The Tongass timber program now costs the Govern-
ment well over $60 million per year. The Forest Serv-
ice is wasting additional millions per year offering
unwanted limber sales and building unneeded logging
roads. Altogether, the Tongass is the National Forest
System’s worst timber management investment.

The prime beneficiaries of the massive Tongass
logging subsidy are not local loggers, but two multi-
national logging companies— Alaska Pulp Company
(APC), a Japanese consortium, and Louisiana-Pacific
Ketchikan (LPK), the largest purchaser of Federal
timber. As holders of unprecedented long-term,
50-year logging contracts, these two companies con-
trol virtually all logging on the Tongass, to the ex-
clusion of smaller, independent limber operators. In
1981, after passage of ANILCA, these two companies
were found guilty of antitrust violations that forced
local, small logging companies out of business. Now
APC and LPK are asking for even more money, for
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even bigger subsidies.

Current large-scale logging of the Tongass severely
threatens the incredible wildlife, fish, and wilderness
resources that set the Tongass apart as a special
National Forest. Brown (grizzly) bears, bald eagles,
Sitka black-tailed deer, mountain goat, moose, and
other animals depend on undisturbed old-growth
forests for their habitat. The countless rivers, lakes,
and estuaries of the Tongass rain forest harbor an
abundance of salmon, trout and char which require
clear-flowing, sheltered waters in which to spawn.
Finally, the cathedral-like stands of old-growth trees
found in the Tongass, nestled in river valleys between
mountain peaks on remote islands, represent a unique
attraction to people from all walks of life from all
over the world. Unless the destruction of these areas
of the Tongass is halted, all this will be lost.

Forest Service plans are to clearcut an average of
20,000 acres and build 300 miles of road annually,
for year after year. With the current 100-year rotation
plan this means a clearcut total of 2 million acres
of Tongass forest. The Forest Service likes to point
out that this is a small percentage of the Tongass,
but on a national perspective this equates to an area
roughly the size of one Yellowstone National Park,
or three Yosemite National Parks, or four Great
Smoky Mountain Parks.

Since ANILCA, there have been great changes in
Southeast Alaska. The market for Tongass timber
has declined from all time highs reached in the late
1970's, and is now much closer to its long-term aver-
age level, which the Forest Service characterizes as
depressed. Native corporation logging has become
amajor element of the region’s timber industry. Biol-
ogical research has confirmed that logging harms the
wildlife and fish resources of the Tongass. Native
Tlingits and Haidas and other rural Alaskans have
been confronted with a rapidly changing way of life
as new logging and roads encroach on their traditional
hunting and fishing grounds. In addition, the fish
and tourism segments of Southeast Alaska’semploy-
ment base have continued to grow and diversify, add-
ing a new dimension of stability to a frontier economy.

While it would seem natural for the Forest Service
to respond to the changing situation in Southeast
Alaska, this has not happened. Instead, the agency
has continued on its destructive, logging-oriented
course, blaming Congress and ANILCA for this
policy of senseless inflexibility. The Forest Service
is burdened with unprecedented 50-year timber sale
contracts, by an outdated and incomplete land man-
agement plan, and saddled with the Section 705 Ton-
gass Timber Supply Fund subsidy and timber supply
goal. The agency is further hampered by its own mis-
interpretation of ANILCA, and has shown itself to
be incapable of reform on the Tongass. As Southeast
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Alaskan Sylvia Geraghty put it “ the Forest Service
also has a contract with the American public, and
| think they've failed to honor that contract.” There-
fore, Congress must provide more specific direction.

TONGASS TIMBER MANAGEMENT
PROBLEMS

The bulk of the problems which plague the Tongass
National Forest can be traced to three distinct aspects
of the forest’s timber management program. First is
the Tongass Timber Supply Fund (TTSF) and the
supply goal of 4.5 billion board feet of timber per
decade, a product of ANILCA’s Section 705. The
second underlying cause of the timber management
problems is the existence of two, long-term (50-year
duration) timber sale contracts which commit vast
areas of the Tongass to clearcut logging. The final
cause of these timber-related troubles is the utter
deficiency of the Tongass Land Management Plan
(TLMP), which is intended to govern management
of the resources of the Tongass until 1989. Combined,
these problems fuel the rampant abuse and misman-
agement of the Tongass, which has reached crisis pro-
portions today. The TTSF, the 50-year contracts, and
TLMP are examined in detail in the following section.

ANILCA Section '705:
Tongass Timber Supply Fund

Purpose and Intent
of ANILCA Section 705

When Congress debated the disposition and man-
agement of Federal lands in Alaska, one of the most
difficult tasks was determining a proper direction
for Alaska’s National Forest lands. For Alaska’s
Chugach National Forest, Congress essentially de-
clined to make any decision, instead deferring to the
forest land management planning process. For the
Tongass, however, with its already completed land
management plan, Congress adopted Title VII of
ANILCA which included the Tongass Timber Supply
Fund provision. Because of the uncertainty attached
to TLM P’sassumptions, Congress also directed the
Section 706(b) review process, of which this report
is a part. The inherent wisdom of taking a second
look at the Tongass is readily apparent today.

Section 705(a) of ANILCA directs:
that the Secretary of the Treasury shall make avail-
able to the Secretary of Agriculture the sum of at
least $40,000,000 annually or as much as the Secre-
tary of Agriculture finds is necessary to maintain the
timber supply from the Tongass National Forest to
dependent industry at a rate of 4.5 billion foot board
measure per decade.



This is the Tongass Timber Supply Fund which
made available $53 million in 1985. The TTSF is ex-
empt from normal appropriation scrutiny and annual
budget cuts. No other National Forest budget for
road building and timbering is so untouchable.

The TTSF is often touted by the Forest Service
and timber industry as part of a “carefully crafted”
compromise with conservation advocates. This is not
true. In reality, SEACC and Southeast conservation-
ists had little or no input in the TTSF provision.
SEACC didn’t agree to the provision then, and we
don’t agree with it now.

Because of the last-minute nature of the develop-
ment of Section 705, its true nature and intent has
proved in application to be elusive, resulting in serious
management conflicts.

The closed door dealing that created the TTSF left
few clues as to what Congress had hoped to accom-
plish with this provision. However, one clear and
cogent explanation of the provision was provided
by Congressman Morris Udall on the floor of the
House prior to passage of ANILCA in 1980. Con-
gressman Udall explained that the TTSF was intended
merely to fund the intensive forestry provisions des-
cribed in TLM P— money that would be invested to
end high-grading, to access marginal timber and pro-
vide extra environmental protection for other more
valuable Tongass lands. Congressman Udall specific-
ally pointed out that the Forest Service should use
the TTSF

to encourage retention of old-growth forests for

multiple use considerations, rather than reduce old-

growth retention in order to lower costs.... Itisour
intent to maximize protection of environmentally
sensitive areas.

Congressman Udall also explained the meaning of
the 4.5 billion board foot timber harvest figure in
the TTSF provision. According to Udall, this figure
represented the harvest goal included in TLMP and
that the section was “not a mandate to produce a
specific cut level.” In this statutory scheme envisioned
by Congress, he said, “No more timber should be
offered for sale than the Forest Service can reasonably
expect to sel,” and, “No more National Forest
timber should be supplied than can be sold at fair
market value.”

From these statements it can safely be said that
Congress set up the TTSF to fund a program of I-
tensiveforestry, concentrating on less valuable timber
stands of lower timber volume per acre, in order to
protect critical old-growth timber for wildlife habitat.
Further, the TTSF provision was intended merely to
fund the TLMP program, but not to bind the Forest
Service to a reckless pursuit of an inflexible mandate
no matter what market conditions prevailed during
subsequent years. Unfortunately the Forest Service

has strayed far from the intent of Section 705 of
ANILCA. The agency has found this a convenient
shield to hide behind to avoid confronting industry
on high-grading.

Misapplication and Misinterpretation
of Section 705

The Forest Service’s current management of the
Tongass does not represent INENSIVE forestry. Instead,
it is an example of EX{ENSIVE forestry” which is
wasteful and destructive, and based on a biased read-
ing of ANILCA Section 705. The Forest Service’s
annual plans for Tongass logging since passage of
ANILCA have included clearcutting almost 20,000
acres per year (or 200,000 acres over TLMP’s life)
and building approximately 300 miles of permanent
and temporary transportation network roads annually
in unprotected forest lands, most of which are prime
river bottoms.

Worse yet, the Forest Service has interpreted ANILr
CA Section 705 as a mandate to cut 4.5 billion board
feet per decade, or 450 million board feet every year
in perpetuity. Despite Congressman Udall’s explicit
direction, the Forest Service has continued since
ANILCA to inflexibly offer this level of timber, much
more timber than it can reasonably expect to sell, and
for prices well below fair market value.

Tongass Timber Supply Fund:
An Economic Disaster

Figure 7.1 shows the incredible magnitude of this
oversupply of timber by Tongass planners. Since
ANILCA the Forest Service has offered twice as much
timber than has been harvested.

This trend, far from being a temporary or passing
artifact of statistics, grows more outlandish year after
year. Figure 7.2 gives the annual harvest breakdowns
displayed in the Tongass Timber Supply and Demand
Report for 1984. It shows the widening gap between
Forest Service timber sale offering levels and the
reality of actual timber harvest levels. Since ANILCA
the Forest Service has offered 1.2 billion board feet
more timber than has been harvested. The cost of
preparing these excess timber sales that cannot be
sold has averaged over $8 million per year, or $40
million thrown away in the past 5 years on this waste-
ful management practice alone.

In the last few years, the Forest Service offered
[nore than 450 mmbf per year, sold at least 150 n]mbf
BSS per year was harvested than planned, and at 1€aSt
200 mmbf €SS per year than planned. In contrast,
road building has proceeded at a much higher rate
than planned. We have been supporting a road con-
struction industry, not a timber cutting industry. The
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Figure 7.1
Annual Average Timber Harvest, Tongass National Forest, Since 1980
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Forest Service is wasting money building roads to no-
where and offering timber far in excess of the market.

In 1984, the two largest purchasers of Tongass tim-
ber paid only an average of $2.50 per thousand board
feet of Sitka spruce, a species worth a hundred times
more on the open market. For that same thousand
board feet of spruce, the Federal Government spent
at least $172 to “manage” that timber. In fact, the
Tongass affords one of the most striking examples
of sales-below-cost (where the Forest Service spends
more on the timber sale than it receives from it in
revenues) in the entire National Forest System. The
TTSF only compounds this unprecedented subsidy to
dependent timber companies.

The Tongass timber program has always been a big
loser. While high-value spruce and cedar trees can
be found in scattered stands, most of the Tongass
timber is comprised of low-value hemlock. Steep, rug-
ged terrain and other geographical conditions make
access to Tongass timber particularly expensive and
unrewarding.

According to the Congressional Research Service,
between 1980 and 1984 the Forest Service spent $375
million on Tongass timber sales and only received
$62.6 million in limber sale revenues— a staggering
$312 million loss injust 15years. The Alaska Depart-
ment of Revenue has noted that “there is no firm
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within the forest products industry that would sub-
sidize the extraction of forest products to the degree
that is the current practice of the Federal Government
in Alaska today.”

The magnitude of economic loss on Tongass timber
programs has been much worse since ANILCA was
passed in 1980. For example, between 1982 and 1985
the Forest Service spent $253 million on the Tongass
timber program, yet only recovered $2.9 million in
receipts. The TTSF, now $53 million in 1985, is a ma-
jor culprit in this accelerated rate of loss. Figure 7.3
depicts how this Congressional funding was spent and
what that funding returned in receipts to the Treas-
ury. (Funds above and beyond the TTSF, such as pur-
chase credit, were also expended during this period.)

These losses are not a temporary aberration. Re-
mote from markets, high-cost, low-value Alaska tim-
ber is the last to be sold in a good market, and the
first net to sell in a bad one. Thus, the future looks
dim for a reversal of Tongass losses. Even the Forest
Service estimates that its Tongass timber program
will lose over $5 DIIlION over the next five decades.

Timber program losses in the National Forest have
become a widespread concern, as evidenced by re-
cent Congressional hearings on the subject. Other
National Forests have recently been ordered by the
Secretary of Agriculture to justify timber program



Figure 7.2

Amount of Timber Offered for Sale, Sold, and Harvested, Tongass National Forest,

Since 1980
600 t
Offered
1 Sold
Harvested
1980 1931 1982 1983 1984 1985
Year
Fiscal year: 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 Total
Total offered
for sale (mmbf) 524 516 478 459 475 453 2,905
Total sold 497 397 245 202 241 334 1,916
Total harvested 428 340 326 220 227 166 1,708

subsidies, but the Forest Service's interpretation of
ANILCA prevents similar reform on the Tongass.
TTSF funds are beyond Congressional appropriation
processes or other basic fiscal controls. This results
in no incentive for th/ Service to save money-
funding of unneeded 'to..0. j timber sales is assured
no matter what the supply or market conditions might
be. The Tongass’ bureaucracy is not accountable.

Wasting the Tongass Timber Supply Fund:
Building Roads, Building Empires

Besides spending over $8 million a year planning,
designing, and offering timber sales that are not pur-
chased, the Forest Service has continued to use the
TTSF to support an unprecedentedly large road build-
ing effort. While most road building programs in Na-
tional Forests are built in conjunction with timber
sales, this is not the case on the TTSF-glutted Tongass.

“Preroading” is the construction of road systems
in advance of timber sales, with the Forest Service

paying entirely for the project out of its timber man-
agement budget. Instead of requiring timber pur-
chasers to pay for roads to access timber sales, or
awarding timber purchasers credit for building such
roads, TLMP authorized (but did not require) pre-
roading of certain drainages to access Margina
timber or to offset the cost of small timber sales in
sensitive areas.

Unfortunately, with the TTSF available the Forest
Service has undertaken a far greater roading program
than TLMP planned. The Forest Service clearly re-
gards the TTSF as a blank check to build roads and
develop an extensive land transportation network on
the islands and mainland of Southeast Alaska. Roads
are built for timber harvesting, not for “multiple
use” The following excerpt from an editorial in the
Prince of Wales’ Island News illustrates the point:

Often we hear that the money the Forest Service
spends on roads isn’t to subsidize the timber industry,
but to prov: e roads for multiple use. That sounds
like a bunch of bull when you try to drive the roads
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Figure 7.3

Comparison of TTSF Monies Spent and Receipts Received from Sales, Tongass
National Forest, 1982-85
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1982 1983 1984 1985
Year

1982 1983 1984 1985

TTSF spent

(millions of $) 458 46.0 48.8 53.0
Receipts received

(millions of $) 2.5 -3.7a 3.6 0.4b

aReflects a credit to the receipts account caused by the emergency rate redetermination of the two long-term con-
tracts, The redetermined rates were retroactive to the beginning of the 5-year operating periods (1979 for one sale and

1980 for the other).
bEstimate.

and find that nothing has been done to maintain

them since the last logger hauled out the last load

of logs.
Many Southeast communities and citizens oppose this
road building, but as one Forest Service official ad-
mitted, “There’san unwritten Forest Service direction
to put roads ... in every available [i.e, non-
Wilderness] roadless drainage,” by the time TLMP
is to be revised in 1989.

The result of such overblown plans is, of course,
more waste. Roads to nowhere are increasingly com-
mon on the Tongass, since many timber access road
networks are built for unmarketable timber sales. In
places like Kadashan, Port Houghton, and Couver-
den, miles of unneeded timber roads sit as examples
of this waste. Key habitat areas in the Yakutat Fore-
lands, Kuiu Island, and Kupreanof Island are threat-
ened with preroading plans.

The TTSF is supporting a road construction pro-
gram more reminiscent of the New Deal than modern
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forest management. One Forest Service official re-
cently told the Juneau Chamber of Commerce that
the Forest Service would be employing around twenty
road workers for three summers to construct a log-
ging road network in Berners Bay. This official
neglected to mention the cost of this subsidy— $5
million or about $240,000 per job. Almost inciden-
tally, this official did admit there was no apparent
buyer for the Berners Bay timber sale, but he said
the road project would provide more firewood and
berry picking opportunities for Juneau residents,
even if it was never used for timber hauling.
Another Forest Service timber road abusing the
intent of the TTSF and TLMP is the Kadashan proj-
ect. The Kadashan road was begun in 1983, ostensibly
to access stands of very high-volume, old-growth
timber critical for subsistence, commercial fishing
and wildlife. Despite Congressman Udall’s direction,
in Kadashan the Forest Service used TTSF money to
gain access to this obviously nonmarginal and envi-



ronmentally critical timber. The Forest Service has
followed this pattern in many other key areas.

SEACC has sued and stopped construction of the
Kadashan and Berners Bay road projects, but many
other similar projects are still underway or planned.
The TTSF is funding make-work, de facto welfare
programs, not intensive forest management.

The Forest Service is obsessed with the language
of ANILCA Section 705, language it consistently
misinterprets as a mandate to offer 450 mmbf of
timber per year, for all time. “ Getting out the cut”
or “meeting your timber targets” are the goals of
most Tongass employees in all three administrative
areas of the forest (Chatham Area, Stikine Area, and
Ketchikan Area). For example, these quotes from
timber planning documents illustrate the inflexibility
of current Forest Service interpretations of ANILCA
(emphasis supplied):

LThe need for action is] the obligation to meet the

orest Service commitment, under Congressional

direction .. . regarding the Act's mandated 450

mmbfannual timber harvest from the Tongass Na-

tional Forest.

This timber sale is offered by the U.S. Forest Service

and contributes to the volume Ie%islatively mandated

by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation

Act (ANILCA).

Congress mandated that 450 million board feet

(mmbf) of timber be sold annually from the Tongass

National Forest.

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation

Act (ANILCA) and TLM P direct the Forest Service
to sell 450 mmbf of timber per year. This proposal
responds to that direction.

The Congressional mandate included in the Alaska

Lands Bill of 1980 to cut some 450 million board

feet of timber annually.
The TTSF, obviously intended to provide money to
fund TLMP timber programs, is an outgrowth of one
of the goals of ANILCA. In the words of Senator
Ted Stevens the TTSF was to “ preserve the existing
timber industry.” Other senators echoed the same
intent: Senator Paul Tsongas said ANILCA Section
705 assured the timber indu stry “of a timber supply
adequate to protect jobs in Southeast Alaska” and
Senator Henry Jackson said that “ these funds will
ensure that adequate timber supplies will be available
to dependent industry.”

Today, timber supplies from the Tongass National
Forest are far more than adequate. The Forest Serv-
ice has reported this fact every year since ANILCA.
Cutting levels overall are comparable to pre-ANILCA
levels, as are employment figures. During the 5 years
before AN'LCA, the regional timber industry em-
ployed an average of 2,700 people pei year in harvest-
ing and processing and harvested an average of 440
mmbf overall. During the post-ANILCA period of
1980 to 1984 employment averaged 2,400 jobs for
the same sector yet the average harvested in region
was increased to 514 mmbf. However, the timber
supply sources have changed significantly since the
adoption of ANILCA in 1980. From 1959to 1975 the

Timber Harvests in Southeast Alaska, 1950-84

Volume
MMBF

Year
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Tongass National Forest was virtually the sole source
of timber in Southeast Alaska. During those years
the region’s * timber industry” was nearly synony-
mous with APC and LPK who were the purchasers
of 90 percent of the timber cut in Southeast and the
producers of at least 90 percent of the manufactured
products. In contrast today, Native corporations are
annually cutting much more timber on private South-
east lands than was predicted in 1980. As a result,
APC and LPK now only claim about half of the
market for the region’s timber. Therefore, less timber
is needed from the Tongass to sustain timber sector
employment. Regardless of t'.is picture, the Forest
Service continues to try to sell 450 mmbf of Tongass
timber a year.

Use of TTSF funds for unmarketable timber sales
and unneeded timber roads does not benefit the
dependent timber industry. Except for the road con-
tractors, beneficiaries of the Tongass timber program
are difficult to pinpoint. Why, then, do Forest Serv-
ice officials persist in a misinterpretation of ANILCA
Section 705?

A Forest Service memo provides a good clue as to
why the Forest Service staunchly defends its inter-
pretation of Section 705 and its use of TTSF funds
for unneeded timber sales and roads. The memo
states simply:

When Congress Fassed ANILCA they set up [the

TTSF]. These dollars are not subject to normal ap-

propriation rules. Most of our salaries come out of

this S40 million.

If the Forest Service only received the amount of
money it needed to meet actual current timber de-
mand on the Tongass, half of those salaries could
conceivably be eliminated. Preservation of Forest
Service jobs may be strong enough incentive to find
a mandated harvest level in ANILCA Section 705
even where plain language, legislative history, and
common sense indicate otherwise. Despite the Forest
Service’s wishful thinking, however, ANILCA does
not mandate a Tongass harvest level.

The Fifty-Year Timber Sale Contracts
Background

Native Tlingit and Haida people were famous for
their skills in woodcraft. With the influx of settlers
from Europe, Russia, and the United States, very
small sawmills provided dimension lumber for can-
nery construction, townsites, and homes. Even today,
all Alaskans are allowed a small annual allotment
of personal-use timber for firewood, construction,
trolling poles, or similar uses. But this type of small
scale, selective cutting has been supplanted by two
Forest Service subsidized pulpmills who hold con-
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tracts for massive clearcutting operations lasting into
the twenty-first century. These inappropriate and des-
tructive 50-year contracts are the second source of
Tongass timber problems.

A result of aggressive promotion by General
Douglas MacArthur, the U.S. State Department, and
some elements of the Alaska Region of the Forest
Service, the 50-year contracts were designed to pro-
mote settlement of Alaska Territory and provide
year-round, stable employment. More importantly,
the contracts were to promote export of wood and
wood pulp to Japan to help rebuild its ravaged, post-
war economy. In fact, one of the 50-year contract
holders, Alaska Pulp Company, is owned by a Japan-
ese multinational consortium of businesses. It would
seem that the purposes for which the contracts were
designed have been achieved, but despite this they
continue in effect.

This promotion of Alaska timbering was opposed
by the West Coast pulp industry and by prominent
politicians such as Washington’s Senator Warren G.
Magnuson. In 1960, Juneau economist George Rogers
viewed the situation this way:

If we take the ‘Nation as a whole' as our unit of

primary concern and deal only in economic terms,

then the [Forest Service's] policy clearly is the most
shortsighted kind of silly rot. Forcing construction
of new physical plants at a great cost in one part of
the Nation when existing plants in other areas access-
ible to the region’s forest resources are operating
below capacity, fostering location of the processing
of the raw material in a high-cost area remote from
the markets, these and a whole list of other conge-
quences could be brought forth to prove the policy

?unty of creating a gross misallocation of capital and

abor resources with corresponding costs to the econ-

omy of the Nation as a whole.

No pulpmills existed in Southeast Alaska in the
1950's. Since such a pioneering operation is inherently
risky, the Forest Service wrote the most favorable
contracts a timber purchaser could possibly imagine.
The terms included such incredible provisions as total
purchaser control over selection of timber in the con-
tract area, guaranteed annual and total volumes, car-
ryover of unharvested timber, and modification of
terms only after full agreement by the purchaser. As
if this deal was not sweet enough, the Forest Service
and the purchasers have agreed that inherent in the
contract is a guarantee of profitable logging for the
purchaser, even if the Government must pay for such
profits. Additionally, the contracts were designed for
an unprecedented roughly 50-year duration. No other
National Forest in the Nation is burdened with con-
tracts of this duration (the limit elsewhere is 10years).

In the 1950's four long-term logging contracts were
planned for the Tongass. In those days the Forest
Service policy was to liquidate all the old-growth



timber as quickly as possible. Today, in part because
insufficient timber volume existed to support four
contracts and in part because of diligent efforts by
southeastern Alaska conservationists, only the two
50-year contracts remain: one with the Alaska Pulp
Company (APC) and the other with Louisiana-
Pacific Ketchikan (LPK). Still, these two contracts

commit more than one-third of the Tongass (and two -

thirds of the commercial forest land) to producing
a total of 13.25 billion board feet of timber as far
into the future as the year 2011

Failed Attempts at Reform

Despite changing National Forest management
goals and directions since the 1950's, the anachronistic
50-year contracts have continued to lumber along
like dinosaurs. In 1970, the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) was passed by Congress in an
effort to fully di .Nose the environmental impacts of
Government-sanctioned projects. The Forest Service
took years to apply NEPA to these contracts and then
only to 5-year increments. To this date, little or no
analysis has ever been undertaken of the entire 50
years of clearcut logging sanctioned by these contracts.
Moreover, the attempted Forest Service NEPA analysis
of the 5-year incremental logging plans has been poor
at best. The cumulative impacts of these 5-year incre-
mental plans must not be overlooked. For example,
SEACC estimates that in the case of the APC con-
tract the cumulative effects over the next 25 years
will result in the clearcutting of 100,000 new acres
and the construction of 1,000 miles of new roads.

In 1976, amid mounting criticism of the Forest
Service, Congress took a close look at National Forest
management and the need for reform. The resulting
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) outlawed
timber sale contracts of more than a few years dura-
tion, but it did grandfather the Tongass contracts.
To ensure application of NFMA to these contracts,
Congress added a special provision to NFMA, Sec-
tion 15(b), which ordered the Forest Service to bring
these contracts into full compliance with NFMA.
However, the Forest Service has never accomplished
this goal. Even more incredibly, almost 10years after
NFMA, the Forest Service has proposed to allow APC
to continue to violate many of the terms of NFMA
in its 1986-90 logging operations.

The Fifty-Year Conracts Continue
to Dominate the Tongass

Because of these outdated one-sided contracts, bad
planning, and failed attempts at reform, the enormous
Tongass National Forest is dominated by only two
logging companies, APC and LPK. These companies

hold unprecedented control over the Forest Service
and over Tongass resources. The Forest Service even
admits that the existence of certain contract provisions
“severely restricts the Forest Service from properly
managing” the Tongass.

The 50-year contracts result in more than just eco-
nomic waste and resource mismanagement. They give
the two companies monopolistic power over timber
operations on public land in Southeast Alaska. With
this power, they have colluded to drive smaller, less
powerful logging operations out of business and to
wreak economic havoc on the few survivors. In 1981,
the Reid Brothers Logging Company sued APC and
LPK for conspiracy in restraint of trade and com-
merce and for actual monopolisation of trade. The
Federal District Court for the Western District of
Washington found APC and LPK guilty. The Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals and the U.S. Supreme Court
refused to exonerate the two companies of guilt. But
the damage had already been done and few small
loggers survived to see the big companies’ guilt con-
firmed. The Forest Service’s own lawyers have con-
cluded that the evidence did show that material
breaches of contract had occurred.

Even more appalling in its arrogance, given the
generous terms of the 50-ycar contracts, is the possi-
bility that LPK and APC have cheated the Forest
Service out of S60-82 million by price-fixing, double-
invoicing, and other illegal and deceptive practices.
Though the Forest Service itself estimated this
magnitude of loss, it has only claimed $9.4 million
in legal proceedings thus far. Furthermore, of the
$60-82 million, one-quarter of these revenues were
earmarked for the State of Alaska. This money has
never been recovered. As statutes of limitations run
out, these badly needed revenues are lost forever.

APC and LPK have been given additional special
treatment despite such underhanded activities. In
1981 and 1982 they were granted “emergency rate
redeterminations” reducing the stumpage (how
much the companies pay for the timber). For L.PK,
all timber (except hemlock which sells for an average
of $1.50 per thousand board feet) was reduced by
96 percent, bringing the price down to 19%1 base
rates. AP C’s stumpages for spruce and cedar were
reduced by 99 percent to bring them down to 1956
base rates. For instance, AP C’s spruce sawlogs were
appraised at $215 per thousand board feet, but they
now pay only $2.26 for that timber! Cedar appraised
at over $1,000 per thousand board feet is bought by
APC for $1.22! The Forest Service is literally giving
these trees away.

In addition to the emergency rate redeterminations,
in 1984 and 1985 the Forest Service revised utiliza-
tion restrictions and permitted more merchantable
wood than normal to be left behind during logging
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operations, so that the timber brought to the mills
is only the most profitable, high-quality wood. The
low-value trees are left to rot on the ground. SEACC'’s
appeal of this “bail-out” program was denied by
the Chief of the Forest Service. Also in 1984 and
1985, the Forest Service waived its primary process-
ing requirement (i.e., permitted round log export) for
timber from some salvage sales.

AP C’scontract allows the company to selectively
harvest only the high-grade stands, leaving the stands
of less valuable lower-grade timber. This results in
the company having a stockpile of unharvested “car-
ryover” timber amounting to nearly 400 million board
feet. The end result is the cutting of only the best
and most profitable big trees, which are also the best
wildlife habitat.

Some critics believe that it would be more cost ef-
fective in the long run to buy out the remaining value
of the 50-year contracts, and return to short-term
sales, than to continue subsidizing the contracts. This
would also promote a more balanced management
of the Forest.

As long as these 50-vear contracts remain, there
will be continuing waste, fraud, and abuse. The terms
of the contracts themselves are the codification of
unfair advantage, of monopoly. For the term of the
contracts, until 2011, true multiple use will be im-
possible and small logging operations will continue
to suffer. Though there is ample evidence on the basis
of which to cancel the contracts, and though the
Government always retains authority to modify or
eliminate any agreement, the Forest Service simply
refuses to act to protect the resources of the Tongass.
The agency is treating the Tongass like a private res-
erve for the benefit of these two timber companies.
This is a second underlying cause of the unfortunate
Tongass timber situation that exists today..

The Tongass Land Management Plan
Background

Since the 1950's the Forest Service has had ambi-
tious plans for turning Southeast Alaska’s forest
lands into a huge tree farm. Even into the late 1970's,
Forest Service timber plans included virtually all of
the commercially valuable timber lands on the Ton-
gass. Extensive plans were even designed for clear-
cutting and roading such critical areas as Admiralty
Island, which is now a National Monument Wilder-
ness. None of these plans gave consideration to the
need to manage National Forests for a mix of re-
sources and uses, including fishing, hunting, sub-
sistence, recreation, and wilderness, as well as timber
production.

As previously mentioned, Congress scrutinized the
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timber-biased management of public forest resources
in 1976 and forged a comprehensive solution, the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA). NFMA
specifically required balanced management of Na-
tional Forests and also set forth a process by which
detailed forest plans would be prepared in order to
guarantee implementation of that mandate. Existing
forest plans were allowed to continue in effect until
expiration, but all forest plans were intended to in-
corporate provisions of the new NFMA within 10
years. NFMA set a specific deadline of 1985 for com-
plete implementation of its provisions.

After passage of NFMA, the Forest Service began
preparing regulations to implement the new law. At
the same time, Congress continued the long process
to resolve uncertain land holding situations in Alaska
that culminated with the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). Disposition of
National Forest lands was a central issue in the

ANILCA debate, and the Forest Service set out at
an accelerated pace to prepare the Tongass Land

Management Plan (TLMP) in an effort to guide and
inform Congressional debate.

In March of 1979, TLMP was completed and circu-
lated for public review, despite the fact that NFMA
regulations were still unfinished and much of the
basic information needed in order to fully understand
the Tongass had not yet been researched and com-
piled. Though TLMP was heavily relied upon by
Congress, it was based in extraordinary part on ex-
trapolation and assumption. Given the haste with
which the plan was prepared, this is not surprising.
Most other NFMA forest plans are only now being
completed. Unfortunately, the Tongass is still saddled
with an incomplete, inaccurate, and outdated forest
plan whose failings are increasingly apparent to all
observers, even the Forest Service itself.

Tongass Plan Favors Logging

When TLMP was formulated, it was seen by some
as a fair compromise at land allocation and support-
ed vigorously as such by the Forest Service. Indeed,
land allocations by acreage were roughly equivalent
between land to be logged and land to remain road-
less and undeveloped. Now, 6 years later, the land
allocations can be clearly seen as a ruse.

The Forest Service claims that the
forest plan management direction includes provisions
for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement
of wildlife and fisheries. ... The designated
Wilderness included 85 of 298 high-value wildlife
habitats and 26 of 490 hiPh-vaIue Isheries habitats
identified in the forest plan. In addition, 35 high-
value wildlife habitat areas and 220 high-value fish
habitat areas are included in areas designated in the
forest plan for roadless area management.



High-Value Wildlife Watersheds on the Tongass National Forest

(867 total watersheds)

There are 867 watersheds in the vast Tongass National
Forest. A responsible fish and wildlife management
program would protect all the high-value fish and
wildlife habitat areas. TLMP did not do this. Instead,
the resultant designations for the Tongass show an
appalling lack of concern for fish and wildlife pro-
tection. Of the only 298 high-value wildlife areas on
the forest, a mere 29 percent have been designated
as Wilderness. O f the 490 high-value fishery habitats,
only 5 percent of these watersheds have been desig-
nated as Wilderness. The remaining areas are all open
to destructive logging and roading over the long term.
In reality, while National Forest acres in the
Tongass are roughly even in their division, the ma-
jority of valuable wildlife habitat is included in areas
under a land use designation allowing logging. The
Tongass lands holding the highest volume of valuable,
old-growth spruce and hemlock are also the most
important lands for fish and wildlife habitat, yet
TLMP concentrates logging in high-volume timber
stands, rather than harvesting timber stands in pro-
portion to their volume class occurrence across the
Forest. This “high-grading” is built into TLMP.
Former Chief of the Forest Service, John McGuire
stated that cutting more of the marginal component
is consistent with the NFMA, but that the alternative,
continued high-grading of the forest, is in conflict
with that Act:
An overharvest of the standard component now
would eventually result in only special and marginal
stands left in the forest. This type of management

would not be compatible with Forest Service policy
or the National Forest Management Act.

High-volume timber stands, exceedingly rare in the

OH Hgh Value Wildlife Watersheds
in Wilderness

Il Hgh Value Wildlife Watersheds
Qutside Widemess

D All Other Watersheds

Tongass, are scheduled by TLMP for harvest in a
higher proportion than they occur in the forest. But
they are being harvested at an even higher rate than
scheduled; 50 percent of the highest volume timber
has already been cut and at least 75 percent will be
cut by the year 2000 at present rates. This urisanc-
tioncd high-grading compounds the inherent weak-
ness of TLMP.

Fish and Wildlife Protection:
An Empty Promise

The Forest Service has made a practice of answer-
ing fish and wildlife concerns by referring to TLMP’s
Land Use Designation (LUD) Ill, a category of Ton-
gass management which allows logging, but theor-
etically protects other forest resources, including fish
and wildlife habitat needs. The TLMP management
scheme included other LUD’s— LUD | (wilderness),
LUD Il (roadless recreation), and LUD IV (intensive
logging).

TLMP also set out a harvest layout scheme by
which critical wildlife areas would be retained during
logging in order to mitigate the impacts on fish and
wildlife. This is referred to as “ retention.” As part
of the task of defining retention areas, Tongass plan-
ning required identification and protection of Fish
or Wildlife Habitat Management Units wherever log-
ging or roading was planned.

Six years later these protective provisions have
proven to be empty promises. In reality, there is little
management difference between LUD 11l and the less
restrictive LUD IV, which allows intensive logging.
Retention has never been fully implemented and often
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High-Value Fisheries Watersheds on the Tongass National Forest

(87 total watersheds)

only occurs by accident, when strips of timber are
left standing between clearcuts. Rather than true
retention areas, preserved because of habitat needs,
these strips can be more accurately referred to as
“leftovers.” In practice, even the leftovers are often
logged in subsequent timber operations. Fish and
Wildlife Habitat Management Units, which would
have accurately defined retention needs, are almost
never developed. When they are, they always follow
timber sale layouts, rather than preceding placement
of roads and clearcut locations. Such units are re-
duced, at best, to mere attempts to salve a wound
already inflicted. None of TLMP’s major fish and
wildlife protection provisions have been implemented
and damage from roads and clearcuts continues to
mount.

Tongass Plan Violates Federal Laws

The authors of TLMP were well aware that draft
NFMA regulations were being prepared by the Forest
Service, even as they rushed TLMP into print in
March of 1979. To allow them to finish TLMP, the
Tongass planners promised that new NFMA regula-
tions would be incorporated into TLMP by a major
forest plan revision in 1983. Incredibly, now in 1986,
10years after passage of NFMA, 7 years after TLMP
was finished and after NFMA regulations were imple-
mented, no such TLMP revision has been attempted
or completed. TLMP does not comply with NFMA
regulations and Congressional forest planning reforms
remain unaccomplished on the Tongass.

TLMP was rushed into print before an adequate
job could be done. Under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) the environmental impacts of a
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major Federal proposal must be clearly and compre-
hensively displayed in an EIS. TLMP lacked both the
baseline information on what Tongass resources were
threatened by the logging it proposed and the infor-
mation on how such logging would impact other for-
est resources. NEPA analysis is incomplete in TLMP.

In a recent order, the Federal District Court for
Alaska concluded that TLM P'senvironmental anal-
ysis was inadequate with regard to the impacts of
aroad and logging project in Berners Bay, north of
Juneau. The Court’s order stated that an entirely
new site-specific EIS was needed for the project.
Despite the proven inadequacy of TLMP, no attempt
has been made by the Forest Service to improve on
TLMP’scursory NEPA analysis. Nor has the Forest
Service attempted to incorporate into TLMP the
wealth of new information on the environmental
impacts of logging and roading which has become
available since 1979. This new information makes
it crystal clear that Tongass timber management pro-
grams present serious threats to fish and wildlife.

Tongass Plan Direction
IgnorgeadS by Forest Service

Detailed schedules for development in various man-
agement areas of the Tongass, were published in
TLMP, part Il. However, road building and timber
sales have failed to follow those schedules. Instead,
individual forest supervisors have departed repeatedly
from TLMP’s program. Realizing that such depar-
tures were highly improper, Tongass planners decided
last year to amend TLM P’s schedules to reflect the
actual development schedule, rather than bringing
Forest Service activities back into harmony with



TLMP. This backward approach to planning serves
to underscore TLM P’s failure to guide development.
Because it was a stopgap effort at planning, TLMP
deferred many integral forest plan steps to subsequent
lower levels of the planning process. For example,
individual Tongass management areas were supposed
to be analyzed after development of TLMP, and
specific resource protection standards and guidelines
were to be developed concomitant v.ith specific loca-
.tion of timber sales, roads, log dumps, and other
such activities. This interim step in planning was also
subject to full NEPA analysis, but no such analysis
was ever completed for over two-thirds of the Tongass.
Further, project-level NEPA analysis, also envisioned
by TLMP, has never resulted in site-specific environ-
mental impact statements, even for massive projects.
In the wake of the Berners Bay court order, the legali-
ty of these failures are in great doubt. It is certain,
however, that the failures of these subsequent planning
steps have frustrated and prevented full implementa-
tion of TLM P’s intent, as well as public participation
in major Tongass decisions.

TLMP is totally inadequate as a forest plan, and
NFMA'’s reform measures have yet to improve Tongass
management. Because of Section 705 of ANILCA,
the TTSF, the 50-year contracts, and an ineffective
and incomplete TLMP, Tongass management is heavi-
ly biased in favor of large-scale clearcut logging, to
the detriment of wildlife, fishermen, small loggers,
tourism industries, and subsistence users of the for-
est’s resources. These are the roots of the tangled,
growing thicket of Tongass timber problems.

IMPORTANT RENEWABLE TONGASS
RESOURCES UNDER SIEGE

Though the Tongass is a huge forest, rich in fish,
wildlife, wilderness, timber, and other resources, it
is also a unique, complex, and fragile ecosystem. The
extensive, large-scale logging programs implemented
by the Forest Service on the Tongass are decimating
vast areas of thisgrand ~ * growth rain forest. Critical
fish and wildlife hab.  areas that have already been
lost include Blind Slough, Kadake Creek, Rodman
Creek, Staney Creek, and Sweetwater Lake, to men-
tion only a few.

Wildlife Habitat and Populations Threatened
Sitka Black-tailed Deer

The same high-volume, old-growth timber stands
that attract the two major Tongass logging compan-
ies, APC and LPK, are also essential to the survival
of the Sitka black-tailed deer. This is the only deer
found in the Tongass, and while good populations

exist today, they can fluctuate wildly depending on
the severity of winter weather. The thick stands of
old-growth timber shelter the deer C iring deep
snows, allowing them to continue browsing under
the canopy of giant spruce and hemlocks. Without
this protective old-growth timber, deep winter snows
lead to starvation and drastic deer population losses.

Further, second-growth timber is worthless as deer
habitat. The Forest Service itself has stated that once
an area has been clearcut, it will not produce signifi-
cant deer forage, except for the first few years after
cutting. In winter, however, when habitat and forage
availability are critical these clearcuts fill up with
snow and are impassable and browse is buried. In
15-20 years, an extremely dense stand of small trees
grows up to block light from reaching the forest floor
and results in virtually no browse growing under these
tight thickets for the next 100 years. Since present
Forest Service management calls for these forests to
be harvested at 100-year rotations, the result is per-
manent loss of deer habitat. Second-growth forests
will account for 75-80 percent of the managed forest
land in the Tongass at the end of the first luO-year
rotation. By then half of the now important available
deer winter habitat will be lost forever, and deer
populations will be severely reduced, even eliminated
from certain places. Subsistence users and sport
hunters will lose their most important game animal
on the Tongass.

Table 7.1 details some key areas where deer popula-
tions and subsistence and sport deer hunting will suf-
fer the greatest losses.

Brown (Grizzly) Bear

Alaska has the last major population of brown
(grizzly) bears left in the entire United States with
greatest concentrations in Southeast Alaska. While
these magnificent animals once ranged all over North
America, they have now been beaten back from their
original range to isolated pockets in Alaska, Canada,
and a few national parks in the lower 48 United
States.

Tongass brown bears, larger than the brown bears
found in Canada, are well distributed on Admiralty,
Chichagof, and Baranof Islands, as well as the coastal
mainland of Southeast Alaska. Although Theodore
Roosevelt proposed a national bear reserve for Ad-
miralty, Chichagof, and Baranof Islands, the places
have been largely left in control of the Forest Service.
Today with the exception of Admiralty National
Monument, clearcut logging threatens these bears
through habitat destruction. Road building is the ma-
jor problem causing increased human/bear conflicts
and illegal hunting. These activities will continue to
reduce or destroy bear populations as long as the
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Table 7.1- Relationship between timber
harvest (habitat loss) and reduction of deer

Commercial Deer loss
forest land after
harvested 100 years
Location %) )
Hawk Inlet 78 88
Eagle Peak
(Youngs Lake) 60 77
Tenakee Springs 67 83
Kadashan 64 77
Lisianski River 63 66
Uhsk Bay 60 64
Kelp Bay 75 86
Kadake Creek 68 74
Castle River 65 72
Woewodski 66 70
Point Baker
(Alder) 79 92
M%/ers Chuck
(Cannery Creek) 65 88

Forest Service proceeds to penetrate unroaded, wild
country with new logging.

Other Wildlife

Many other mammals and birds arc also dependent
on old-growth timber or unroaded wild country.
Clearcut logging will harm wildlife populations by
destroying essential habitat areas, by increased con-
flict with humans, and by increased hunting pressure
for some species.

Moose, for example, while dependent on early suc-
cessional stages of browse (like that found in river
courses or clearcuts), also depend on old-growth tim-
ber for shelter and winter cover. Road access increases
hunting pressure, often beyond sustainable levels. For-
est Service activities in Berners Bay, Thomas Bay, and
the Yakutat Forelands threaten moose populations.

Mountain goats are extremely sensitive to human
disturbance and also depend to an extent on old-
growth forests for winter habitat. Populations are
expected to suffer as road access or clearcutting ap-
proach their limited home ranges.

Finally, many small mammals integral to the forest
ecosystem depend solely on old-growth forest for
habitat. These include marten, mink, and land otters.
Research has conclusively shown how clearcut logging
and roading displaces or destroys populations of
these small furbearers.

In Southeast Alaska bald eagles arc found in denser
concentrations and higher numbers than in all the
rest of North America. It is well documented that
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these raptors need old-growth Sitka spruce trees along
beaches for nesting habitat. Existing eagle nest trees
are not normally clearcut, but exceptions are some-
times made. The 1986-90 APC operating plan pro-
poses to cut or impact 37 of these important trees.
This type of incremental destruction, combined with
serious high-grading of high-volume timber stands
could pose a problem for eagle populations. In ad-
dition, ravens, owls, Canada geese, great blue herons
and many songbird species are also threatened, since
they nest primarily in old-growth timber.

Fish Habitat and Populations Threatened

Southeast Alaska is blessed with an abundance of
anadromous fish resources, including salmon, char,
and trout. These anadromous fish, so called because
they live in the ocean, but spawn in freshwater rivers,
lakes, and streams, depend on clean, cool, highly ox-
ygenated fresh water for reproduction. Logging and
roading threaten these vital habitat needs.

Alaska’s king, coho, pink, sockeye, and chum sal-
mon, make up the backbone of America’s largest
commercial fishing industry. These commercial spe-
cies plus steelhead, cutthroat, and Dolly Varden char
also constitute a huge subsistence and sport fishery.

Although research is still underway, many of the
impacts of logging or. nsn habitat are well under-
stood. Clearcut logging right up to the banks of
salmon streams reduces the temperature buffering
effect of streamside vegetation. This results in ex-
cessively high or low water temperatures which can
be lethal to fish. Despite this well-documented im-
pact, Tongass planners still refuse to require buffer
or leave strips on such streams, thus ignoring a basic
requirement of NFMA and of common sense. Also,
siltation from landslides or erosion associated with
logging or logging roads can clog salmon streams
and smother salmon eggs.

Tongass logging operations can result not only in
the cost of subsidies, but also in the cost of iost
fishery resources. The cost of these losses can be
measured in both millions of dollars lost and the
loss of a way of life by subsistence and commercial
fishery users.

For example, the Chuck River on the mainland
north of Petersburg supports a salmon fishing in-
dustry worth $1L million per year to commercial
fishermen. But the Forest Service has targeted the
Chuck River drainage for logging and roading. The
Chuck River area is known for its unstable soils, and
timber operations could well trigger a major land-
slide, destroying this valuable fishery. The Forest
Service estimates its cost for preparing the Chuck
River sale and road access at $7-10 million and this
does not even include the dollars that would be lost



from the fishery. Total receipts expected by the Forest
Service from the Chuck River sale amount to less
than $50,000- a pittance of the present value of the
Chuck River.

Cutting to the edge of streams disrupts the natural
balance of root wads, snags, and other woody debris
essential to maintaining cover and habitat for juve —
nile salmonids. Clearcut areas on Prince of Wales
Island have been sampled since timber operations
were completed decades ago. These sampled areas
show a lack of fish habitat and a resultant lack of
fish due to the absence of small stream debris. Clear-
cutting to stream edges can also disrupt salmon mi —
gration and spawning when logs falling into streams
create log jams, damage salmon spawning beds, or
cause siltation which smothers eggs.

In June 1985 during Congressional hearings dealing
with timber sales below cost, the American Fisheries
Society, a professional society of fishery biologists
addressed the problems of timber harvest and fishery
damage. Two major points were as follows:

1. Virtually every timber sale and subsequent har —

vest has adverse impact on fisheries resources.

2. The value of the public land fisheries resources

impacted by timber sales is very great and indeed

can be far greater than the value of the timber.
Unfortunately, plans that will damage important fish
habitat areas are widespread and threaten other sys—
tems such as the Naha, Karta, Thorne, Castle, and
Lisianski Rivers; the Outside Islands; and the many
rivers within Yakutat Forelands.

The State of Alaska has recognized the value of
streams and has opted for 300-foot buffers on
streams on the Haines State Forest. The Forest Serv —
ice®  own cooperative research shows that clearcuts
with buffers may be adequate and/or _ .neficial to
salmon production. Yet, the agency refuses to adopt
a standard buffer policy or even implement its own
Area Guide faithfully. The Forest Service is out of
p""p with its own research and 300-foot buffers

liould be the rule.

Naturally functioning river systems, undisturbed by
roads or logging, remain the most reliable producers
of salmon and other fish. Unimpaired streams, lakes,
and estuaries mu-1 be left thisway if the full potential
of Southeast Alaska 3 rebuilding fisheries is ever to
be reached and maintained. For such fish as the pink
and coho salmon, a myriad of small streams cumula—
tively produce the bulk of the fishery. Each and every
one of these small streams is important, with coho
rearing streams being especially vulnerable. Further,
every king and sockeye system isalso at a premium,
since these systems are relatively less common in
Southeast Alaska. Logging threatens these systems,
large and small.

Log dumps and storage facilities have an adverse

impact on the ocean or estuarine t.osystems they
utilize. Crab, shellfish, herring, and other important
fish resources are poisoned by toxic acids leached
from accumulations of old barks, smothered by log—
ging debris, or barred from spawning habitat by rock
fill for log landings. The Environmental Protection
Agency is currently studying this resource damage
in an effort to formulate permits to help mitigate

the impact of log dumps .

Old Growth and Wildlands

Not Enough Old Growth Protected

Opponents to conservation in Southeast Alaska,
primarily the Forest Service and timber industry,
often claim that over one-third of the Tongass N a —
tional Forest was ““locked up > in ANILCA leaving
the impression that vast commercial timber resources
were lost forever from development. The facts do not
bear this out. The Forest Service has stated that 1)
Wilderness and roadless area management designa—
tions provide direct benefit to wildlife, and 2) Wilder —
ness and roadless area designations will maintain a
variety cf natural habitat conditions for wildlife and
fisheries over approximately 48 percent (8.2 million
acres) of the Tongass. The first statement is accurate,
but the second statement is misleading.

There isapproximately 5.7 million acres of com —
mercial forest land in the Tongass, and of that, only
1.6 million acres (28 percent) is in designated Wilder —
ness. 0f the 28 percent of Wilderness acreage that
isconsidered capable commercial forest land, one-
halfis not considered suitable for timber harvest.
Less than 10,000 acres of this Wilderness is prime
value, high-volume, old-growth timber which is also
important wildlife habitat. Only 160,000 acres isover
30,000 board feet per acre and isconsidered commer —
cially valuable. This is also critical habitat.. Fully
three-quarters of the officially designated Tongass
Wilderness (5.4 million zones) is non-forest land-
mostly rocky peaks, ice fields, muskeg and battered
coastline.

Clearly, most all the Wilderness designated 1in
Southeast Alaska (with the exception of Admiralty
Island and a few small watersheds) was Jland that
developers did not want. It had little value in forest
resources and 1is largely inaccessible. Even so, Ad —
miralty Island is repeatedly cited as the example of
locking up good timber. The best timber areas on
Admiralty Island were cut prior to AN 1 LCA and the
island was not in either 50-year contract area for the
two big mills, so itsdesignation did not affect either
mill. In fact, the Wilderness selections left the two
mills virtually unscathed. In the few instances when

they were affected, the acreage was later replaced via
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Commercial Forest Lands (CFL), Tongass National Forest

(Total 5.7 million acres)

8Mi

Outside Wilderness

03 Within Wilderness Suitable for
Harvest

. Within Willdermess Unsuitab
8 Million Acres for Harvest

Acres

contract area acreage replacements and also with The lack of protection for old-growth forests was
subsidies in the form of the TTSF. The USFS, timber a major oversight in ANI1LCA. The Society of
industry, and others like to call the TTSF a ““Wilder — American Foresters stated that

ness subsidy.” The language of the Tongass Timber

the best way tomanage for old growth is toconserve
Supply Fund was forced upon conservationists of

an adequate supply of present stands and leave thenm

Southeast Alaska. We see the Tongass Timber Supply

alone.
Fund as a major Federal payment to underwrite tim-—
ber harvest activities on the Tongass- not as a sub — The Alaska Chapter of the Wildlife Society stated
sidy to support the Wilderness system. The 1985 that

TTSF allocation is for $53 million. There are nine
old-growth forests are a rare and rapidly diminishing

line items for the fund that include timber sales
resource. . . .The coastal forests of Alaska represent

preparation, timber stand improvement, road con — the last major expanse of old growth remaining in

struction, engineering support, etc. There isno itenm the U.S. . . .adequate old-growth habitat must be

listed as ““payment for Wilderness.?” maintained for the present and future.

Commercial Forest Lands (CFL)a in Wilderness®Bby Volumnme Class
(1.6 million acres) NI 10.800 Acres

< IX

162,800 Acres
10X

“Only that portion of CFL that is over 30,000 board feet per acre is considered commercially important.
bfotd Wﬁd Mess acreage t|s 4 mﬁﬁon acres. d yimp
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It isestimated that perhaps 100,000 acres of highest-
volume, old-growth stands remain in the Tongass,
but these stands are being harvested at the highest
rate of any volume class on the forest. They will not
last long.

Old-growth timber, in high-volume stands, is best
protected as Wilderness. In this way, such stands are
shielded from the pressure of high-grade logging and
can continue to produce fish, wildlife, and other
renewable resources. Rock and icecannot serve this
function. John Matthews, of the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game, summed up the problem with
Tongass Wilderness areas saying, ““Ifyou cangrow
timber there, you cangrow wildlife there either.””

As described before, Tongass planners continue
to road and log every available unprotected roadless
drainage at a rate far beyond demand, far beyond
economic justification, even far beyond T L M P %
original goals. The 20,000 acres of timber offered
annually, 300 miles of road built per year, and con —
struction of interlocking segments of an overall trans—
portation network threaten those few remaining
roadless Tongass drainages- most of which continue
to provide all wilderness-related values despite their
lack of formal protection. As one Tongass Forest

offi

I freely admitted, ““As far as we Te concerned,
ifan area doesn ®Thave a road in itor a [Wilderness
boundary] drawn around it, it3 up for grabs” until
TLMP isrevised in 1989. Twenty-five percent of road —
less lands in L UD I1Il'3and 30 percent of LUD 1V 3
have been developed since 1979. At the rate established
during this first 5 years, all the unprotected roadless
land will be developed in 20 years- by 1999. Itwould
be far wiser, and certainly more cost effective, to halt
this onslaught now and preserve the option of adding
more Wilderness to the Tongass ifitisneeded in the

future.

Protecting Old Growth and Wi
Makes Economic Sense

Beyond its value as vitally important fish and wild—
life habitat, Tongass Wilderness isalso an invaluable
asset in other ways to Southeast Alaska and the N a —
tion. It is ideal habitat for a variety of thriving
populations of fish and game species. Itmakes possi —
ble the subsistence uses of these areas, and allows
sport hunting and fishing. Wilderness with its un —
disturbed watersheds p.ovides the critical spawning
and rearing areas for fisheries which maintain the
commercial fishing industry year after year. Wilder —
ness provides the resources that support a growing
tourism and recreation industry. It preserves clean
air and clean water. When you leave the land as it
is, in a natural state, the benefits are numerous and

perpetual. Management of National Forest lands in

Wilderness isalso extremely cost effective, particularly
in Alaska. Itshould be noted that Alaska Wilderness
areas are managed as directed by the 1964 Wilderness

Act, as amended by ANILCA which specifically

authorizes certain act ities. This includes provisions

for subsistence use; for public recreation cabins; for

certa fish habitat enhancement acti ies; and for

use of airplanes, motorboats, and snow machines.

In development of Alaska® Chugach National
Forest Land Management Plan in 1984, Chugach
planners discovered that by following N F M A pro—
cedures and using Forest Service value comparison
figures, their computer programs showed the highest
value for the Chugach Forest would be produced by
managing every presently roadless area as Wilderness.
This was no mistake, for Alaska forest lands have
negative values for timber production and other in-—
tensive developments. In contrast, Wilderness man —
agement enhances the highest revenue-producing
aspects of Alaska s forest resources- fish, wildlife,
recreation, and tourism. Of course, Chugach planners
rejected their own figures on the basis of preconceived
notions about the proper role of timber management
in Alaska 3 forests. Not surprisingly, Tongass planners
have steadfastly refused to perform similar N F M A -

requircd economic analyses.

TONGASS MANAGEMENT THREATENS
SOUTHEAST ALASKA ECONOMY

Search for Long-Term Economic Stability

The economy of Southeast Alaska, likeany frontier
area, has always suffered from spectacular booms
and busts, wild fluctuations in economic activity.
Each boom has been a result of discovery and short
exploitation of valuable resources with a concurrent
lack of incentive for slower, long-term development.
First came Russian fur traders, who overharvested

this resource and sent the profits back to Russi

Next came gold miners, who made and lost fortunes
over periods as short as a few months, then went
back to where they had traveled from. Fish canneries
from Oregon and Washington overexploited and near —
ly destroyed Alaska 3 salmon stocks in the 1950 %.

Alaska 3 first territorial governor, Alfred P. Swine-
ford, warned in 1888 that if resource exploitation

was allowed,

Alaska would be .nothing more than a national

fat goose left unprotected and to be annually plucked

of itsvaluable plumage by nonresident corporations.
Nearly 100 years later, Swineford % words still ring
hauntingly true. Today it is the large-scale logging
companies “turn tocut and run, plucking the wealth
from Alaska™> Tongass National Forest.

This exploitation is especially sad, since this latest
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round of exploitation and short-term planning en —
dangers other healthy, stable, and growing sectors
of the Southeast Alaska economy which have become
new economic mainstays. When you exploit a re—
source, you exploit the people as well.

Most Southeast Alaska towns and villages are dir—
ectly dependent upon the Tongass National Forest
for community stability. Maintaining this stability
isextremely important. Rather than being dependent
upon the commercial timber resource, many of these
communities are instead directly dependent upon the
renewable fish and wildlife and other subsistence
resources for the maintenance of community stability.
The long-term stability for these many communities
is thus undermined by the exploitation of Tongass
timber resources.

Southeast sustainable industries must survive
and grow ifAlaska3economy isever going to break
the boom and bust cycleand move into a postfrontier
economic realm. These threatened industries include
commercial fishing, hunting and guiding, tourism,
wilderness outfitting, and subsistence. While not
technically an industry, subsistence use of fish and
wildlife resources isa primary economic element in
the lives of many Southeast Alaskans, and supports
people outside of the cash-based economy. In addi—
tion, Native timber harvest isbeing stifled by current

Tongass management policies.
Timber Mining the Tongass

Timber Mining: A Short-Term Industry

The Tongass timber resource isbeing managed as
a nonrenewable resource. This is timber mining—
the permanent removal of old-growth trees. Only 4
percent of the Tongass (635,000 acres) contains high-
volume, commercially valuable timber. AIl of this
isold growth. The present Tongass timber progranm
of cutting the highest-value timber stands first (high-
grading), threatens these commercial timber lands
with virtual exhaustion in just a few decades. The
present rate of clearcutting is 200,000 acres per decade.
At this harvest rate, and with the continuance of
high-grading, all that will remain will be low-volume,
scattered timber stands known in loggers “parlance
as ““junk.” The situation is very critical for highest-
grade spruce and cedar logs.

When the high-volume, economically valuable tim—
ber isgone and only the junk timber is left, no timber
harvest will be worthwhile. Even now, with mostly
valuable high-volume timber being sold, timber oper —
ators continually lose money. Since ANILCA, APC
has claimed over $150 million in losses despite the
massive Federal subsidies it has received as a result

of the Act. The Forest Service has already slashed
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virtually all timber purchaser costs it can Jlegally
eliminate, but nothing helps. Even the Chief of the
Forest Service pointed out last year that the Forest
Service could cut Tongass timber itself, haul the tim—
ber out of the woods, barge it to the timber mills for
free, and the companies would still lose money. Clear —
ly, something basic is wrong with such a market.
A large part of the problem is that world markets
for pulp are slowly shrinking and new mills are able
to outcompete Alaska 3 mills. Long-term economic
prospects for Alaskan timber markets are bad. The
Forest Service predicts that
unless a major new market can be found for Southeast
Alaska 3 pulp and/or itspulp-grade logs, a long-ternm
decline in Alaska 3 timber industry isanticipated, even
with a short-term improvement in its pulp markets.
Another part of the economic problem isa timber
management program inappropriate for Southeast
Alaska. Small-scale logging occurred on the Tongass
for many years before the introduction of the large
pulpmills. These small-scale loggers cut selectively,
taking only a few large, old-growth spruce trees at
a time, basically leaving the lower-value hemlock
trees in place. There were some scattered, small clear —
cuts around the forest during the 1920 % and 1940 3.
With the advent of the large pulpmills and large-
scale logging, however, extensive clearcutting became
the standard Tongass timber harvest technique. Al —
though it is the cheapest way to take large amounts
of logs from the woods, clearcutting harvests both
the low-value and high-value species of trees. Tongass
hemlock, being worth far less than Jlogging costs,
lowers the overall value of the clearcut, resulting in
increased pressures to harvest the most valuable tim-—
ber stands now and not later. This iswhy the Tongass

is currently being high-graded.

Second Growth: An Economic Fallacy

In Alaska, with high harvest costs and slow-growing
timber, only large, very old trees are worth cutting
at all. Within the next 100 years over 2 million acres
of the Tongass will be clearcut, and the smaller,
shorter, ““second-growth? timber growing in these
clearcuts will not be commercially valuable. The prac-—
tice of 100-year timber ““rotations” needs a closer
look in Alaska since there is no foreseeable market
for the next generation of 90- to 110-year-old trees.

While nobody can say for sure, the future of Alaska
logging looks grim ifpresent clearcutting and high-
grading continues. The Alaska Department of Reve —
nue studied this problem and stated that:

The logging of old growth is a mining operation.

Timber in Alaska means coastal old growth. And old

growth isnot a renewable resource. There isno reason—

able possibility of a second-growth industry in Alaska.



Time isquickly running out for creation of any rea—

sonable, stable, sustained-yi d timber industry in
Southeast Alaska. The Forest Service isdoing nothing
to solve this problem, or hasten the creation of such

an industry.
Commercial Fishing Industry Threatened

Alaska 3 commercial Fishing industry ison a strong
rebound from the 1950 %. The incredible wealth of
the Alaskan salmon fisheries isnot that well known.
A commonly overlooked fact is that the riches derived
from Southeast 3 gold mines, riches that have become
part of Alaska s folklore, were dwarfed by the value
of salmon catches during that same period- catches
which brought ten times more revenue than gold.

Salmon catches peaked in the 1940 3, with catches
of up to 67.8 million fish per year. Catches then fell
toa low of just 7 million fish in 1967. Like so many
assumptions on which T L MP was based, the Forest
Service wrongly believed in 1979 that salmon stocks
would not recover to previous levels. Within a few
short years after ANI LCA, diluent fishmanagement
and careful control of harvest by the Alaska Depart—
ment of Fish and Game has proven this assumption
to be wrong. In 1983,40.4 million salmon were caught
in Southeast Alaska. In 1985,44 million pink salmon
alone were caught, the fourth best pink salmon year
on record and best year since 1949. Experts now
agree that a sustainable average annual catch of 46.0

Ilion salmon can serve as a reasonable goal for

the rest of this century.

In terms of jobs, this Fish harvest directly employed
an average of 3,225 people a year between 1979 and
1983. This ismore jobs than provided by the timber
industry. Recent fishing employment figures are also
undoubtedly higher. Since passage of ANILCA, com—
mercial fishing has proven itself to be an industry
that isrenewable and sustainable not only in theory,
but in practice. The commercial fishing industry in
Southeast Alaska is now a $160 million per year
industry with very little investment by the Federal
Government.

The timber industry likes to claim that logging has
had no negative effect on fisheries since record cat—
ches have occurred during recent periods of heavy
logging activity. This claim isvery misleading. The
fact is that the recent upswings insalmon production
are the result of years of improved and more precise
management practices of fish stocks and the regula—
tion of the fishing fleet by the State of Alaska. Warm
winters for the last several years and reductions in
high seas interceptions also contributed greatly to
increasing salmon production. The State3 improved

ated at a time of low

management strategies, i

salmon population, have been effective enough to

counteract the effects of logging that cause loss of
production as a result of stream habitat degradation.
Salmon catches would be even higher if key fisheries
on Prince of Wales Island, off Peril Strait, and in
other areas had not been damaged by Jlogging.

As explained, logging threatens fish habitat, which
in turn threatens the commercial fishing industry.
The Forest Service itself states that 80-85 percent
of the salmon harvested in Southeast Alaska are
spawned and reared in watersheds within the Tongass
National Forest. There is no way that the agency 3
piomise of full protection of the biological potential
of fisheries habitats in the non-Wilderness areas can
be fulfilled where clearcut logging occurs. The two
are mutually exclusive. The most recent example is
the Lisianski River. The Forest Service plans to allow
AP C to devastate this fishery with clearcuts and roads
right along the river 3 banks- and this isone of the
top five salmon producers in Southeast Alaska.

Current logging plans for important fisheries like
the Chuck, Lisianski, and Kadashan Rivers, the river
systems of the Yakutat Forelands, plus others. Many
fishermen see the demise of their livelihood at the
hands of the Forest Service S nonrenewable and de —
structive timber program. Timber in a particular area
is harvested just once. The value of the fish produced
by a particular drainage, probably in all cases, vastly
exceeds the value of the timber, especially when con —
sidered over a 100-year rotation. We cannot risk the
loss of the fishery for a questionable short-term tim-—

ber harvest gai Given the success story commercial

fishing presents in the Southeast Alaska economy,

such a loss would be tragi
Tourism Industry Threatened

According to economic planners, tourism is the
only primary industry in Alaska expected to show
major growth in the 1980 3. As with commercial fish-—
ing, general recognition of the importance of tourisnm
has increased markedly since passage of ANI1TLCA
In 1984 Alaska Governor Bill Sheffield declared that
“Alaska 3 natural beauty isone of our great treasures
and tourism is Alaska 3 most renewable resource.””
TLMP virtually ignored this aspect of the Southeast
Alaska economy.

Since 1959, tourism has averaged an annual growth
rate of between 7 and 10 percent. This incredible
growth rate has carried tourism right to the forefront
of Alaska % industries. Southeast Alaska is the bene —

ficiary Ofmuch of this tourism. From 1975 to 1983,

there was a 47 percent increase in cruise ships visiting
Southeast Alaska and a 61 percent increase in the
visitor capacity of those ships. The number of sight—
seeing flights over Misty Fiords National Monument

was practically insignificant before 1979, but 7,000
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Proposed Timber Harvest
Units and Roads Adjacent
to Lisianski River-

Threatens Commercial

Fisheries

(Alaska Pulp Company proposal)
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of these flights were made in 1984.

Employment created by the 185,000 tourists visiting
Southeast Alaska in 1983 exceeded 2,600 full-time
jobs. Again, this ismore jobs than provided by the
timber industry. The figures for tourism employment
grow significantly each year.

The Forest Service itselfhas recognized that recrea—

-

ional use of the Tongass increased by 85 percent be —
tween 1980 and 1985, and that ““opportunities of the
kind Southeast Alaska offers are not available any —
where else in the United States! But the Forest Service
is doing little or nothing to protect the unique
wilderness landscapes of the Tongass which attract
tourists and provide such outstanding recreational
opportunities. Tongass logging poses the biggest
potential threat to tourism in Southeast Alaska.
Henry Gannett, a director of the U.S. Geological
Survey and a member of the Harriman Alaska E x —
pedition in 1899, truly understood the lasting impor —
tance of scenery to Alaska 3 economic future. In 1901,
National Geographic magazine printed his essay
which said in part:
The Alaska coast isto become the showplace of the
earth and pilgrims, not only from the U.S., but from
beyond the seas, will throng in endless procession to
see it. . . .The economic value of Alaska 3 grandeur
.measured by direct returns in money received

from tourists, will be enormous. .scenery ismore

valuable than the gold or the fish or the timber, for

it will never be exhausted.

Tourism is a sustainable, growing major industry
and it isnonconsumptive. Unless violation and de —
struction of natural landscapes iscontrolled, tourism
cannot be assured of a resource base on which to
depend. As the world becomes more developed,
altered and urbanized, pristine places like Tongass
roadless and wilderness lands become more excep —

tional and continue to appreciate in value.

Subsistence Economy Threatened

What Congress gave Alaska with one hand in the

subsistence provision of Title VIII of ANI1LCA, it

may be taking away with the other in Title VII. Title
VIIl provided protection of the Native and rural
subsistence economy. Itwas a pioneering provision,

recognizing the unique relationship between Alaskans
and the land and attempting to ensure that that rela—
tionship stays intact. Rural residents were to have
a meaningful role in the management of fish and
wildlife and of subsistence uses on the public lands.
But the Tongass logging program, fueled ingreat part
by Title VI1 3 TTSF provision, now threatens destruc —
tion of that Native and rural subsistence economy,
and has consistently thwarted meaningful participa—

tion by Southeast residents in land use decision.

Since human beings firstcame to Alaska, they lived
in small, dispersed communities and depended on
hunting, fishing, and gathering not only for their
needs and materials, but also for their social identity
and well-being. Today, hunting, fishing, and gathering
are still a major focus of the rural way of life in
Alaska. This applies to native Alaskans as well as
nonnative rural residents. Providing for personal sur —
vival and the survival of others enables subsistence
users to incorporate cash-based transactions into a
traditional social setting, and to thereby slowly inte—
grate modern ways into older cultural values. Sharing
of subsistence foods still plays a major role in rural
cultural life now, as ithas always done. Furthermore,
subsistence provides a measure of independence and
freedom to some users that is unigquely Alaskan.

Primary subsistence foods in rural Southeast Alas —
ka are deer and salmon, which comprise nearly 60
percent of the local food consumed in the region,
according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Other
important subsistence foods include halibut, shellfish,
and other marine life. As explained before, deer and
salmon are directly threatened by the adverse impacts
of logging. Further, extensive road building in tradi—
tional hunting and fishing areas increases pressure
on fish and wildlife resources, often resulting in
restriction on seasons or limits. Finally, shellfish and
other marine lifeare adversely impacted by log trans—
fer facilities, which often poison the water of the
coves and bays in which they are located.

The Forest Service has blinded itself to the impacts
of its logging activities on subsistence, especially the
cumulative impacts over the entire Southeast Alaska

region. Over and over again, without the benefit of

detailed study or even rudimentary research efforts,
the agency has maintained that logging does not have
significant impact on subsistence. S EACC has ap —
pealed the LPK 5-year plan because of impacts on
subsistence. Regional subsistence impacts are a major
concern with the current AP C 5-year plan, as well.

The Forest Service also continually attempts to
avoid its duties as manager and responsible agency
for subsistence use on Forest Service lands, ab —
dicating this role instead to the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game, which manages the fish and game
resources, but not the vital fish and game habitat.
The Southeast Alaska Regional Council has addressed
this issue and has found that all of it3 19 Fish and
Game Advisory Committees from Southeast Alaska

communities unanimously agree that ““the 4.5 billion

board feet per decade taken through clearcut logging

practices I have devastating results on the fish

and game resources that Alaskans depend wupon.?”
Protection of Southeast 3 subsistence-dependent rural

communities must be undertaken before it is too late.

If subsistence is lost, Alaska will be changed forever.
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Native Timber Industry Stifled

When ANILCA was being finalized in 1980, con —
veyances of Tongass National Forest lands to Native
corporations amounted to less than 4,000 acres of
the 572,520 acres to which they were entitled under
the terms of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act (ANCSA). By 1984, a total of 465,152 acres had
been conveyed.

Since 1980 the production of timber from Native
Corporation lands has grown from nonexistence to
a full 47 percent of the total regional harvest. Native
timber enterprises in Southeast Alaska produced an
average annual harvest of 214 mmb f during the years
1982 through 1984. The Forest Service currently esti—
mates that future private harvests will range fron
225 mmbf to 350 mmbf.

The highest-quality logs are exported to Japan.
The primary market for their pulp quality wood is
the two local pulpmills. That market has been hin-—
dered by a pulp oversupply from Federal, State, and
private lands, and from British Columbia.

Native corporations claim they could provide a
steady supply of pulp logs to the local mills. Native
corporations have exported a small amount of pulp
logs and have left in the woods as much as 20 percent
of the timber volume 1in their harvest areas. Native
land timber operators cannot recover operating costs
on the sale of smaller pulp-quality logs, so they often
leave this timber. This unmarketable wood isnot only
a deteriorating or wasted asset, but the overall cost
of production 1is significantly increased when the

highest-quality timber alone has to pay for an entire

Percentage of Southeast Alaska Timber

1978 1979 1980 1981

Year
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logging operation.

While felled Native pulp logs rot on the ground for
want of a market, the Forest Service subsidizes high
levels of Tongass clearcutting to supply pulp wood
for the mills in Sitka and Ketchikan. The Forest Serv —
ice subsidy isone big reason the Native corporations
have trouble selling pulp-quality logs. The biggest
loser, though, is fish and wildlife habitat, and all who
depend on it.

In today 3 view, the T S F definitely favors the mills
over Native corporations. To make matters worse,
the 50-year contracts add the burden of unfair com —

petition and limit the Native corporations “options.

SOUTHEAST ALASKANS OPPOSE
TONGASS TIMBER MANAGEMENT

The Forest Service is running into increasing op —
position to its logging programs. While the debate
over logging truly split Southeast Alaska during
Congressional consideration of ANILCA, times have
dramatically changed. Now, it is difficult to find a
segment of the public, other than the two pulpmills
(APC and LPK) and their subsidiaries, willing to
defend the Tongass timber program.

For example, in response to Forest Service solicita—
tion of public comments on alternatives for A P C 3
1986-90 logging operations, the overwhelming ma —
jority of public comments supported the alternative
of no further logging or the alternative proposed by
SEACC which protected many important areas.

Individual communities have also begun to take

matters into their own hands: the towns of Yakutat,

Harvests by Land Ownership

1982 1983 1984



ElIfin Cove, Tenakee Springs, Port Alexander, Point
Baker, Port Protection, Edna Bay, and Pelican have
passed resolutions opposing the current Tongass log—
ging program, especially the 4.5 billion board feet
per decade language of Section 705. The town of
Hoonah has formulated itsown, scaled-down plans
for nearby AP C logging operations. Hoonah 3 plans
are aimed at protecting subsistence and providing
a more even flow of timber than A P C % or the Forest
Service ® cut-and-run alternatives. Public meetings
in Juneau and Petersburg have presented the Forest
Service with very strong public opposition to timber
sales in Berners Bay and the Chuck River.

Finally, S EACTC has traveled to towns all over
Southeast Alaska and collected a list of critical areas
which citizens would like to see deferred from logging.
Over 100 areas can be found on this list, which was
submi .ed to the Forest Service for the T L M P amend —
ment process. To date, it is not known if the Forest
Service will protect these critical areas.

The State of Alaska has also requested measures to

dlife habitat in the National Forests.

protect critical w
In 1983, the Alaska Department of Fish and G ame

submitted to the Forest Service a listof critical areas

integral to the maintenance of fish and w lifepopu—
lations on the Tongass. This Forest Habitat Integrity
Program proposed to defer from harvest a mere 8
percent of Tongass lands now open to logging. It is
also unknown at this time when, ifever, the Forest
Service will address this proposal, but many areas
in the State ™ deferral program have already been
slated for logging or roading. 0f 68 high-value fish
and wildlife habitat areas, at least 20 of these key
habitats have been or are planned to be developed
by Forest Service plans, including Kadashan, Yakutat
Forelands, and Berners Bay.

Even some Forest Service officials are voicing con —
cern from within the agency. These dedicated profes—
sionals have taken a risky stance, since criticism of
policy isnot rewarded in the Forest Service bureau —
cracy. But they have come forward in the hope that
““maybe this will do some good.” One such Forest
S- rvice official stated,

The only thing 1 can say about the 450 million
board foot cut is that the timber isnot there [to sus —
tain that level of harvest.] Everybody knows it, but
the Forest Service won T admit it publicly.

Another official explaining the pressure applied to
meet this unreasonable harvest schedule said,

We e cutting the best timber and having a harder

and harder time meeting the cut. [Our district
ranger] gets his marching orders to cut trees, and if
he doesn ™ he Il be walking down the road kicking

a can.
A third official expressed

severe reservations that we can sustain 450 mmb f a

year. The trade-offs between timber management and

wildlife will be very tough. But even these officials

are just voices in the wilderness, as the Forest Service
hierarchy is not listening to its own people, either.

The Forest Service has become so entrenched in
its logging mandate mentality that public pleas have
fallen on deaf ears. The agency has also ignored
dynamically changing times and changing situations.
Despite the fact that T L M P 3 assumptions about the
health of A P C and LPK, about the magnitude of
Native logging operations, and about the environmen —
tal impacts of logging have all turned out to be very
wrong, the agency steadfastly refuses to reassess its
logging program. The mandate imagined in AN LCA
Section 705 isserving as an excuse for this behavior,
the TTSF funds this behavior, the big pulpmills en —
courage this behavior, and T L M P does nothing to
correct this behavior.

Recently, concerned citizens have had no choice
but to resort to the courts for help. The City of
Tenakee Springs and S EACC sued the Forest Service
over construction of the preroading project in the
Kadashan River Valley in 1983. A decision on that
case isexpected from the Ninth Circuit Court of Ap —
peals at any time. In 1985, The Friends of Berners
Bay (an ad hoc citizens group from Juneau), the
Sierra Club, SEACC, and a local tour guiding com —
pany joined together to sue the Forest Service over
a plan to road and log Berners Bay, an important
recreation and wildlife area. The Federal District
Court for Alaska enjoined that plan, but the Forest
Service is expected to appeal.

Given the intransigence of the *orest Service re—
garding its logging program, many more lawsuits can
be expected in the future. Litigation, however, is
expensive, time consuming, and ultimately a poor
substitute for responsible resource management by
the Forest Service. It isclearly time fr Congress to

step in and correct this rapidly degener. ng situation.

SOLVING TONGASS TIMBER PL 'BLEMS:
SEACC’S RECOMMENDATIC VS

The Tongass today is in grave trouble. The Forest
Service 3 chapters in the report will not tell you that.
Nor will the timber industry chapter. But you have
read our view of the situation. Look also at the State
of Alaska 3 view, the fishing industry % view, and at

the Native corporations "iews. W e believe itis time
that something be done to correct the course Congress
set for Southeast Alaska in 1980 through ANIT1LCA
Today, this course is set for long-term disaster.
Much of the AN 1T LCA debate over land allocation
in Southeast Alaska revolved around maintaining
employment levels at the 1970-76 historic average.

During the formulation of T L M P in 1978-79, SEACC

offered a balanced alternative management programnm
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that proposed protection of more lands than are
currently included in formal Wilderness, yet still
maintained timber employment levels at very close
to historic levels. This was based upon a 375-mmbf
cut by the Forest Service and a 150-mmbf cut on
Native lands, for a total annual cut of 525 mmbf .
As has been shown, the average Tongass harvest level
has been far less, while Native cut has greatly in—
creased and averaged 214 mmb f per year since 1982.
The commercial fishing industry has increased stead —
ilyand tourism has grown dramatically. The protec —
tion of wildlands is proving to be of direct benefit
to the region.

Today, the Forest Service3 management of the
Tongass shows us that more conservative timbering
goals are essential to ensuring a positive future for
Southeast Alaska. We believe Southeast Alaska needs
a scaled-down timber industry and a long-term man —

agement program to protect key fish and wildlife

habitat and subsistence resources. This wi provide
for timber employment on a sustainable basis, but
not harm more important industries.

SEACC recognizes that long-term employment in
the timber industry should continue. However, far-
flung road building efforts and extensive cutting in
scattered drainages must cease. We cannot support
the funding for preroading and below-cost sales.
These practices must be replaced by the thinning and
harvesting of second-growth forests in areas that have
already been logged, and by greatly lowering the
harvest level of nonrenewable old-growth forests. The
timber industry should be allowed to restructure itself
ina free market, unfettered by distorting Government
subsidies.

As forest expert Tom Barlow pointed out:

Most of the virgin forest, especially high-volume

areas, should remain unlogged for wildlife and fish—

eries protection. For Southeast, these untouched

forest zones on Federal lands will be even more im—

portant for habitat as timber harvesting proceeds on

pri/ate Native holdings. This better future will not
come without firm resolveand much hard work. 0n
the course now so firmly set by Congress, the volume

of timber cut in the ancient coastal rain forests will

mount steadily and the number of acres being clearcut

in Southeast will increase year by year. In a few short

years most of the best of the world % rarest rain forest

will be gone. And the American taxpayers will have

paid handsomely "o assure its passage to oblivion.

The ANITLCA language that allows Forest Service
mismanagement of the Tongass National Forest can
be rewritten by wise Congressional decisions today.
The timber industry that utilizes the public 3 Tongass
trees does not need the present level of timber supply.
In fact, the two big mills controlling the Tongass
timber industry are the ones who also want to con —

tinue control of the supply since they benefit directly
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from timber subsidies.

We urge the Forest Service to look back at its long
and proud heritage as a conservation agency. The
legacy of the Tongass iscertainly not a credit to the
Forest Service. Even if the agency persists in inter —
preting AN 1 L CA Section 705 as a mandate, the Chief
has the opportunity and ability to petition Congress
togrant the Forest Service reliefby repealing the Sec —
tion 705 Tongass Timber Supply Fund language.

It isalso time to break the domination of the two
large, controlling mills and their outdated 50-year
contracts. First Chief Forester Giffort Pinchot 3 policy
for dealing with corporations should be enacted upon.

His words ring true in the case of these contracts:

stration of the forest reserves itmust

In the admi

be clearly borne inmind that all land is to be devoted

to itsmost productive use for the permanent good of

the whole people and not for the temporary benefit

of individuals or companies.
The Forest Service has the authority to cancel these
contracts, and if the agency will not act, Congress
should void the contracts in the public interest.

Finally, we hope that Congress will ensure, toman —
date ifneed be, immediate and full compliance by
the Forest Service with N F M A and NEPA in the
Tongass Land Management Plan. Only through im—
plementation of planning reforms can the Tongass
successfully guide its own path.

To bring balanced multiple use to the Tongass,
SEACC respectfully recommends that Congress adopt
the following measures:

1) RepealA N ILCA Section 705, thuseliminating
the Tongass Timber Supply Fund and references to
a 4.5 billion boardfootperdecade supply goal. This
will force the Forest Service to be more cost effective
and accountable. Itwill allow free markets and other
important resource needs to set the harvest level. This
will, in turn, stop needless construction of roads and
other facilities in roadless areas and stop the subsidy
of timber mining. A more responsible timber manage —
ment program will result.

2) Cancelthe 50-yearcontracts and replace them
by com petitive bidding and short-term sales, and
repeat Section 1315(e) of AN ILCA . APC and LPK
could still buy timber, but would no longer dominate
other timber operators or other resources or the
Forest Service. AP C and LPK would only buy what
they could utilize instead of banking timber. This
measure would allow grtater flexibility for 1land
allocations, competitive bidding, and the protection
of key habitat areas and subsistence resources. It
would ensure the survival and future of independent
timber operations. Independent timber operators
believe that abolishing AN 1 L CA Section 705 without
cancelling the contracts will not help. The two big

mills will then just take the entire allotment.



3) Order immediate full revision of TLM P

comply with NEPA and NFM A and reestablish the

applicability ofSection 6(K) ofNFM A to the Tongass.

This would bring Tongass planning into the 1980 %.

It would give the public its rightful say over public

la~s, and it would force the Forest Service to be

r .countable, justify plans, and explain assumptions,

fhe measure would also require the Forest Service to
planning timber

consider economic feasibility when

sales, thereby reducing Tongass timber program losses.
The Tongass isour last great rain forest. It isour
Nation % largest, most magnificent public forest re—

serve. It is also the most threatened. Nothing can ever

re-create this old-growth forest as we know ittoday.

As biologist 0. C. Wallmo so wisely pointed out,
The sooner resource managers face up to that fact
and start looking at the long-term impacts on the
forest, the better of f the public forest resources and

the public will be.

Incredibly, the Forest Service contends that South —

east Alaska has not dramatically changed from the

days when John Muir first explored this region in
1879. But, the facts and the lecord do show dramatic
impacts. The Tongass National Forest has experienced
profound changes stace Muir wrote this passage
about a special Tongass island:

Wrangell Island like all its neighbors, isdensely

forested down to the water 3 edge with trees that

never seem to have suffered from thirst or fireor the

axe of the lumberman in all their long century lives.

Beneath soft, shady clouds, with abundance of rain,

they flourish in wonderful strength and beauty to a

good old age.

This is hardly the Wrangell Island we see today.

Look far across the Tongass. Look from the Alaska

to

mainland to the distant Forelands of Yakutat and

to the islands of Zarembo, Kuiu, Baranof, Chichagof,

and Prince of Wales that liein between. As you look

across this forest, you will see that the Tongass Iis

in trouble, threatened by a logging industry that does

not fitin with the delicate balance and harmony of

life in this region.

The forces of the earth that created this great forest
are timeless. But itisnot too late to stop the destruc —
tion of this land. Congress has the power to turn

this troubled National Fo” .taround; to help build

a lasting stable economy for all the people of South —

east Alaska; toend waste, fraud, and abuse of public
money and resources; to bring balanced multiple-
use management to the Tongass; and to ensure

maintenance of those uniguely Alaskan qualities that

make up life on the last frontier. N o w is the time
for Congress to act to change the course of the
Tongass National Forest for the long-term benefit

of the American people.
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131



Views of the Southeast Fishing Industry
as Represented by the
Alaska Trollers Association,
United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters,
Southeast Seine Boat Owners & Operators Association,
and Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

These comments represent the views of the Alaska
Trollers Association, the United Southeast Alaska
Gillnetters, the Southeast Alaska Seine Boat Owners
and Operators, and the Petersburg Vessel Owners
Association, the principal fishermen 3 organizations
in Southeast Alaska. Members of these groups form
a representative cross section of the salmon fishing
industry in Southeast Alaska, and many are active

in bottomfish and shellfish sectors of the industry

as well. We trust that Congress will carefully con —

sider our positions in its review of those portions
of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANILCA) pertaining to management of the
Tongass National Forest.

In passing ANITLCA Congress drastically altered
the lands and resources management scheme for the
Tongass National Forest, and Southeast Alaska gen —
erally. Vast Wilderness areas were created to satisfy
national conservation groups. Special enclaves were
carved out for multinational mining interests. The
huge national and international timber companies
got guarantees of timber availability from National
Forest lands, with vast subsidies in the form of the
Tongass Timber Supply Fund. AIl of these things
were sold as benefits to the people of Southeast
Alaska, but are they?

Southeast Alaska conservationists never signed off
on the deal, and the region 3 one long-term, sustained

Id natural resource industry- fishing- was not

y
responded to with anything near the attention that
itwarranted, or that other resources users received.
Nonetheless, it isclear that Congress intended that
water use in the Tongass be managed with protection
of the salmon resource firstand foremost in mind.
However, this priority has not been reflected in Forest
Service cutting plans developed since ANILCA . Had
it been, the Forest Service> approach to timber
management in areas like the Chuck and Kadashan
River drainages, and to U.S. Borax ® water extrac—
tion plans in the Wilson and Blossom Rivers, would
have been greatly revised.
For all intents and purposes, large-scale mining is

a thing of the past in Southeast Alaska. Once, the

world > largest hard-rock gold mines operated here,
but all that remains or .1are ruins, tailings piles,
and faded memories, rvisu, the world metal glut, pre—
dicted to last into the foreseeable future, mitigates
against the ultimate development of the current
““hot ™mining properties which received so many con —
cessions in AN1LCA- Quartz Hill and Green 3 Creek.
The large-scale timber industry in Southeast is
deeply depressed- hanging on only through sale of
public timber at scandalously low prices. Even at
that, much of the timber being sold isnot being cut,
but inventoried against hopes of an improved timber
market in years ahead. Meanwhile, the Forest Service
continues to offer a minimum of 450 million board
feet per year for sale, and maintains an ambitious
program of preroading and other presale preparation
funded through the ANILCA-provided Tongass Tim—
ber Supply Fund. Despite this massive expenditure of
public monies, which results in losses to taxpayers of
as much as $175 for every 1,000 board feet of timber
sold in the Tongass, the industry is virtually mor i —
bund. Itshould be remembered that the Tongass Tim—
ber Supply Fend was provided by Congress for the
purpose of maintaining employment. In fact, itmerely
subsidizes the practice of private inventory of public
timber. Timber employment has fallen sharply.
Many people in Southeast are very upset that our
national government iswilling to so lavishly support
an industry which is largely Japanese owned. We are,
in effect, subsidizing a foreign company to despoil
our landscape and waters in the course of competing
with other American timber interests. We are sure
that most Americans w»uld be amazed to hear that
the U.S. Treasury is underwriting a Japanese com —
pany % efforts to gain control of huge tracts of virgin,
publicly owned timber through so called “deficit”
timber sales. Moreover, this same company, Alaska
Lumber and Pulp, was, with Louisiana Pacific Ket —
chikan, four i guilty of predatory business practices
designed to jrive small, privately owned American
firms out ..ebusiness in the Tongass (the Reid Bro —

thers “lawsuit), and of bilking the Federal and State

governments out of timber revenues mounting into
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the tens of millions of dollars. Yet, their 50-year cut —
ting contracts remain in effect, subsidized by Amer —
ican taxpayers, while many vitally needed Government
programs are being cut or eliminated in the name of
deficit reduction.

Itmight be asked what all this has to do with fish—
ermen. Why do we object? After all, there isno doubt
that Southeast Alaska needs large injections of
money to broaden itseconomic base and provide ad —
ditional employment. Our concern issimply that the
Federal monies spent in management of the Tongass
National Forest be spent on constructive rather than
destructive activities. The 450 million board foot an —
nual timber supply to dependent industry mandated
by ANI1LCA is unrealistic given the available com —
mercial timber base. In order to achieve that level
of cut many areas which are clearly unsuitable for
logging will have to be included.

A good example of this is the Chuck River drain—
age, an area of only moderate (at best) timber values,
with steep slopes and unstable soils prone to massive
landslides. It happens that the Chuck River is also
amajor salmon stream. The Chuck River was blocked
by a naturally occurring slide during the early 1970 3%
which virtually wiped out its pink salmon runs for
the better part of a decade. Yet, the Forest Service
proposed timber cuts immediately adjacent to that
slide zone on soils of proven instability, knowing full
well that removal of vegetation aggravates the risk
of landslides. This particularly egregious example
of Forest Service disregard for environmental concerns
and potential for extremely negative effects on
another industry has been blocked only through the
great efforts of fishermen and other concerned citi—

zens which resulted i the State of Alaska refusing

to grant a favorable ““consistency’” ruling under
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) provisions.
Failing that, the Forest Service would certainly have
proceeded with the despoliation of the Chuck River,
putting its important salmon runs in jeopardy.
Unfortunately, the Chuck River is the only example
of an ill-conceived timber sale ever being halted in
the Tongass, and itwas only stopped because itwas
so flagrantly bad. Meanwhile, literally hundreds of
other streams are in danger from timber sales which
are planned or which have already happened, placing
timber into cutting inventories. The Forest Service
argues that fish runs have increased during the last
few years, even implying that improved run strength
isdue to forestry practices. Such statements are worse
than misleading. For the Forest Service to take credit
for the State of Alaska 3 much improved management
practices, for a succession of exceptionally good
years for salmon ocean survival, for the reduction of
foreign fleet salmon interceptions on the high seas,

and for the catch reductions endured by Alaska fish—
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ermen in the name of conservation isan affront to the
public and to the Congress. The fact is that much of
the currently inventoried timber, and much of that
which isscheduled for sale is in areas of both margin—
al timber values and marginal environmental viability.
Only the extremely depressed condition of the world
timber market has kept many areas of high potential
for fish habitat destruction from being logged.
Itshould be borne in mind that the Forest Service 3
analysis of the Southeast Alaska economy presented
in justification of the Tongass Land Use Management
Plan (TLUMP) implied that timber would be the
backbone of the natural resource economy in South —
east, and that Fishing had little probability of regrowth
to previous levels. In fact, quite the opposite has been
true. The various salmon species are renewable on
2- to 7-year cycles, depending on species, and have
proven very responsive to improved management and
conservation practices. In contrast, there is real ques —
tion as to whether logging in Southeast Alaska can
truly be considered a sustained yield, renewable in-—
dustry. With regeneration cycles of 125 or more years
between cuts, and as much as 450 years to achieve
““old-growth” volumes and quality, calling logging a
renewable resource industry isquestionable. Indeed,
some

industry observers have likened logging 1in

Southeast to strip mining. Also, the tourist industry

has grown rapidly in Southeast, as literally hundreds
of thousands of people each year travel by air and
by ship to see our islands, mountains, wildlife and
historic towns. Make n o mistake, they come to
Alaska to see country undefiled by man, not to see
clearcut timber tracts! Tourism isan essentially non —

consumptive use of our forests. It brings in foreign
revenues rather than subsidizing foreign destruction
of our environment. The same is true of fishing.

Southeast Alaska annually produces large amounts
of | ing, coho, sockeye, chum and pink salmon for
domestic and export markets. In 1984 the Southeast
Alaska salmon industry produced in excess of $72.5
million dollars in ex-vessel value for fishermen. Using
a multiplier of 2 to gauge the total contribution to

our economy, salmon alone isseen to be worth nearly

$150 mi

ion per year. Factoring in the value of other
commercial fisheries such as crab, shrimp, bottomfish,
and the recreational fisheries, a total economic con —
tribution of at least $200 million per annum can be
forecast. Moreover, Southeast Alaskans are personally
very dependent upon the fisheries resource for home
consumption. The economic values of subsistence and
personal use fisheries are more difficult to quantify,
but even conservative replacement values would place
direct fisheries resource utilization by Southeast resi-—
dents in the lens of millions of dollars.

ALl value comparisons, criticisms of Forest Service

management, and concern over U.S. Government



subsidization of foreign industry ultimately must e Investigate the appropriateness of continuing the

bring us a recognition of the need for change in the 50-year AL P and LPK timber contracts in light
Tongass National Forest. Fortunately, there are posi — of the court findings in the Reid Brothers case.
tive steps which can be initiated by Congress toensure e Provide direction to the Forest Service to manage
that the resources of the forest are truly used for the the Tongass with a view to developing small-scale
benefit of the people. The fishermen 3 organizations and specialty logging enterprises in lieu of ex —
of Southeast Alaska urge Congress to take the fol-— clusive concentration on large-scale developments.

lowing actions: We thank you for considering the views of South —

« Clearly state that the Tongass National Forest shall east Alaska fishermen, and hope that you will act
be managed inaccordance with the National Forest to bring about a reasoned fiscally sound and en —
Management Act (NFMA) soas toensure truenul — vironmentally responsible management regime for
tiple use, sustained yield management, with full the Tongass National Forest.

consideration of all forest resources and values, .
Sincerely,

not just timber. In particular, protection and en —

. R R Earl E. Krygier
hancement of fish habitat should be recognized as

R R Executive Director
a primary economic component of Tongass N a —

R Alaska Trollers Association
tional Forest management.

«Amend ANILCA toelininate the nandated 450 Geron Bruce

R R R Executive Director
million board feet per year timber supply target

R R - United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters
which so cripples current management practices

in the Tongass. Bruce Wallace

« Revise the AN 1 LCA provisions on the Tongass Executive Director

Timber Supply Fund to provide that such funds Southeast Seine Boat Owners &

be available for the enhancement of all industries Operators Association

dependent upon National Forest resources, includ— Sig Mathisen
ing fisheries, tourism, and other nonforest products President
industries. Petersburg Vessel Owners Association
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Glossary of Terms

Advanced Logging- As wused in the Tongass Land Management Plan, advanced logging is
the use of logging systems or timber harvest technigques that were not in common use at the
time the Forest Plan was developed. These logging systems include helicopter, balloon, .nultispan

skyline, and singlespan skyline with reaches greater than 2,600 feet.

Alaska Regional Fish Management Handbook- A document that provides guidance to facilitate
fish habitat management by establishing standards, guidelines and prescriptions.
Alaska Region Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Action Plan- A b5-year action plan to implement

the Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Relationships program.

Alaska Working Group on Forestry/Fisheries Research- A group to promote interagency coor —
dination among researchers, and timber and fishery managers in planning, initiating, and

carrying out a program of cooperative research on issues involving timber and fish.

Allowable Cut Effect- The increase in allowable sale quantity made possible by increasing

future growth of the forest. The allowable cut effect (ACE) on the Tongass National Forest

is a result of precommercial thinning.

Allowable Sale Quantity- The quantity of timber that may be sold from the area of suitable
land covered by the Forest Plan for a time period specified by the plan. Allowable sale quantity

(ASQ) isusually expressed on an annual basis as the ““average annual allowable sale quantity.””

ANILCA 806 and 813 Reports- ANI1LCA Sections 806 and 813 require the Secretary of the
Interior, in consultation with the Secretary of Agriculture, to prepare annual and periodic

reports to Congress on the implementation of subsistence management and use.

Appraisal- For National Forest timber, the value of timber on individual timber sales is deter —
mined through an appraisal. For the Tongass National Forest, a residual appraisal system ismost
commonly used. This process starts with the selling value of the end product, and by deducting
the cost of logging, road construction, transportation, manufacturing, and profit/risk, calculates
the .esulting residual value of the standing timber. For long-term sales, the appraisal iscom —

pleted at the start of each consecutive, 5-year operating period.

Bald Eagle Cooperative Program of 1968- A cooperative program between the United States
Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Alaska Region, and the United States
Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Alaska Region, to manage and protect bald eagle

nesting habitat on the National Forests in Alaska.

Bid Price- For National Forest timber sales, the bid price is the offer made by a purchaser

for the timber. The minimum bid price is determined by the timber appraisal.

Canopy- The more or less continuous cover of branches and foliage formed collectively by

the crowns of adjacent trees and other woody growth.

Canopy Closure- The progressive reduction of space between tree crowns as they spread

laterally. Closure occurs when individual crowns are in contact with one another.

Cants- A product to be subsequently remanufactured, produced from a log sawn throughout
its entire length on at least two sides. Under primary manufacturing regulations in Alaska,
a cant is not to exceed an average of 8 inches in thickness. Due to variation in sawing, in—

dividual cants may measure as much as 8% inches.
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Class | Habitat Area- Watersheds (VCU) identified by the Alaska Department of Fish and

Game that have high value for wildlife and/or fish resources.

Commercial Forest Land- Under the Tongass Land Management Plan, commercial forest

land (CFL) isdefined as land capable of producing 20 cubic feetof wood fiber per acre annually.

Commercial Thinning- Thinning isan.intermediate step ineven-aged management. Thinning
is a cutting made in an immature stand primarily to accelerate growth but also, by suitable
selection, to improve the average form of the trees that remain without permanently breaking
the canopy. Thinning also can be used to increase herb and shrub production for some species

of wildlife. Commercial thinning produces merchantable material.

Cooperative Fisheries Enhancement Planning- A process for identifying fisheries enhance —

ment opportunities on the Tongass National Forest as required by Section 507(Ca) of AN 1 LCA

Deferral Areas- Areas of high-value wildlife or fisheries habitat (Class One) that the Alaska
Department of Fish and G ame has identified, or areas of special interest to the Southeast
Alaska Conservation Council or other interested parties where a request has been received
by the Forest Service to defer timber harvest/road construction for the remainder of the current

Forest Plan planning period (1980-89).

Deficit Timber Sale- Timber sales in which the value of the timber is less than the estimated
cost of logging, road construction, and transportation (including an allowance for profit and

risk) for a purchaser of average efficiency.

Dependent Wildlife Species- A wildlife species that occurs in a narrowly defined habitat or

requires a particular habitat element or combination of elements for continued survival.

fe or fish selected in the Tongass Land Manage —

Emphasis Species- A specific species of wild
ment Plan for special habitat management practices, generally in a particular place for a
particular purpose. This r .nagement concept preceded the use of management indicator species

in early forest planning. See also M anagement Indicator Species.

Enhancement- Planned manipulation of habitat to increase habitat productivity and produc —

tion of wildlife and fish.

ties that result in the creation of stands

Even-Age Management- Timber management act
in which trees of essentially the same age grow together. Managed even-aged forests are char —
acterized by a distribution of stands of varying ages throughout the forested area. Regeneration
in a particular stand isobtained during a short period at or near the time that stand has reached
the desired age or size and 1is harvested. 0 n the Tongass National Forest, clearcutting is the

harvest method most commonly used to produce even-aged stands.

Extended Rotation- Under the Forest Plan, harvest of old-growth timber from areas classified
with high visual sensitivity, is extended over at least 200 years in Land Use Designation 111
and at least 120 years in Land Use Designation I1V. After the initial harvest, the rotation for

the next removal would maintain harvest intervals of 200 or 120 years. See Norm al Rotation.

Fish Habitat Management Unit- An area of water and associated land having potential to
provide high-quality habitat for one or more fish emphasis species or management indicator
species. These areas are identified during the planning process to receive habitat management

prescriptions under the range of alternatives considered.

Forest Plan- Source of management direction for an individual Forest specifying activity
and output levels for a period of 10-15 years. Management direction in the plan is based on
the major issues, concerns and resource opportunities identified at the time of the plan3

development.
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G N P Implicit Price Deflator- A price deflator based on the Gross National Product of the
economy used to net out the effects of inflation and convert dollars to the same base year.

This permits a valid comparison between dollar amounts 1in different years.

Governor 3 Timber Task Force- An Alaskan Timber Task Force formed in October 1984 by
Governor Sheffield to determine how to improve the economic outlook for the timber industry
in: (1) marketing; (2) rules and regulations; (3) infrastructure; and (4) finance. The Task Force %
goals are to improve the economic health of the industry in Southeast Alaska on a long-termnm
basis and to work toward the establishment of a viable timber industry in Interior and South-

central Alaska.

Harvest Entry- See M ultiple Harvest Entry.

Harvest Unit- A harvest unit is a contiguous unit designated for cutting within a National
Forest timber sale. National Forest Management Act regulations provide for a maximum size
opening of 100 acres for the hemlock-Sitka spruce forest type of coastal Alaska. Exceptions

to the max imumnm ze of openings guidelines are provided by the Alaska Regional Guide and

involve public review and Regional Forester approval.

High Seas Interception Fisheries- Fish harvesting that occurs beyond the National jurisdic—
tional limit of 200 miles.
High-Value Wildlife Habitat- Areas that provide the best combination of habitat elements

to meet the food, reproductive, shelter and space requirements of wildlife and fish during

all or part of their life cycle.

Indirect & Induced Effects- The impact of economic activity in one sector recirculating through

other sectors of the economy, stimulating additional income and employment effects.

Intensive Forest Management Practices- Timber management practices designed to accelerate

establishment or growth of timber. 0O n the Tongass National Forest, these include siteprepara—

al reforestation, planting, removing undesirable competing

tion for both natural and artif

vegetation, and thinning very young timber to improve the timber stands spacing and species

composition.

Interagency Wildlife/Habitat Technical Committee- An interagency committee, formed in June

ities for coordinating research and providing recommendations tomember

1984, with responsib

agencies on other technical wildlife/habitat matters pertinent to southeast and southcentral
coastal Alaska. Representative agencies are the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Forest Service (National Forest System and Research).

Interdisciplinary Team- A team of resource specialists and other facilitators, i.e., silvicultural-
ists, soil scientist, biologists, public involvement officers, etc., which recommend alternative

plans or project designs that integrate resource information with social and economic effects

for decision makers.

Intermediate Deer Winter Range- Habitats used by deer during mild and moderate winters,
but do not provide optimal conditions for survival during severe winter conditions. Generally,

these are old-growth forest stands located between 500 and 1,000 feet elevation.

Key Deer Winter Habitat- Habitats that provide optimal conditions for deer survival during
severe winter conditions. Generally, these are old-growth forest stands located below 500 feet

elevat on.

Land Use Designation (LUD)- The Forest Plan provides direction for managing the Tongass

National Fonst under four Land Use Designations:

Land Use Designation |- Forest Service recommended wilderness areas, most of which

became ANILCA-designated Wilderness. In general, these undeveloped areas are managed
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for solitude and primitive types of recreation, and contain unaltered habitats for plants and

animal species. These areas are managed as directed in the 1964 Wilderness Act, as amended .

Land Use Designation Il- Lands under this designation are managed in a roadless state
to retain their wildland character. Primitive recreational facilities can be built and habitat

fe are permitted. Timber harvest on these lands is limited

improvements for fish and wild

to salvage operations to protect other resources.

Land Use Designation Ill- These lands are managed for a variety of uses. The emphasis
ison managing for both amenity and commodity oriented uses in a compatible manner
to provide the greatest combination of benefits. These areas usually have high amenity
values in conjunction with high commodity values. Allowances in calculated potential

timber yield have been made to meet multiple-use coordination objectives.

Land Use Designation IV- These lands are managed to provide opportunities for intensive
development of resources. Emphasis isprimarily on commodity, or market resources and
their use. Amenity values are also provided for. When conflicts over competing resource
uses arise, conflicts would most often be resolved in favor of commodity values. Allowances
in calculated potential timber yield have been made to provide for protection of physical

and biological productivity.
Log Transfer Facility- See Terminal Transfer Facility.

Logging Systems/Transportation Analysis (LSTA)- An inventory analysis designed to identify

the most cost efficient logging and transportation network for an area being considered for

timber harvest.

Long-term Sale- Three 50-year timber sale contracts made on the Tongass National Forest
in the 1950 3. 0f the three original sales, the Ketchikan Pulp Co. (expiration date 2004) and

the Alaska Pulp Co. (expiration date 2011) remain in effect.

Long-term Sustained Yield- The highest uniform wood yield from lands being managed for
timber production that may be sustained, under a specified management intensity, consistent

with multiple-use objectives.

mmbf - Million Board Feet. A method of timber measurement in which the unit is equivalent

to one million square feet of lumber that is one inch thick.

Management Indicator Species- Certain vertebrate and/or invertebrate species are identified
and selected in Forest Plans to establish habitat capability goals and to monitor effects of
management on wildlife and fish populations. The following categories are used to select species
as appropriate: endangered and threatened plant and animal species identified on State and
Federal lists; species with special habitat needs that may be influenced significantly by planned
management programs; species commonly hunted, fished, or trapped; and additional plant

or animal species selected because their population changes are believed to indicate effects

of management activities on other species of a major biological community or on water quality.

Management Prescription- A se. of standards and guidelines directing management of a par
ticular area on the Forest. A prescription specifies the types and mixes of activities which

can take place. Prescriptions deal with all resources.

Multiple Entry Harvesting- Entering an area more than once during a given rotation period

for the purpose of harvesting timber.

Normal Rotation- The number of years required to establish (including the regeneration period)
and grow timber crop"” to a specified condition or maturity for regeneration harvest. The normal

rotation on the Tongass National Forest is between 100 and 120 years.

Offer- For short-term timber sales, timber which has been fully prepared and advertised for
sale isconsidered “offered.” For the long-term sales, this is synonymous with sales that have

been prepared, but not released. See Release.
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Old Growth- Stands of forest trees that have reached a state of stability are self-perpetuating,
are usually well past the age of maturity, (200-300 years on the Tongass National Forest) and
often exhibit characteristics of decadence. These characteristics may include, but are not limited
to: low growth rates, dead and dying trees, snags, and down woody material. The stands are
usually cnaracterized by large diameter trees relative to species and site potential, multilayered
canopies, a range in tree diameter sizes, and the presence of understory vegetation. The specific
attributes of an old-growth stand are primarily dependent on plant associations and forest

cover type.

Operability- Forest inventory classification used to designate the degree of difficulty inconduct —
ing timber harvest operations. For the Tongass National Forest, the forest land was classified as

being either normal operable, marginally operable (requiring advanced logging), or inoperable.

Optimum Sustained Yield- The amount of fish that will provide the greatest overall benefit,
particularly for food production and recreation, determined on the basis of the maximumnm

Id as modified by relevant economic, social, or ecological factors.

sustainable y

Precommercial Thinning- An intensive timber management practice involving the thinning
of very young stands (usually age 10-15 years) to improve the spacing and species composi —

tion, to optimize growth, and to shorten the time between harvests.

Preroading- Construction of roads through a public works contracts in advance of timber
sale award. Several conditions for preroading on the Tongass National Forest were established
at the time the Forest Plan was developed. These include: 1) the need to access areas where

environmental protection and mitigation require additional investments; and 2) where the value
of the timber 1is less than the cost of road construction. See chapter 1, ““Expenditures for

Timber Sale Road Construction; ”for information on current policy actions.

Present Net Value- The management of timber resources yields a flow of net returns (benefits
minus costs) over time. Since these future net returns are delayed, discounting must be used.
Discounting simply recognizes the ““time value of money,” in that dollars (not the resource)
are worth more at present than in the future. The sum of discounted net returns 1is Present
Net Value (PNV), and as used in this report represents the present value of the net returns

to the timber resource over a 50-year period.

Profit and Risk Margin- For National Forest timber sales, an estimate for normal profit and
risk is included in the timber appraisal when calculating a fair and equitable sale price. In—

terest and income tax payments are included in the profit and risk margh

Purchaser Credit- Credit earned by the timber sale purchaser for road construction work.
This credit is applied or “credited” toward the value of the timber purchased in lieu of a

cash payment.

Rate Redetermination- For National Forest timber sales, major changes in logging or milling
plans may take place during the life of the timber contract. These changes, in turn, may affect
the premise of the original appraisal. A new appraisal, based on current conditions, may be
scheduled or requested (depending on the timber sale contract), resulting in a new timber

stumpage rate.

Release- Under the long-term timber sale contracts, timber is not available for harvest until
it is ready to be signed over to the timber operator. Long-term timber sale volume that has

been ““made available has been fully prepared for harvest. The volume isconsidered “sold?

when it has been formally signed for by the purchaser. See Sale Preparation.

Reoffer- Short-term timber sales which have been offered and not sold can be ret ffered at

a later date. This usually results in no additional investment in timber sale preparation.

141



Sale Goal- The timber sale goal established in the Forest Plan based on the Allowable Sale
Quantity calculation. On the Tongass National T ;est, the average annual timber sale goal

was up to 450 mmbf .

Sale Preparation- Timber management activities including the preparation of N E P A
documents, road design, timber layout, other resource support, and contract preparation (for
short-term sales). These activities are done prior to the timber sale contract award for short—

term sales and before the sale is released under the long-term contracts.

Second Growth- For timber management, second growth is the regenerated timber stand which

itial timber harvest.

occupies the site after the

Short-term Sale- Normal timber sale contract made between the Forest Service and a pur —
chaser. Short-term sales can be up to ten years in length, but usually do not exceed five

years “duration.

Society of American Foresters/The Wildlife Society Technical Committee- A technical c om —
mittee appointed by the Governor of Alaska and the Regional Forester to investigate wildlife-
logging issues in southeast Alaska. Members of the technical committee represented The Wildlife
Society, Society of American Foresters, State of Alaska, U S D A Forest Service, and the Sealaska

Corporation.

Specified Roads- For National Forest timber sales, specified roads are all roads, including
related transportation facilities, which become part of the permanent Forest transportation

network after the sale is completed.

State of Alaska Comprehensive Salmon Plan- A 20-year (1980-2000) plan for Southeast Alaska
to promote, through sound biological practices, activities to increase salmon production for

the max imum social and economic benefit of the users consistent with public interest.

Stumpage- For National Forest timber sales, stumpage is the fee paid by the purchaser for
timber as determined in the appraisal process. Stumpage is the value of timber as it stands
on the stump and isdetermined by s btracting the cost of producing a mai. ifactured wood

product from the anticipated selling value of the product. See Appraisal.

Subsistence Uses- The customary and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild,
renewable resources for direct personal or family consumption as food, shelter, fuel, clothing,
tools, or transportation; for the making and selling of handicraft articles out of nonedible
by-products of fish and wildlife resources taken for personal or family consumption; for barter,

or sharing for personal or family consumption; and for customary trade.

Sustained Yield- The level at which a resource use can be managed and sustained over a long

period of time.

Temporary Roads- For National Forest timber sales, temporary roads are constructed to harvest
timber on a one time basis. These logging roads are not considered part of the permanent
Forest transportation network, and have stream crossing structures removed, erosion measure

put into place, and the road closed to vehicular traffic after harvest is completed.

Terminal Transportation Facilities- A facility located where the road network terminates. M ay
be used for a number of transportation purposes. For timber harvesting, the terminal transpor —
tation facility iswhere logs are bundled and placed into rafts on the water for towing to local
mills. The transfer facility is also called log transfer facility when the facility is used only

for logging.
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Timber Harvest Schedule- The quantity of timber planned for sale and harvest, by time period,
from the area of land covered by the Forest Plan. Under the first period, usually a decade,
timber harvest is equal to the allowable sale quantity. Harvest in future periods is shown in

the Forest Plan to establish that sustained yield will be achieved and maintained.

Utility Volume- Volume from logs that do not meet minimum requirements for lumber, but
have at least 50 percent of the gross volume suitable for woodchip production. Utility volume

is not considered part of the allowable sale quantity.

Utilization Standard- Minimum size and maximum defect standard determining which logs
must be removed from the sale area and paid for by the purchaser under the conditions of

the timber sale contract.

Volume Class- Average timber stand volume usually given as net board feet per acre, Scribner

Rule. For the Tongass National Forest, the volume class isused as an indication of producti

Wildlife and Fish Habitat Relationships System- The national Wildlife and Fish Habitat Rela—
tionships (WFHR) system is the Forest Service ® set of habitat planning and analysis tools.
The Alaska Region system manages habitat relationships information for all wildlife and fish
species occurring on National Forest System lands in Alaska. The Habitat Relationship Systen

develops data bases, habitat models, and other technology needed to plan and manage habitats

in the Alaska Region.

Wildlife Habitat Management Unit- An area of land and/or water that can potentially provide
high-quality habitat for one or more wildlife emphasis species or management indicator species.
These areas are identified during the planning process to receive habitat management prescrip-—

tions under the range of alternatives considered.
Yield- For timber management, yield is usually expressed as an annual or periodic average

timber volume per acre for a given species or site. It iscalculated for either fully stocked (normal

yield) or average (empirical yield) stand conditions.
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Amendment #1 for GS SR 51
ah Resources Committee
Sou theast Alaska Conservation Council
Page 2, Lines 1-4
Delete "and 706 have" from line 1and reﬁlace with "has", Replace "Sections" with "Section"

Delete lings 2 through 4 and replace wit
(Fsenous agoubts e gv%rtiabtltty of the Forest ?e Vice's attemgnd"

remain apouf t
|n the Tongass Land Management Plan to balance ‘competing uses o e Tongass;

Rationale; This amendment encompasses, the concerns not only of the timber industry,
but all other participants i the 706(b) review process.

Amendment #2 for CS SR 51
Page 2, Line 6
Delete line 6 and replace with:
tne resrqts o? implementation of ANILCA on the Tongass National Forest;"

Rationale; This amendment is an accurate description of the review process taki lace.
Sect ?on FOG stdply cawmnfor th?s review process ano{1 has nothtrng to go with the, Pn(t]plgmen-
tation of Sectl
Amendment #3 for CS SIR 51

Page 2, Lines 8 &9

elete lines 8 through 9. be inning from "so that..." and add the phrase "without
eanngsnm the statge 9 the %vor amendeg P

Rational t s in no one's [nterest t nd ANILCA without a proper heari rocess.
(Note: gecttlon 706(b) cannot t)e amended, ﬁmonly calls Hor a revtoewpprocessgg P
Amendment #4 for CS SIR 51
Page 2, Lines 11 & 12
Delete these lines

onale: 4 communities in Southeast Alaska have passed resolutto 0sin 4.5
il e \ : t’ OPROSIng e

lon board feet Per deca e harvs 1 eve ecause | threatens the |sh
resources on which their |ve| o ds depend. O(Snéll Southeast's commHmttes are

dependent on timber arvest or etr e onomy. one commum% Peters ur% one
on recor in suR,oort of the ? En this ¢ mmuntt an econo based on Doth
and |sh|ng Thls would e a planket stat emen tha c earr?/ e ot represent the ex ressed
r}terr]ests 0f man Lh ast's (f muntttes This statemenit only represents the |nter Sts
élm e[ |n ustr Whic sug tfs In Southeas tin 1984. ommercial fishing
OJOO s, tourism 3 e er overnment 2900 jqDs, state and local

egmment 98 Thts statement n es roughshod over the other mdustnes In Southeast.

Amendment # for CS SR 5l
Page 2, Lines 18 & 19
Delete these lines after the word "funded" and up to the

Rationale: This language is unnecessary.



TESTIMONY OF JAMES F. CLARK
BEFORE THE SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
RE SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 51
FOR THE ALASKA LOGGERS ASSOCIATION

We support this resolution because it supports retention
of the timber job protection portions of the compromise worked
out 1in the Alaska National |Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA). Several environmental groups have called for the
repeal or substantial modification of Section 705(a) of ANILCA.
These same groups have said nothing about repealing the wilder—
ness designations in the Tongass which was the other half of the
compromise.

The legislative history of Section 705(a) shows that it
was one-half of a Tongass National Forest compromise between the
environmental and 1industrial proponents. On the one hand,
Congress sought to maximize the amount of the Tongass put into
wilderness while on the other hand Congress sought to maintain
the level of then existing timber related jobs. Senator Tsongas,
who worked closely with environmental groups - especially the
Alaska Coalition, during the debate on Alaska lands described the
compromise as follows:

"The compromise substitute designates approximately

5.3 million acres of wilderness and deletes the

special management areas entirely. Section 705(a)

of the committee substitute has been modified to

assure the availability of at least $40 million

annually for timber management programs 1in the



Tongass forest. These funds will be available for

the regular costs of sale and road layout and

restoration and will also provide moneys for stand

improvement, the timber road program, and related
capital investments. These funds and the increased
timber "base™ on the forest  will insure that
adequate timber supplies will be available to the
dependent timber industry in southeast Alaska."
(Emphasis added)
126 Cong. Rec. S11119 (daily ed. August 18, 1980).

Unfortunately, we have 1lost between 1,500 and 2,000
industry related jobs, because the Forest SErvice has not fully
funded the timber road program referred to by Senator Tsongas.
However, to the extent it has been implemented, Section 705(a)
has been a big help. Accordingly, to repeal Section 705(a),
which was designed to protect jobs, 1is no more reasonable then
repealing the wilderness designations which Congress made. The
focus shculd be, 1in short, in making the compromise work, not
depriving one side or the other of the benefit of the bargain.
If, however, one side of the bargain is to be repealed, then the
areas of the Tongass which were designated wilderness should be
returned to multiple use.

SJR 51 will make it clear to Congress that the Sate of
Alaska supports retention of the compromise. We wurge its

passage.



Southeast Alaska Conservation Councll

Box 1692 <« Juneau, Alaska =+ 99802 <« (907-586-6942)

Statement of Bart Koehler, Executive Director
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
Before the Senate Resources Committee

Concerntn

April 28, 1

name is Bart Koehler. | amthe Executive Drrector for the Southeast

AlaskaWConservatron Council SEACC and | am representing the Council's
P osition today on SR 51. a. coal(]ron of 9 conservation rouos
ocated throughout Southeast A ska rn ad rtron vre have 600 Individua
members..  The groups and rndrvr uals eongrng SEACC include sport and
commercial fishermen, sport hunters, subsistefce resource users, small timber
workers, teachers, guides & outfitters, businessmen, and others throughout

Southeast.

SIR 51 is a resolution reIatrng to the amendment bY Con ress of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation At as It refates 1o the trmh(
inaustry.” Before | comment on the contents o |he reso lution | would like to
[)resent some_background Information wnich directly relates to consideration of

his resolution.

First, Section 706 b? of the Alaska Lands Act (ANILCA) urres that the
US. Forest Service ' e ew and re ort to on ress on the stat s of the
Tongass National Forest" within ? from th e o enac ment f ANILCA.
I,t rrects that thrs report shall rnc ude but not e rmre (1) the
fimber F\rvest levels rn the forest srnce the en cment of thrs A the

2
Impact of wil erne{ss esrgﬂnatron on the timber, Tishing, and tourrsm | ()rlustry
rn southeas\ easures rns rtut by the Forest Servrc% rotect
fish and wildlife in the forest: ) the status of the small business set

asi(2 program in the Tongass Forest

Thus, ANILCA Section 706(b) specifically recognrzed the importance of the

tshrno and tﬂurrsm md(ustrres In addition to the fimber In ust}r]y owhere
oes | saY at one industry is more vital than another. Further,
wrrn he Forest Servjce to reﬁort on the protection of fish and wildlife
rest né;ress also recognized the Importance of these resources to
the ||ve||hoods and lifestyles of Sout east Alaskans.

Second, ANILCA Sectron 706( c% further drrects that "the study reqhurred by
this sectron shall be conducted 'in cogperation and co s( n with
State, artected Native Corporations, t e southeast Aas a trm er rndustry the
Southeast Alaska Conservati ron Council, an the Alaska Land Use Council."” These
named cooperators participated in the study process by submitting seParate
chapters for inclusion in the Forest Service's report”to Congress. In

TAKU CONSERVATION SOCIETY, luneau « TONCASS CONSERVATION SOCIETY. Ketchikan « ERIENDS OF GLACIER BAY. Custaviis



addrtron the Forest Service invited 4Southeast commercial rshrni? rouos to

also é)artrcrpate In the stud reoort ese roups were the Alaska Trollers

Asso lation, the United Southeas Al(aska Gill E rs, the Southeast Seine Boat
Owners, and Operators Association, and the Petersburg Vessel Owners

Association.

The Sectro 706(h) re?ort WWBs due to Congress byDecember 2, 1?85
however its re ease dela nti ust re enty ongressrona Oversr ht
earrn s on.the reoor are now sc eduled fore the House of
8 entatrve nterior S ubcommrttee on Pthc an s As directed by Section
Lese earrnqs are only to review the mana ement status of the Tongass
as seen y the Forest Service and coog %tors gress will not be
consider g any amendments to ANILCA at these hearrngs

SR 51 does not represent all of Southeast Alaska because many of |h
grons communities ar not depemdent u on the two u| mills and”the large-
scale timber rndustrré act, timber arvest can egatively Iimpact the
livelihoods of many Southeast residents.

For example, SR 51 resolves that the ANILCA timber supply goal of 4.5

brIIron hoard feet per ecade be maintained, However 14 So R)heat communities

ave one on record oPé)oscr)n e "450" gas IE caIIed locally). | have

rEr)r ou with these 14 reso utrons a/ou can see the 14
munrtr s are Anooon Craig, Edna Ba E In Cove stavus, Hoonah,
ga( u reano Pechan Pornt P rt naer, Port Protectjon,
Ténake S, and utat. _ The | rves e in"these communities

are hase on e surroun Ing fish ana wrldlrfe r sources These resources. can
be detrimentally arfected b excessrve timber harves"t Without exceptron the
comm nities state in their resojutions that th ?C does, not allow adeguate
lexjbility in the management of the forest tor all multiple uses. SR 51
simply rrdes rough-shod “over these communities in our region.

Additionally, mmercrf:rvels]hrngS grouos have one on record op gosrng

"450" as at reat to the heir me ers copy of
are the Alaska Tro ers

the

their statement in acke rou

Association, the U teo‘ oultheast Afaskg ﬁfnetters the Southeast Seine. Boat
Qrvners & Operators Assocratron and the Petersburg Vessel Owners Association.

gassed a resolution similar to SR 51

one_community, Wrangel|, has
hgrv i rsburg considered the same resolution,

suPportr¥ the "450 est goal. Pet
voted

SR 51 cIarlrns th t elrmrnatrn%v the Tong s Timbe an]aFund and
decreasrno the "450" harvest goa ould cause substantra e to the

econo Southeast Aask Bur ac ets you will fin ages of graphs
ro Ict ngesem lo ment an earnrn s sector In_ Southeast. e e ra hs C0

of the Forest Service's 06§b) study report to Congress.
\What these raphs clearly show s that timber s not”the only vital ‘ndustry

to Southeas? Alaska.

As you can_see from Frﬁure 2.1, since 1981 fishing and tourism have each
supplied”more direct jobs than did the trmger rndustrv Figure 2.3 shows that
since 1981 the timber industry has supplied more indifect jobs than either
fishing or tourism. Federal government is also an important source of jobs.



Not to be overlooked is that, on the avera?e state and I%cal overnment
supplies thousands more drrect an rndrr { bs t an tim gr Ishing

tou Ism combined, Fiqures 2 an ? rrect an rndrrect earnrngs
rom the timber rndusw are’ g er than or erther rshrn or tourrsm
Federal government workers. earnéd about the Same as fisn erx [r tourism
workers, “but | e]ss than timber workers. Again, state and 10ca government
earnings were higher than timber, fishing,”and tourism combined:

| have &t‘ Boselg Ieft out the aﬁtual numbers of rnobs and amounts of
doIIars earn ecau IS not what rs Im ortant ere ather what rs
rm ortant, gg state eore IS that these rag s clearly show rshrnﬁ]
o rism to just as vital to Southeast Alas economms timber eg
aso showt e ove(w elmin rmportance to the re ron of e IJoo%ment by stat
% gr overnment.  Keep in. mind that ese aphs do not c(?nsrder
su srstence and Its “import nee to the livelihood of many S utheast residents

These graphs show that since 1980, jobs and earnrnos have rncreased in
the tourrsm sector and all predretrons are that this qrowth will continue.
d in the uture tourism will contrnue to _be Im ortant to Southeast

A)as ﬁ] econom ccordrn? to the Forest Service r %ut east Ias a
ave ost to total visitors in 1983, doub jwe numoer |n 1
8 further The rise in environmental “awareness and Interest In protect g

remarnrnrl] Wrd rness corncrded with the continued growth iIn vrsrtatron to
outheas ah The single most cansistent trend one can follow in the
evelop ment o the visitor trade In Southeast, has been the persistent demand
for the natural scenic beauty of Southeast Alaska."

Abundant erdlrfe and a qualrt}y environment are rmPortant to S%utheas
Alaskans, t0o0. or xample, according to a Forest Service survey, the numper
of res ent sport fishermen rncreased 55% between 1977 and 1983, even thoug%
the regrons oeﬁu lation rew ”v] % over this same time erro

survev found t e 3 A or ant attrib Ses 10 a qualrt an Irn%
exPerence Wwere t uncrowce %nvrr nment, f% Ierness N d (
catching lots of fish," No doubt, these attributes are also important to

nonfrsh?ng recreationists and hunters;

vou will Iook at the employment and garnrnrr;;s graphs once more you will
ote tha Johs an earnrngs in the”timner and fishing “Industries decregsed
ghtly srnce 1 decrease In the timber sector oc urred despite the
Ton ass Timber ugé)v Fun rovid rn% an avera%e of rou% 6 million
annla srnce 0t mber Industry uring thrs time the Forest
Servrce supplied an avera e of M\/BF ftrmber er year, WEF ear
mare than {he Tongas timber su é)y goa Des te { ter ng of
this much timber, ony an avera 243 M\/BF per year wes arveste

methrn IS clearly wrong when an industry claims it capnot operat
ro rta 8 oses job ¥ evengthough It 1S S0 ¥ncrem% Psubs[r)gr ﬁn

ét ct sumog rs tw Ice W at 1t7can use. The fact | that the nharhet as
ottome out sinc 190 en the trmber In PSt was at an all-time r% |
the timber F y in the world won't e demand for timber rs ot
there.  Building roads and spending millions in federal subsidy dollars,
taxr%avers money, Ao supply timberthat is never sold or harvested sim Iy
cannot be justified. —Environment alrss and Wilderness desrgnatrons are not

the cause of timber industry woes.



SIR 51 would Je?pardrze all industries vital to Southeast in an to
save one which rs ailing, due to poor market conditions, not lack of fed e
t} ﬂ y or gro duct sup. g dvocatrng excessive trmber harvest at Jhe ex ense
the” reg other ‘industries is ridiculous. ien more i
when you ¢onsider that continuing to ?versupply the mar et will make t e
timber Industry even more uneconomica

The welfare of the rshr(nq a]nd tourrs erustrres ?f the subsistence way
of life, of sRort huntrn%r IS ; ot er forms of recreation are
drreF lh depe den\ upon e preserva |on Sout east's abundant natural beauty
and an opulatjons. Let u? remember that timper IS not the

nly rndustry Abala ce in harvest levels must be struck, but this is not

the forum for that issue.

SR 51 advocates maintaining and adealtrately funding the Tongass Timber

SU(P h/ Fund, Ever one concerned th the und including the State of Alask
the timber rn ust has c m lained about rts misapplicatjon, While eac

mterest roup ﬂs arn% variou ng otentrmes confrctrn% reasons,

no one has heen awv rth ow the Fun een Im ementep exce

Forest Service. be Imp ortant or Congress 0 hear from all vrewpornts

about the Timber Suppy Fund on May 8

In closing, SR 51 is a mrsreEresentatron of the needs and desires of
Southeast Alaskans. For A a% Legislature to pass a resolution which
esents only one economic sector ut gurports o r nresent an entire
regron of the state IS 9rossly unfair. 1 does not reflect the concerns
of “the 14 small communrt es In” Southeast Alaska who have passeJ resolutions in
opposition to the "450" and who are not tied to the 2 pulp mills.

51 is not in keeping with the directives of the review process
estﬁbhsher} In ANILCA Seth)roﬁ 106(0). The 106 3 review Processpa?lows the
t) er industry the same opportunit I ther interes gJou[ps to S eah
eore on ress on the man ement status of the Ton ass. ditionally, the
,oecr ic la gua ge of 1°s |naccurate and misleading. | am prepared to
discuss the esolutron ||ne by line It you have any questions.

SFAXC urges the Committee to kill SIR 51 now before it goes any further.
Thank you for“the opportunity to speak before you.
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By BART KOEHLER ' 5
Jf The Southeast Alaska Conserva-
\ tion Council’s (SEACC) report,
' "Last Stand for the Tongass National
Forest," has attracted a great deal
. of attention these days. SEACC wel-
I comes this attention, and with con-
gressional oversight hearings just
around the corner this is a good time
to set the record straight with the
. most current information available
®< concerning Tongass management:
I The real coat of the currant
’Tongass Timber Program la tSO
million par year to U.S. taxpayers.
Since full implementation of the
i; Tongass Timber Supply Fund in fis-
cal year 192, expenditures for the
Tongass Timber Program have
amounted to $34 million, with!
stumpage fees returned to the feder-
al government of only $3 million. In-
cluding stumpage fees and all other
; .money the forest service could con-
sider as receipts to the Treasury, the
return is still only $30million. This is
a gap of £00 million between expen-
ditures and receipts - an average
cost to taxpayers of $80 million a
year since the passage of the Alaska
Lands Act (ANILCA) to primarily
* benefit only two pulp mills in South-
; east Alaska.

Elimination or phosa-ouf of Sec-
tion 706(a) (tha Tong. i Timber
Supply Fund and tha "480" timber |
supply goal) will not eliminate the
Tongass Timber Program. SEACC
recommends repeal of these clauses

. in ANILCA in order to make the tim-
ber program accountable and cost-
effective. Monies will still flow for
timbering operations, but they will

"xbe subject to congressional budget
review, which is not presently the
case. The Timber Supply Fund is a

(pork barrel subsidy mainly benefit-
ting only two companies, one of

Vwhich is a wholly owned Japanese

> corporation. Elimination of Section

i 705(a) will result in a more responsi-

b le :timber program ,oyefy;the, long

I «o

ot Reform ing

Trun.

Perpetuation of the ' 450° timber
supply goal will only serve to waste
billions of taxpayer dollars in future
decades. Since ANILCA, the forest
service has offered almost 1 billion
board feet more timber than was ac-
tually sold. The market has simply
bottomed out and all the supply in
the world won't help if the demand
for timber is not there. Building
.roads for this uneconomic industry,
at such a high cost to the taxpayer
and fish and wildlife habitat, simply
cannot be justified.

Evan with tha Tlmbar Supply
Fund in plaea, forast aarvica flg-
uros show that direct timbar ralat-
ad amploymant Is 1,BOO; Indiroct
and darivad amploymant Is net
morn than 900. Thus, the total level
of employment credited to timber in
Southeast is 2,700 jobs. The forest
service’s employment s; sties do
not support Sen. i’ed Stevens’ errone-
ous claim that 6000 jobs, direct and
indirect, might be lost without the
supplyfund.

SEACC'a rocommondatlons do
not antail a loss of timbar ralatad
jobs. Repeal of the Tongass Timber
Supply Fund would return funding of
the Tongass Timber Program to the
annual appropriations process, as is
the case for every other national for-
est. Repeal of the "450" timber sup-
ply goal would allow the forest ser-
vice to set annual allowable sale lev-
els in response to demand rather
than an inflexible directive. These
recommended actions would not lim-
it any Tongass timber operator’s
ability to purchase ample volumes of
federal timber, to operate wood pro-
cessing facilities, or to employ Alas-
kans.

Tha vast majority of tha bast
timbar on tha Tongass is outside
daslgnatad wlldemass araas. Con-
gressman Don Young has called the
Tongass Timber Supply Fund a "wil-

derne§s\subsidy,7 claiming that the
H ) LR

Tongass m

anagement:

"Alaska Lands Act excluded lumber-
men from working in much of the
best Tongass forests.” The facts do
not support this claim.

Tnc Tongass encompasses 17 mil-
lion acres, of which 54 million acres
are designated wilderness. Only 3
percent of this designated wilderness
land contains commercially valuable
timber (30+ thousand board
feet/acre). Some &4 percent of the
wilderness acres is not even consU-
ered suitable for timber harvesting,
and is mostly rock, ice, muskeg, bat-
tered coast, and scrub trees. Adml-
ralty Island is repeatedly cited as an
example of "locking up” good tim-
ber. The best timber on the island
was cut prior to ANILCA, and Admi-
ralty was not In either of the two 50-
year contract areas, leaving the pulp
mills unscathed.

Only 29 percent of tha hlghaat
valua wildlife habitat la perma-
nently protected under wlldemasa
designation. Only 6 percent of tha
highest valua fish habitat la so pro-
tectad. This can hardly be termed a
balanced approach to multiple use,
especially in a region so heavily de-
pendent upon the harvest of fish and
wildlife resources. SEACC is seeking
more protection for key areas in or-
der to gain a better balance. The So-
ciety of American Foresters of Sitka
charges that wilderness is "single
use management” and has chal-
lenged SEACC’s proposals for a
more balanced multiple use manage-
ment of the Tongas;. Clearly, wilder-
ness offers better protection for mul-
tiple uses such as tourism, recrea-
tion, watershed, subsistence, hunt-
ing, commercial fishing, and fish and
wildlife habitat than ooes the domi-
nant "single use" management for

- timber with clearcuts and roads.

SEACC ballavas that tha 50-
yaar timbar contracta should ba
terminated bacauaa of pait anti-
trust violations ai.a bacausa thay
currently conflict with proper for-

Setting

the record straight

' sot management. The contract hold-
ers "own" the rights to cut our forest
: lands, and they still monopolize tim-

J ber operations. They show little or no

eresponsibility for their impacts on
other forest resources and other for-
est users such as the many small
non-timber dependent communities
, throughout Southeast.

I SEACC la not alone In urging

> major ireforma of tha management
of the Tongaoa National Forast.
Currently, our region’s mator com-
mercial fishing organizations and the
Southeast Regional Council of Fish
and Game Advisory Committees are
also opposed to the "450" timber sup-
ply goal. Additionally, to date 13
Southeast communities have gone on
record against the "450" and other
destructive timber policies on the
Tongass. The people dependent upon
the fish and wildlife resources of the
Tongass, and the special way of life
they provide, see their futures
threatened by current Tongass tim-
ber policies.

This issue will continue to heat up
as big timber interests fight to hold
on to their monopoly and exploitation
of Tongass forest resources. They
will continue arguing that the choice
is timber jobs or economic ruin.
SEACC and its members contend
that reform of present Tongass man-
agement is essential to prevent the
long-term economic ruin of the
Southeast Alaska region. The timber
industry must be modified and room
made for true multiple use of the
Tongass in the future. This future in-
cludes timber, tourism, subsistence,
commercial fishing, sport hunting
and fishing, and the protection of im-
portant fish and wildlife habitat.

Bart Koahlar is tha axocutiva direc-
tor ot tha Southeast Alaska Conserva-
tion Council, the regional coalition of
conservation groups In Southeast
Alaska.
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ollers
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REPRESENTING ALASKA POWER TROLLERS

130 Seward St., No 213
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

5/5/86

Representatives Adelheid Herrmann and Richard Schultz,
Co-Chairmen
House Resources

Senator Arliss Sturgulewksi, Chairman
Senate Resources

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter is to explain the fishery®"s stand on the CS Senate
Joint Resolution #51, and the House CS Joint Resolution #75,
the resolution relating to the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act, Section 705, having to do with timber and
fisheries.

You will remember from my early testimony that the original
version of this Resolution was unacceptable to the fishing
organizations for two reasons; (1) we could not agree with the
450 billion board feet per decade timber supply target, and (2)
the fishing organizations felt that the Tongass Timber Supply
Fund should have 1its funds made available to the other users of
the resource.

It is important to understand that when the various members of
the gear types in Southeast Alaska got together to produce the
Fishermen®s Review to Congress in the 706E Report, that it was
only achieved through a long and arduous process of discussion,

review, and Tfinal endorsement. Unfortunately, the present
Resolutions surfaced too late in the session and moved too
rapidly to inform, discuss and achieve agreement within our
industry to yield a formal endorsement. This lack of concensus

within the fishing organizations has been exacerbated by the
fact that the leaders of the majority of the organizations were

out on a fishing opening. Because of this, I have been
personally working to achieve some headway with these
Resolutions; trying to achieve a balance that would be

palatable to t.ie fishing industry. Though the changes which we
have manufactured in these Resolutions are certainly a vast
improvement from the original language, they do not meet the
qualifications needed "to reach consensus within our industry.



Al aska
Trollers

Association

130 Seward St., No. 213
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

Although I felt we may have been close to a final acceptable
version of this Resolution last Friday, the other members of
the fishing committee returned from the halibut fishery and |
was able to discuss the headway made on the Resolution, but
found that their full acceptance was not forthcoming.

The concensus that I could achieve was that the Representative
Sund®"s version of CS #75 1is acceptable except for one clause.
The clause is in the "Further Resolved" section of Page 2, it
states "4.5 billion board feet per decade timber harvest supply
goal™. If this clause could be deleated, we could endorse this
Resolution and would encourage its passage. Such a Resolution
would be beneficial to the timber industry and would allow
safeguards to the fishing industry. We have members of our
industry who are presently in Washington, D.C., waiting to
present the fishing section®"s report to Congress, and are
awaiting the Resolution which emerges from the Alaska House and

Senate.

Thank you for the effort expended on this Resolution - it has
been greatly appreciated by all parties concerned.

Sincerely,

n

Earl E. Krygier_
Executive Director

EEK/md



THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
ALASKA CHAPTER

April 29, 1986

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Senate Resources Committee

Representative Adelheid Herrman
Representative Richard Schulz
Co-chairpersons, House Resources Committee

Re: HJR 75, SJR 51;
Dear Committee Chairpersons;

The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society (some 300

Alaskan professional wildlife biologists and managers
affiliated with a national professional association) has
recently adopted the enclosed position statement on the
management of old-growth forests in coastal Alaska. The
statement is pertinent to the current deliberations on HJR 75
and SJR 51 by the House and Senate Resources Committee. We
urge you to carefully consider the management of all
resources provided by the Tongass National Forest as you
take action on this resolution.

Old-growth forest stands on the Tongass provide important
habitat for fish and wildlife throughout Southeast Alaska.
Research over the last 15 years present strong evidence that
cutting old-growth adversely affects black-tailed deer
populations and may have negative impacts on other wildlife
species such as marten, river otter, brown bear, mountain
goat, moose, bald eagle, blue grouse, several species of
cavity-nesting birds, and some small mammals.

Clear-cutting replaces diverse, uneven-aged stands having
high habitat value, with clearcuts and even-aged second-
growth stands of low diversity and low value for many
wixdlife species. Based on present knowledge, it is not
possible to significantly enhance second-growth for
wildlife; 200-300 years are needed for second-growth stands
to acquire old-grcwth characteristics naturally. Under the
present Forest Service plans for the 100-year rotations
between harvests, old-growth forests are essentially a
non-renewable resource.



We Tfeel that the proposed resolution should contain language
to provide for the protection of the valuable fish and
wildlife resources.

Sincerely, N
N
Don A. Williamson

Southeast Representative
Alaska Chapter, The Wildlife Society



THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
ALASKA CHAPTER

POSITION STATEMENT
OF
THE ALASKA CHAPTER OF THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
OLD-GROWTH FOREST MANAGEMENT 1IN COASTAL ALASKA

June 1985

Old-growth forests are a rare, and rapidly diminishing resource

throughout North America. Characterized by climax stands with old
(more than 300 years), large-diameter trees and snags, productive
understories, and structurally diverse overstories, old-growth

provides important habitat for many species of wildlife and fish. The
coastal forests of southeast and southcentral Alaska represent the
last major expanse of old-growth remaining in the United States. In
coastal Alaska, over 90 percent of the old-growth occurs on public
lands administered by the USDA Forest Service. Most of the remaining
old-growth 1lands are managed by the State of Alaska Department of
Natural Resources and private Native corporations.

The 16 million acre Tongass National Forest in southeast Alaska 1is the
largest National Forest in the United States. Approximately 4 percent
of the Tongass (635,000 acres) consists of high-volume, old-growth
stands with over 30,000 board feet of timber per acre (30 mbf/acre).
These stands, commonly found at low elevations and along broad valley
bottoms, are high quality habitat for certain wildlife species; they

are also commercially important timberland. The balance of the
forestland consists of either noncommercial (less than 8 mbf/acre) or
lower volume timber stands (8-30 mbf/acre). These lands are less

subject to conflict between logging and wildlife because of their
relative abundance and low commercial value.

To date, about 360,000 acres of the Tongass, and 40,000 acres of State
and private land have been harvested by clearcutting. About 2 million
acres of the Tongass, and an undetermined amount of State and private
lands are planned for harvest over the next 100 years. Cutting as
scheduled will concentrate on high-volume old-growth, with over half
of the forest®s highest volume class (greater than 50 mbf/acre)
scheduled for harvest over the next 40 years.

Old-growth forest provides important habitat for many species of fish
and wildlife throughout southeast and southcentral Alaska. Research
"*ver the last 15 years in the Pacific Northwest, BritishColumbia, and
Alaska presents strong evidence that cuttingold growth adversely
affects black-tailed deer populations, and may impact other species
such as marten, river otter, brown bear, mountain goat, moose, bald
eagle, blue grouse, several species of cavity-dwelling birds, and some
small mammals. The 1importance of old-growth forest as fish and
wildlife habitat has been documented 1in symposia held 1in Juneau in
1978 and 1982 and has been reported in numerous publications.



