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CSSB 133
Fiscal Noto Analysis

With the passage of CSSB 133, the department will be required to
determine and certify the entitlement of an estimated 1146 first and
second class cities within the state within six months. Because the
bill changes the definition of vacant, unappropriated and unreserved
(vuu) land, and expands the date of eligibility, while retaining the
language which states that cities are entitled to 10% of "the maximum
total acreage of" vuu land within their boundaries which existed "at
any time" between their initial eligibility (presumably the enactment
of the referenced statutes in 1972) and the new date (January 1,
1988).. the research involved will be quite extensive.

Many of the 146 cities will be unaffected by the legislation.

However, to facilitate the Certification by tv Director, numerous
state recorus must be searched to assure the _urrect acreage for each
municipality and make that determination. These records include
those of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs (city
incorporations and boundaries), the Department of Natural Resources
(land title records, status plats, classification and planning
documents) and the federal government (land title records, status
plats, and other Bureau of Land Management ( 1) records).

Presently, city boundaries are not depicted n the department ™ Land
Administration (computer) System (LAS) nor on state status plats.
This will necessitate a time consuming manual adjudication process
which must be accomplished within the six moi.th limitation. In order
to accomplish this expediced certification process the department
will require the following for a maximum of twelve months:

CERTIFICATION

1. A Project Manager (Natural Resource Manager 1, range 18, 12
months). The Manager will supervise a staff consisting of a Natural
Resource Technician 1l (range 12), and a Clerk Typist 1lIl (range 8).
The manager must have sufficient background to understand and work
with the various processes involved, including the land transfer
process from the federal government to the state, and from the state
to municipalities (Title 29, etc.). The manager must act as liaison
and problem solver for involved agencies and cities. This position
will also be responsible for public notice and conducting hearings
associated with the process of certification. The Manager will also
review records arid make determinations concerning those records as
necessary for creating background for certification. The Manager
must also work with the department®s title persc”r.el to recheck these
results with the federal title documents and plats to assure
everything 1is in order; and with the Technician to ensure correct
mapping from department documents.



2. The necessary record and resource gathering, mapping and general
support for the manager will be provided by the Natural Resource
Technician (range 12, first 6 months or less). The Technician, with
the direct supervision of the Officer will review and delineate on a
single pictorial document the following: correct municipal
boundaries (from information obtained from the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs by the Technician); mar.v
classifications from old land planning reports, classification orders
(original and renumbered), regional, area and management plans. This
document will be used to provide a focal point from which a rational
review of all the data may be accomplished.

3. The Clerk Typist 11l (range 8, 10-12 months) would supply data
entry, clerical, typing and general office support for the
Certification staff. The Clerk will be responsible for typing
documents, decisions, etc.; monitoring files; and inputting computer
data.

ADMINISTRATION

After the initial certification and adjudication and administrative
phase will take place primarily in the Northern Region in Fairbanks,
as the North Slope Borough would be able to select its entitlement of
89,950 acres while the new Northwest Borough would be able to select
approximately 240,000 acres. This requires use of all of the state
records and its various systems; coordinating with the borough in the
actual selection; formulating the decision which would transfer
management authority t~ the borough; reviewing the survey data,
writing survey instructions, negotiating survey contracts for the
vast areas many of which are totally unsurveyed, reviewing the survey
accomplished by the private surveyors; and finally, conveying title.

To date the division has conveyed 372,000 acres of the total
municipally selected amount of 785,000 acres. The number of people
involved has run to a high of 15 people in past years, while the
division presently has only 1 3/4 people working on municipal
entitlements. The present reduction is attributable to a wind down
phase as most action is awaiting survey of the land. To
expeditiously handle the selections and get the lanu conveyed a level
18 manager, one grade 16 officer, and 1 technician at a level 12 with
a Clerk Typist, level 8 would be required. These people would be
permanent and located in Fairbanks. The duties of this staff focus
on the process following certification: Land selection and
conveyance. The administration staff should be assembled and begin
work during the last month of FY 88 in order to coordinate with the
certification team.

In order to assist the municipalities in selecting the lands to

which they are entitled and to transfer these lands to the
municipalities with maximum efficiency, the Manager will work
directly with the municipal land officer in each municipality for
land Identification. In that process the Manager must review general
growth demographics and in conjunction with many plans, data, and



studies in the resource libraries throughout Alaska that are
particularly applicable to the area in question. The Manager will
consult with other agencies; act as primary liaison between various
state agencies, the individual city or municipality; provide
information to the municipalities; and resolve problems.

The Officer Il will be responsible for handling the logistic

involved in the conveyance of title to several hundred thousand acres
of land including the many legal notices and public hearings. A
major problem in the past uas been the lack of capability for
handling the attendant paperwork which has slowed the process of
transferring title. A definitive filing system with computerization
of the selection status of each application will be developed by this
individual. The Officer, together with the Technician, would handle
mapping and title work for the conveyance process. Working from the
maps assembled for the certification, the Officer would add
information concerning the selection and adjudication processes, and
verify the information. That process might include a search of the
old general land office records, Bureau of Land Management survey
data and possible later state cadastral data to accurately determine
survey status. The Technician would essisc the Officers and the
Manager with basic research and resource gathering, and mapping. The
Clerk would supply support for the staff including typing, filing,
and data entry.



Line Item Explanation

vyEAR 1
100 - Personal Services
Certification P.P.T. Anc
18 23.3 (12 months)
12 12.2 (9 months)
8 months)
47 .5
Administration P.F.T. Fbx
18 4.6 ].month)
16 4.0 month)
12 3.2 month)
8 2.3 month)
14.1

200 - (5.0) Travel to Pt. Barrow, Kotzebue, and various cities.

300 - (4.0) Extensive legal advertising, hearings, printing, charter,
telephones, certified mailings.

400 - (2.0) Supplies and commodities for staff.

Annual total year 1: $72.6

YEAP 2
Administration P.F.T. Fbx
18 54.8
16 48.2
12 38.4
8 27.5
168.9

200 - (5.0) Travel to Pt. Barrow, Kotzebue, and various cities.

300 - (6.0) Extensive legal advertising, hearings, printing, charter,
telephone, certified mailings.

400 - (2.0) Supplies and commodities for staff.

Annual total year 2: $181.9
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April 3, 1987

Senator Don Bennett, Co-Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Re: Senate Bill 133
Dear Senator Bennett:

I represent the class in Weiss v. State, trial court
case no. 4FA-82-2208 Civil (the Mental Health Lands Trust
Lawsuit). Last year when HB 587 was considered, the parties
in interest agreed that they did not want municipal entitle—
ment issues to become further linked to the mental health

trust lands litigation. All agreed that additional selections
of mental health trust land were not permitted under the
law. For that reason, language was inserted into the various

bills to maintain the status quo regarding mental health
trust lands and the Weiss litigation. An exa%fle of the
language added to the bills is found in Sec. of CSHB 587
(Rules) am, Second Session of the Fourteenth Legislature.
That language follows:

“xSec.. ©O. AS 29.65.060 is amended by adding new
subsections to read:

(g Notwithstanding (a) of this section, a
municipality may not select school land or mental
health land after October 4, 1985. Nothing in this
section affects the legal rights of any person with
regard to selections of school land or mental health
land made by a municipality on or before October 4,
1985..."

I believe SB 133 and any legislation that in any way
relates to the use or selection of mental health trust lands
by municipalities must contain language indicating that a



Senator Don Bennett, Co-Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

April 3, 1987

Page Tv/o

municipality, whether existing or newly created, nay not
select mental health land after October 4, 1985, t..e date of
the Weiss decision.

I will be happy to discuss this with you, or members of
your staff at any tinme.

David T. Walker
DTW:jp

cc: James B. Gottstein, Esq.
William H. ("Chip") Dennerlein, Manager,
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs
G. Thomas Koester, Assistant Attorney General
Cooper Geraty, Esq.
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April 28, 1987

The Honorable Sam Cotten

The Honorable Adelheid Herrmann
Co-Chairs, House Resources Committee
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representatives Cotten and Herrmann:
Subject: CSSB 94, relating to mineral policy.

Background: Representatives from the resource departments
and the Department of Commerce and Economic Development met
among themselves and with the Attorney General®s office and
various members of the minerals industry in fashioning

CSSB 94.

Position: The Department of Natural Resources recognizes
the need for and supports adoption of a state Mineral Policy
Act.

With respect to Section 1, paragraph (1) of CSSB 94, the
administration believes that this paragraph reiterates and
reinforces the state®"s commitment to make state land
available for mineral exploration and development, within
the parameters set out in the Alaska Constitution.

Paragraph (2) of Section 1 of CSSB 94 recognizes the need

for a streamlined, consistent, reasonable and non-duplicative
permit process which will be designed to encourage, not
hinder, 1investment in mineral development.

Paragraph (3) of Section 1 of CSSB 94 acknowledges that a
statewide transportation infrastructure which 1is compre—
hensive in nature 1is a vital component in a policy which
supports and encourages mineral exploration and development.

Finally, Section (b) of the proposed bill provides a frame—
work for the administration to review its regulations and
internal administrative policies in order to determine their
consistency with the act, and to address any inconsistencies.
It is intended that affected agencies will prepare reports
for submission to the Governor and Legislature.



Representative Sam Cotten -2- April 28, 1987
Representative Adelheid Herrmann

Recommendation: The administration supports CSSE 94 and
believes that it will provide Alaska with a strong and
meaningful mineral policy and set a positive tone for
mineral exploration anc development.

Singere.ly,

Judith M_"Brady
Commissioner

cc: Members, House Resources Committee
Bill Sporsors
George Sullivan, Governor"s Office
Rod Swope, Governor®s Office
Commissioner Collinsworth
Commissioner Kelso
Commissioner Smith



-—

STATE OF ALASKA 1937 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Bill Verricn: ---5

REQUEST: Publish Cats:
Revision Date: — 3/1.A/97 : . Agency Affected : sar.,rai Rpcnnrr?
Tide: An Act adopting a mineral policy aRL-. MinamU Mana”npnr

for the state
Sccnsor: Cochill. Bennett, et. al Cemecner.ts
Resuectcr: House Resources
EVYPEND (TUP. FT'REVENUE.":  (Thcuszr.ds afbcilan)

OPERATING Ff 37 FF 33 I FF3 FF50 1 Ff9l FY 92
PERSONAL SERVICES 1 1 1 1 1
TTA"/EL i i [ i i i
CCNTKACTUA-L i i i i i i
SUPPLIES i i i i i
equipment | | i i i i
L .NOGiSTRLCTLT.ES i i i i i i
c.'.Abia, CmmMS i i i i i i
MISCELLANEOUS 1 [ i | 1
TOTAL CPE?_ATING 1  '°=" 1 rew i en 1 ven 1 | o

CAPITAL | 1 1 1 | |

REVcCNCz 1

FUNDINC: (Thousand: cf Dalian)

GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

UTTER

imTil -n-

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 1
PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY I I I I | I

—

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Activities required by this bill will be performed by existing staff.

Lawrence Z. Ostrovsky Pher.e

Prepared by g mmissloner's orrice Date: Al23131

Division :

Approved bY.Cinm il SmrF . Date: _ jiZIM Z
Agr?ency: Mﬂﬁ% Tesotlrces
Distribution (by preparer):

Legislative Finance

Legislative Sponsor

Requestor .

Office cf Management and 3udget

Impacted Agencyiies) page—. ct

Secretary



STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSIOtN
e ¢ M/L_\]ﬂ]_
Bill Version: 53 94

REQUEST : Publish Dale :

Revision Date: 2/726/B7___ Agency Affected: Dept, of Natural Resources
Tide : vinard: po'irv Act BR.U; Mineral Management

Sponsor. rar'Ai11. Rgnngll er al Components .

Requestor: cjn - i

FXPF_NDITURF.S/RF.VFNUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 87 FY 38 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES 1
EQUIPMENT

LAND S¢ STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING  -n- -0- -0- —0- -0- _0-

FY 92

P RRPR R RPR P -

CAPITAL -n- —n- 1 -n- —0- _0- _o-
REVENUE _o- _0- _0- _0- —0- .

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

I
|
OllIER i h
TOTAL -N- _n- -Nn- 1A -n- -0-

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY 1

—_ -
—_— —" —

ANALYSIS : (Attach asgarate page ifnecessary)

As far as The Department of Natural Resources can determir €,
there would be no additional cost of operation to theeDepaftment.

465-2400

Prepared by :  Lawrence Ostrovsky Phone = 5 /o6 7g /o

Division: Commissioner's Office Date: _

Approved by Commissioner: 7M/fei~ D ,YYv k /W. p 3te.

Agency: <LSN\A (&J-——-——-———————-
Distribution (by preparer ):

Legislative Finance

Legislative Sponsor

Requestor

Office ofManagement .aid Budget

Impacted Agency(ies) page. of

Serate Secretary




initial Report of the

Alaska Minerals Commission

January 1987



Initial Report of the
ALASKA MINERALS COMMISSION
(0]

Governor Steve Cowper
and the
Alaska Legislature

January 1987



FOREWORD

The Alaska Minerals Commission was created by the 14th Legislature through the enactment of
Chapter 98 of the 1986 Session Laws of Alaska. The source of the Act was Senate Bill 418
(Appendix B) which was passed by the legislature and signed into law by Governor Bill Sheffield on
June 6, 1986.

The enabling legislation instructs the Commission to make recommendations to the governor and
legislature on ways to mitigate the constraints, including governmental constraints, on the develop-
ment of minerals, including coal, in the state.

The Commission is charged with preparing an initial report to be presented to the governor and the
legislature at the beginning of the 1987 legislative session and a final report to be presented to the
1989 legislative session, after which the Commission will expire. The Commission will also prepare
an interim report for the 1988 legislative session.

Commission members are appointed by the Governor, the President of the Senate and the Speaker
of the House. The current members include representatives of the placer, hard rock and coal mining
industries and come from diverse areas of the state. Staff support to the Commission iSJ)rovided by
the Division of Minerals and Forest Products, Department of Commerce and Economic
Development.

The inaugural meeting of the Commission was held in August 1986 and included the election of
Earl Beistline, Chairman and Darrell Spilde, Vice Chairman. A Statement or P_ -pose was drafted
(Appendix A) and committees were organized in the areas of land management, regulations,
transportation, administrative policy and education.

Additional meetings were held in September, October, November and December of 1986 to prepare
the Commission's initial report. Two meetings were held in Fairbanks and three were held in
Anchorage. Meetings were preceded by public notice, and meeting agendas included public
testimony. A mailing list of over 100 individuals, organizations and companies with interest in the
minerals industry was prepared, and copies of meeting minutes and other business are sent to
members on the mailing list.

In December 1986, Darrell Spilde resigned his seat due to work commitments, and Roger Burggrat
was appointed by the President of the Senate, Don Bennett to fill the vacancy. Joe Usibelli was
elected to succeed Darrell Spilde as Vice Chairman at the December meeting of the Commission.

Committees are chaired by Commission members and participants in committee meetings included
representatives from miners' associations, mining companies, native corporations, government
agencies, other resource industry associations and interested individuals.

The initial report of the Commission recommends as its priority the adoption of an Alaska Minerals
Policy Act. Additional recommendations are proposed in the areas of land management; regulations
and administrative policy; transportation and infrastructure; and the promotion of mineral develop-
ment, education and technology.



One area which the Commission has not addressed in its initial report is the subiect of mineral
taxation, leasing and royalties. This subject is complex and while the Commission has not had
sufficient time to review it, this area will be addressed in future reports.

The Commission will continue its wori over the next two years, following up on the results of
recommendations presented in this report and making additional recommendations in future reports.

I would like to thank all members of the Commission, the staff, and those members of the public
who have provided their comments and worked on committees for their contributions in preparing

this report.

Earl Beistline
Chairman
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Alaska Minerals Commission

INTRODUCTION

Alaska is entering a period of economic change. Those sectors of the economy supported directly by
oil production or indirectly by pass-through spending of government revenues will be severely
impacted.

Mining is one sector of the economy that is not directly affected by the loss of state revenue or by a
decrease in oil related activities as it does not appreciably depend on the level of funding in state
capital or operating budgets.

While economic changes have depressed the il industry in Alaska, there have been several economic
changes favorable to the mining industry. Increased metal prices, lower fuel and labor costs, and
lower interest rates should be working favorably for the growth of the mining industry in Alaska.

Yet, economic information for 1986 indicates that all is not well. The placer mining industry suffered
a2l Fercent decrease in the number of mines, a loss of 390 jobs statewide and a lo percent decrease
in gold production. Incontrast, placer gold production in the Yukon Territory is expected to set a new-
record in 1986.

Exploration activities in Alaska remained at their lowest level in some 15 years, down nearly 90
percent from 1981 levels. In contrast, exploration in British Columbia increased some 30 percent
In 1986 to a level 10 times greater " an in Alaska.

While there are many factors that cou .. .to the lowered level of mineral activity in Alaska, the
comparison with activity in the Yukon Territory and British Columbia—areas which share similar
geology, climates and costs—indicates that there are fundamental impediments and constraints
to conducting exploration and mining in Alaska.

Comments from individuals in the industry are revealing. Questionnaires are annually mailed to
miners for use in preparing an annual mineral industry report jointly published by the Department
of Commerce and Economic Development and the Department of Natural Resources. The comments
which follow are excerpts from the responses to those questionnaires.

The following two comments are from questionnaires returned by managers of exploration
programs.

"I now confine most of my exploration activities to the southwestern U.S. where it is more
economic and not as difficult to deal with the environmental regulations. Alaska isa wonderful
place to try to develop mines but the economics and constantly more difficult environmental
restrictions are almost too enormous to overcome. 1hope this changes in the future. Somehow
this message needs transmitting to those who can effectuate a chan%e for the better. As |
recommended the last four years, the only way to effectuate change for the better is to withdraw
investment in exploration in Alaska. As you may realize, that was a very difficult thing for me
to do. I hope in the future it will change."

"The problem is the lack of a clearly de. ined policy by governmental agencies toward mining
activities. This uncertain environment makes us hesitate or abandon possible projects.”
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The following comment is from an Alaska Native Corporation.

"We have an extremely difficult time attracting joint venture partners from the minerals indus-
try to finance development. Alaska has an extremely poor reputation with the minerals in-
dustry. Most companies prefer to invest their money elsewhere."

The following two comments are from placer miners.

"(The problems include) water quality regulations which are not practical and too costly to
comply with. Lack of understanding of the placer industry by people in the regulatory agencies.
There are new people all the time. Because of the uncertainty of getting revised standards for
water quality regulations which would be practical and economically attainable, we cannot
justify capital expenditures for modernizing our equipment. We are unable to implement
long term mining plans.”

‘Without doubt, the main problem is the clean water re?qlations which for some opera-
tions are impossible to meet. | have not mined on my claims now for two years. | have
been waiting for a reason to return if that ever happens."

The 14th Legislature, in the enabling legislation that created the Alaska Minerals Commission,
cited many of the problems currently facing the industry.

. there are major constraints on the continued development of a diverse mineral industry in
the state, including the Environmental Protection Agency's effluent guidelines, state water
quality standards and improperly classified streams and rivers, restrictions on surface access,
complex and numerous permitting requirements, a limited access to minerals through mineral
closing orders and restrictions on multiple use through state and federal land use plans.”

Prior to World War I, Alaska enjoyed an international reputation for its placer and hard rock
mining industries. Mining was primarily responsible for the construction of Alaska's highway and
railroad systems, the founding of many of its modem communities including Fairbanks, Nome and
Juneau, and the well being of much of Alaska's economy.

While the mining industry will never replace the bonanza revenues ge. rated by oil production, it
can provide thousands of new jobs, increase the tax base, reduce pass through payments and other
economic benefits which will contribute to the increased diversity and stability of Alaska's economy.

This report sets out the preliminary findings of the Alaska Minerals Commission and proposes
recommendations that will allow Alaska's mineral industry to grow and reestablish its economic
importance to Alaska.
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ALASKA MINERALS COMMISSION
| ALASKA MINERALS POLICY ACT

FINDINGS: Many of the problems Iacing the mineral industry stem from the lack of a clear,
statutory policy supporting the responsible development of Alaska's mineral resources. The Commis-
sion members are unanimous in their belief that the greatest immediate need is the passage of a
mineral policy act during the next legislative session which will implement Article VIII, Section 1 of
the Constitution of Alaska by encouraging the development of Alaska's resources by making them
available for maximum use, by establishing that resource development is consistent with the public
interest, and by directing that resource development is an economic priority of the state. Such a
policy act will become the foundation for other legislative and administrative actions recommended

in this report.

The effectiveness of an act that sets policy depends entirely upon its implementation. To assure that
the policies presented here will become active and enforceable policies of the state, a section enu-
merating the rights of citizens to take legal action has been incorporated. This section is modeied
after the rights granted citizens under the federal Clean Water Act.

THE COMMISSION RECOMMENDS THAT:

1 The LEGISLATURE enact an Alaska Mineral Policy Act by amending Title 44, Article 99
of the Alaska Statutes with the addition of the following sections:

Section 44.99.200 DECLARATION OF STATE MINERAL POLICY. In conformance with
Article VIII, Section 1 of the Constitution of Alaska, and to further the goals of the state
economic development policy to maintain a sound economy, stable employment and to en-
courage responsible economic development in the state for the benefit of present and future
generations through the purposeful development of the state's abundant mineral resources
Including metals, industrial minerals, and coal; it is the policy of this state:

(1) that Alaska's lands be available for mineral exploration and development through
multiple-use practices that shall not subordinate mineral resource development;

(2) that mineral development not be encumbered by excessive, unreasonable or
uneconomical legislative 0 administrative actions;

(3) that a comprehensive system of transportation and infrastructure be developed
In Alaska that allows mineral products from the state to enter the market place;

(4) that the general and public functions of the state which promote mineral develop-
ment, which inform and educate the people, and which advance the knowledge and
technology of the mineral industry be supported.

Section 44.99.205 ENFORCEMENT, () Any citizen may commence a civil action on his or
her own behalf against any peison (including (i) the State of Alaska, (i) any other govern-
mental instrumentality or agency, and (iii) any government employee or officer acting in
his or her official capacity) when there is alleged a failure of such person to carry out any
policy under this act.

(b) The court, in issuing any final order in any action brought pursuant to this litiga-
tion, may award costs of litigation (including reasonable attorney and expert witness fees)
to any party, whenever the court determines such an award is appropriate.



City of Sand Point

P.O. Box 249
Sand Point, Alaska 99661

(907) 383-2696
2.7C27c2
April 27, 1987

Honorable Sam Cotten
.laska State House
Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: CS S3 133

Dear Representative Cotten:

The communities of the Aleutians East area, Akutah, Cold 3ay,
False Pass, King Cove, Nelson Lagoon and Sand Point, are
concerned by the impacts of CS SB 133 on the potential
Aleutians East borough formation, We ask for your support of
the following provisions and amendments to CS S3 133. They
are identified by"priority.

Priority #1) Ensure that Sec 8,AS$.29.65.130(10)(D),
which is in the committee substitute, robins in the
adopted bill.

Priority #2) Include provisions that count all State
land classifications toward a municipality®s entitlement,
base, but restrict the land which it can select to the \/
land classifications in Sec 8.AS.29 .65 .130 (10) (C) of CS
SB 133.

P ;

/Priority #3) Expand the classifications used to

/determine the land/ entitlement base and those which are

(eligible for selection by municipalities to include,

~mwildlife habitat,"“transportation corridor, resource
management and forestry lands (language in HB 102 on
municipal land entitlements).

We believe that these priorities also correspond to their
degree of difficulty of accomplishing as amendments. The
reasons we request your support of the above position are
outlined below.

BACKGROUND

There are about 755,196 acres of State land in the Aleutians
East region, 523,404 of Federal lands that the State has
selected. There are also 505,335 of State owned tidelands.
in short, there are about 1,275,000 acres of State owned
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lands in the Aleutians East area, and 1,750,0000 if tidelands
are included. However, only about 7,500 acres (classified as
settlement lands) are presently included in classifications
that allow selection by municipalities. Thus, if the
Aleutians East area incorporates as a borough, it may be
eligible to select only about 750 acres to fulfill its
entitlement of 10% of State Iland. This selection is about
.00024% of State land in the region, and is about .37
acres/resident. The communities of the Aleutians East area
question if the intent of the municipal entitlement program
is to provide such a small percentage of State lands in a
region to satisfy the land requirements of municipalities.

We also note that the language adopted in this bill would
seriously impact future boroughs that may be established,

3ich as those that may be mandated in S3 H3 1, mandatory 3rd
class boroughs for education purposes.

PRIORITY fi

The CS S3 133 includes a provision, Sec S AS.29.65.130 (10)
(D) , that inrrojci; nf anroAtjts whirh fho

proposed Aleutians East Borough can select. This provision
allows municipalities to select lands classified resource
management no earlier than September 1, 1983. We strongly
support this committee substitute amendment.

host State lands in the Aleutians East area were classified
in the Bristol 3ay Cooperative Management Plan (BBCMP), which
was adopted by the State in 1984. The State owns about
75,000 acres which were classified as resource management by
the BBCMP. Thus, these lands should qualify as being
classified resource management no earlier than September 1,
1983, and be eligible for selection by the proposed Aleutians
Ea"st Borough. This acreage should increase the borough®s
total selection pool to about 82,000 acres. Ten percent

(10%) of this amount is about 8,200 acres or about 4
acres/borough resident.

PRIORITY #2

A way to help counteract the effects of large amounts of
lands in classifications ineligible for municipal selection
is to include all land classifications or a broader range of
the present classifications 1in uhe amount of acreage used to
calculate a municipality"s entitlement. A municipality would
still be ineligible to select lands in these expanded
classifications, but they would count toward a municipality"s



selection pool. Thus, a municipality could select a greater
amount of acreage in the eligible classifications.

We support this proposed amendment as a means to provide a
sufficient land base for regional governments, such as a
borouah. Further, we recommend incluaing the following
additional classifications be used to determine the selection
pool, but not be eligible for®"selection oy a municipality:
resource maragament lands classified before September 1,

1983, wildlile habitat, transportation®™ corridor and forestry.

In the Aleutians East area, this approach would 1increase the
potential borough ™ entitlement base to 750,0CC - 1,275,300
acres. The borough would be eligible to select 10% cf these
lands, 75,000 - 127,500 acres, in the eligible land
classifications identified in Sec 8AS.29,65. 130 (10) ©) .
However, in our area, selections would still be restricted to
the 7,500 acres classified as settlement, (52,000 if resource
management lands clagsified after September 1, 1353-.are
included, Priority ) because there are no other lands in

the eligible classifications. This prevision would
increase the _amount of land, the h”roucr™" i“ceive rrcm
the oresent (=0 ,?vo acres, or about 3.5 acres/

»r«j.uent and potentially 32,500 acres, cr 41 tcras/resicent
if Priority *1 amendment passes,

PRIORITY 43

Language proposed in H3 102, (sponsored by Representative
Adams) expands the land classifications eligible for
selection by a municipality to include resource management,
wildlife habitat, transportation corridor and forestry lands,
Most lands in the Aleutians East area are included 1in these
classifications, and presently are not eligible for selection
by a municipality or to determine its entitlement base. If
this language is adopted, the Aleutians East Borough may be"
eligible to select 10% of at least--750.000 acres , and
potentially (depending on Federal transfers to State selected
lands) 1,250,000 acres. Thus, the Aleutians East Borough
could select 75,300 to 125,000 acres of State land, or 37.5
to 62.5 acres/resident.

We understand that DNR, ADF&G, ar.d environmental
organizations have previously oprosed this language and that
it may not be supported by the administration. wc “sccgnize
that this amended lar.gn®ga wouiu be very difficult to
nhr*s.n, buc reel that our suggested Priority a2, may be a
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viable option to this amendment which other parties would
consider/accept? However, we would like to see the langiiace
in HB102 adopted in CS SB133.

We ask for your support: and consideration of the amendments
and hope that we can continue to work with you to ensure that
the interests of the proposed Aleutians cast Borough are
considered in any entitlep&nt legislation adopted.

Sincerely,

Wayne Marshall aragy J . Cotten
City Manager | Administrator
City of King Cove City of Sand Point

Representing the communities/ of the Aleutians East area.
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% UT Oonr»rl ..
W oaltu rurnil
P.O. BOX 249
Sand Point. Alaska 99661

April 27, 1987 "
Honorable Sam Cotten (( _J I"

Alaska State House
3ox V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: CS S3 133 - jJaunt tnef* oi-

Dear Representative Cotten: I)de)f:eJ T"

The communities of the Aleutians East area, Akutart, Cold Bay,
False Pass, King Cove, Nelson Lagoon and Sand Point, are
concerned by the impacts of CS SB 133 on the potential
Aleutians East borough formation. We ask for your support of
the following provisions and amendments to CS SB 133. They
are identified by priority.

Priority #1) Ensure that Sec 8.AS.29.65.130(10) (D),
which 1is in the committee substitute, remains 1in the
adopted bill.

Priority #2) Include provisions that count all State M/71u- -,

land classifications toward a municipality®s entitlement

base, but restrict the land which it can select tc the "V»t/r
I‘Iand classifications in Sec 8.AS.29.65.130 (10) (C)q of CS

SB 133. 1

LO)r«

/Priority #3) Expand the classifications used to
/determine the lang entitlement base and those which are
(eligible for selection by municipalities to include,
Nwildlife habitat,-transportation corridor, (resource
0f/ managementjand forestry lands (language in hB 1P on
municipal land entitlements).

We believe that these priorities also correspond to their
degree of difficulty of accomplishing as amendments. The
reasons we request your support of the above position are
outlined below.

BACKGROUND

There are about 755,196 acres of State land in the Aleutians
East region, 523,404 of Federal Ilands that the State has
selected. There are also 505,335 of State owned tiaeianas.
In short, there are about 1,275,000 acres of State owned



lands in the Aleutians East area, and 1,750,0000 if tidelands
are included. However, only about 7,500 acres (classified as
settlement lands) are presently included in classifications
that allow selection by municipalities. Thus, if the
Aleutians East area incorporates as a borough, it may be
eligible to select only about 750 acres to fulfill its
entitlement of 10% of State land. This selection is about
.00024% of State land in the region, and is about .37
acres/resident. The communities of the Aleutians East area
question if the intent of the municipal entitlement program
is to provide such a small percentage cf State lands in a
region to satisfy the land requirements of municipalities.

We also note that the language adopted in this bill would
seriously impact future boroughs that may be established,
such as those that may be mandated in SS HB 1, mandatory 3rd
class boroughs for education purposes.

PRIORITY #1

The CS S3 133 includes a provision, Sec 9 AS.29,65.130(10)
(D) , that may 1incrosco the ammnnt pf aprpsija wh irh fhp

proposed Aleutians East Borough can select. This provision
allows municipalities to select lands classified resource
management no earlier than September 1, 1983. We Eirongly
support this committee substitute amendment.

Most State lands in the Aleutians East area were classified
in the Bristol Bay Cooperative Management Plan (BSCMP), which
was adopted by the State in 1984. The State owns about
75,000 acres which were classified as resource management by
the B3CMP. Thus, these lands should qualify as being
classified resource management no earlier than September 1,
1983, and be eligible for selection by the proposed Aleutians
East Borough. This acreage should increase the borough's
total selection pool to about 82,000 acres. Ten percent
(10/0) of this amount 1is about 8,2@ acres or about
acres/borough resident.

PRIORITY #2

A way to help counteract the effects of large amounts of
lands in classifications ineligible for municipal selection
is to include all 1land classifications or a broader range of
the present classifications in the amount of acreage used to
calculate a municipality"s entitlement. A municipality would
still be ineligible to select lands in these expanded
classifications, but they would count toward a municipality”s



selection pool. Thus, a municipality could select a greater
amount of acreage in the eligible classifications.

We support this proposed amendment as a means to provide a
sufficient land base for regional governments, such as a
borou”hT Further, we recommend including the~folrowing
additional classifications be used to determine the selection
pool7 Dut not ioe"eligible for selection by a municipality:
resource management lands classified before September 1.
1983 , wildlife habitat, "transportation corridor and forestry.

In the Aleutians East area, this approach would increase the
potential borough®"s entitlement base to 730,000 - 1,275,000
acres. The borough would be eligible to select 10% of these
lands, 75,000 - 127,500 acres, in the eligible Iland
classifications identified in Sec 8AS.29%*65.130(10) (C).
However, 1in our area, selections would still be restricted to
the 7,500 acres classified as settlement, (82,000 if :escurce
management lands classified after September 1, 1983-.are
included, Priority #1) because there are no other lands in

the eligible classifications. This provision would at icac-
increase the amount of land, the hmro»icr'~ i“ceive rrcm
the oresent 750 lu ,too acres, or about 3.5 acres/

rcaiueht and potentially 32,500 acres, or 41 acres/resident
if Priority #1 amendment passes.

PRIORITY 43

Language proposed 1in H3 102, (sponsored by Representative
Adams) expands the 1land classifications eligible for
selection by a municipality to include resource management,
wildlife habitat, transportation corridor and forestry lands.
Most Ilands in the Aleutians East area are included in these
classifications, and presently are not eligible for selection
by a municipality or to determine its entitlement base. If
this language is adopted, the Aleutians East Eorough day be ~
eligible to select 10% cf at least -750.000 acres , and
potentially (depending on Federal transfers to State selected
lands) 1,250,000 acres. Thus, the Aleutians East Borough
could select 75,000 to 125,000 acres of State land, or 37,5
to 62.5 acres/resident.

We understand that DNR, ADF&G, and environmental
organizations have previ ly opposed this language and that
it may not be supported the administration, we 1”7cognize
that this amended language wouu be very difficult to
obtain, bur reel that our suggested Priority a2, may be a
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viable option to this amendment which other parties would
consider/acceptT However, we would like to see the language
in HB102 adopted 1in CS SB133.

We ask for your support and consideration of the amendments
and hope that we can continue to work with you to ensure that
the interests of the proposed Aleutians East rough are
considered in any entitle”,t legislation adopted.

Sincerely,

Wayne Marshall 'ﬁia/ J. Cotten
City Manager it/ Administrator
City of King Cove *City of Sand Point

Representing the communities/of the Aleutians East area.
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STEVE COWPERy GOVERNOR

uJu L " If U ul usc/ U
DEPARTMENT <! NATURAL RESOURCES 400 WILLOUGHBY AVE.

JUNEAU, ALASKA 09301-1796

. PHONE: (307) 465-2400
April 29, 1987 OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

The Honorable Sam Cotten, Co-Chair

The Honorable Adelheid Herrmann, Co-Chair
House Resources Committee

Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representatives Cotten and Herrmann:
Subject: CS SB 133-An act relating to general grant land entitlement.

Position: The Department of Natural Resources supports the concept of
municipal entitlements. The department is pleased to see that the
legislature is moving to correct past inequities whereby some
municipalities received a zero acre land entitlement. We also salute the
alteration of the vacant, unappropriated, and unreserved (vuu) land
definition to match the classification regulations adopted in 1983. However
the administration continues to have serious reservations about this
particular piece of legislation, as detailed in the attached analysis.

Recommendation: The department supports the concept of municipal
entitlements because there should be incentives for creating regional
governments. Our concern is focused on the basis for establishing those
entitlements. Most municipalities have already received entitlements under
the existing statutory scheme. Changes 1in that scheme give rise to
inconsistencies and support arguments for revisiting all past, as well as
future, entitlements. Experience teaches that uncertain vescing dates
promote exaustive wrangling. Resource management 1is a classification
category rather than a purpose. Material and public recreation lands,
regularly retained by the state, should not become eligible for municipal
selection without reclassification. Previous legislative land grants, and
the conditions for them, should be acknowledged. Therefore, we recommend
that the committee take a look at the history of the Municipal Entitlement
Act, its purposes and results, prior to acting on this legislation.

We welcome the opportunity to work with the committee and interested groups
to resolve these remaining issues.

Sincerely,

Judith M. Brady
ommissioner

cc: Committee Members
Sponsor
George Sullivan, Governor®s Office
Rod Swope, Governor®"s Office



ANALYSIS
CS SB 133

The first land entitlement for boroughs under state law was made in 1963
(AS 7.10.150). The purpose of that grant was "as assistance and incentive
to exercise local government over broad areas"™ and was patterned after the
grant of land made to the state by Congress in the Alaska Statehood Act. 1In
addition, it was to supply a broad range of sites for municipal facilities
(specific sites can also be acquired under AS 38.05.810, enacted at the
time of statehood). Under this act up to 10% of the vacant, unappropriated,
and unreserved (vuu) land within borough boundaries was available for
municipal selection. A 1970 amendment extended the grant to first and

second class cities.

By 1978, the legislature found it necessary to do a wholesale revision of
the program. The primary purposes of the revision were to remove uncer—
tainties in the existing municipal entitlement law and to provide for an
immediate, final determination and settlement of municipal land entitle—
ments so that conveyances could proceed. Entitlements were set in statute
(AS 29.15.010) for boroughs and unified municipalities with acreages
ranging from a low of .26 acres per capita (Anchorage) to a high of 21.4
acres per capita (North Slope Borough). Cities and new municipalities
retained the 10% formula. The 1978 statute provided a date cernain for
computation of entitlement which would allow the entitlement to be set and
conveyed within a short period of time.

Other circumstances have changed since the Act"s inception nearly 25 years
ago: Municipalities are able to obtain land grants for facilities under
several different mechanisms; the state is no longer a principal landowner
at the heart of most municipalities; ar.d the state has obtained more land
from the federal government.

As a result of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) passed in
1971, the state was no longer a principal landowner in and near many
municipalities. Much of the land near the core of municipalities, espe—
cially in rural Alaska, was transferred to Native corporations. In recogni—
tion of that fact, Native corporations are required under ANCSA to transfer

lands to municipalities where appropriate.

When the legislature first contemplated the grant of state land to munic—
ipalities, the total of all state land amounted to 7.5 million acres. When
acreages were set in 1978, all land granted under the statehood act amount—
ed to 35 million acres. It now amounts to 80.5 million acres. Of course,
only a portion of this land is available to municipalities.

All of these factors combine to create a situation in which, under the
current version of the bill, newer, smaller municipal entities could obtain
more land than large, long established municipalities. For instance,
without a cap in place, the Northwest Arctic Borough may obtain as much as
41.45 acres per capita in addition to whatever land it will obtain from
local Native corporations. Additionally, this bill appears to revisit
previous legislation which repealed an 89,850 acre entitlement to the North

Slope Borough.

An additional concern is that without a date certain for the computation of
entitlements, the state may find itself in the position it was prior to t..e



1978 amendments. Before 1978, almost no land was conveyed to municipal—
ities uue to uncertainties within the act concerning entitlement determina—
tions. Because the bill proposes to remove the date certain for computa—
tion of entitlement, replacing it with a range of dates during which

maximum vuu land is to be computed, these computations will be more open to
dispute.

Finally, the revised Section 8 appears to answer concerns regarding the
vulnerability of the Prudhoe Bay surface estate. However, the department
suggests a clarification of the prevision, to read; "classified resource
management no earlier than October 1, x983 and is still classified resource
management." The statement that the land be classified for resource
management "purposes" is too broad tc be meaningful.

We also note that several bills have been introduced which require the
retention of state material lands (SB 71, HB 69, SCR 4, HCR 5) and public
recreation lands (SB If HB 18, SB 55, HB 93, SB 163, SB 190, HB 2.10, HB
244 and others). An effort should be made to coordinate legislative
intent.
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CSS3 133
Fiscal Note Analysis

With the passage of CSSB 133, the department will be required to
determine and certify the entitlement of an estimated 146 first and
second class cities within the state within six months. Because the
bill changes the definition of vacanc, unappropriated and unreserved
(vuu) land, and expands the date of eligibility, while retaining the
language which states that cities are entitled to 10" of "the maximum
total acreage of" vuu land within their boundaries which existed "at
any time" between their initial eligibility (presumably the enactment
of the referenced statutes in 1972) and the new date (January 1,
192S), the research involved will be quite extensive.

Many of the 146 cities will be unaffected by the legislation.

However, to facilitate the Certification by the Director, numerous
state records must be searched to assure the correct acreage for each
municipality and make that determination. These records include
those of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs (city
incorporations and boundaries), the Department of Natural Resources
(land title records, status plats, classification and planning
documents) and the federal government (land title records, status
plats, and other Bureau of Land Manrgecen"™ (BLM) records).

Presently, city boundaries are r.oc depicted n the department®s Land
Administration (computer) System (LAS) nor on state status plats.
This will necessitate a time consuming manual adjudication process
which must be accomplished within the six month limitation. In order
to accomplish this expedited certification process the department
will require the following for a maximum of twelve months:

CERTIFICATION

1. A Project Manager (Natural Resource Manager I, range 18, 12
months). The Manager will supervise a staff consisting of a Natural
Resource Technician 1l (range 12), and a Clerk Typist 1Il (range 8).

The manager must have sufficient background to understand and work
with the various processes involved, including the land transfer
process from the federal government to the state, and from the state
to municipalities (Title 29, etc.). The manager must act as liaison
and problem solver for involved agencies and cities. This position
will also be responsible for public notice and conducting hearings
associated with the process of certification. The Manager will also
review records and make determinations concerning those records as
necessary for creating background for certification. The Manager
must also work with the department®s title personnel to recheck ..hese
results with the federal title documents and plats to assure
everything is in order; and with the Technician to ensure correct

mapping from department documents. ..
Ary

- i

S Fleea



2. The necessary record and resource gathering, mapping and general
support for the manager will he provided by the natural Resource

Technician (range 12, first 6 months or less). The Technician, with
the direct supervision of the Officer will review and delineate on a
single pictorial document the following: ~correct municipal

boundaries (from information obtained from the Department of

«?munity and Regional Affairs by the Technician); many
classifications from old land planning reports, classification orders
(original and renumbered), regional, area and management plans. This
document will be used to provide a focal point from which a rational
review of all the data may be accomplished.

3. The Clerk Typist 111 (range 8, 10-12 months) would supply data
entry, clerical, typing and general office support for the
Certification staff. The Clerk will be responsible for typing
documents, decisions, etc.; monitoring files; and inputting computer
data.

ADMINISTRATION

After the initial certification and adjudication and administrative
phase will take place primarily in the Northern Region in Fairbanks,
as the North Slope Borough would be able to select its entitlement of
89,950 acres while the new Northwest Borough would be able to select
approximately 240,000 acres. This requires use of all of the state
records and its various systems; coordinating with the borough in the
actual selection; formulating the decision which would transfer
management authority to the borough; reviewing the survey data,
writing survey instructions, negotiating survey contracts for the
vast areas many of which are totally unsurveyed, reviewing the survey
accomplished by the private surveyors; and finally, conveying title.

To date the division has conveyed 372,000 acres of the total
municipally selected amount of 785,000 acres. The number of people
involved has run to a high of 15 people in past years, while the
division presently has only 13/4 people working on municipal
entitlements. The present reduction is attributable to a wind down
phase as most action is awaiting survey of the land. To
expeditiously handle the selections and get the land conveyed a level
18 manager, one grade 16 officer, and 1 technician at a level 12 with
a Clerk Typist, level 8 would be required. These people would be
permanent and located in Fairbanks. The duties of this staff focus
on the process following certification: Land selection and
conveyance. The administration staff should be assembled ana begin
work during the last month of FY 88 in order to coordinate with the
certification team.

In order to assist the municipalities in selecting the lands to

which they are entitled and to transfer these lands to the
municipalities with maximum efficiency, the Manager will work
directly with the municipal land officer in each municipality for
land identification. In that process the Manager must review general
growth demographics and in conjunction with many plans, data, and
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particularly applicable to the area in question. The Manager will
consult with ocher agencies; act as primary liaison between various
state agencies, the individual city or municipality; provide
information to the municipalities; and resolve problems.

The Officer 11 will be responsible for handling the logistics
involved in the conveyance of title to several hundred thousand acres
of land including the many legal notices and public hearings. A
major problem in the past has been the lack of capability for
handling the attendant paperwork which has slowed the process of
transferring title. A definitive filing system with computerization
of the selection status of each application will be developed by this
individual. The Officer, together with the Technician, would handle
mapping and title work for the conveyance process. Working from the
naps assembled for the certification, the Officer would add
information concerning the selection and "adiudication processes, and
verify the information. That process might include a search of the
old general land office records, Bureau of Land Management survey
data and possible later state cadastral data to accurately determine
survey status. The Technician would assist the Officers ar.d the
Manager with basic research and resource gathering, ar.d capping. The
Clerk would supply support for the staff including typing, filing,
and daca entry.



Certification P.P.T. Ar.c

IS 23.3 (12 months)
12 12.2 (9 months)
8 12.0 (10 months)
47.5
Administration P.F.T. Fbx
15 4.6 (1 month
16 4.0 (1 month
12 3.2 (1 month
8 2.3 (1 month
14.1

2C0 - (5.0) Travel to Ft. Earrcw, Kotzebue, and various cities.

300 - (4.0) Extensive legal advertising, hearings, printing, charter,
telephones, certified mailings.

400 - (2.0) Supplies and commodities for staff.
Annual total year 1. $72.6

YEAR
mation P.F.T Fbx
18 54.8
16 48.2
12 38.4
8 27.5
168.9

200 - (5.0) Travel to Pt. Earrcw, Kotzebue, and various cities.

300 - (6.0) Extensive Ielgi_al .advertising, hearings, printing, charter,
telephone, certified mailings.

4C0 - (2.0) Suoruies and commodities for staff.
Annual total year 2 $181.9



Alaska fetnu Segislaturt

House of Representatives

'X'HILE IN SESSION
P.O. Box \'
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 'WSII
1407) 465-3706

Al Adams OUT OF SESSION
Chairman PO. Box 3
Committee on Flnance Kot:ebue, Alaska '<4752
o ) <907> 442-3320
Official Business May 15, 1987 1024 \V. 6th
Anchorage, Alaska 44501
1907) 274-0615
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Pourchot, Chair
Representative Goll
Representative Frank
FROM: Representative Al Adams
District 22
SUBJ: SB 133: Municipal Land Entitlement Legislation
This bill, sponsored bY Senator Hensley, resolves Three
outstanding municipal land entitlement issues. It corrects
land entitlement deficiencies for Alaska's small cities, the

North Slope Boiough (NSB) and the newly created Northwest

Arctic Borough (NWAB) in the Kotzebue region.

The original 10% land entitlement available to small
federal

terminated in 1978. Since that time, however,

cities

approval of state land selections has made land available

within some city boundaries. Section 1 of HCS SB 133

would allow those cities to select some of that

I%RrES)

.S

providing them an opportunity equal to that enjoyed by other
e

small communities b

ore 1978. The City of Anderson

1S exPected to benefit from this section of the proposed

legislation.

NSBls entitlement is addressed in sections 4, 5 and 9 of the
bill. NSB did select land under the original 10% entitlement
statute but wound up in courc with the state over these

selections.  While the lavouit was Pending, the
changed in 1978 in two ways that affected NSB.
of the 10% formula, NSB was given 89,850 acre
provision was inserted in the law that said t
municipality contested its entitlement in cou
could no longer pursue its entitlement rights.

.
h
r

at
t

statute was

instead

Second, a

lost, it
NSB notified

the state of 1ts intention to end the lawsuit but did not do

so in the procedurally correct manner proscribed

in the

statute. So, DNR was not able to allow NSB to select any
land. Legislation is required to revest NSB's original 39,850

acres, HCS SB 133 (RES) accomplishes this.



NWAB's entitlement is addressed in section 9. Although NWAB
can select land under the current law, it would only receive
about 13,000 acres which is much lass than the 10% it is _
entitled to. This is because of the type of land available in
NWAB that is eligible for selection under the current
definition of "vacant, unappropriated, unreserved land".
Changes to that definition, principally |nclud|n% resource
mana%ementland in it, will allow the new borough to get its
entitlement.

The bill is crafted to avoid any entanglement with mental
health land problems.

Senator Hensley and | would appreciate your consideration of
the attached amendments. The amendments are a product of
discussions between ourselves and Governor Cowper. The
Governor plans to develop comprehensive state land polch over
the interim. Also, he is interested in the results of the
Northwest Area Plan which will soon be completed. Our
amendments will allow the NWAB to get an entitlement now that
is less than the 10% it is entitled to under present law, but
to have an opFortuthy to get its full entitlement after the
Governor develops his land policy and after completion of the
Northwest Area Plan. These amendments do not affect the NSB'S
entitlement at all.

Attached is the proposed amendments, a sectional analysis of
the current version of the bill, a fiscal note, and other
pertinent back up.

Attachments



ay Representative Adams
end Senator Hensley

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HCS SB 133 (RES):

P. 1, LINE 26 — AFTER "after that date" add a new sentence to

read "However, a municipality may not receive an entitlement

under this subsection that exceeds 20 acres per person

residing in the municipality on the date of its

incorporation. For purposes of this subsection, the

%opulatlon of a municipality shall be determined by the
epartment in accordance with AS 29.60.020 and AS 29.60.150.°

entitlement given to new boroughs under .030(a) is more than
20 acres per person, the borough will only get an entitlement
equivalent to 20 acres per Berson. For the above Ianguage,
the ﬁopulatlon.count would ne the count reported for the
Northwest Arctic Borough in the Municipal Population Report,
published by CARA each year. This is the population count
used for revenue sharing purposes.

This amendment caps entitlements by sayingsthat If the 10%
y

P. 4, AFTER LINE 23, add a new section to read:

"Section 11. The ieneyal grant land entitlement authorized
for the Northwest Arctic Borough under AS 29.65.030(a), as
amended in sec. 2 of this Act, is a partial entitlement for
the borough. After completion of the Northwest Area Plan
?repared under AS 38.04.065. the governor shall submit to the
egislature recommendations for additional general grant land
entitlements for the Northwest Arctic Borough."



SECTION-EY=SECTION ANALYSIS Of HCS S3 133 (RES)

Section 1. Opens up the 10% selection to small cities that
did not get or take option before. Would also affect cities
who by annexation now have "vuu" state lands within their
boundaries.

Sections 2 and 3. Give the Northwest Arctic Borough T([\IWAB.)
the ability to get an entitlement based on the new definition
of "vuu" land in section 8. Does not give any other existing
borough additional land.

Section 4. Allows North Slope Borough (NSB) to revest its
entitlement of 89,850 acres.

Section 5. Gives NSB about three years to make its
selections.

Section 6. This is a technical consistency section. It makes
clear that a community cannot get any more acreage than
originally entitled to. Since AS 29.65.010(h), .020(b), and

.030(c) are repealed in the bill, adding the old statute
references into this section of the law insures that
protection s still in the statute.

Section 7. Insures no mental health or school land
selections.,

Section 8. Prohibits land exchanges for subsurface rig
any federal land and specifically prohibits land exchan
any rights in ANWR. This prohibition applies to all
communities.

hts on
ges for

Section 9. Adds additional types of land to what is _
classified "vacant, unappropriated, unreserved" and available
for selection. The new types of land are material, public
recreation, settlement, and resource management land classifed
as such on or after September 1, 1983. The resource _
management land that is available does not include any land in

the Prudhoe Bay area.
Section 10. Requires that DNR consult with and assist .
municipalities in making their selections and fulfilling their

entitlements.

Section 11. Reé)eals following sections of existing law: AS
29.65.010(b?j, .020(b), and .030(c) insuring that new
not gi

selections do t g\?
selections (but these . _

6— see description); ©29.65.110 stating that if a court
battle over selections is lost by a community than any
entitlement rights are forfeited. This is repealed so that
NSB can get its entitlement.

e additional entitlements beyond old
Agrotectlons are continued in section

Sections 12 and 13. Effective date sections. The whole bill
goes into effect January 1, 1988 except for section 9 which
calls for DNR to consult with the affected communities. It
goes into effect immediately.
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CSSB 133
Fiscal Note Analysis

With the passage of CSSB 133, the department will be required to
determine and certify the entitlement of an estimated 146 first and
second class cities within the state within six months. Because the
bill changes the definition of vacant, unappropriated and unreserved
(vuu) land, and expands the date of eligibility, while retaining the
language which states that cities are entitled to 10" of "the maximum
total acreage of" vuu land within their boundaries which existed "at
any time" between their initial eligibility (presumably the enactment
of the referenced statutes in 1972% and the new date (January 1,
1988), the research involved will be quite extensive.

Many of the 146 cities will be unaffected by the legislation.
However, to facilitate the Certification by the Director, numerous
state records must be searched to assure the correct acreage for each
municipality and make that determination. These records include
those of the Department of Community and Regional Affairs (city
incorporations and boundaries) , the Department cf Natural Resources
(land title records, status plats, classification and planning
documents) and the federal government (land title records, status
plats, and other Bureau of Land Management (BLM) records).

Presently, city boundaries are not depicted n the department's Land
Administration (computer) System (LAS) nor on state status plats.
This will necessitate a time consuming manual adjudication process
which must be accomplished within the six month limitation. In order
to accomplish this expedited certification process the department
will require the following for a maximum of twelve maonths:

CERTIFICATION

1. A Project. Manager (Natural Resource Manager |, range 18, 12
months). The Manager will supervise a staff consisting of a Natural
Resource Technician Il (range 12), and a Clerk Typist IIl (range 8).
The manager must have sufficient background to understand and work
with the various processes involved, including the land transfer
process from the federal government to the state, and from the state
to municipalities (Title 29, etc.). The manager must act as liaison
and problem solver for involved agencies and cities. This position
will also be responsible for public notice and conducting hearings
associated with the process of certirication. The Manager will also
review records and make determinations concerning those records as
necessary for creating background for certification. The Manager
must also work with the department's title personnel to recheck these
results with the federal title documents and plats to assure
everything is in order; and with the Technician to ensure correct
mapping from department documents.



2. The necessary record and resource (?athering, mapping and general
support for the manager will be provided by the Natural Resource
Technician (range 12, first 6 months or less). The Technician, with
the direct supervision of the Officer will review and delineate on a
single pictorial document the following: ~correct municipal
boundaries (from information obtained from the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs by the Technician); many
classifications from old land planning reports, classification orders
éoriginal and renumbered), regional, area and management plans. This
ocument will be used to provide a focal point from which a rational
review of all the data nay be accomplished.

3. The Clerk Typist Il (range 8, 10-12 months) would supply data
entry, clerical, typing and general office support for the
Certification staff. The Clerk will be responsible for typing
gocuments, decisions, etc.; monitoring files; and inputting computer
ata.

ADMINISTRATION

After the initial certification and adjudication and administrative
phase will take place primarily in the Northern Region in Fairbanks,
as the North Slope Borough would be able to select its entitlement of
89,950 acres while the new Northwest 3orough would be able to select
approximately 240,000 acres. This reguires use of all of the stata
records and its various systems; coordinating with the borough in the
actual selection; formulating the decision which would transfer
management authority to the borough; reviewing the survey data,
writing survey instructions, negotiating survey contracts for the
vast areas many of which are totally unsurveyed, reviewing the survey
accomplished by the private surveyors; and finally, conveying title.

To date the division has conveyed 372,000 acres of the total
municipally selected amount of 785,000 acres. The number of people
involved has run to a high of 15 people in past years, while the
division presently has only 1 3/4 people working on municipal
entitlements. The present reduction 1Is attributable to a wind down
phase as most action is awaiting survey of the land. To
expeditiously handle the selections and get the land conveyed a level
18 manager, one grade 16 officer, and 1 technician at a level 12 with
a Clerk Typist, level 8 would be required. These people would be
permanent and located in Fairbanks. The duties of this staff focus
on the process following certification: Land selection and
conveyance. The administration staff should be assembled and begin
work during the last month of FY 88 in order to coordinate with the
certification team.

In order to assist the municipalities in selecting the lands to
which they are entitled and to transfer these lands to the
municipalities with maximum efficiency, the Manager will work
directly with the municipal land officer in each municipality for
land identification. In that process the Manager must review general
growth demographics and in conjunction with many plans, data, and



studies in che resource libraries throughout Alaska that are
particularly applicable to the area in question. The Manager will
consult with ocher agencies; act as primary liaison between various
state agencies, che individual city or municipality; provide
information to che municipalities; and resolve problems.

The Officer Il will be responsible for handling the logistics
involved in the conveyance of title to several hundred thousand acres
of land including the many legal notices and public hearings. A
major problem in che past has been the lack of capability for
handling the attendant paperwork which has slowed the process of
transferring title. A definitive filing system with computerization
of the selection status of each application will be developed by this
individual. The Officer, together with the Technician, would handle
mapping and title work for the conveyance process. Working from the
maps assembled for che certification, che Officer would add
information concerning the selection and adjudication processes, and
verify che information. That process might include a search of che
old general land office records, Bureau of Land Management survey
data and possible later state cadastral data to accurately determine
survey status. The Technician would assise the Officers and che
Manager with basic research and resource gathering, and mapping. The
Clerk would supply support for the staff including typing, filing,
and data entry.



Y EAR 1

ICO - Personal Services

Certification P.P.T. Anc
18 23.2 (12 months)
12 12.2 (9 months)
3 12.0 (10 months)
475
Administration P.F.T.
18 4.6 (1 month
16 4.0 (1 month
12 3.2 (1 month
8 2.3 (1 month
14.1

200 - (5.0) Travel to Pt. Earrcw, Kotzebue, and various cities.

300 - (4.0) Extensive legal advertising, hearings, printing, charter,
telephones, certified mailings.

400 - (2.0) Supplies ar.d commodities for staff.
Annual total year 1. $72.6

YEAR
Administration P.F.T.
18 54..8
16 48.2
12 38.4
8 27.5

168.9
200 - (5.0) Travel to Pt. Earrcw, Kotzebue, and various cities.

300 - (6.0) Extensive Ie.gi.al advertising, hearings, printing, charter,
telephone, certified mailings.

400 - (2.0) Supplies and conr.cdities for staff.
Annual total vear 2: $181.9



Alaska State Senate

P.O.-Box V Senate Finance Commute
Juneau, AK 99811 State Affairs Commute
Phone: (907) 465-2444 Vice-Chair, Rules Commute

465-3862/465-4923 Chair, Administrative Regulation Revie'

William L. Hensley

HOv-SW. Committee Substitute for Senate Bill No. 133 ( )]

Amount of Municipal General Grant Land Expressed as a Percent of
Total Land Area in the Municipality.

Municipality of Anchorage 3.7% - 1.8%*
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 2.7%
Fairbanks North Star Borough 2_.3%
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1%
Kodiak Island Borough 1.6%
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 1.5%
City and Borough of Juneau 1.0%
Northwest Arctic Borough 1.0% **
Bristol Bay Borough 0.4%
City and Borough of Sitka 0.2%
Haines Borough 0.2%
North Slope Borough 0.16%

* Anchorage received approximately 1/2 of its entitlement.
** Assumes a 230,000 acre entitlement.
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the municipality within three months after approval by the director of
a plat of survey. The acreage shall be credited toward fulfillment of
the municipality's entitlement. A municipality is not entitled to
receive patent under this chapter to more than its entitlement de-
termined under AS 29.65,010 - 29.65.030. Any prior approval by the
director of municipal selections for land that was not vacant, unap-
propriated, or unreserved on the date of selection shall be rescinded,
and patent may not be issued except when disposal to a third party by
sale or lease has occurred. Transfers of land to municipalities under
this chapter are subject to AS 38.05.321. Classification actions as
reflected on the land status records of the Department of Natural
Resources are determinative of land classification status for purposes
of this chapter.

Sec. 7. AS 29.65 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 29.65.122. PROHIBITION. A municipality may not acquire
subsurface rights to land of the federal government by trading land
received as a general grant land entitlement. A municipality may not
acquire any interest in land within the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge by trading land with the Federal Government for land received
as a general grant land entitlement.

Sec. 8. AS 29.65. 13C is amended to read:

(10) "vacant  unappropriated, wunreserved .land" means
general grant land as defined in (3) of this section, excluding miner-
als as required by sec. 6(i) of the Alaska Statehood Act, that

(A)  has not been set aside by statute for one or more
particular uses or purposes;

(B)  has not been approved for patent to a municipal-
ity under this chapter or former AS 29.18.190 and 29.18.200; [OR]

(C) Is unclassified or, if classified under

SB0133d -3- CSSB 133(Fin) am
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AS 38.05.3Q0,/is classified for agricultural, grazing, material,

public recreation™br (Settlement) [COMM&it6IAL, INDUSIfRIAL, PgiVAT

'rECREATANAITAESIDEA~tfIAL, UTy~ATY, OR OPEN-Tp4:NTRY] purposes,

or is classified in accordance with an agreement hetween a munic-

ipality and the state providing for state management of land of

the municipality; or

(D) was classified no earlier than September 1, 1983,

JMor|{resource management®purposes\ and is still classified ~for”J
j resource managementj'plurposesounder AS 33.05.300.

* Sec. 9. Before January 1, 1988, the Department of Natural Resources
shall consult with each municipality affected by this Act regarding classi-
ficatior.s of state land within its boundaries and may assist the munic-
ipality in identifying land suitable for selection in fulfillment of its
generaX”*grgnt land entitlement. L

ASec. 100 MAS 29.65.010(h), 29.65.020(b), 29.65.030(c), andJ |J J | |
are readc<T.

* Sec. 11, Section 9 of this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.-
10.070(c).

* Sec. 12.  Sections 1 -8 and 10 of this Act take -effect January I,
1988.

CSSB 133(Fin) am 4- $B0133d



April 3, 1937

Senator Don Bennett, Co-Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Re: Senate Bill 133
Dear Senator Bennett:

| represent the class in Weiss v. State, trial court
case no. 4FA-82-2208 Civil (the Mental Health Lands Trust
Lawsuit). Last year when HB 587 was considered, the parties
in interest agreed that they did not want municipal entitle-
ment issues to become further linked to the mental health
trust lands litigation* All agreed that additional selections
of mental health trust land were not permitted under the
law. For that reason, language was inserted into the various
bills to maintain the status quo regarding mental health
trust lands and the Weiss litigation. An example of the
language added to the bills is found in Sec. 6 of CSHB 587
Rules) am, Second Session of the Fourteenth Legislature.
hat language follows:

"*Sec. M. AS 29.65.060 is amended by adding/jnew
subsection®™to read:

IS section, a
[and or mental

(1) Notwithstanding (a) S
S 3

Nothing in this

a

0

f

of th
municipality may not select school
health land after October 4, 1985.
section affects the Ie%al rights of
regard to selections of school land
Ilagrgg made by a municipalitv on or b

f
0
8 .
ny person with
r mental health,
efore Octoher 4,

| believe SB 133 and any legislation that in any way
relates to the use or selection of mental health trust lands
by municipalities must contain language indicating that a



Senator Don Bennett/ Co-Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

April 3, 1987

Page Two

municipality, whether existing or newly created, may not
select mental health land after October 4, 1905, the date of
the Weiss decision.

| will be hapP_y to discuss this with you, or members of
your staff at any time.

DTW: jp

cc: James E. Gottstein, Esq.
William H. ("Chip") Dennerlein, Manager,
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs
G. Thomas Koester, Assistant Attorney General
Cooper Geraty, Esg.
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Offered: 4/9/87 5-0512L
Referred: Rules

Original sponsors: Hensley, Halford
and Failcs

IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 133 (Finance) am
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to general grant land entitlements;
and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 29.65.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) The general grant land entitlement ofla city formerly eligi-

ble to receive general grant land wunder the Vjrovja'ions of former
AS 29.18.190 and 29.18,200 is 10 percent of the maximum total acreage
ofc_v_a_c_a_ﬂt_l__u_n_ggglgg_ri_at_e_qk_y_n_rg_s_e_ryg_d land in the boundaries of each
city at any time between the initial date of eligibility under former
AS 29.18.190 and 29.18.200 and January 1, 1988 [JULY 1, 1978], Within
six months after January 1, 1988 [JULY 1, 1978], the director shall
determine the entitlement for each city eligible to receive general
grant land under this section [FORMER AS 29.18.202] and <"rtify that
entitlement to the city.
* Sec. 2. AS 29.65.030(a) is amended to read:

(a) The general grant land entitlement of a municipality incor-
porated after July 1, 1978, that does not qualify for an entitlement
under AS 29.65.010 or 29.657202(l)is 10 percent of the maximum total
acreage of vacant, unappropriated, unreserved land within the bound-
aries of the municipality between [ON] the date of its incorporation

Nand cwo years after that date.” A
* Sec. 3. AS 29.65.030(h) is amended to read:

(b) Wichin two years and six months after the date of incorpo-

ration of the [A] municipality [THAT IS INCORPORATED AFTER JULY 1,

SB0133d -1- CSSB 133(Fin) am



1978], the director shall determine the entitlement of each municipal-
ity eligible to receive general grant land under (a) of  this section

and certify the entitlement to the municipality.

*Sec. 4. AS 29.65.040(a) is amended to read:

(a) After July 1, 1978, general grant land entitlements provided
in former AS 29.18.201 and [FORMER AS] 29.18.202 are vested property
rights that must be fulfilled as provided in AS 29.65.050 or 29.65.-
080. After January 1, 1988, general grant land entitlements  provided
in. AS 29.65.010 are vested property rights that must be fulfilled as
provided in AS 29.65.050 or 29.65.080.

*Sec. 5. AS 29.65.040(c) is amended to read:

(c) Land may be selected or nominated for selection by a munic-
ipality to satisfy a general grant land entitlement under former
AS 29.18.201 and 29.18.202 at a?y time before October 1, 1980. Land
may be selected or nominated for selection by a municipality to satis-
fy a general Rrant land entitlement under AS 29.65.010 at any time
before October 1, 1990. However, if a municipal selection or numina-
tion or a part of a municipal selection or nomination is rejected by
the director, the municipality may, not later than 90 days after
receipt of the rejection, select additional state land as necessary to

satisfy its entitlement.

*Sec. 6. 7S5 29.65.050(b) is amended to read:

(b) AII/approved selections under former AS 29.18.190 and 29.-
18.200 for which patent has not been issued to a municipality on July
1, 1978,~hall*be”reviewed by the director within nine months after
July 1,"1978~ Any approved selection of land that was vacant, unap-
propriated, or unreserved on the date of selection is valid as of the
date of N:he approval wunder former AS 29.18.190" [AND] 29.18.200,

29.18.201\ 29.18.202, and 29.18.203"and a patent shall be issued to

*

CSSB 133(Fin) am -2- $B0133d



Probability of Probability of Last Revision: Page 1 of 8

1978 Annexations more State land Additional Reason for more State land In 4/2/87
«Cities Incorporated Land Since 1978 ANCSA ever In boundaries Entitlement "0" or low boundaries since
In or before 1979 iEntitIement |#) Village after 1978 Hter 1978 i1978 entitlement 1978 & before 1988 iComments:
1 1 1 1
| 1 1 1 1 1
Akhlok 1 0 1 NO 1 YES None NO [ No land | None 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
Akiachak I 0 1 NO I YES None NO | No land | None 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
Akiak 1 0 [ NO L YES None NO [ No land | None 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
Alakanuk 1 0 1 YES 1 YES None NO | No land | None 1
11 | 1 1 1 S 1
Aleknagik 0 | NO I YES Low NO | No land I Low U 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
Allakaket 1 0 1 NO 1 YES Remote to none NO I No land | None
Il 1 1 1 1 1
Ambler 0 I NO | YES Remote to none NO | No land | None 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
Anaktuvuk Pass 1 0 [ NO 1 YES None NO | No land | None 1
Il 1 1 | 1
Anderson 0 [ NO 1 NO * High NO | No land ! !
1 1 1 1 R — [Land not already selected by na-
Angoon 1 0 1 YES 1 YES None NO | No land None Itives is not selectable
} 1 1 1 1
Ani ak 0 | NO | YES Remote to none No land | None [*Rec'd land under AS 38.05.810
1 1 1 1 1
Anvik ]. 0 | NO 1 YES Remote to none NO | No land | None
1 1 1 1 1 1
Atmautl uak 1 0 1 « I YES None NO I No land | None 1
| 1 1 1 1 1
Barrow 1 0 1 NO 1 YES None NO | No land | None 1
1 1 1 1 |35 acres remaining from
Bethel | 40 | NO 1 YZS Low NO | No Ic.nd | Low 11978 entitlement
]_ 1 1 1 |*Land gained under the provisions
owissim 1 Pyest -
Brevig Mission 0 I NO | YES Remote to none YES I No land 1 None j of AS 38.05.810
] 1 1 1 1
Buckland 1 0 1 NO 1 YES *‘Imote to none NO | No land | None 1
i 1 1 ]. I 1
Chefornak 0 1 NO | YES None NO | No land | None 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
Chevak 1 0 1 NO I YES None NO | No land | None 1



in or before 1979

Chuathbaluk

Clark's Point

Cordova

Craig

Deering

Delta Junction

Dillingham

Diomede

Eagle C-'ty

Eek

Ekwok

Elim

Emnonak

Fairbanks

Fort Yukon

Galena

Gambell

Goloviri

Goodnews Bay

Grayling

1978
Land

Entitlement

Annexations

Since 1978

m

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

NO

NO
NO

g

Probability of
more State land

viti 0 wvuiiee 189 teiivi viemeiit M or o

Village after 1978

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

Remote to none
Remote to none
Medium
Remote to none
Low
Low to medium
Low
None
Low
None
Remote
None
None
High {but very
few acres)
None
Low to remote
None

Remote to none

Remote to none

Remote to none

Additional

After 1978

NO

NO

NO

YES*

NO

NO

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

YES*

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO

Probability of
more State land in
boundaries since
1978 entitlement 1978 &before 1988

Reason for

[No general
lgrant land None
1
[No land None
[Little Genera
1
(grant land mediom V
(No general
lgrant land None
(No general
lgrant land None
[Little general
lqrant land Low A
[No general
lgrant land Low A
[Ho general
lgrant land None
1
INo land None
1
[No land None
1
INo land None
1
INo land None
1
INo land None
[Lit tie General
[Grant land Low
1
INo land None
1
[No land None
1
INo land None
1
[No land None
1
INo land | None
No land None

Last Revision: Page 2 of 8

412787

Comments:

|22 acres remaining from

11978 entitlement

[*Made some conveyances under AS
138.05.810(a) (Mental Health land)

|309 acres conveyed;
[remainder approved

[Recld additional land under
|AS 38.05.810

[New selections made - none in
Icurrcnt corporate boundaries

|[*Other lands received under

138.05.810



Probability of Probability of Last Revision: Page 3 of 8

1978 Annexations more State land Additional Reason for more State land in 4/2/87
Cities Incorporated Land Since 1978 ANCSA ever in boundaries Entitlejlwm "0" or low boundpjes since
in Kof/M*o 1Q70Q Eptitlsment 0, MOFIN A gfty. 1070 olucl U |lrJt/U ot b emend TS &Gedire 968 comments:
1 [Most land not i
Haines 0 YES NO Low INO iGeneral Grant Low K i
1 1 |
Holy Cross 0 NO YES Remote to none INO INo land None i
1 [Little general [l acrea remains from
Homer 16 YES NO Low INO lqgrant land Low IX 11978 entitlement
1 1 v X |*The state had previously con-
Hoonah 15 NC YES Low INO [*Little GG land Low | veyed most excess land to city
1 1 1
Hooper Bay 0 NO YES None INO INo land None 1
1 1 |[Received all land under
Houston 405 YES NO Low to medium INO IN/A Low X [1978 entitlement
1 1 1
Hughes 0 NO YES Remote to none [NO INo land None 1
1 1 1
Husl ia 0 NO YES None INO [No land None 1
1 1 1
Hydaburg 0 NO YES. Remote to none |NO INo land None 1
1 1 1
Kachemak 0 NO NO None INO INo land None 1
1 1 |*about 200 acres selected at
1 1 |request of City and Kake trif>af"
Kake 0 NO YES Medium to high* INO INo land Low X Ito trade for airport landa_
1
1 1
Kaktovik 0 NO YES None INO INo land None 1
1 1 1
Kal tag 0 NO YES Remote to none INO INo lanJ None 1
1 1 1
Kasaan 0 NO YES Low INO INo GG land None 1
1 1 [Received all land under
Kenai 307 NO NO Low INO (Little GG land Low X 11978 entitlement
1 1 [*Small fragments released by
(Small acreages) 1 1 [Forest Service to be conveyed
Ketchikan 5 YES NO *Medium INO* INo GG land Low X Ito City (AS 38.05.810(a))
1 1 1
Kiana 0 NO YES Remote to none INO INo land None 1
1 1 1

King Cove 0 YES YES None INO INo land None 1



Cities Incorporated

Kival ina
Klawock

Kobuk

Kodiak

Kotl ik
Kotzebue
Koyuk

Koyukuk
Kupreanof
Kwethluk
Larsen Bay
Lower Kalskagq
Manokotak
Marshal 1
McGrath
Mekoryuk
Metlakatla
Mountain Village
Napakiak

Napaskiak

1978
Land

(11 i
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emirn 1

Annexations

Since 1978 ANCSA

NO

YES

NO

—_— - — s — s — e

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

— s o b — e e —

NO

NO

NO

— s — s —

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

i
1

Loy

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

no

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

no

YES

YES

YES

ever

Probability of
more State land

Remote

Remote

Remote

Low

None

Remote to none

Low

Remote

Medium

None

Remote to none

Low

None

Remote to

none

Low

None

None

None

None

None

in boundaries

Additional Reason for
Entitlement 0" or low
| |
1
iNO No land
1
INO No GG land
1
INO No GG land
1
INO Little GG land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1 All land MH-
| YES™* no GG
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
1YES* No GG land
|
INO No land
1
INO No state land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land
1
INO No land

Probability of
more State land
boundaries since
None
None
None
Low \/
None
None
None
None
Low to medium
None
None
Low n
None
None
Low to
None
None
None
None

None

In

\/

none VI

Last Revision Page 4 of 8

4/2/87

27 acres remaining under
1978 entitlement

acres in lieu of
(court settlement)

* Conveyed 181
entitlement

*Rec'd lands under AS 38.05.810

Not a city under state law

(Native Reservation)



Probability of Probability of Last Revision Page 5 of 8
1978 Annexations more State land Additional Reason for more State land In 4/2/87
Cities Incorporated Land Since 1978 ANCSA ever in boundaries Entitlement "0" or low boundaries since



Cities Incorporated

Point Hope

Port Alexander

Port Heiden

Port Lions

Quinhagak

Ruby

Russian Mission

Saint Mary's

Saint Michael

Saint Paul

Sand Point

Savoonga

Saxman

Scammon Bay

Selawik

Seldovia

Seward

Shagel uk

Shdk tool ik

Sheldon Point

1978
Land

i

1 0
1

| 0
1

1 0
i

1 35
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

| 0
1

| 0
1

1 0
1

1 0
1

| 562
1

1 0
1

1 0

Annexations
Since 1978 ANCSA

m

YES

NO

NO

YES

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

[ NO

1 YES

I YES

1 YES

1 YES

1 YES

1 YES

YES

1 YES

| YES

I YES

1 YES

i YES

1 YES

| YES

1 YES

| YES

Probability of

more State land

ever in boundaries

High

High
(Have some NFCG)
Remote to none

Low

None
Low to remote
Remote to none

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Low
Low to medium
CO nc e

Remote

Low

None

Additional

Entitlement "0"

After 1978

1
INO

1
INO

1
INO
1
INO

1
INO

1
INO

|
(
INO

Reason for

1
INo

INo

INo

1
INo

INo

INo

INo

INo

INo

1
INo

1
[No

1
INo

1
[No

|
IMo

1
INo

1
INo

1

or

land

land

land

land

land

land

land

land

land

land

land

land

GS land

land

land

land

ILittle

1

[Little

1

ILittle

1

[Lillle

low

g

66

66

66

land

land

land

land

//-\

more State

None

High

None

Low

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Low

None

None

None

Probability of
land
boundaries since

19/8 entitlement 19/8 S before 1988

\/*

Last Revision
4/2/87

Conments:

1
1

1
1
1
1

|35 acres remaining
11978 entitlement

F QU R S QR S I

[ i =

=

1

Page 6 of 8

|* Has pending application

1 under AS 38.05.810

130 acres remaining
11978 entitlement

1
1
1
1
!

1



Probability of Probability of Last Revision: Page 7 of 8
1978 Annexations more State land Additional Reason for more State land in 4/2/87

Cities Incorporated Land Since 1978 ANCSA ever in boundaries Entitlement 0" or low boundaries since



Probability of Probability of Last Revision Page 8 of 8

1978 Annexations more State land Additional Reason for more State land in 4/2/87
Cities Incorporated Land Since 1978 ANCSA ever in boundaries Entitlement "0" or low boundaries since
Mol UpIvtw o-"
1 1 1 1 1 1
White Mountain 1 0 | NO 1 YES Remote to none | NO INo land [ None 1
| 1 1 Medium [ | [*Granted 600 acres under
Whi ttier 1 *0 I NO 1 NO (NFCG Selections) | YES* [No state land i tow | | Chapter 73 SLA 1984
1 1 1 1 j /| *310 acres (MH land) in lieu of
Wrangel ! 1 *0 | NO I NO Medium 1 YES* I No land iSome rec'd'after”781 entitlement (court settlement)
1 1 1 1 ; A \ [*Decision to convey another 300
Yakutat 1 *104 | NO | YES High 1 YES* 1 N/A | [/igh / | acres under AS 38.05.810(a)

Footnote: "GG" means General Grant.
"MH" means Mental Health.
"NFCG" means National Forest Comnunity Grant lands.






© HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

Date referred:4/30/87? FURTHER REFERRALS: Judiciary
Finance
DATE: s/ o
The Resources Committee has considered CS5B 136 (Res)

"An Act relating to multiple use of state land and water."

RBOOMMKNDS:
[ ] replace with UdS (% IBG [s5) the same title
[ ] attached amendment(s) [ ] a new title
[--+ do pass
[ ] do not pass
[ ] no recommendation
[ ] individual recommendations
[ ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: [ ] letter of intent

ATTACHES HEW FISCAL NOTE(S):

[ ] fiscal impact [ ] same as previous fiscal note
[ ] zero fiscal note published
zero with analysis seme as previous zero fiscal

note published

S| G OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

Chairman's signature



5-0463X

Original sponsors: Coghill, Failcs,
Bennett, et al.

IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 136 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to multiple use of state land and
water."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS38.04.910(4) is amended to read:
4) "multiple use"

(A). means the management of state land and its various
resource values so that it 1is used in the combination that will
best meet the present and future needs of the people ofAlaska,
making the most judicious use of the land for [SOME OR] all of
the |[THESE] resources or related services over areas large enough
to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to
conform to changing needs and conditions; [IT]

(B) includes

(i) [(A)] the wuse of the [SOME] 1land for less
than all of the resources but does not exclude compatible
competing uses; [,] and

(ii) [(B)] a combination of balanced anddiverse
resource uses that takes into account the short-term and
long-term needs of present and future generations for renew—
able and nonrenewable resources, including, but not limited
to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife

and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic
values;

* Sec. 2. AS 38.05.300(a) 1is amended to read:
-1- HCS CSSB 136(Res)
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31

4*:

(a) The commissioner shall, where <considered necessary

and

proper, classify land for surface use [CLASSIFY FOR SURFACE USE LAND

IN AREAS CONSIDERED NECESSARY AND PROPER]. This section does

not

prevent reclassification of land where the public interest warrants

reclassification, nor does it preclude multiple [PURPOSE] use of

land

whenever different uses are compatible. An area of state [STATE]

land, water, or Jland and water [AREA] may not, except by act of the

state legislature, be closed to multiple [PURPOSE] wuse 1if the

involved contains more than 640 acres.

HCS CSSB 136(Res)

area



STATE OF ALASKA BILLVERSION : ife* ~ f solii.

1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE:
EE@JEQI- FISCAL NOTE
Revisitm Date:---- 5/7/88 - - Agency Affected:Depthof .Natural Rpsnnrpf
Title:HCS for CS for SB 136 An Act . Land 5 Water Mpmf-
Relatmg to Multiple Use
Sponsor: _Uoghi 11 Components :

Requestor: house Resources

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING —k Ft 69 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES U U 0 0 0
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING L 0 0 0 0 0

Capital 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

TOTAL S WS | W S O 0= Qe 1
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 n n Nn
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The Department anticipates no fiscal impact with respect to
this legislation.

Preparedby: Lawrence Ostrovsky N Phone: 465-2.400
Bivisim Commissioner*s O0ffic~ | Date: 517 788
Approved by Commissioner: "5/T7/88

Agency: Department

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) page. of
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3/11/88

Comparitive Discussion of _Langvuage in 4/7.2/87 CSSB 136 as it
Re .ates to Fish and Wildlife Values Which are not Commonly or
FLadily Quantified I_?prepared at request of Representitive Sam
Cotten, Chairman of House Resources Committee)

eletion from existing law differ from language proposed for
ddition, in terms of ADF&G's ability to ensure that all fish and
dldlife values are adequately factored into ADNR's best interest
indings prepared under AS 38.05.035(e)?

Background/Legislative Intent:  Sections 1 and 2 amend the
definition of multiple use as it is defined in AS 38.04 (Alaska
Lands Act) and AS 41.17 (Forest Practices and Resources Act) to
require that multiple use lands be managed for all of their
resources, thereby negating current statutor discretion to
manage lands for a predominant use or for less than all competing
uses. Section 3api)ears_ to remove the statutory regunement that
state lands be classified for surface use and grants the
Commissioner of Natural Resources discretion to classify land
where considered necessary and proper.

guestion; How, using examples, does the language proposed for
a
W
f

Analysis of Bill/Program Effects: The existing definition of
multiple use is consistent with the state's constitutional
provision that "Fish, forest, wildlife, grasslands, and all other
replenishable resources belonging to the state should be
utilized, developed, and maintained on :he sustained yield
principle, subject to preferences among beneficial uses."  The
existing language accommodates the commonly recognized fact that
all potential natural resource wuses may not be compatible on
every acre. The current definition also allows for the objective
and reasonable identification of appropriate primary, secondary,
and incompatible uses on an area-specifc basis.

The definition of "multiple use" in CSSB 136 emphasizes that the

land be wused for "all" rather than "some or all" resources.
Although CSSB 136's reduced emphasis on "the use of the land for
less than all of the resources," is accompanied by the added
qualification that multiple wuse "does not exclude compatible
competing uses," the latter requires  that individual

determinations be made as to whether competition between uses is
great enough to result in incompatibility. There is concern that
such compatibility tests may 1) unduly tax already strained
agency staffs and budgets, 2) create delays in land use decisions
that would be burdensome to private industry and the general
public, and 3) place the burden of proof undully upon those
attempting to wutilize those resources that are often the most
difficult to quantitatively valuate.



To the extent that CSSB 136 also proposes to supplant the
multiple wuse definition in the state's Forest Resources and
Practices Act, it would eliminate the current provision that
“consideration be(ing) given to the relative wvalues of the
various resources, and not necessarily the combination of wuses
that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit
output."  This provision in existing statute is especially
valuable insofar as it recognizes the fact thatcertain fish,
wildlife, and other resource values may not be as -easily
quantified in economic terms as may timber and certain
non-renewable resources. It should also be notedthat this
provision has a long history in federal lav/. In fact, the entire
portion of existing AS 38.04.910 that CSSB 136 proposes to delete
1S pract_lcallvldentlcal to language in the federal Multiple
Use-Sustained Yiel™ Act of June 12, 1960 (74 Stat. 215; 16 U.S.C.
528-531) which reacs as follows:

0
e
t

Sec 4. (a) "Multiple use" means the management of all the
various renewable surface resources of the national forests
so that they are utilized in the combination that will best
meet the needs of the American people; making the most
judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources
or related services over areas largeenough to provide
sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to
conform to changing needs and conditions; that some land
will be wused for less than all of the resources; and
harmonious and coordinated management of the various
resources, each with the other, without impairment of the
productivity of the land, with consideration being given to
the relatxve values of the various resources, and not
necessarily the combination of wuses that will give the
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output,
emphasis added)

Attached is a discussion of this federal lav/ that appeared in the
Oregon Law Review (Vol. 64, 1985). If there have Dbeen problems
in achieving a balance in the multiple resource wuses of the
national forests since 1960, one might attribute them in part to
how a_deguat.elly the Congressional ‘intent of the Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Act has been implemented.

Later federal legislation hasretained the emphasis of the
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act and has added reference to
specific resource uses. The Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 reads as follows:

Sec. 103(c) The term "multiple use" means the management of
the public lands and their various resource values so that
they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people; making the
most judicious wuse of the land for some or all of these
resources or related services over areas large enough to
provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use
to conform to changing needs and conditions; the use of some
land for less than all of the resources; a combination of



balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into account
the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and
nonrenewable resources. including, but not [limited to,
recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and
fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical values;
and harmonious and coordinated management of the wvarious
resources without permanent impairment of the productivi_t%
of the Is.id and the quality of the environment wit
consideration being given to the vrelative values of the
resources and not necessarily to the combination of wuses
that will give the greatest economic return or the greatest
unit output.

Example  Situations in  Which Statutory Emphasis on Least
Quantifiable Fish & Wildlife Values Would Encourage Their
Adequate Consideration:

For practical purposes, every land management decision that ADNR
makes and which potentially affects fish and wildlife habitat
involves the need for adequate consideration of both those fish
and  wildlife values that are readily quantifiable (such as
ex-vessel and first wholesale values of commercial fisheries in
Bristol Eav) and the myriad of values that are more difficult to
auantlf_y and less tangible. While it is not possible to
etermine how past resource tradeoff decisions may have been made
differently had the chances proposed in CSSB 136 been in place,
one can conclude that the greater the emphasis that the state's
multiple wuse statute .FIaces on considering the less tangflble
values, the greater will be the obligation of future as well as
present state land managers to ensure that this consideration is
given.

Partially in recognition of this need, ADF&G devoted most of its
January-February 1988 issue of Alaska Pish & Game to this very
subject. There are a number of articles in that issue that
address the subject, and copies of two of them are attached to
illustrate Dboththe concept and specific examples.

Example 1: The attached article by Sa“ah Watson, entitled "Dali
Sheep - What are they worth,” illustrates the kinds of values
that are associated with consumptive and non-consumptive use of
Dali sheep.

Example 2;  The attached article by Bruce Baker, entitled
"Pondering the Intangibles and Other Fish & Wildlife Values,"
summarizes the differences between price, cost,and value and
goes on to emphasize the need for adequate recognition, in
resource decisions, of commercial, recreational, subsistence,
existence, bequest, and other values associated with fish and
wildlife. Examples include a consideration of streamside habitat
values compared with more tangible timber values.

Example 3:  Another example of the need to provide clear
legislative emphasis if all fish and wildlife values are to be
adequately considered in resource management decisions can be



found in a summary of public comments compiled by ADNR and
attached to a February 17, 1988 memorandum fletter from Tom
Hawkins, Assistant Commissioner, ADNR, to Norman Cohen, Deputy
Commissioner, ADF&G. The  following quotes from that
approximately 100-page summary illustrate some of the values and
concerns that people have expressed.

a. "The Susitna Valley gets quite a few numbers of tourists eacl.
year as hunters, anglers, etc. . . . Its streams have world-class
fisheries plus beautiful remote scenery. That's why you get
visitors from all over the world., They bring (1U|te @ boost to
the Alaskan economy. They certainly would be less inclined to
come visit and fish/hunt if the place no Jlonger has that
‘wilderness quality.""

b. "My understanding is that the State will receive less than
5100,000 per year from the proposed lease, and that a few jobs
will be created, My concern is for the degradation of a superb
fishing/hunting/tourism resource that will surely be caused by
the proposed clear cutting. Revenue generated by low impact use,
fishing huntln%/tourlsm, of the Susitna Valley is thought to
exceed $5,000,000 per year."

c. "The Susitna Valley presently has a $5-10 million world class
sport fishing industry ‘in place which is growing rapidly. A
wilderness lodge industry such as ours cannot successfully
co-exist with a logging project of the magnitude proposed.”

d. "The one-pace economic analysis is entirely inadequate."

e. "The only animals that may thrive will be moose, after the
cuttlnP of timber. ~What about other animals? Bear and other
mammals. Where will they go when 50% of their habitat is gone?"

Although it may be possible to mitigate some of the effects
indicated in the above comments, tradeoffs in natural resource
use are also likely. It is essential to factor both quantitative
and qualitative indications of value into both mitigation and
tradeoff decisions.  The reslponsweness of present and future
state resource managers to values and concerns such as these can
be expected to he at least indirectly influenced by the statutory
guidance that rhey receive on the meaning of the multiple use
concept that they are charged to carry out.
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by Sarah Watson

D ali sheep hebitat Bsviewed by some as mountainous
and inacoessible and s climate unforgiving. Some
investment-minded people, hovever, have seen the

alpire tundra as a place of economic possibilities. Domestic

livestodk grazing, homesite subdivisions, ski fadllities, and min-
ing are some examples of proposed development projects. Dali
sheep already livirgwhere future developments occur villl have

1o habituate to their new neighbors ar, at the extrene, die of F

and disappear as did many bighomn sheep populations in the

western U.S. There, mining and settlement, in addition t©
decreasing the amount of hebitat availlable for bighoms, at-
tracted more ssttders who brought domestic livestok. These
animals competed for range and transmitted new and deadly
diseases to bighoms. The incremental losses of bighom sheep
and hebitat added up over time. Present bighom sheep abun-
dance, even afterdecades of restoration attenpts, does not ap-
piuacn the historic leels.

However, in retrogoect, tradeoffs are always made inecon-
omic decisians. Economic decisions involve the weighing of all

is

oosts and berefits in search of the most berefits for the lesst
ast. Does this mean Alaskans have to trade wildlife for
economic development and a sound stale economy?

On the anntrary, Dali sheep aswell asother willdlife resources
have economic importance, to. Their value i in part reflected
in people™s actions— how they choose 1o spend their time and
money. For example, some people trael long distances just o
see these all-vwhite mountain-dwelling animals which grow
massive aurrlinghoms. To some, itisimportant togo sheep hunt-
ing every year. Photographers often win photo contests with
pictures of Dali sheep, their photos gracing magazine cowers,
newspapers, and trael posters. For some, just knowing sheep
are there, perhaps even in distait mountains, sof valle.

Measuring these values in economic terms and comparing
them to the berefits of a traditioal industry is dhallenging.
However, for those to whom wildlife i important, itcan no
longer be enough to say wildlife s “priceless” or has an in-
definable valle. Many land use decisions are being made us-
ing economic values and ““priceless” cannot be used in
economic amlysis. With such a designation, wildlife such as
Dali sheep may not be considered among the economically im-
portant dhoices for Alaskas future.

In 1983, biolagists inthe Fairbanks officeof ADF &G decided
o take on the chal lenge of estimating the value of Dali sheep
by quartifying the importance of hunting toAlaskakseconomy
and t hunters. With the help of the Foundation for North
American Wild Sheep, especially itsAlaska depter, and the
University of Alaska, we senta questiomaire toallwho hunted
Dali sheep inAlaska in 1983. Over 2500 questionnaires were
mai led to resident sheep hunters inall comers of Alaska and
o nonresident hunters around the U.S. and the world. We
received replies from 86 percent of the hunters, including 90
percent of the nonresidents.

Hunters answered questions about the cost and the berefits
of their sheep hunt. The costs included money spent forequip-
ment, time of ffrom work without pay, guide services, transpor-
taton, taxidermy, and other eqenditures. Payment for these
goods and services went 1o businesses both inside and out of
Alaska and had positive impact on the economy. However, asts
do not measure the value of the hunting experience to the
huter. The berefits to the consumer— the hunter— must also
be considered in order to make sound economic evaluations.

Economists measure berefits to the consumer by the dif-
Terence between the amount the consumer swilling to pay and
theprice actual ly paid. We asked huriters how much more they
would have been willing to spend on their sheep hunt before
deciding that itwas oo expensive to go Dali sheep huriting in
Alaska that year.

Each individual decides what a hunt isworth and what he
or shewould bewillingtogive up inorder o hut. [Seesiddar.)
For some, sheep hunting svery important; theywould bewilll-
ing to forego most other activities inorder to hunt. To others,
sheep hunting just isnot all thatt important and themoney could
be better spent doing something else, maybe moose huting
or maybe on that new set of tires. Everyone performs hisor
her own cost-berefitamalysis individually. Hwe canspend les
than themax i mum we arewilling to pay for the same experience

Alaska Fish & Gin*
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we get a good deal! We all like good deals enough to choose
them. This swhy the amount spent on a hunt may not be a
measure of the huntsvalle.

From the suney, we found that AlaskasDali sheep huriters
spert an estimated S5.2 million dollars in 1983. The average
resident hunter spent over S1,500 on a hunt. Nonresident
hurtters spent on the average almost S8.000. Nonresidents had
higher transportation aostsand, by law, must hireaguide unless
hunting with a resident relativewithin the second degree of kin-
dred. Nonresidents additional ly spent an estimated S760,000
on hunting other species, visiting relatives, and buying itens
not related to their hunit. Nonresident sheep hunters accounted
foronly 17 percent of the hunters. Almost S6 million from sheep
hurtting went directly into Alaska®s economy for a hanvest of
about 1000 rams.

A few hunters thought that sheep hunting was an over-rated
actvity that costs far too much inenergy and money for too
littlegain. However, most hunters not only “‘got what they paid
for,"" but alsogot more out of the experience than what itast.
The ret benefit of sheep hunting (not including other hunts
or tourism) tohunters ineconomic terms came t H.5million
for their 1983 hunt.

The estimated costs and benefits attributable to sheep hunt-
ing in 1983 are minimum values. We did not measure the
economic value of sheep hunting gpportunities for those who
chose not to hunt in 1983, and. judging from hunting statistics
from ADF&G, the number of people hunting Dali sheep Bin-
cressing anually. We must evertual ly determine the value of
Dali sheep to thosewho justwant tosxc, photograph, or know
wild sheep will be around for their great grandchildren to en-
Joy- Although itmay be diffiault to determine the value of an
experience not normal ly bought and sold, it s important to
eqress the berefits as well as the costs inany economic evalua-
. As more and more land use decisions are being made based
on econamics, it s important to fully evaluate the tradeoffs.

Sarah Watson, a Fish and Game Technician with theDivision
ofGame, ADF&G, Fairbanks, has worked on the researchand
management of Dali sheep since 1981.

IS Hunting Worth [t?

“Is hunting worth 1?2 Can 1 afford to go hunting?”

Every year many Alaskans silentlywrestlewith these ques-
tios in their minds and, judging from the popullarity of
hunting in Alaska, the answer for many isyes!

Why do people choose 1o spend their time and money
huriting? Many people have toevaluate how much time they
can take of f fromwork, how much money the hunt will cost
after buying camp food, ges, anmunition, and maybe that
new rifle. Can an air charter be afforded or will ithave o
be a hunt along the road system with the cronds again?

The berefits arealsoconsidered. The meat isgood- Many
people enjoy getting away from town towhere itisquietand
where they can get some earcise, inhale that freshmoun-
tainair, and spend time with their favorite hunting partrers.

January—February 1983

Maybe this isthe year that trophy animal willl be found. For
some, itisa very personal tine, a pirittal renenal of ties
1o rature.

We make decisions daily by weighing the aosts and berefits
of altermate doices, trying to decide which will give us the
most berefits for the lesst aost. Our \alues, which stem from
our scial, historic, religias, and educational backgrounds,
determine what sa benefit or cost o us. Sll, individuals
wirth similar backgrounds may have different values because
values are very personal and reflect the besic preferences of
individlals. Values are expressed ineconomic decisians every
time we choose to buy or not t buy some itam.

So, to answer the question why some people choose t©
go hunting, it isbecause the berefits outweigh the asts.
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Alaska’s Habitats

Pondering the Intangibles andJJther Fish & Wildlife Values

kand photos by Bruce Baker

"Intangible values are hard to define, ex-
laim or measure. You can measure sail,

ater, trees, but intangibles never, ™ (Siurt
Olson in Reflections from the North Country

iolagists really do face a chal-
B lenge in protecting fishand willd-

lilehebitat through land manage-
ment decisians. They can simply describe
those values that are most reedily quan-
tificble, such as the vallue of sockeye sal-
mon to those working the fishing boats
or camreries of Bristol Bay. The limita-
tion of this approach i that only some
of the resource’s real value willl be con-
sicered. An altermative s to quantify as
many fishand wildlife values as possible
and make a strong qualitative argument
for those which do not lend themselves
as vell o qantitative aalysis.

Professor Robert Weeden recently dis-

tinguished between price, ast, and value
(Alaska Fish & Game, May-June 1987).
He described price as simply the mon-
etary agreement between buyer and sk,
an actual market transaction and seldom
an indication of true asst. Cost he defin-
ed aswhat we forego for something. The
aost of using one Svacation time 1o pad-
dle and portage across Admiralty Islad
may include the cost of passing up a
moose hunt in the Interior later in the
year. Value refers to the worth of some-
thing to an individual of certain prefer—
ence in a partiaular situation. People
value outdoor experiences differatly.

ore Hum 300,0Q0rsportfishinglicenses,
are sold in'Alaska annually.

The values of fishand wildlifearecom-
monly described as commercial, recrea-
tiaal, option, existece, and begquest. A
commercial value s the long-term con-
tribution that Alaska®™s salmon fishery
makes to the statesoerall economy . The
amount that one pays or would be wall-
ing to pay inorder to sport fish the Kenai
River or to photograph brown bears at
theMcNei I River Game Sanctuary iscon-
sidered a recreational valle. An option
value sone that a New Yorker places on
being able t someday wvisit Alaska and
see a wolf. Even ifone has no intert o
visitAlaska, the knowledge that wvildlife
abounds here provides an existence valle.
Another commonly recognized value B
that of bequest, thewillingness topay for
providing wildlife for future gererations.

There are variationson thissimplified
value classification. Aesthetic, educa-
tical, scial, and biolagical considera-
tions may be associated, for instance,
wirth existence valle. Subsistence huriting
satisfies basic human needs, albert more
directly than does commercial hanest. It
can also be of considerable social value
to those whose community faoric has
ewlved around it A biological value B
the need for a species or population t©
thrive insufficient numbers and over suf-

ficiait range to ensure the vidbility of its
gene pool and thus s long-term survinal .

Though often scoffed, there arc also
those who place great importance on the
intrirsic right of species or populations
1o edst for treir own sake, sill another
form of existence \alle.

Our ration"s laws place the omnership
of fishand wildlife resources inthe plblic
domain and require that state or fecbral
governments manage these resources in
the public interest. Government Bex-
pected toconsider the full range of social
berefits and costs In iisdecisions and ot
Just those aosts and retums that can be
measured by the private ssctor. This con-
ocept Bknown as the Public Trust Doc-
trire, and itcompels public senants
protect the inteyests of a variety of wild-
lifeusers, consumptive and nonconsump-
tie. AlaskasConstitution requires ttet
“Fish, forests, wildlife, gresslads, ad
other replenishable resources belonging
o the State should be utilizd, develgpd,
and maintained on the sustained yield
principle, subject to preferences among
kereficial uses.”” The Constitutioncould
not prescribe secific leelsatwhich each
of these resources are 1o be sustaired.
Most of the necessary laws and regula-
tios ac, hovever, aailable to reohe

Alaska Fish & Gams



resource management disagreements on
state lands. This i often done through
comprehensive land use planning or
detailed project revieas in which sus-
tainable leels of various natural re-
sources are at lesst inplicitly gptimized,
often at less than thelr individual max-
imum sustainable leels. Through its
aestal management lggislation, the state
may assist coastal communities insatis-
fying both state and local hebitat man-
agement dojectives. Specific resource
development projects cll for protecting
wildlife while at the same time allowing
the development of other resources 1o
proceed at a reasonable leel and ast.
Management of feceral lands and waters
inor off Alaska offers additional oppor-
tunities for the state to influence besic
resource al location decisions and project-
specific measures to protect fish and
wildlife. Habitat management on these
areas B, honever, subject to the con-
siceration of national asvell as stateand
local needs. And firally, private land
management requires a balance in pro-
tecting public fishand wildlife resources
and guarding the rigits of private owner-
ship.

It i the Commissioner of Fish and
Game who has the specific statutory

January—rebruary 198

regoasibility to “manage, protect, main-
tain, inprove, and extend the fish, game
and (auriously) aguatic plat resources
of the state.” This department must
make the case for human use of wildlife
and the need for habitat protection.
Department biolagists must be able toex-
plainwildlifevalues inorder toeffectively
influence area-wide or project leel plan-
ning decisios. The latter may include
provisions for fish passage through cul-
\erts, caribou movement and calving in
ail fields, protecting eagle nesting tress,
maintaining sediment-free spawning
gaels for fish, or retaining blocks of
subalpine timber in which mountain
goats van escape bitter winter stoms.

The need to describe fishand wildlife
uses prompted ADF &G todevote two en-
tire volumes of its 1986 Alaska Habitat
Management Guide series to providing
an economic overview of fishand wild-
li These volumes contain more than
1,200 pages describing, on astatewide or
regional besis, commercial and sport fish
usss, asvell as the consumptive and non-
consumptive uses of other wildlife.

A aurrent example of a highly quan-
titative economic argument s the state-
ment that gross wholesale revenues to
processors inthe Alaska salmon industry

averaged S1.07 billionduring the 1961 to
1985 period, soaring to S1.5 billion in
1986; or that in 1984, the total commer -
cial harvesting employment reached an
estimated 30,000. Its more difficult,
honever, to quantify the need to protect
the most important caribou calving
hebitat on the arctic coestal plain when
ail prospects theremay provide an oppor-
ity o revitaliz a sagging state eco-
nomy and when a seaurity conscious,
consumer nation i trying to hedge its
bets against political unrest intheoilHich
Middle Esst.

And dll the sophisticated and com-
puterized quantitative evaluation tols at
our disposal dontseem 1o help much
when you’re standing on a streambank
with a logger who has just told you that
a nearby 400-year-old Sitka spruce B
worth S5.000 t© $8,000. You take a deep
breath and eplain trat ifthe tree Ines
another century or 0. itwill provide that
many years of bank stability; refuge
among its washed out roots for thou-
sands of young coho salmon fiy; shade
ina stream that may otherwise reach ex-
treme summer or winter temperatures
lethal 1o fish; a den used by gererations
of rver otters; and perches lor unknown
numbers of American bald eegles. When
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the tree firally dies, itwill continue ©
serve many of these functions and will
provide refuge for cavity-nesting birds
such aswoodpeckers. Fiteverttually falls
into the ae=k, it may provide a deep
bankside pool and a riffle, a corbination
valuable for fish eggs, iy, and lunkers
alike. Itsextrenely difficult o quantify
these berefits, and even Fwe could,
values may change over tine.

Theodore Roosevelt, aconsenvationist
among presidatts, referred to themoun-—-
tain lion as “the big horsekilling cat, the
destroyer of the deer, the lord of stealthy
murder, facing his doom with a heart
both craven and cruel .”” Would he be like-
ly to say that today? Would others? Bio-
lagists are fond of quoting Aldo Leopold,
and even ke, in 1920, promised to per-
savere until “the ksstwolFor iion inNew
Mexico' was dead. Within fiveyears he
was al ready beginning to temper his\ie,
evidence that values can change within
each of us, even those who are viewed as
eparts.

By 1948, Leopold summed up his
thinking when he said, "‘Conservation B
getting nowhere because it s incompati-
blew ithour Abrahamic concept of lad.
We abuse ithecause we regard itasacom-
modity belonging to uis. When we se
land asacommunity towhich we belong,
we may begin to use iwith loe and
respect.” He also €t that "'Perhaps the
most serious aostacle impeding theesolu-
tion of a land ethic s the fact that our
educational and economic system B
headed away from rather than tonard, an
intense consciousness of the land.”
Thatsa broader approach than debating
the relative merits of applying the trael
aost or the contingent value method in
valuating wildlife, yet seems that the
most prudent resource management deci-
sias reallydo require both philosophical
and tedmnical approaches ifwe are tosuc-
ceed iIn protecting the haebitats we are
charged to look out k. And, of course,
economics directs itelf to producing
tedmnical approaches from phillosophical
foundations.

Both residats and visitors spend

millions of dollars each year o view  Bruce Baker has recently served as Act—

as vell as hunt Alaska™s wildlife. ing Director of the Division of Habitat,
ADF&G, Juneau.

Alaska Fish & Game
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® AI! conveyances under the Ad referred to in subsec-
tion (hi of section 1 hereof of national forest lands reserved
from the public domain gwall, upon recommendation of the

Secretary of Agriculture, be made by the Secretary of the
Interior.

Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act
e Act of June 12, 1960 I74 Stet. 2/5; 16 U.S.C. 528-5311

Sec. 1 It is the policy of the Congress that the national
forests are established and shall be administered for outdoor
recreation, range, tinber, watershed, and wildlife and fish
purposes. The purposes of this Act are declared to be supple-
mental 1o, but not in derogation of. the purposes for which the
national forests were established as set forth in the Act of
June 4. 1897 H6 U.S.C. 47/5». Nothing herein shall be construed
as affecting the jurisdiction or resposibilities of the several
States with respect to wildlife ana fish on the national forests.
Nothing herein shall be construed so as to affect the use or
administration of the mineral resources of national forests
lands or to affect the use or administration of Federal lands
not within national forests. 116 U.S.C. 5281

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and
directed to develop and administer the renewable surface re-
sources of the national forests for multiple use and sus-
tained yield of the several products and services obtained
therefrom. In the administration of the national forests due
consideration shall be given t the relative values of the va-
rious resources in particular areas. The establishment and
maintenance of areas of wildemess are consistent with the
purposes and provisions of thisAct. (16 U.S.C. 5291

Sec. 3. In the effectuation of this Act the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to cooperate with interested State
and local governmental agencies and others in the develop-
ment and management of the national forests. (16 U.S.C. 530)

Sec. 4. As used iIn this Act, the following terms shall have
the following meanings:

@ "Multiple use” means the management of all the various
renewable surface resources of the national forests so that
they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
needs of the American people; making the most judicious use

of the land for some or all of these resources or related ser-
vices over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude
for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs

I>7



and conditions; that some land will he used for less than ali
of the resources: and harmonious and coordinated manage*
ment of the various resources, each with the other, without
impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration
being given to the relative values of the various resources,
and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the
greatest dollar retum or the greatest unit output.

Ib) “Sustained yield of the several products and services'”
means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a
high-level annual or regular periodic output of the various re-
newable resources of the national forests without impairment
of the productivity of the land. 116 U.S.C. 5311

Mclinfire-Stennis Act

« Act of October 10, 1962 176 Stat. 806:; 16 US.C. 582a to
582a-7)

Sec. 1 It is hereby recognized that research in forestry
is the driving force behind progress in developing and util-
izing the resources of the Nation®s forest and related range-
lands. The production, protection, and utilization of the forest
resources depend on strong technological advances and con-
tinuing development of the knowledge necessary to increase
the efficiency of forestry practices and t extend the benefits
that flow from forest and reiated rangelands. It is recognized
that the total forestry research efforts of the several State
oolleges and universities and of the Federal Government are
more fully effective if there s close coordination between
such programs, and it is further recognized that forestry
schools are especially vital in the training of research work-
ers in forestry. (10 U.S.C. 582al

Sec. 2. In order t promote research in forestry, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is hereby authorized to cooperate with
the several States for the purpose of encouraging and assist-
ing them 1in carrying out programs of forestry research.
Such assistance dall be in accordance with plans t© be
agreed upon in advance by the Secretary and (@ land-grant
oolleges or agricultural experiment stations established
under the Morrill Act of July 2. 1862 (12 Stat. 503). as amend-
ed, and the Hatch Act of March 2, 1857 (21 Stat. 440). as
amended, and (> other State-supported colleges and universi-
ties offering graduate training in the sciences basic to fores-
try and having a forestry school: however, an appropriate
State representative designated by the State"s Governor dwall.
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sage of the Multiple-Use Sustaincd-Yield (MUSY) Act of
1960.1W

3 The MuliipU-I'si” Sustained-Yield Act of 1960

In addition to the troublesome Perko decision, the 1950s
brought other challenges to the Forest Service's management au-
thority and policies.3® Wilderness advocates, timber companies,
and other users of the national forests pressured the agency and
Congress to protect their respective interests,306

In 1956 Senator Hubert Humphrey introduced the first national
forest wilderness307and multiplc-use bills.30" After some hesitation
by the Forest Service. Chief Richard McArdle decided to support
multiple-use legislation.30" Accordingly, on February 5, 1960, the
Department of Agriculture formally proposed the Forest Service's
own multiple-use bill to Congress.310

3 16 U.S.C. § 5268-531 9982). _ _ .
b Prior to the 1950s. the Forest Services authority and management policies
remained relatively stable and uncontrovcrsial:

Flor 55 y. ., I« Forest Service administered nearly 20 million acres of
orests, rive intains. and ranges with little aislative guidance, not
much_inter® the public and. frequently, tremendous Eressures from

orest Service

explmters of -un?c. limber, and mineral résources. The Fore
acted hoth as protector and as arbitrator. Pride in work, pride in the land,
dedication to duty. and a tradition of _keepm(g a distance from special inter-
ests lent crcdenc ~ to the characterization of the Forest Service as a “priest-
hood." Although  without fault, better stewardship during this period
would_have been hard to find. _
Flamm. Evolution of National Forest Management: Thu Statutory Stimulus
Crisis in Federal Forest Land Management, supra note 2. at 49.

JU See generally s Dana & S. Faikian, SUPIA note 52. at 179-201; A
Steen, sugra note 44, at 278-304.

7 S. 4013. 84th Cong.. 2d Sess. (1956). , -

" S. 3615, 84th Cong.. 2d Sess. (1956). The bill would have created citizen
advisory councils to recommend policy to the Secretary of Agriculture. In addi-
tion, it listed range, timber, water, minerals, wildlife, and recreation as resources
to be protected. _ .

~Assistant Chief of the Forest Service Edward Crafts called this the "most
critical decision” of McArdle's administration. H. Steen, supra note 49. at 304-
0S McArdle made his decision in spite of fears among his stalT that the bill
could jeopardize the agency's authority if Congress failed to enact the bill. Once
McArdle decided to support the bill, however, members of the agency gave their
unanimous support, hi. _ . _ . .

310 National Forests - Multiple Use anil Sustained Yield: Hearings on H R.
10.572 Before the Subcomm. on h ests of the House Comm, on Agriculture,
X6th Cong.. 2d Sess, 1-4 (1960) ( er with draft bill from Acting Secretary
ILL. Peterson) d[heremafter cited as earings on H R. 10.572], The administra-
tion's bill stated, in lull:
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The Forest Service hill, while not proposed as an amendment 1o
the 1897 Act. clearly sought to confirm, if not to expand, the
scope of the agency’s regulatory authority under 16 U.S.C. §
551.3,1 Nevertheless, during testimony on the hill. McArdle as-
serted confidently that the agency already had the authority t
manage for recreation, range, and wildlife purposes. He declared,
“The national forests have been administered for many years
inder the dual conservation policies of multiple use and sustained
yield. There s no question as to the Department”s authority to so
manage the national forests, and the recommendation that this
bill be enacted should not be so construed,'312 Congress generally

Be ii enacted by the Senate and House of Reﬁresentatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That it is the policy of the
Congress that the national forests are established and shall be adminis-
tered for outdoor recreation, ranﬂe timber, watershed, and wildlife and
fish gurposes. Nothing herein shall be construed to affect the authority of
the Secretary of the Interior provided by law with respect to mineral
resources. . . . .

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to de-
velop and administer the renewable surface resources of the national forest
lor nultiple use and sustained yield of the several products and services
obtained therefrom. In the administration of the national forests due con-
sideration shall be given to the relative values of the various resources in
particular areas. . _ _ .

Sec. 3. In the effectuation of this Act the Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized to cooperate with interested Stale and heal governmental agen-
cies and others in the development and mana, .ncnt of the national

y foreslts.
cat .

3L The first section of the Forest Service bill proposed to expand the section of
the 1X97 Act concerning purposes for establishment (16 U.S.C. § 475) by addln%
recreational, ?razm% and wildlife purposes. This section was later amended, a
the request of the timber interests, to state that the three new purposes were
"supplemental to, but not in derogation of," the timber and water purposes of
the 1897 Act. 16 U.S.C, § 52 111982). See Note & Comment, Natural
Resources — National Forests — The Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act of
1160. 41 On L. Rev. 49, 53-55 (1961(}. Similarly, section 2 of the bill "author-
ized and directed" the Secretary “to develop and administer" the live resources
named in the first section. Section 2, then, eliminated the possibility that the
agency's administrative authority could be limited to fulfilling the purposes of
water llow and timber su%)lg. See infra text accompanying notes 317-19.

‘Hearings on H.R. 10.572. supra_note 310. at 36. Dana and Fairfax have
explained the ambivalent posture the Forest Service had to maintain:

The Forest Service position in pressing the legislation was quite awk-
ward. On the one hand, they had to convince Congress that the need for
Ieglslatlon was real and haste was necessarz in passing the act. On the
other hand, they were required to assert that the proposed Ie%]slatlon was
nothing new; the a%ency had all the authority required to practice multiple
use management of the forests and had been doing so for over fifty years.
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accepted McArdlc's claim that the bill would not allect the
amount of authority over the national forests that Congress had
already delegated to the executive branch."13 With the support of
virtually all nationallforest user groups.3" as well as the adminis-
tration."""” Congress quickly approved a revised version of the
Forest Service bill.3t*

Notwithstanding the Forest Service's official position, the
MUSY Act has fortified the agency's defense against legal chal-
lenges to its requlatory authority. McMichael v. United States3w
illustrates the Act's effiect on judicial review. In McMichael the
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit upheld the agency’s au-
thority under 16 U.S.C. § 51 to prohibit use of motorized vehi-
cles in an administratively designated "primitive area.”3'1T’c
court concluded that in the MUSY Act Congress had “expressly
manifested its approval™ of the Forest Service’s policy to reqgulate
the national forests for recreational purposes.3l" The same result

Clearly, the agency did not want to be left, if their Ie?islative initiative
failed, with the implication that ther had no authority to provide recrea-
tion facilities on the National Forests.

S Dana & S. Fairfax, supra note 52, at 201. _

313 During floor debate on the bill. Representative Harold Cooley, Chairman
of the House Committee on Agriculture, stated, "The law docs not give the
Secretary of Agriculture an?/ new authority." 106 Cong. Rec. 11.707 (1960).
Later, Cooley said. "This bill simply tries to clarify the administrative responsi-
bilities of the Secretarr of A%rlculture .... |donot think that we make any
basic change at all." fit. at 11.711. Senator James Eastland. Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, explained curing the Senate
lloor debate. “The bill requires no chan7qe from existing policy and gives the
Secretary no new authority." Id. at 12,078,

4 See %enerally, Hearings on U.K. 10.572. supra note 310

314 See Letter from Richard E. McArdle to Hon. James O. Eastland éJune 2
1960), reprinted in 106 Cong. Rlc. 12,078 (1960) (expressing Forest Servie's
apgroval of MUSY bill). - o

10 The enacted version included recognition of concurrent state jurisdiction
over wildlife, specific authorization to establish wilderness areas, reiteration of
the purposes stated in the 1897 Act for establlshln% forest reserves, and defini-
tions of "multiple use" and “sustained vield." See 16 U.S.C. 88 528-531 (1982).

37 355 F.2d 283 (9th Cir. 196{)}._

3 McMichael was similar to United Stales v. Rerko. 108 F.Supp. 315 (D.
Minn. 1952), ajfd 204 F.2d 446 (8th Cir.), cert, denied, 346 U.S. §32 (1953).
except that the primitive area in McMichael had no special congressional recog-
nition. Thus. McMichael directly confronted the "question” raised in Perku. See
supra note 303.

* The court of appeals stated: . _

The consistent administrative interpretation or section 551 . . . has N'cn
that while recreational considerations alone will not support the establish-
ment of a national forest, they are appropriate subjects for regulation.
Congress has tacitly shown its approval of this interpretation by appropri-
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should logically flow from the broad terms of 16 U.S.C. § 551 as
construed in United Stales v. Grimaud320 and other eases/-' but
passage of the MUSY Act made the judicial task much easier.

4.  The Modern Legislation

During the 1960s Congress hegan to restrict the Forest
Service’s authority through environmental legislation. The Wilder-
ness Act of 19643a limited the types of management that could
occur in wilderness areas. The Endangered Species Act of 197333
precluded activities that could a™ '"scly alTect the habitats of
threatened and endangered wildln ~ The Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act of 1°6834 required protective management of certain river
corridors. The National Trails System Act of 196832 restricted
management activities in the areas through which national scenic
trails pass. Each of these laws limited the Forest Service's author-
ity to alter the environment of specific areas.

After 1968 Congress enacted broader environmental safequards
for the national forests. The National Environmental Policy Act
of 196936 (NEPA) required the Forest Service to analyze envi-
ronmental effects prior to undertaking any major federal action.
NEPA, for example, caused the Forest Service to stop develop-
ment activity in all national forest roadless areas/27 The Federal
Water Pollution Control Act of 197238 placed general limits on
activity that would violate water quality standards on national for-
est watercourses. The Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva-
tion Act of 19803 has been construed to require the Forest Ser-
vice to allow reasonable access to private lands located in
wilderness study lands in all national forests, not just those in

ating the sums required for its eirectuaiion. Further Congress has ex-

pressly manifested its approval by actually adopting and furthering admin-

istrative policy in [the Multiple-Use Sustaincd-Yield Act. — ~
McMichael. 355 F.2d at 285. The court did not examine the legislative history in
the MUSY Act that sought to ensure the validity of primitive-type areas.

30 220 U.S. 506 (1911), discussed su%)ra in text accompanying notes 285-S7.
30(3)21 See, e.g.. Hunt v, United S'u'cs, 27" U.S. 96 (1928), an’i su”ra notes 292-

2 16 U.S.C.881131-1136 v1982). discussed infra section IX.

B 16 U.S.C.88 1531-15-*] (1982). discussed infra notes 1548-50.
2 16 U.SC.881271-'a87 (1982), discussed infra section VIII (C).
05 16 U.S.C.88 1241 1249 (1982).

242 U.S.C. 88 4321-4370 (1982).

15 See infra text accomganvmu notes 1863-93. ,

2" 33 U.S.C. 8§ 1251-1376'(1982). discussed infra section V (B)(I).
3¢ 16 U.S.C. 8§ 3101-3233 (1982

S.
S.
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SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

CAPTIAL -0- -0- —0- —0- -0- -0-
REVENUE -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL -n- -0- -L- - -0- -0- -0-
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The Department of Natural Resources expects no additional funding
requirements from this legislation.

Preparedby: ~ -Lawrence ,a.-Qsfer.Qy.skY Phone : 465-2400
Division : Commissioner/s Office Date:

Approved by Commissioner: Date: 3-~7~
Agency: 'Natural Resources h
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