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Honorable CliffDavidson
Chair, Hou.e Resources
Alaska State Lf§Islature
State Capitol

Juneau, AKm O |-1182

Mr. Davidson,

lamas rventeen year, life long resident ofKetchikan. lhave to drive
through one cltar cuton my way to Ice skate or ski.... | hate it. 1 do notwantto

trade a primeJ'orestrecreational areafor more clear cutsl Vote down the Cape

Fox trade.

Sincerely,

VL

Jeanne Perry
618 SunsetDr
Ketchikan, Ah 99901

PUw copyto:

Rtp. Lincoln Rtp. Hndxm
Rtp.Zawodd Rtp, Canty
Rtp. FIrXelsuin Rtp, lvwt
Rtp.Mcy*r Rtp.Lanan
Rtp.Onustndorf
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P.O. Box 3280
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
May 3, 1992

Honorable CIliff Davidson

Chairman, House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Stato Cap;,toi Building

Juneau, ;.aska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Davidson,

I vouli like to express my sincere deairo that the Alaska
State LE€(Q, slature reject passage of the Cape Fox Corporation's

proposed Jand exchange bill (HB578 and SB 465).

This trade is primarily a short-sighted "timber-deal"
vhich vill result in squandering and abusing valuable
publicly-c vned resources. | am personally familiar vith
these lane a and know that several much better options exist
for the irtelligent management of this area.

Many peopls in Ketchikan feel the process to push this bill
this far as been contrived and manipulated. The Ketchikan
Gateway Berough's (KGB) "ﬂubllc hearing” vas little better
than a karjgaroo court. The KGB appeared to have no intention
of providijng good accurate and factual technical information

to local citizens, and in fact seemed to suppress such
informaticjn as much as possible. Local citizens have not had
the mfo(rj]qatlon needed to fairly consider the pros and cons of
this trade  Both the timber cruise and appraisal are of
dubious vailue. Information given to the public has been
twisted and misused. For each reason given for doing this
trade thers are better reasons for not doing it. The _
environmental costs have not been factored iInto the apr-~aisal.
No comprehanaive assessment has been done regarding the losses
of publicly-ovned wildlife resources, and no mention has been
given to tbe value of these lost resources. If state lands and
timber are put "on the block"” they should go to the highest
bidder. The KGB has lands that Cape Pox has shown interest in
trading fo the White River, but the K@ is unwilling to trade
their own Lands. Finally, Wh}é are we selling valuable undamaged
state land 3 for as little as $72/acre and buying clear-cuts and
other unusible lands for about four times as much??

There is nit time enough to properly scrutinize this land
exchange ol examine it in an open and fair public review
process lease put a stop to this land exchange. Thank you

for considering this request.

Sincerely,

J Cutfe* [on-

Jackie Cant”rbury
cct House Resources Committee members



Honorable CI{f Davidson
Chair, House I \esou: ces
Alaska Stale L \glslature
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Mr. Davidson,

I am writing to the stress my displeasure abouttheproposed Cape Fox land
swap. Itapp<arsto me, to be moreofa Cape Fox land swipe.

Ifeelthet DNR hasnotlived up to thepublic trusto fbeingfair and
EOTJITARL1$\tn the PUBLIC. The accounting and accountability on this trade

has notbeen tirough, nor is itaccurate.

Ifeel thettheprocess has been slanted. That Cape Fox hasputtogethera
"deal”thatw iI!benefitCape Fox almostexclusively.

Ifeel thet this trade willseta negativeprecedentfor other state lands that
will reduce ou *viableforests to stum ps.

Il urge you the to oppose the Cape Fox land swipe
Sincerely,
Carolyn Stallir gs

618 SunsetD r

Ketchikan, AK\99901

PUo»t copy 16:

Rtp. Lincoln Rep. Hndtan
Rtp. Zoovadd Rtp. Carney
Rep. Plnkelsuln Rep. lvan
Rtp. Moyer Rtp. Leman

Rtp. OntsxnOorf



To: Honorable CIiff Davison
Chair, House Resource
Alaska State Legislature
S ate Capitol
Jifneau, Alaska 99801-1182

From: Mike Haddix /
8: Mountain Ash Hts So.
Kstchikan, Ak. 99901

As a resident qofthe community who allegedly will benefit most directly from the
trade, 1fail to see any benefits to trading an undisturbed, excellent sport hunting
and fishing area for the mostly logged over White River area and the additional
parcels includ<d in the Cape Fox-Leask Lakes trade bill (SB 465). Clearly, this
proposal is no :about roaded access to recreation but rather, economic gains for
a corporation, This trade is not a good deal for the public nor does it encourage
sustained use and financial responsibility of the Cape Fox Corporation. As a
Ketchikan resilent I ask you to vote against this bill.

cc:  Rep. Lincoln
Rep. Carney
Rep. Ivtn
Rep. Fiikelstein
Rep. Meyer
Rep. Zavacki
Rep. Hudson
Rep. Le nin
Rep. Grissendorf
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Deth Antonsen

305 Awustin

Ketcnikan, Alaska
99901

Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska
99801-1182

Dear

I am writing in regards to the Leask Lakes/Cape Fox
land trade deal. Please, do not let this slip by without
a hard look at the facts. This trade is not in the best

interest of the people of Ketchikan.
I was born and raised in Ketchikan as were my parents.

|l love Alaska and it hurts to see our natural resources

squanderea for the sake of short term .jobs. My family has
been involved in the logging industry for over 50 years so
I am not anti logging.

We need more forested hiking trails and campgrounds in
the Ketchikan area. To offer a clearcut area to us to
recreate in simply because it has logging roads is illogical.
I don't know anyone with all their marbles who wants to camp
or hike in a clearcut. It is a dangerous proposition,

especially for children.
What this trade really boils down to is a trade of stumps
for trees and favors industry's short term goal (money) at

the expense of quality of Ilife for current and future
generations. I don't know of any tourist with a desire to
camp in a clearcut either.

Again, | implore you to please seek out all the facts
about this land trade before you make a decision. There is

only so much old growth forest left and once it is gone we

can never get it back.
Thank you for taking tha time to read this and consider

my views.

Beth Antonsen

COIDNB



[Vjg b,<fi- . A
VoW~ fa> ft f %
fe r | N lv? |£.t§A A

.Ah t**

&l $r

& £ ¢ | -
S& &4
3 N\

G

5T § ~ v

forlitr

m "V



3/q/u

(ZflJjuA, ™~JhOUWU "LarUA-~<U*™*

AT OGIA

jtfcu X I* & [/ 2 . ( A u z + _

W* £ -no*;j& A stlrxJ > yiJZsyutrsz”

StIb tA Js£jL*<4C*s . tih A-L - <(JIAL /5O

aA tC*-jfth< -JC ACrCcA; />i"Cs
?2 \& d/At /U XAlcjl> djL?]
Cpa -A "iJ ? <£x-*C
yhu~rdA JsO*2"tA *U o”*sX Au”™ /t/irdJsC J-yvcdb /

*7

dji-< 2Js CAlco) -A z7"tz)
-AydycA jjdsfig * ry AT * -sh

JtA b s& L & ~teA "h " s&ulJsf£ "N J usx™™1j—sCM Jhuts a *"ta A "i/

A u j-i/lL tier& i*t-jC 'sfr "JL A A J-Z sthijusru”™ 42uC \/-A juas<s

y1U As6< JASA -T*7j& JdA~A"tuj.

$ZXs'JA.r~M 1~ Cg A AZA+ un

idAMUAjts

sf& huustA JA Z f-"< t< M
T&uzAscAbh? ItKV 7?20



r t s [/)Ve. Z /A Z Adillafoar)

ZJuir, /bust. /Resource (?d/ly)rr>/llc.£

Dear 2aMa<rolil

I am against the land trade between Cape Fox and
the State. It doesn"t seem logical to me that the
State would accept barren, logged-off land for land
that 1is full of old growth timber. This land is
already highly used for recreational purposes. Why

give it to Cape Fox to abuse? Please do not make

this trade.

Sincerely,

Michael Patrick
PO Box 551
Ward Cove, AK 99928
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Jeff Budd

Box 7263
K etchikan, AK 99901

6 May 92

liff D avidson
hair, House Resources Comm ittee

Cc
C
A laska State L egislature
Capitol Building

J

Dear Mr. Davidson,

I would like to go on record as one Ketchikan
resident who does not support the Leask Lakes

/C ape Fox land trade. I feel there are many others
in Ketchikan who also do not support this trade. |
am a member of the Ketchikan <city Council,
although | am not writing on behalf of the council,
and meet a fair number of people during my day.

There is a good percentage that do not support

this trade in that group. There are many more
people that I do not come in contact with who | do
not know how they feel one way or the other. I do

m ajority of the community do support the trade.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Jeff Budd
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May 3, 1992

Honorable C iff Davidson .
Chair, Hous4 Resources Committee
Alaska Statu Legislature

State Capit™:

Juneau, 99801-1182

Dear Representative Davidson,

As a oonoarhed resident of Ketohikan, | would like to take this
opportunlt%_ to express my strong Qi)posmon to the Leask Lakes -
Cape Fox Coirporation Land Trade bill that your committee is
currently osmsidering.

While it is true that Ketchikan, like most Southeast communities,
ourrently lacks opportunities for quality roadad recreation, it
is also tru4 that the roads we do have either pass through or
terminate i;i extensive clearcut areas. Those of the Ward
Creek/Lake Harriet Hunt and Whipple Creek drainages (both owned
and rapidly clearcut by the cape Fox Corporation) are fine
examples ~We certainly don't need another road through a
visually anl biologically impoverished landscape just for the
saku of bei lg able to put a few sore miles on our vehicles. What
we dfl need .s a road t_o/thro_uqh a fine example of Southeast
Alaska's un que, albeit rapidly disappearing, temperate
rainforest where local users and visiting tourists can have the
opportunity to sea and experience what southern Southeast
Alaska's forest resources have to offer. The state-owned Leask
Lakes tract offers the best opportunity for such a quality
recreation ixperienoe. Promulgating this exchance for the sole
economic belefit of a corporation which hao liquidated its
resources tirough non-sustainad yield management would preclude
the possibi Lities of establishing a road system that accesses a
E)rlstlne_ arWa. | realise that at this late date in the _
egislative session, &/ou've all got priority issues to consider,
but X ask tiat g_ou take a moment to consider both the obvious
inequity of trading Rrees for stumps**, as it has been called,
and the pre cedent that such an exchange will establish for the
future. Think you for your time r*d consideration

Sincerely,

Kevin J. Harjley

co: Rep. Linooln Rep. Moyer Rep. Carney
Rep. ZapacKki Rep. Gruasendorf Rep. Ivan

ReB. F  elstein Rep. Hudson Rep. Leman
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March 23, 1992

Reid Cross
P.O. Box 8983
Ketchikan, AK
99901-3983

Andrew W. Pekovich

Regional Manager-Southeast Region
Department of Natural Resources
400 Willoughby Avenue

Suite 400 Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr.. Pekovich:
Iam a resident of Ketchikan and | attended the recent public

hearings concerning the land exchange between Cape Fox
corporation and the State of Alaska. D.N.R.

After listening to both sides of the issue I am going to have to
speak against the exchange. The Leask Lakes area should stay in the
states care for the following reasons:

1. Preservation of Old Growth. |think that is reason
enough this area's preservation. We, as humans need to
have some old growth, there Is no other justification
necessary.

2. Economics. |just do net think that this makes very
good business sense. The timber at Leask Lakes is very
valuable and will just continue to become more valuable as
time goes on. Let us leave this place as it is for a long term
investment. In fifty years when our grandchildren are
making the decisions this timber will be worth a lot more.
It Is imperative that we leave them with something worth
being a steward of.

3. The majority that spoke during the public hearings in
Ketchiakn were against the exchange.

Thank-you for considering my opinion, please exercise caution
and prudence on this decision.

Cin ram]\®

Reid Cross
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£ 445 Front Street  Ketchikan, Ak. 99901 April 6, 1992

Representative Cliff Davidson
Chair, House Resources Committee

re. proposed State of Alaska, Cape Fox Corporation (CFC) land trade

Representative Davidson:
| OPPOSE THIS LAND EXCHANGE

In the preliminary exchange agreement the Ketchikan Gateway Borough
states: QUOTE _
"The Ketchikan Gateway Borough believes that the
resultant direct and iIndirect benefits of the land
exchange including economic, recreation, habitat,
environmental, and transportation henefits represent a
unique and significant community benefit." DQUOTE

| believe there is NO DOUBT that this community supports all of the
items listed above.

However, | qluestion that THIS EXCHANGE accomplishes any of these
goals terribly well, and there are some that it definitely hinders.

ECONOMICS.  The economics of a short term infusion of cash from a
timber sale are insignificant compared to the economic henefits of
a state park, which is an alternative f)lan that | support, and
there are others possibilities as well. [f the trade goes through,
| doubt that what we have after logging will be very attractive to
our guests, and if the community 1s even willing to pay for the
maintenance of the road3 it will be a net loss for year after year.
This will likely never end because the road is such that it may
never be taken over by DOT or FHA

RECREATION. | seriously question the recreational benefits of this
exchange.  The plan 1s simply a logging plan. It may be a
relatively TOOD Iogg[ng plan.  However, there has heen no
indication, and definitely no guarantees that the state or the
borough has interest or ‘money, to open and maintain roads or
develop facilities whose real intent recreation. In fact there
have been indications from the state that it is NOT interested.



We do not know if there will be any access for a period of ten
years by which time CFC will be required to complete its logging,
SO it is not the quick fix to our recreation needs as has heen

touted.

Additionally, the majority of the land will greatly resemble the
views of the clearcuts along the road to Harriet Hunt. These views
have never encouraged me to recreate in the vicinity, and | see
little reason for the public to pay for a recreational road that
drives through more of them. The recreational needs of this
commun_|t¥ would be far better served by developing the recreational
potential of the land that we already own.

if this exchan%e goes through, the state will gain ownership of
several valuable pieces of propertK. Some parts of them have
recreational potential. However, the best we could do, if they
were developed, would be second class compared with what we can do
with the Leask Lakes tract as it is today.

HABITAT and ENVIRONMENTAL. ~ This trade does not have habitat
benefits. | was greatly disappointed to hear the KGB Planning
department call this the “"environmental alternative" in their
analysis and | feel that it is tremendously irresponsible for a
public agency to suggest that, with regards to habitat, two
drainages with the best habitat cut out of them are better than
one. This trade does not benefit habitat, and it is shameful that
public agencies would trg to present it as such. The outrageous
statements such as only 63 acres of habitat affected when 1200 are
harvested would be ludicrous if they were not Part_of public
documents. Current estimates show over 70% deer |*ss in the land
that CFC would retain after the trade.

TRANSPORTATION.  If we are truly serious about promoting a
transportation corridor further up the island, the purchase or
upgrade. of any roads, such as those in this exchange, should be
made with that in mind. In fact the biggest opportunity on the
horizon for roaded recreation is linking Ketchikan with the USFS
Shelter Cove timber sale. The CFC land exchange buys and uBgrades
roads which are neither the preferred alternative of the USFS or
the L'OT.  Without resolution of these differences, we may be
spending substantial state resources that could in stead be spent
on an acceptable alignment that meets DOT, FHA, NEPA, and other
standards.  To date 1 see no indication that this exchange



accomplishes Its objective of transportation, and may in fact
hinder it by spending dwindling resources.

SUMMARY. If there is to be a trade of public resources, it should
be done on its merits, with carefully analyzed benefits to the
public. As | review the communitybenefits which this trade is
meant to accomplish, | find that it falls very short of achieving
its goals. It is my opinion that the best o,oportunlty to achieve
economic, recreation, habitat, environmental, and transportation
benefits for the community would be to retain the entire Leask Lake
Tract in State ownership and use funds raisedfrom limited harvest
in partnership with the USFS and DOT  to builda road that connects
to the Shelter Cove timber sale.

This land trade does not accomplish its intended goals. In fact,
it hinders them, decreases the value of the publicly owned land,
and decreases our OB,@ortunltles for future economic benefit and
?ubdllc enjoymnent. Please do all within your power to oppose this
rade.

Thank you for listening

Bill Rotecki



RECEIVED MAR3 | 1992
March 28, 1992

Representative CIliff Davidson
Chairman, House Resources Committee
House of Representatives

Juneau, Alaska, 99811

Dear Representative Davidson,

As the chairman of the House Resources Committee, please
consider co-sponsoring the enclosed bill. There is a broad based
support for protecting the state owned lands within roaded access
of Ketchikan for recreational use only.

The agencies such as the Mental Health Trust are charged
with the duty to produce income from state land resources vested
in their trust. Likewise there is a great motivation at the
state level to trade undesignated state lands to the Mental
Health Trust to clarify title and fulfill other responsibilities.
Because of such forces within Alaska people of Ketchikan are
justified in their fears that whatever the outcome of the Leask
Lakes Land Trade, any state lands in these areas may be yet be
lost for recreational use by the people of Ketchikan.

Specific statutory protection is difficult at this time due
to the unresolved issue of the Leask Lakes Land Trade. Through
this resolution the legislature can immediately recognize the
unique value of these lands to the people of Ketchikan and
support development of accessible recreational lands for the
people of Ketchikan Gateway Borough.

The resolution reflects accurately the enclosed motion
passed unanimously by the Ketchikan State Parks Advisory Board.
Included on that board are members from all sides of the Leask
Lakes Land Trade Issue. Eric Muensch helped design the land trade
for Cape Fox Corporation. Bill Roteki is one of the leaders of
the Torgass Conservation Society. Nathan Jackson is a leader
within the local Native community. The motion initiating this
action passed unanimously.

To facilitate passage of this resolution | have spoken with
staff a. the offices of Jay Kerttula, Lloyd Jones and Cheri
Davis. | have forwarded to them copies of the bill, requesting
that they co-sponsor it. If the Resources Committee of both
houses introduced the resolution with bi-partisan support, action
could be taken in this session of the legislature. Thank you for
your time and effort on our behalf.

Sincerely,

Ernest B. Meloche

Member, Ketchikan State Parks Advisory Board
PO Box 6058

Ketchikan, Alaska, 99901

247-6058



P.0. Box 328
g)}ctg’k%gz qaska 99901

onorable Cllff DaV|dson
n Lmag Itouse ELgources Committee

RS

saks R 120 DUENG, o,

Dear Representative Davidson,
gtgvtoeUI ttl?reex ereesg rn% glncere : Se”ea § oh oéla(?rkaatlons
propose exchan F ﬁ%%?g Sg 5& P

i3l

lS trad<| IS Brlmarlly a shost-si hte m
It in squangenn P

"timb

e Sl .
\&/ 4vne(§ resour % rsonally qgmll
Fhese nes novv at severr uch better op
or the |rte |gent management ot this are

S

a
!\/Lang/ PaeopJe in Ketchikan fgelné r0Cess é

plani ;n

Porg\a{ 9|z% K I'?'[e an% seeTe

ope b Mg Pl ]
BS fr (5 Epo H Fhe timber cry
u 10U vsdn Information g Ve
?te ar mlsu ed, for each ‘;
C

c—hg-)

——
=
—
j—

|
s

rage hexe ettﬁr reasons fo

n ron merta costs ave not ee%

? :

|

|

ompren ens |ve assessment has
of pub chtf eds{nfe e ou
|V ”e r ue 0 bjock
'H er 8 ?n S tth
[]a In f IVer, nu
thelr wn nalllg ¥
stﬂ e lant Wor as |1 7?
other nusabe lands for aout 0 S
There is rot time enough to pro erl¥] SF tin

exchange or examine In an. op a?l 3 | gu v

Proces olease ut a stop . to" this land exchange. Thank you
or constoerlng this request.

Slncerely

{
€

Jackle Ca ~rbury
cc»  Hous  Resources Committee members



MAY S, W\2.

_fbjom * RILCHAftD E* UOW fcU...
PfO. &0X S4UL_
VIjtTdH-VKAKf AR  1tS O |l
I
|
.TO". TI—I|E HON<*/*Lfc CUR? DAVVPSoN
cmmsl, house KE3fcoafjceE
/luAIVCA SmfIECE I.fiCISt rtTngfr
«ftATE CAPITOL.
Tune*u.AK cHBO\-VVa~
DEAR. Eftj,

I iIAM a WETCHiIXAU-RESUIfiKT WRCUhUo You-Tbh NtovCE MY Wo'toUM O
OPPOSITION TO THE. PFfcxSk/SIK? L«*3UC UMSS - OKFtFoX CORP. U\NHDTFA».
TPgAtHNL PRVSTINE Pu&LVC. FOREST LAKjOS FoP, PRIOASE OJEAROUXS
IS MOTT AN »O ul\TA*LE TRADE TtitVS LAWD TRADE WOULD SET A BAD
PMfcCftDCM'jr AMD ONLY ruOTrtftR DRUAV the (VCDLY KB8ED6D REALIZATION
By INDuStRY THAT IT MUST “ PRoPCR1IY"™ KAJOAUE US OWN LAHJDE 1?
it ve to Survwe . there Alrcaoy rxvste ample oTPortohvtY
For AREA Sfi"EENTS TO RJ6dgEATE «4 CJLEAfXucCS AUD THESE
OPPort.TUJOVT\eE W ill NO DoctKT CONTINUE Tbh \MPRovb EVEN VfHHOCcCCT
Trt\E IANp TRADE .

Please say »o0 to this ridiculous Iniud trade .

Sincerely

re. Hcxse rikaoujkjb msmmrs



RECEIVED APR 2 1 m

April 14, 1992

Dear Reprisentatrve

T o 08 5°rerarrrfrrtgrrte e e e gt o

ed roade recreatrona lands far today's children; not more
locked -u erness Ite preservationists
r\rerI n :Erhshort car drive frcm

e fo e s
Ketchrka argrarne“s“(retged tarﬁ) 0 not HO éhtahelstr e hIor e oneg or the
physica abr les exter]degv ikes Into’ the wi dernea

’f . orest rvice's Ward iake area IS over-used. This shows
a great nfe of more of the sarﬂe| é{w recrea on.

on long har Ee iy and fra ewrl?ggﬁve us i We Ia£no
e el Owrte ape 0¥, Rtrar

Pdport (tjy to ontrnue i T X
a n% af Creek down t?—l ot Lake and alo ﬁs shore ' Is .easy
rt ren, Harriet Hunt pas vast recreatigna portunrtres rte River
rs a e slow moving, man errnﬂ hv r with_peautiful sand bar\?\/ hﬁ area
grea Brcnrcs camping, afd hiking. The road access to White River

o e AL s 1 S
eerer\(/)eECteEa ﬂ” r Renrn ? rPy woraa .Sane, p leopledwould Itrke ou toh
%countrys %Igg s%%vr?ngbrlerngeagt/ ator ?amrlrgsrI % cganecreansrang

earcut
PJc ise don't be rev the ||es ein t Id b the re ervationists.
hey. clarm t rs a tra e o clear ut or% erne R
ox IS trad rrgsr’7 %vr acresso whrc ony een cu

act IS (]a
res rs (1S erne ntia S ané roa r?
reﬁe ab!]ei t?r éj | cres ér%e Igé)gfra%re(s) fthejt\(;\t]s% l?akegxw\l\rllll|
218t HC A o tattot tatO R ] t 9re'nyu§ ands chently
etcti Egma e Fox and threr vast potential will the average

to enjo
1oy. he eli eefutr Jvatronrst feels nearly drivi

Irhrou ha cle reyt to et to a area rui e experience g them.
hey are re ea by t e sr areas ese Ereas are net

g egtrne engg or”the fno % atronrst there IS about 2+ million
Cres adj%? or. verYa 0se Y those peo

eqase gJve IS 0 ortﬁ)nrtres for outdoor recreation.
Approve tq_ % g||:0?( g]tate ang fraae. PP
an you Tor your attentron

Sincerely,

Heather Muench



MAY 04 *92 06:37 TROLL LIME 291 P01/01

*o "t

fym cAn
HtfwVL
m (Z&uJunr S fyfy
\ Sfrfc Cy~™"M
$A. TFfA>/

H)M Hh- Vovic&n,

, J a*n Mt

j. Ifrilty * lil&

\ ~(7>2Z

" C 4s/

[ j.n~r oA Iv$ Ivrrirf~ p oy i~y & sv\ /ttty fix vi YK P A

[ ftZ" 0O ' CL

' /& fcA/& n O0&4£*r€4L /fctfal 75~*"A

] p \ figcsiMbfeirr) , (E/7*rA.
\ y * M A * % K« & A
\ k » tf A * $
J w *d oo J U C fh n

Po &0X etGy

% YK . <119 0 /'



To: Honorable Cliff Davidson
Chair, House Resources
Alaska State Legislature
bete Capitol
Jjineau, Alaska 99801-1182

From: N[eg Cartwright
P O. Box 9506
Ketchikan, Ak. 99901

I am a resident of Ketchikan and am strongly opposed to the Leask Lakes-Cape
Fox land track proposal currently being considered by your committee. | feel the
whole trade pi ocess has been railroaded by some Borough Assembly members and
the Cape Fox lorporation in an effort to generate 50 jobs for 2 years. This trade
proposal is no:about roaded recreation but rather short-term economic gains that
will primarily benefit private shareholders of the corporation. The state owned
Leask Lakes IS unique in that it is centrally located and has the potential to
be developed into a high quality recreational area with roaded access and varying
levels of outd<ar activities for all residents of Ketchikan. Future roads planned
in this area fbi transportation and utility purposes make this a viable alternative to
trading old-gr<Jwth forest for clearcut lands as outlined in the bill proposal in front
of you. Pleasb, | urgue you to carefully consider the implications of this bill and
the lost recreational value of our public lands if this proposal is adopted.

cc:  Rep. Liicoln
Rep. Cimey
Rep. m
Rep. Fiikelstein
Rep. M >yer
Rep. zswiacid
Rep. Hddson
Rep. Leman
Rep. Gijussoodorf



MAY 06 "92 08:06

445 PO1

ferty
Aot

o

r
t

g

vidson
fure

[

le Clif Da

OUSE aBourc
Jai%lLeglsa
A)Iaska 99801-1182

C

ogab
a

e

au,

Honorable CIIE £ Davidson,

D

=} - [

(4] <o -_

— CoooV—a

— AQAC— T w
! O =S,

ng.OI NVOTor— o

|Ukv|.|.|us 4+ CO
eoea — VDLW [« B)
O— —_— O
(&) LE —l——~ C

— tdoecrde[a
[qof e ftnaem =
= OOwv OO

dSII.ISCq
BoCmo —on s

o =" Q" un—
C—PLTDL=CDaooPS
cEO Axrovos_
CO—~O > o= -
E ©o wcBocOc
C— .—n=c wncs 3]

Respectfully,

7

Mary McCaffert



271 POl MAY 05 "92 15:53

/llc L('If /13.3U1 1
"_ Qe
Chair> //cuy ftffs 5'- 7 TU
M hc Ja & tr-c
Jusiam t A k <7sti< Y/ -1/<&
D&s /*?r DcuidCon
al htdb! '&# *? "* ffH ? ?2 *? 5 Jan *rrs Mt/
i A
17T W . 3 ey xS NIV apensiMoe :
/X <« <s& f<rrd*s prtcal/chsS Acc /MM &«&[*F) STrdt /0« cfi

fo r cffarad priM h , & </ [ U tohl/cs my J& tse o f A sfr frrta fr.

Cul 0 Sac( [/ vox/ 2& N trc& Az OX, jTtJO tdc/
JC 0/0AJ @Adjvf £

fr € /s* ills> £ - U nxArifo™"C C* 0j-)(JiVvrtn <?rii d f Jhd.

OlwiCcr- A/hf Mo
Ja vitrc naxr p'oKr 4 holits* * A'Ju~f apprttf$ * S

L fr)k Arax f*  ffd S t*x ffc C6r**xC'xf pfr/fox/. J M M OTCiCOCof <z
o{Mr* rc”c y,p _ _ o
) tk C frpt fo< prior fa rfCtf.dtfai faifai fa
I r “from JfC u KGuireffit +0 cpffru/c frc /& [?2* M Ifc jr o f
CHoui< 19 s iS 3T *jcu.(J ro*srflcr- 6et-S\nrss.
o kifa A i*Ar tloaxd e Jo Stacy My p& fonT Ulhax ~ skr* Swicnko
or a/ A*y unXrt* Ji,** 4m U t#) yM y* hL °M

a. /on* h/rm /

m rrn c&ifous (It A _ N % /N

gconeshy O ruif % 1] fv %
s fo r /-1,y ljfa r { 4*t

no /o0 7 W&t 1
fyrfa.

923 °3<frr
pr~r(FfFitw ° r

jfep AirxCc/*

gy - CPI
fop A
fcp P byt

xdorf

E<f>- &ruy
MFi*®



257 P01 MAY 05 "92 15:14

May 5, 1992

Honorable c¢ iff Davidson _

Rralkr Hous4 Resources committee
askd Statu Legislature

State Capit™s

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Rapreai mtative Davidson,

As a concerpad resident of Ketohikan, 1 would like to take thia
opportuni% to express ay strong quposmon to the Leask Lakes *
Capa Pox Co:-poration Land Trade bill that your committee is
currantly considering*

While it ia true that Ketohikan, like most Southeast communities,
currently 14oka opportunities for quality roaded reareation, it
ia also truii that the roads ve do have either pass through or
terminate in extensive clearcut areas. Those of the Ward
Creek/Lake Harriet Hunt and Whipple Creek drainages (both owned
and rapidly clearcut by the Cape Pox Corporation) are fine
examples. He certainly don't need another road through a
visually an |l biologically impoverished landscape just for the
sake of belig able to put a few more miles on our vehicles. What
we sift need ,.s a road t_o/thro_ugih a fine example of Southeast
Alaska's un .qua, albeit rapidly disappearing, temperate
rainforest where local users and visiting tourists can have the
opportunity to see and experience what southern Southeast
Alaska's forest resources have to offer. The state-owned Leaak
Lakes tract offers the best oppor_tunit%/_for suoh a ?uality
recreation experience. Promulgating this exchange for the sole
economic benefit of a corporation which has liquidated its
resources through non-sustained yield management would preclude
the possibilities of establishing a road system that accesses a
pristine arfca. | realize that at this late date in the _
legislative] session, you've all got priority issues to consider,
but Z ask tpat you take a moment to consider both the obvious
inequity of trading "trees for stumps", as it has been callc'l
and the pre jedent that such an exchange will establish for t
future. Think you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Kevin J. Haliey

cc: Rep. Liicof(n Rep. Koyer Rep. Carney
Rep. ZaldOKI Rep. Grussandorf Rep. lvan
Rep. 7iikelstein Rep. Hudson Rep. Leman
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To: Honorable Cliff Davidson
Chair, House Resources
Alaska State Legislature

S ate Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

From: Meg Cartwright
U. Box 9505
Kletchll™™n, Ak. 99901

I am a residei it of Ketchikan and am strongly opposed to the Leask Lakes-Cape
Fox land tradi»proposal currently being considered by your committee. | feel the
whole trade pfiocess has been railroaded by some Borough Assembly members and
the Cape Fox Corporation in an effort to generate 50 jobs for 2 years. This trade
proposal is nc iabout roaded recreation but rather short-term economic gains that
will primarily benefit private shareholders of the corporation. The state owned
Leask Lakes ract is unique in that it is centrally located and has the potential to
be devp'-'ped into a high quality recreational area with roaded access and varying
levels of oui  r activities for all residents of Ketchikan. Future roads planned
in this area fol transportation and utility purposes make this a viable alternative to
trading old-gr DAth forest for clearcut lands as outlined in the bill proposal in front
of you. Pleate, | urgue you to carefully consider the implications of this bill and
the lost recra itlonal value of our public lands if this proposal is adopted.

cc:  Rep. Lincoln
Rep. Cirney
Rep. N\an
Rep. F nkelstein
Rep. Moyer
Rep. Ziwacki
Rep. Hudson
Rep. Ljman
Rgp. Grus8endorf

15:25



72k Bayview
Ketchikan
Alaska 99901
May k, 1992

Honorable Cliff Davidson
House Beacuroes Chair
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau* Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Bepre senfcktlve Davidson,

I am a Ketohlkan resident and have been following the
controversy regarding the proposed Leask Lakea/White Blver
land exchejngb6, , 1 have spent many days in both areas and
know eaoh of them well from ffrst-hand experience. Based
upon exter sive background knowledge, 1 must tell you that
the passage of this land exchange bill would be a terrible
mistake, T*.ilb_letter is to express my opposition to

SB k65 and HB

If you tale the time to examine this bill closely, you will
find numeious reasons why this land exchange would be
extremely undesirable legislation. We must do a better job
of managing Alaska®"s natural resources if we want to have
sustalnabl e development and keep our state a decent and
enjoyable plaoe to live. Additionally, if this bill were

to pass, believe it would be an indication that the system
of oheoks and balanoes designed to safeguard our system of
government 1is no longer functional.

For the gcod of the general populaoe of Ketchikan and for
the rest (f the state, please do not pass this proposed

land exohAnge bill.

Sinoerely

Jack Quallfson



248 PO1 MAY 05 "92 14:24

, M/0
b¥? &U&2AJ
£E6TZH NAW [/ M - | tffl
<?0?-2?S~~/S"2.
y [1fZ.
<€ C frffM vISQA)
cm e.lause ftegwacé&s
ECAS#9 strm z. - £6/S Un?AE.
Sr> pe O Ir& L-
*
j cuafk m y K’.?yg V_//r.z _
K tApEZ—£E£S°e-&s&eglPra&AnMJ r# AAE.
V. rssrivey 7#rs jo f
M sniA sple ewaw m/it& ey $&a . [ je
L64SV-L& £ £ /MM & tM S |
w uujfe. m tr’AUMATf.ffln & f/;z& xem m c- f&

Xr*% £ E£E£Ds”"se tr
M ffy* ffffo f& frs —-fezz£4e e*6*77t>ufo x ,f

/f#64 Snttf / WAL ——Fvecrfte-Sn/Af frteA/Jd

opcme P>sCOFP/ZTO A jA sfvit.

,T#]_Z<rm )E. tueuiA S ffsA & flte t/s sal
pb wven.  ESAFE- TIME< QAtoss

filuU fst-**& £$£. 1&5_ rA M f.

?2W c*e & ¥y



May 4,1992

Honorabfa Cliff Davidson
House Resource Committee
Alaska State ture

State capital
Junuea, AK 996011182

Dear Sir:

| Vfotfd HKo to uga you to do everything in your power to.stop the Lease Lake Land’s

Trade BIB. | be]ieve this woiid set a terrible preoedent for land tradee in the State of
good timQer for stumps makes no eooncxnkj cx teuiMtiuiwf sense. |
are tha moat logging roads in the state and they are worthless for

anything but u$4 by the industrial timber beasts, not to even mention the tost of wildlife
habitat

Thank you fory hjt consideration.

Sincerely;

Jerry Sharrirc]
Box 121 v
Craig, AK 98931

oc: PatCamry
David Fkicelstetn
Bfil Huds<n
Loren Let tan
Oeorgiamxt Unooki

, TbomMoyy

Ivan lvan
Jamee Cdwackl
Ben Grue *torf
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Ellen Toll fJQ?
4204 Cope Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(907) 561-0500

May 2, 1992

Representative Cliff Davidson
P.0. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Leask Lake Land Exchange
Dear Representative Davidson,

I am writing to voice my opposition to the exchange of old
growth forest lands that belong to the State of Alaska to the
Cape Fox Corporation in return for heavily logged and clear-cut
lands owned by the Corporation. I understand that this exchange
has been approved by the Senate and will be before the House for
consideration this week. I think the exchange does not serve the
interest of the state.

I understand that there has been no final appraisal of the
deal, so it is impossible to know whether the acres to be
transferred to the state (which have been clear-cut, so the
economic, recreational or scenic value must be questionable) are
of equal value to the old-growth that would be given up.

I also understand that the Senate amended the bill to
provide that the citizens of Ketchikan will be given the
opportunity to ratify the exchange. Although I understand that
they will be most affected by the exchange, these are state
lands. I also wonder about the propriety of a vote by part of
the citizens on an appropriation of state money. IT the Senate
was so unsure of whether the appropriation should be made that
they gave Ketchikan veto power over it, then the House should be
even more skeptical.

I would urge you to vote against this bill. It is not in
the state"s interest to give up valuable old-growth forest lands
in return for clear-cuts. It also sets a bad precedent for the

transfer of state lands into private hands.
Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

cc: All members of House Resources Committee
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To: H Dnorable Cliff Davidson
C lair, House Resource
Alaska State Legislature
Slate Capitol
Jmeau, Alaska 99801-1182

From: T m Zadina
1:092 Connie Lane
Ketchikan, Ak. 99901

I am a residei t of Ketchikan and am strongly opposed to the Leask Lakes-Cape
Fox land trad*ibill (SB 465) currently being considered. | am an avid outdoors
person who er joys hunting and fishing in the Ketchikan area. The majority of the
land we woult get in this trade is absolutely worthless as far as I am concerned
for recreation. | believe it is possible to get roaded access in to the Leask Lakes
area and devel 5 a high quality recreation area without being forced into accepting
a land trade tl at is a bad deal for die public.

cc:  Rep. Liicoin
Rep. Cim
Rep. IV n
Rep. Hlikelstein
Rep. M >yer
Rep. Ziwacld
Rep. Hitdson
Rep. Liman
Rep. Gjussendorf

17:04
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May 5, 1992

Honorable Cliff Oavidoon
Chair, Houae Raaourcoa
Alaska State Lsgislature
State Capitol

Jgneeu, AK  99P01-11B2

Dear Fir* Oavidsom

I am writing in regards to the state land swap proposal with Cape
Fox Corp., of The Leaek Lakes area uith White River.

I havs been s Ketohikan reaidant for 5 years* 1 have been employed
full-time with SC Island School District as an itinerant music

teacher. 1 cover tha 20,000 square mile diatriot in a floatplane
on a daily basis. 1| sea tho logging an Prince of Uelaa and other
locatione.

I enjoy living and working in SC Alaska, 1 feel extremely/ fortu—

nate to bo blessed uith a uondsrful Job and the wonderful natural
beauty around mo,

t ainoaraly believe that the state should deaignste the leask Lakes
aroa ao a protected atata park, Tha advantages of preserving such
beauty so olose to Ketchikan show incredible wisdom and vision,
Onca it ie gone, Ketohikan losas an important rseourcs.

Ploesa support legislation to preserve Leask Lakes and dBny tha land
swap with Caps Fox Corp.

Thank you vary much I

David C, Glazier
614 Main St.
0Gsdg Ketohikan, AK 99901

cci  Rap, Lincoln
Rep, lawacki
Rep. Finkelstoin
Rep. Moyer
Rep. Gruesendorf
Rep. Hudson
Rep, Carney
Rep, lvan
Rep, Lsman



To:

From:

onorable CIiff Davidson
Chair, House Resource
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

ineau, Alaska 99801-1182

Steve Heinl
P.O. Box 3101
1[ctchikan, Ak. 99901

201 PO1 MAY 05 '92

| am a residdot of Ketchikan and am strongly opposed to the Leask Lakes-Cape
Fox land tra<e bill (SB 465) currently being considered. | feel that there is no
benefit to thol state or the public in this trade proposal. Why would | want to
recreate in a clear-cut area? The White River area is not appealing to me as a
recreational jxea. The economic gains are short term and benefit a handful of
corporaion s lareholders but not the public. I strongly feel that this is a state give
away. Pleasi consider the implications of a trade of this nature and vote no.

cc: Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.

Lincoln
Carney

I fan
Flnkelstein
Moyer
Rl

|

Leman
Crussendorf

(S ioUk L
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443 Front Street
Ketchikan, Ak. 99901
May 3, 1992

Honorable Cliff Davidson:
Chair|] Hquse Resources Committee

re: Cafe Fox Land Exchange HB37B

Representative Davidson:

In Ketchikan thia trada haa baan touted aa an anawar to our
"Roaded Recroational Naada"™ and a road -further up tha ialand.

In fact uhat thia bill doea ia:

-sell Stita owned recreational land at *72/acre and buy privately

owned cliarcut land at an average of *S95/acre
THIS 1S NOT A GOOD DEAL FOR RECREATION

-spend 2.5 million on a road upgrade for a road that the stats
doeen ™ ant, that tha borough government wants but does not have
legal po»ers to maintain, and is NOT the prafferad alternative of
tha racant DOT highway study, and cannot meat FHA .»ighway

standards
THIS 1S 10T A GOOD DEAL FOR A ROAD UP THE ISLAND

-designs_  clearcuts in a gem of a very accessible and beautiful
area, pits a *2.3 million road through and to these clearcuts,
and calls the project a tourist attraction.

A CLEARCI T DOES NOT INCREA8SE THE TOURISM INDU8STRY

-decreasa deer population by 71% on the state traded lands and
claim it is being done to "further...environmental protection

interests 1 (quote from the bill)
THIB BILL IS DEVASTATING TO WILDLIFE

This trace does not accomplish what it claims to, is not value
for valus and benefits a very few people at a great cost to the

state.
PLEASE OPPOSE HB37B and SB]

Sincerely yours,
Bill Roteckl



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

- REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

: CAROLYN STALLINGS

ADDRESS: GHfi SUNSET DRIVE

I B
o LANO EXCHANGE WITH CAPE POX
ESSAGE: 1 AM NOT IN FAVOR OF THE

ZIP: 99901

TTORATION

HITH CAPE FOX. 1 STRONGLY SUPPORT A

STATE PARK IN THE LEASK LAKES AREA, AND TRADING FOR MORE STUMPS DOES NOT MAKE

GOOD ECONOMIC SENSE IN THE LONG RUN.

PLEASE TREAT THIS BILL NI7H GREAT,

HOUGHTFUL CONSIDERATION.

POHID:
DATE:
TIME:

LI

08160130
92/09/19
16:01:30

ONAVE: KETCHIKAN LIO

COPIES!

SENATORS

ELIASON
POURCHOT

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON
TWLE JOAN E. KAUTZER
ADDRESS: LOT 1'., UPPER GEORGE INLET, BOX 129
CITY: POINT BAKER ZIP! 99927
PHONE: n/r -
BILL NO:
SUBJECT: LEASK LAKES LANO TRADE

MESSAGE:

LANO TRADE. THE STATE WOULD ILL SERVE THE PUBLIC IN THIS UNBALANCED SWAP.

I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS CORRUP
IEAXK

AS_A PROPERTY OWNER IN GEORGE INLET

LAKES SHOULD BE LEFT IN IT"S EXISTING OLD GROWTH SPLENDOR_TO BEST PROVIOE FOR
VIABLE RECREATIONAL OPPERTUNITY. DON"T ALLOW THIS PUBLIC THEFT TO OCCUR!

POMID: 15132802
DATE: 92/0</19
TIME: 13:28:02
LIONAVE:  PETERSBURG LIO
COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SEMNAIFIBS
B@/\ﬁ JONES
ELLIS ELIASON
GRUSSENOORF KERTTULA
NAVARRE MENARO



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE
DEAR: REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

NAVE! ANOI _SMITH-GUTHREAU
TITLET CONCERNED CITIZEN
DRESS: P. 0. BOX 6033
CITY: KETCHIKAN
PHONE: 225-6033

LL NO:

ZIP: 99901

BJECT: LEAK LAKES-NHITE RIVER LAND TRAOE PROPOSAL

SSAGE: HELLO:  I'M_WRITING TO STATE MY OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED LAND SWAP
UEEN CAPE FOX AND THE STATE. 1"M IN FAVOR OF THE LEASK LAKES AREA AS A STATE
RK BUT NOT IF IT"S GOING TO BE LOGGED FIRST. IT WOULD DEFEAT THE PURPOSE OF

ECREATION/PARK AREA!  THANKS!

POHID: 0616929
DATE: 92/03/25
TIME: 16:92:96
ONAVE: KETCHIKAN LIO

OPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS

ROWN JONES
C.DAVIS KERTTULA
ELLIS POURCHOT
GRUSSENOORF
MACKIE

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

: REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

: SCOTT M. GUTHREAU
- PRIVATE CITIZEN
P. 0. BOX 6033

KETCHIKAN ZIP: 99901

T 225-6033

: CAPE FOX CORPORATION LANO SWAP
> 1 STRONGLY OPPOSE THE LAND SWAP BUT DO SUPPORT A LEASK LAKE STATE

: 06169010
: 9/03/25

LIONAVE:
> REPRESENTATIVES SEMiMBHS

16:90:10
KETCHIKAN LIO

C.DAVIS JONES
ELLIS KERTTULA
NAVARRE POURCHOT
TAYLOR



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE
DEAR* REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON
DAVID BEEBE

gg\/l\/IERCIAL FISHERVAN
ZIP: 99833

PLEASE VOTE THIS TRADE DOWN! THE POOR CHOICE OF ROAD CONSTRUCTION THAT
SORIGINALLY CONOUCTEO MILL SADDLE THE STATE MITH HUGE MAINTENANCECOSTS

T _TO MENTION THE SHAM OF "RECREATION' AND "WILDERNESS'" VALUES THAT
ERY TOURIST IS LURED TO ALASKA UPON.

=
&

DATE: 92/09/13

TINE: 15:52:90

3NAVE: PETERSBURG LIO

3PIES: BfpPSSENTAHYES SEMTFIK
BROWN JONES
MACKIE KERTTULA
NAVARRE MENARO
TAYLOR POURCHOT

PUBLIC OPINION ME3SAGE

DEAR:  REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

JOSEPH D. SEBASTIAN

ADDRESS: BOX 1297
CITY: POINT BAKER
PHONE: N/R-

; BILL NO: HB 576
1 SUBJECT: LAND EXCHANGE MITH CAPE FOX CORPORATION

MESSAGE: BE ADVISED THAT THE LEASK LAKES LANO TRADE IS UNWISE AND CORRUPT.
STATE WOULD INHERIT ROAD MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS, UNSTABLE SOILS, AND MANY
EXISTINGSLIDES. ~ HOW THIS LANO RIPOFF GOT THIS FAR IS A TESTIf\/IENT TO_IN-STATE
CORRUPTIONLEAST LAKES IS AN OPPORTUNITY FOR AFOML STATE PARK AND TOURIST

DESTINATION.

NAVE:
TITLE:

21P- 99927

POMIO: 15152312
1 DATE: 92/09/13
TIME: 15:23:12
LIONAME: PETERSBURG LIO
COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES ?FNATpBS
BROMN JONES
ELLIS ELIASON
MACKIE KERTTULA
NAVARRE POURCHOT



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE
DEAR! REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

NAVE! JOSEPH D. SEBASTIAN
TITLE:
JORESS: BOX 1297

CITY! POINT BAKER

PHONE!  772-9669
ILL NO: HB 576
UBJECT- LANO EXCHANGE WITH CAPE FOX CORPORATION

T THE LEASK LAKES LANO TRADE IS UN-HISE AND CORRUPT.
NANCE PROBLEMS, UNSTABLE SOILS, ANO_MANY
. IS LANO RIPOFF GOT THIS FAR IS A TESTIMENT TO IN-STATE

RRUPTION LEAST LAKES IS AN OPPORTUNITY FOR A FOWLSTATE PARK ANO TOURIST

TINATION.

ZIP: 99927

>
5
b
§
g2
=
=

POVIO: 15151991
DATE: 92/09/15
TIME! 15:19:91
IONAVE:  PETERSBURG LIO

COPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS

BROWN JONES
ELLIS KERTTULA
MACKIE POURCHOT
NAVARRE

DEAR!

NAVE:
TITLE;

ADDRESS:
CITY:
PHONE:
BILL NO:
SUBJECT:
MESSAGE:

ISLAND ROAD SYSTEM.

PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

DON CORNELIUS

BOX 1727
PETERSBURG
772-9869
HB 576
LAND EXCHANGE WITH CAPE FOX CORPORATION

PLEASE SAY NO TO LEASK LAKES LAND EXCHANGE. USE ALTERNATE ROUTE_FOR
LEASK LAKES WOULD MAKE A VERY POPULAR STATE PARK. WHITE

ZIP: 99833

RIVER ROAD SYSTEM IS A MAINTENANCE NIGHTMARE ANO WOULD COST TOO MUCH TO
MAINTAIN ANO INCUR TOO MUCH LIABILITY.

POMIO:
OATE:

15195208
92/09/13

-TIE: 19:52:08

LIONAVE:
COPIES:

PETERSBURG LIO
REPRESENTATIVES = SENATORS
NAVARRE
FINKELSTEIN
HUDSON

IVAN POURCHOT
LEMAN

LINCOLN

MOYER

ZAWACKT

TAYLOR

C.DAVIS



PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE PUBLIC OPINION MESSAGE

DEAR! REPRESENTATIVE OAVIDSON DEARS REPRESENTATIVE DAVIDSON

NAVE! CONSTANCE GRIFFITH
B S e e o os
CITT) KETCHIKAN 7IP: 99901 address: FO B 200 7IP: 9B
PHONE:  225-5069 PHONE: N/R- )
BILL NO: 8ILLNO: SB 965
SUBJECT: STATE OF ALASKA - CAPE FOX LAND SNAP SUBJECT- LAND EXCHANGE WITH CAPE FOX CORPORATION

MESSAGE: D.N.R. WANTS TO TRADE 2,500 ACRES AROUND LEASK LAKES FOR 9,300 ACRES  HESSAGE: NCONST ONAl CHANG

IF LOGGED-OVER LANDS HEAVILY CLEARCUT. O.N.R. CLAIMS THE TRACE PROVIOES A p||;|g|VATEE'PR8|BDE|;QS6T$ ||:(S)RUSTATE % AIT\KI-)IE\R/\?VI[S)E T-HI-IIELIé &AE QI%}WEO-,I‘;\WE)Y( YOLREHOME
RS, PROVICE WILDLIE, NECEATION AND FISE. & COVTRY 18 REQUIFED 10 FESTURE Eeoh e o e ML i Rk RGPS L b NG e U e VERE
I/KP(XF‘?GED A.RI.E% % _SI;HN%E VATUES. THE PROPOSED SIEP 1S A HOAX- ¥ PLEASE DO NOT RESOLVES BY OR ERS THAT PRIVATE PROP SHOULD NOT BE

POVIO: 0B195601 POMID: 00095553
DATE: 92/03/09 OATE: 92/05/05
TIVE: 19:56:01 TIVE: 09:55-53
L1ONAHE: KETCHIKAN LIO LIONAVE: JUNEAU LIO
QOPIES: REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS OOPIES: ES REPRESENTATIVES SENATORS
BROUN JONES BAKER BARNES ADANS
C.0AVI3 KERTTULA BOYER BROWN COLLINS
GRUSSENOORF POURCHOT BRUCKHAN CARNEY COTTEN
NAVARRE CI-IO%J B.DAVIS CRAFT
C.DAVIS DONLEY NCAN
ELLIS FINKELSTEIN ELIASON
GONZALES FISCHER
GRUENBERG GRUSSENOORF FRANK
HANLEY HUOSON HALFORD
IVAN JACKO HOFRVIAN
KOPONEN KUBINA JONES
LARSON LEMAN KERTTULA
LINCOLN MACKIE MENARD
HACLEAN MARTIN PEARCE
M.A_MILLER M.W_MILLER POURCHOT
%LL gA\F{H ILLIPS LTZ
R.PHILLIPS SHARP STURGULEWSKI
TAYLCR ULMER UBHLING
ZANACKI ZHAROH
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469 PO1 MAY 06 '92
Box 315B
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
May 3, 1992
Cliff DaSidson
Chair m<n of House Resource Committee
Box V

Juneau, Alaska 998il
Re: Leajjk Lakes - White River Trade
Dear Mr. Davidson:

I have lived in Ketchikan since 1954. | have taught school for 15 years
and am at present teaching school at Schoenbar Junior High. | am an outdoor
recreate r and am a regular promotor of outdoor recreation for my students.

1 am concerned about the Leask Lakes - White River land trade for
many r<asons.

0 le: Leask Lakes should be turned into a National or State Park in
order tt at safety regulations would be made. At present there are no rules
or reguiaiions in the Harriet Hunt and White River areas. The four
wheelers nearly run over the cross-country skiers. They are fighting with
each other. There needs to be designated areas so that both groups of people
are hap >y. People are driving their cars out of control on the roads and
teenage -s go there to drink. The roads are barely maintained. The road to
White River is a four wheel road and is not one that people would choose for
a Sunday drive with the family. Bvery year we have totalled cars and
people Leing hit by speeding cars. Someday something disastrous is going to
happen to the lives of people.

T vo: We need a National or State Park with maintained cross-
country trails would enable more people to use the area. Itwould become a
family rea. There are people right now that won't take their children up
there, Kfthe Leask Lakes area is handled like Cape Fox's While River
propert 7or Ketchikan's Parks and Recreation, we will only have more of the
same.

Three: Cape Fox's White River property is NOT the type of place one
goes to ook at the beauty of the countryside because it is nothing buV a
graveyj rd of barren stumps. It Isvery pretty in the winter because the

09:12



469 P02 Mfly 06 ’'92

snow w lite washes the debris. Mountain biking in the summer is a dreadful
sight Its not the place | take any visitors from out of town unless they
mounta n bike and they always ask, ""What happened out here?"

Fpur: From the dollar standpoint for the State of Alaska, | think It Is
a dangerous situation. Does the state want to get into selling land to
corporate interests and let them exploit the major raw product we have out
there? Is the State of Alaska going to benefit as much as Cape Fox?

F vei Ketchikan and the surrounding area needs a recreation area for
the peo] >le that live here. Juneau has one, Anchorage and Fairbanks have
one. Wkthave nothing other than a few State Parks with walking paths or
campinj facilities. We need a RECREATION AREA. We need to ride bikes,
cross country ski, hike, four wheel, fish, and camp. Our roads are so
coagulated with cars and congestion that it Is no longer a safe place to
ride...so we need to think about our children and where they are going to
recreate . We do have the water...but not ail people do the water.

I appreciate your consideration injiot supporting the Leask Lake.
White f Lver trade.

Rosie Roppel

cc Bjn Guessendor
Georglanna Lincoln
Pat Carney
D ivid Finkelstein
B 11 Hudson
b an Ivan
T~m Moyar
Lorren LeMan
JLn Zewacky
Johnny Ellis (House Rules Committee)

09s13



6489 South Tongass Highway
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
May 6, 1992

Honorable Cliff Davidson
Chair, House Resources
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Davidson:

I amn third generation Alaskan and a Ketchikan native who has spent
quite a lot of time in and around the Leask Lakes area. This 1is
one of the most beautiful, pristine, and untouched areas 1in
Southeast Alaska. 1 strongly feel that a land trade with the Cape
Fox Corporation would not only be detrimental to me, but also to my
children and grandchildren. 1 strongly urge you to vote against
this land trade.

Respectfully,

0JA Jru ju u fr
Mary U”guhart O
cc: Rep. Lincoln

Rep. ZawackKi
Rep. Finkelatein

Rep. Moyer

Rep. Grussendorf
Rep. Hudson

Rep, Carney

Rep. Ivan

Rep. Leman



722 Park Avenue
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
May 6, 1992

The Honorable C liff Davidson
Chair, House Resources
Alaska State Legislature
Stato Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Davidson:

I am a Ketohikan native and am strongly opposed to the Leask
Lakos-Cape Fox Corp. land trade b ill that passed out of the
Senate last week. I am also concerned about the pressure that
may be exerted on each and every one of you to make a deal rather
than to consider this trade on its own m erits. | urge you to
consider this b ill only on its own m erits.

Sincerely,

Deidra Holum

oc: Rep, Lincoln
Rep. Zawacki
Rep. Finklestein
Rep. Moyer
Rep. Grussendorf
Rep. Hudson
Rep. Carney
Rep. Ivan
Rep. Leman
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LoAnn Swanson
PO Box 1161
Ward Cove, Ak 99901

6 May, 1992

Honorable Cliff Davidson

Chairman, House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1102

I am writing to encourage you to oppose the Leask Lakos Capo Pox
Land Exchange <HBS78). 1 Have been a resident of this community
for over 27 years, have raised my family here, and have spent
many hours recreating in the places near to Ketchikan including

the White River before it was logged. I am deeply concerned that
you would consider trading this desslmated area for the Leask
Lakes Drainage. I am not alone in this concern. Please note the
following:

At the DNR hearing about the proposed exchange:

COMMUNITY OPPOSED FOR NUETRAL
KETCHIKAN 36 26#

SAXMAN 2 14 1
JUNEAU 2 6#

# <l person spoke In support at bath hearings)

Written Testimony submitted to DNR about the proposed exchange:
OPPPOSED 37 FOR 16

Furthermore, there was a petition circulated by a group called
"Tho Leask Lakes State Park Committee™ calling for the creation
of a State Park 1in the Leask Lakes area. In response to that,
the Cape Fox Corporation circulated a petition to oppose the
State Park idea. It is my understanding that the petition for
the park gathered about 800 signatures, and tho one opposing the
park received about 110 signatures.

Clearly this community does not "overwhelmingly support™ trading
stumps for trees. Pleaso give this your careful consideration

Sirvperely™”

LoAnn Swanson

cc:
Rep. Lincoln Rep. Hudson
Rep. Zawacki Rop. lvan
Rop. FlInkelsteln Rep. Carney
Rep. Moyer Rep. Loman

Speaker Qrussendorf



641J9 South Tongao3 Highway
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

May 6, 1992

Honorable Cliff Davidson
Chair, House Resources
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99001-1102

Dear Representative Davidson:

I am third generation Alaskan and a Ketchikan native who has spent
quite a lot of time in and around the Leask Lakes area. This is
one of the most beautiful, pristine, and untouched area3 in
Southeast Alaska. | strongly feel that a land trade with the Cape
Fox Corporation would not only bo detrimental to me, but also to my
children and grandchildren. I strongly urge you to vote against
this land trade.

Respectfully,

Mary U~quhart O

cc: Rep, Lincoln
Rep. zawacki
Rep. Finkelatein

Rep. Moyer

Rep. Grussendorf
Rep. Hudson

Rep. Carney

Rep. Ilvan

Rep. Leman
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Ralph C. Gregory
)i(ﬁgtmt—Kii XitahtHMn, Uynh. mmm0X

Cliff Davidson, Chair
House Resources Committee

Dear Cliff:

1 have observed the proposed land trade between Cape Fox and
the State since its beginning concepts. While I worked for it
in its early stages, X no longer feel that the community hoc a
stake in its completion.

The Borough has neither the powers nor financial resources to
maintain the road, It should not be assumed that future
Assemblies will be obligated to expend local revenue in times
when other serious and pressing problems face taxpayers to
operate a dead end and expensive ROW.

The State DOT has determined that the proposed ROW would not
be suitable for future development into a federal funded
highway across the island. Actual development of a
transportation link to Canada would be buJlt over another

route.

Logging close to Ketchikan is gradually eroding the outdoor
experiences available to our residents and extension of clear
cut logging in this area would not enhance the visitor
industry, personal quality of life or long term employment in
the Borough.

Personal regards,

Ralph C. Gregory
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LEASK LAKES LAND TRADE
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LETTER FROM DNR*S CHIEF REVIEW APPRAISER REJECTING
THE APPRAISAL

LETTER FROM INDEPENDENT REVIEW APPRAISER APPROVING
ONLY A SMALL PORTION OF THE APPRAISAL
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BOROUGH RESOLUTION TO MAINTAIN ROADS "TO THE EXTENT

THE BOROUGH IS EMPOWERED."
LETTER FROM KETCHIKAN CITY COUNCILMAN JEFF BUDD

LETTER IN OPPOSITION, SOUTHEAST ALASKA

CONSERVATION COUNCIL

LETTER IN OPPOSITION, ALASKA CENTER FOR THE

ENVIRONMENT
ALTERNATIVES TO LEASK LAKES TRADE



White River Parcel, owned by Cape Fox Corporation

Leask Lakes Parcel, owned by the State of Alaska
VCCCMBUT 1
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F STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR
c/

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AXD GAME “o0.8ox W

DOUOLAS, ALASKA 9MH4030

SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE *"165-4290

n«i)lL«L Division
November 13, 1990

Mr_. Bruce Phelps

Planning Director
Ketchikan Gateway Borough
344 Front Street
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear Mr. Phelps:

Re: Habitat Impacts and Proposed White Hiver/Leask Lakes Land
Trade

In the Ketchikan Community Survey completed by the McDowell Group
in September 1990, "Consideration of wildlife and fisheries
habitat impacts in proposed land *vrsh*ng*e was the aoat important
value overall,”™ as expressed by a representative sample of

Ketchikan residents.

During the community workshop held on November 3, 1990, these
values were once again reiterated. In a paired comparison
analysis of important cultural and natural resource values within
the study area, the combined effort of many of the workshop
participants found that the highest priority goals of the
community were to:

(1) "Provide roaded recreation.”™ and

(2) "Protect and maintain vildlife species, abundance,
diversity, and habitats."”

At various times during the past year, Department of Fish and
Game staff have informed Borough and rep# Fox personnel that the
proposed White River/Leask Lakes land trade would be

counterproductive to the goals of fish and wildlife habitat
protection witnin the recreational study area. For example, on

2-12-90, staff transmitted comments to you that the proposed
trade, "would result in a net loss to both high quality habitats
and recreational opportunities. This trade would have
irrevocable consequences to those types of habitats which will
become the most limited in future years."



Department staff have informed me that although they had made the
proposed land trade their highest priority/ and requested close
coordination and involvement during each stage of the
Borough/Cape To* planning process, their concerns have not been
addressed.

Unfortunately, what has emerged as a result is a product which
has significant technical flaws regarding the wildlife and
habitat information which is now being publicly presented by the
Ketchikan Gateway Borough and the Cape Fox Corporation. Although
a logging engineer employed by Cape Fox informally discussed
certain aspects of some wildlife species with department staff,

the Borough has not made available to us sufficient opportunities
to rovi*w and partioipat* in th« various* stages of development of

the materials which are being presented.

Consequently, the Borough Planning Department is now displaying
"critical habitat™ maps for wildlife which are technically
incorrect.

I"hls d*fioicnoy need* to be remedied and W8 are W illing and
available to assist you in this endeavor. Furthermore, when
discussing the wildlife related impacts, we would appreciate it
if you would instead report that the trade is expected to result
in a significant net loss of important habitat values.

For additional information concerning our review of the proposed
land trade and options for roaded recreational opportunities 1in

the Ketchikan area/ please refer to the enclosed comments which

ve hope you find useful/

Sincerely,

Richard Reed
Regional supervisor

enclosure

cc: Mayor Bartholomew
Borough Assembly Members
Frank Rue, ADF&G
Jack Gustafson, ADF&G
Andy Pekovich, ADNR
Mike McXinnon, ADOT/PF

aileask.ltr



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

NOVEMBER 1990

The Department of Fish and Game has concluded that there are
serious problems with the proposed LeasJc Lakes/White River land
trade. We believe that this trade would result in a net loss to
both wildlife habitat values and future recreational opportunities.
Additionally, further evaluation by qualified transportation
experts and other specialists may reveal that a trade could impede
the timely extension of a transportation link extending into this
area. With proper planning, retention of the Leask Lakes drainage
in state ownership could be beneficial to future habitat and
recreational values, while concurrently expediting a road extension
and the eventual establishment of a transportation corridor. A
more complete explanation of our concerns follows:

1. THE TRADE WILL RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT NET LOSS OF IMPORTANT
HABITAT VALUES.

Over the past year, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
biologists have met with Forest Service biologists to discuss
ways of harvesting timber on southern Revilla Island while
attempting to maintain healthy wildlife populations. We have
identified the protection of a core area including the Naha
River drainage, the George Inlet Saltchuck, and the Leask
Lakes drainage as vital to this objective. Most of the lands

- around this core area will be intensively logged, and the area
which includes Leask Lakes will become essential 1in attempting
to maintain the future integrity of wildlife populations on
southern Revilla Island, in addition to striving for viable
and well distributed representations of wildlife species in
southern southeast.

There 1is a greater diversity of species at Leask Lakes, along
with a more complex food chain than exists at the White River.
Species which have suitable habitat in the Leask Lakes tract
but not in the White River drainage include sockeye salmon,
summer run coho salmon, trumpeter swans, loons, Vancouver
Canada geese, bufflehead, goldeneye, greater/lesser scaup,
hooded mergansers, goshawks, marten, some of the owl species,
and possibly others. A half-dozen or more species could be
lost from the ecosystem at Leask Lakes if the land trade plan
is implemented, and the present abundance of many other
species could be greatly reduced. For example, Leask Lakes
presently provides suitable habitat for two (swans, goshawks)
regionally identified sensitive species, while the White River
does not. Consequently, while additional logging in the White
River would not affect the habitat of presently identified
sensitive species, we can anticipate that both sensitive
species could be permanently lost from the Leask Lakes area



under the land trade proposal. Additionally, other wildlife
which may disappear from the Leask Lakes tract with the heavy
fragmentation and greatly expanded access proposed by the land
trade could include some of the species of owls, marten,
wolves, and possibly others.

There are three important factors which contribute to the
relatively high level of wildlife productivity in the Leask
Lakes area compared to the White River. These are (1) the
presence of a lake system, (2) lack of previous habitat
fragmentation/loss and, (3) geographic juxtaposition 1in
relation to other productive habitats. The Leask Lakes tract
is strategically located adjacent to both the Naha and the
George Inlet Saltchuck. Some species require large blocks of
old growth, and their viability can be much better provided
for in the current existing land ownership pattern. Important
habitats and suitable connections to other unfragmented areas
can be designed if the state retains ownership of the Leask
Lakes tract. A trade would severely cripple our planning
efforts to maintain viewable, harvestable, and viable
population levels of some wildlife species near Ketchikan,
especially for wildlife within proximity to an accessible road

system.

THE TRADE RESULTS IN A NET LOSS TO HIGH QUALITY RECREATIONAL
OPPORTUNITIES.

Staff has concluded that there is a much wider diversity,
higher quality and greater abundance of future recreational
opportunities 1in the state-owned Leask Lakes tract than on
Cape Fox-cvned White River lands. Local residents have
promoted a plan to keep the Leask Lakes tract under state
ownership and provide roaded access to the area for the
purpose of opening-up this part of George Inlet for
recreational use. They have stated that visitors could pursue
a variety of activities including hunting, fishing, camping,
hiking, sight-seeing, natural history education, photography,
non-motorized boating/canoeing, and winter sports such as ice-
skating, ice-fishing, and cross country skiing. A lands
committee composed of area residents rated the recreational
values of the Leask Lakes area equal to or higher than those
for the White River. Department of Fish and Game staff who
have spent significant amounts of time in both areas rate the
Leask Lakes as having a much greater value in each
recreational category than the White River.

It seems, for example, that the amount and quality of sport
fishing opportunities at the White River have been somewhat
exaggerated. While there are sometimes large runs of pink
salmon into the White River, few sportfisheroen pursue pinks
after they have entered their spawning streams. Other species
of fish occur in the White River, but are not abundant. In
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the single escapement survey conducted for steelhead, for
example, only 22 fish were observed. At this point,
biologists are unsure 1if a viable steelhead season would be
possible on the White River if the road were opened for public
access. Additionally, some habitat impairment has occurred as
a result of the logging activities which have taken place in
the White River, particularly where clearcutting has fallen
the trees along both streambanks. Donald Siedelman, a
fisheries biologist contracting for Cape Fox, concluded that,
"The resultant upland activities (logging) have now made the
drainage a "temperature sensitive”™ river system. During above
average warm weather conditions, the stream warms creating
marginal salmonid habitat...This occurred for the first time
in the White River in 1986." It should also be noted that
there 1is a significant opportunity for recreational fisheries
enhancement projects in the Leask Lakes area, while the White
River contains no lakes and offers few options to improve its
recreational fishing opportunities.

THE COASTAL ROAD ALIGNMENT MAY BE UNSUITABLE.

There could be major problems with eventually attaining NEPA
approval for a connective road along the alignment proposed by
Cape Fox. As early as 1985 the Department expressed
objections to a coastal road alignment along George Inlet
because of environmental concerns. No such environmental
problems have been identified on the shorter inland route,
which has been preliminarily supported by this department as
the location of any transportation link. In addition, 1in a
position paper last year, the Forest Service suggested the
White River alignment would not be a usable road location for
recreational or through-traffic purposes. Safety and
engineering constraints have been identified which they say
will be very expensive and difficult to overcome. In the
Forest Service position statement, it was also recommended
that several miles of road be relocated.

THE PROPOSED TRADE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE VALUE FOR VALUE.

At present, the land trade proposal indicates Cape Fox
Corporation would trade approximately 300 acres of
commercially important timber in the White River corridor for
approximately 1200 acres of commercially important timber in
the Leask Lakes tract. An estimated 60 acres of Cape Fox
timber along the "White River corridor could be 1in
legislatively protected riparian buffers and unavailable for
logging. Consequently, it appears Cape Fox would receive
about 6.5 acres of commercially marketable timber for each
acre they traded to the state. Depending upon market
conditions and other factors, the timber values alone appear
to be significantly different, 1in addition a trade of
disportionate timber volume types could result in a
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disportionate loss of wildlife habitat. Cape Fox co..tends
that the fish and wildlife related recreational values of the
White River compensate for this difference in values.

However, the proposal does not take into account the habitat,
and recreational values which would be lost in the Leask Lakes
area if the trade were implemented.

5. IF CAPE FOX ACQUIRED THE LEASK LAKES LAND, IT IS UNLIKELY
THEIR FUTURE MANAGEMENT WOULD BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
COMMUNITY®"S RECREATIONAL GOALS.

Once Cape Fox became a major land-owner 1in the Leask Lakes
area, their land management policies could complicate or
confound recreational planning efforts of adjacent lands and
be in conflict with the objectives of providing suitable
unencumbered recreational opportunities for the community.
Additionally, maintenance of wildlife habitat was the number
one major community concern in the McDowell survey, but the
diversity and abundance of wildlife in the Leask Lakes tract
would be severely curtailed due to habitat losses and the
roads Cape Fox would have to construct to access timber.

6. ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES ARE AVAILABLE TO TRADE OTHER PUBLIC
LANDS FOR THE WHITE RIVER.

Although the Department of Fish and Game has serious concerns
with a trade for the state-owned Leask Lakes tract, we see
less problems with trading other publicly-owned lands for the
White River. One such area which has been identified for
trade and which is acceptable involves borough-owned lands in
the Whipple Creek drainage. A Whipple Creek trade does not
result in a net loss to important habitat and recreational
values, nor does it have the other problems identified with
the Leask Lakes trade. Additionally, we believe other areas,
such as at Tolstoi Bay or Shelter Cove, continue to be viable
options for trading for the White River.

In summary, we do not feel the proposed land trade would meet the
highest priority goals of the November 3 Community Workshop which
were to "provide roaded recreation” and to "protect and maintain
wildlife species, abundance, diversity and habitats."”
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Tho Department of Fish and Game has concluded that there are
serious problems with the proposed Leask Lakes/White River land
trade. We believe that this trade would result in a net loss to
both wildlife habitat values and future recreational opportunities.
Additionally, further evaluation by qualified transportation
experts and other specialists may reveal that a trade could impede
the timely extension of a transportation link extending into this
area. With proper planning, retention of the Leask Lakes drainage
in state ownership could be beneficial to future habitat and
recreational values, while concurrently expediting a road extension
and the eventual establishment of a transportation corridor. A
more complete explanation of our concerns follows:

1. THE TRADE WILL RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT NET LOSS OF IMPORTANT
HABITAT VALUES.

Over the past year, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
biologists have met with Forest Service biologists to discuss
ways of harvesting timber on southern Revilla Island while
attempting to maintain healthy wildlife populations. We have
identified the protection of a core area including the Naha
River drainage, the George Inlet Saltchuck, and the Leask
Lakes drainage as vital to this objective. Most of the lands

- around this core area will be intensively logged, and the area
which includes Leask Lakes will become essential in attempting
to maintain the future integrity of wildlife populations on
southern Revilla Island, 1in addition to striving for viable
and well distributed representations of wildlife species in
southern southeast.

There 1s a greater diversity of species at Leask Lakes, along
with a more complex food chain than exists at the White River.
Species which have suitable habitat in the Leask Lakes tract
but not in the White River drainage include sockeye salmon,
summer run coho salmon, trumpeter swans, loons, Vancouver
Canada geese, bufflehead, goldeneye, greater/lesser scaup,
hooded mergansers, goshawks, marten, some of the owl species,
and possibly others. A half-dozen or more species could be
lost from the ecosystem at Leask Lakes if the land trade plan
is implemented, and the present abundance of many other
species could be greatly reduced. For example, Leask Lakes
presently provides suitable habitat for two (swans, goshawks)
regionally identified sensitive species, while the White River
does not. Consequently, while additional logging in the White
River would not affect the habitat of presently identified
sensitive species, we can anticipate that both sensitive
species could be permanently lost from the Leask Lakes area
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the single escapement survey conducted for steelhead, for
example, only 22 fish were observed. At this point,
biologists are unsure if a viable steelhead season would be
possible on the White River if the road were opened for public
access. Additionally, some habitat impairment has occurred as
a result of the logging activities which have taken place in
the White River, particularly where clearcutting has fallen
the trees along both streambanks. Donald Siedelman, a
fisheries biologist contracting for Cape Fox, concluded that,
"The resultant upland activities (logging) have now made the
drainage a "temperature sensitive" river system. During above
average warm weather conditions, the stream warms creating
marginal salmonid habitat.. .This occurred for the first time
in the white River in 1986." It should also be noted that
there 1is a significant opportunity for recreational fisheries
enhancement projects in the Leask Lakes area, while the White
River contains no lakes and offers few options to improve 1its
recreational fishing opportunities.

THE COASTAL ROAD ALIGNMENT MAY BE UNSUITABLE.

There could be major problems with eventually attaining NEPA
approval for a connective road along the alignment proposed by
Cape Fox. As early as 1985 the Department expressed
objections to a coastal road alignment along George Inlet
because of environmental concerns. No such environmental
problems have been identified on the shorter inland route,
which has been preliminarily supported by this department as
the location of any transportation link. In addition, 1in a
position paper last year, the Forest Service suggested the
White River alignment would not be a usable road location for
recreational or through-traffic purposes. Safety and
engineering constraints have been identified which they say
will be very expensive and difficult to overconme. In the
Forest Service position statement, it was also recommended
that several miles of road be relocated.

THE PROPOSED TRADE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE VALUE FOR VALUE.

At present, the land trade proposal indicates Cape Fox
Corporation would trade approximately 300 acres of
commercially important timber in the White River corridor for
approximately 1200 acres of commercially important timber in
the Leask Lakes tract. An estimated 60 acres of Cape Fox
timber along the White River corridor could be in
legislatively protected riparian buffers and unavailable for
logging. Consequently, it appears Cape Fox would receive
about 6.5 acres of commercially marketable timber for each
acre they traded to the state. Depending upon market
conditions and other factors, the timber values alone appear
to be significantly different, 1in addition a trade of
disportionate timber volume types could result in a
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disportionate loss of wildlife habitat. Cape Fox contends
that the fish and wildlife related recreational values of the
White River compensate for this difference in values.

However, the proposal does not take into account the habitat,
and recreational values which would be lost in the Leask Lakes
area i1f the trade were implemented.

5. IF CAPE FOX ACQUIRED THE LEASK LAKES LAND, IT IS UNLIKELY
THEIR FUTURE MANAGEMENT WOULD BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
COMMUNITY"S RECREATIONAL GOALS.

Once Cape Fox became a major land-owner in the Leask Lakes
area, their land management policies could complicate or
confound recreational planning efforts of adjacent lands and
be in conflict with the objectives of providing suitable
unencumbered recreational opportunities for the community.
Additionally, maintenance of wildlife habitat was the number
one major community concern in the McDowell survey, but the
diversity and abundance of wildlife in the Leask Lakes tract
would be severely curtailed due to habitat losses and the
roads Cape Fox would have to construct to access timber.

6. ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES ARE AVAILABLE TO TRADE OTHER PUBLIC
LANDS FOR THE WHITE RIVER.

Although the Department of Fish and Game has serious concerns
with a trade for the state-owned Leask Lakes tract, we see
less problems with trading other publicly-owned lands for the
White River. One such area which has been identified for
trade and which 1is acceptable involves borough-owned lands in
the Whipple Creek drainage. A Whipple Creek trade does not
result in a net loss to important habitat and recreational
values, nor does it have the other problems identified with
the Leask Lakes trade. Additionally, we believe other areas,
such as at Tolstoi Bay or Shelter Cove, continue to be viable
options for trading for the White River.

In summary, we do not feel the proposed land trade would meet the
highest priority goals of the November 3 Community Workshop which
were to "provide roaded recreation” and to "protect and maintain
wildlife species, abundance, diversity and habitats."”



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska
Department of Fish and Game

TO:  Dave Anderson

Regional Supervisor DATE: October 8, 1991
Wildlife Conservation
Juneau FILE NO:
from: Matthew Kirchhoff//t"t* TELEPHONENO:  465-4265
Deer Research Biologist
Douglas SUBJECT: ANTSs deer habitat evaluation

Following ks my review of the 1 August 1991 report which America North prepared for Cape Fox
Corporation regarding the proposed Leask Lakes «While River land exchange. The report evaluates the
effect of the exchange on important deer hebitat, and by Inference, on hunting and viewing opportunities.

General Comments;

To their aredit, the authors acknowledge that this report does not constitute a scientific study, noting that
no quantitative data were collected or analyzed, and that the conclusions are based on literature review,
consultation with experts, and qualitative field revien. Their literature review was fair, and their field
observations general ly consistent with what Ihave seen myself in southeast Alaska. 1have reservations,
however, about the lack of clear methodology, and the sinplistic analysis relied upon in this report

The authors have chosen to illustrate the impact of this land exchange in terms of percent of Amportant™
winter hebitat logged. What "important” hebitat means, however, isuxc™ar. Although a variety of
factors were vaguely considered inmapping these acres, itwould be Impossible to . _plicate the results on
the besis of information provided. More inportantly, there isno connection between acres of "important”
hebitat lost and the resultant impact on the deer population. To draw meaningful conclusions about likely
effects on deer hunting and viewing requires that we know (@) how Jeer populations will change, and (b)
how that change will affect hunting and viewing. The authors acknowledge these factors were not
addressed in their evaluation. Their uncertainty is reflected by treir range of conclusions:

1) "with adherence to the following recommendations, AN1 believes deer populations in
the Leask Lake area could support limited hunting and viewing." (page 21)

2) "Adherence to the six recommendations above, will minimize impacts from the
proposal, but will not eliminate the possibility that deer numbers may not always be
sufficient to meet hunting and recreational viewing demands ~(page 22)

3) "(reither altermative) can assure adequate numbers of deer will remain for hunting and
viewing after moderate to severe winters (page 2).

A m<*re usefta! effects analysis should consider a ll acres which contribute to deer carrying capecity, and
express tix)e effects in terms of changes to the deer population. Inmy earliermemo t you (dated 17
September, 1991), lused the Forest Service model to generate current and future deer carrying capacity
estimates for the Leask Lakes study area. I logging proceeds according to plan, the model predicts that
the deer population will decline by 68% (134 deer 1043 deer) over the next 40 years. Whether or not the
43 deer that remain can still provide satisfactory hunting and viewing ks a more subjective question. |
personally doubt thet having 43 deer In an area thet large will satisfy significant hunting or viewing
demand.



Page-specific Comments:

Page I. Cape Fox Corporation staff apparently defined "oitic*  » hebitat as "Sites containing high-
volume timber no more than one-quarter to one-half mile horn saltweter®. Their definldon reflects the
mistaken impression that the highest value hebitat ks adjacent to the bejch. Extensive winter deer surveys
and radio-telemetry data have revealed this Is not the case. The current Forest Service model places no
value on proximity to the beach.

Page L AN1 defines "oritical” hebitat as "“those areas capable of supporting deer in moderate to severe
winter based on parameters Identified In the deer hebitat model™. With out specifically saying how many
deer can be supported, what constitutes "moderate to severe winters”, or precisely how parameters were
""considered”, the term has limited utility. Are we to believe ifnone of those 788 "Important” acres are
cut there will be no Impact on deer, or altermatively, Ifall 788 "important” acres are logged, we will lose
all our deer? To be meaningful, one needs t know how saving or logging various amounts of important
hebitat will affect deer.

Page L The report states: ""AN1 based (his determination (of aritical hebitat) on gpplication of the hebitat
capability model for Sitka blad<tailed deer In southeast Alaska: Winter Hebitat (tJSDA Forest Service,
1991), and other published scientific Iiterature”. This Ismisleading. The Forest Service model calaulates
the number of deer a given land unit can support based on specific characteristics of the hebitat. Al
forested habitat has some value. The model can not, and does not. ldentify "Important” or "oritical”
hebitat.

Pages 1-2. Authors state, "Significant parameters for deer winter range during deep snow conditions,
which are noted in the model and applied to the study area are: (2) elevation (primarily below 800 feet),
(2) aspects with southern exposure (136-225 degrees), (3) timber volume (20,000-20,000 b'7acre), (3)
snow depth (less than 12 indes), (4) presence of predators..., and (B) minimum hebitat area (200-1,000
acre blocks minimum)*. The GIS database they used did not differentiate hebitat by aspect or elevation,
and no data on canopy cover or snow depth (other then the acres they visited) exists. A less ambiguous
procedure for identifying "importaju*. “intermediate™, and "oritical’ deer winter range isneeded.

Page 2. Schoen and KJrehhofT (1985) are cited as establishing that proximity to coastal climate is
important todeer. Quite the contrary, in this and other papers we try to dispel the notion that proximity
coast is important (e.g-, see treir discussion).

Page 6. I sense an undercurrent of resentment towards ADF&G for lack of cooperation on this project.
From my experience that is unwarranted. 1 had very cooperative and productive discussions with AN1
biologists and freely gave advice and tednical information. Given constraints of time (2 days afield) and
manpower (2-4 persons), | advised itwould be impossible to quantitatively measure forage abundance,
snow conditions, deer populations, or habitat preference over any meaninghrl area. They acknowledged
this. Altematively, 1 suggested evaluating hebitat capebility using the Forest Service model in
conjunction with aerial photos or GIS inventory data. Then, they could spot check selected stands in the
field to \erify that various hebitats had been correctly classified. The field stage could be done anytime
during the late spring, summer or early fall 1remain willing to help ANI and Cape Fox with Fis aspect
of the work.

Pages 9-16. This section reviews existing literature on deer/hebitat relationships and also includes some
results of the field reconnaissance. The review Iswell done, and the observations on deer use appear
consistent with established decr/habiui relationships.

Page 17. The Forest Service's hebitat capebility model recognizes that all acres contribute to deer
carrying capecity. The model calculates how many deer each acre can support, based on hebitat attributes
(e.0-, aspect, elevation, volume class, species composition), winter severity , and predation risk. In



contrast, the analysis used in this report assumes each acne either has, or does not have value. In
moderate o severe winters, 788 acres are assumed to have value (l.e., are Invariant), while the remaining
4,612 acres la-". value. Subsequent discussion of the Impact of the land trade on deer center how many of
these 788 valuable acres will or will not be cut This analysis misses the fect that many other acres, with
many deer on them, will be affected by this logging plan.

Page 22. Although I obviously feel the methodology and analysis used In "he report could have been
improved, lagree with the report”s conclusiion, stated in the last paragraph:

"While reither (of the) altematives can assure adequate numbers of deer will remain for
hunting and recreational viewing after moderate to severe winters (moderate being the
norm), they do retain more aftical hebitat and other commercial volume forest than
originally proposed....(and) should support more deer than the original altermative
presented.”

Both the AN report and my own analysis indicate that deer will decline significantly- probably by 50%
ormore. We can disagree about the precise extent of those losses, and the best means used to reach those
estimates, but the qualitative results are the same. There should be no guestion that ifthis logging plan is
implemented, therewill long-lasting adverse impacts on the deer in this area.
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April 25, 1992

Senator Pat Pourchot
Room 516/ State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Re: cape Fox Exchange Appraisal
Karabelnikof & Associates, Appraisers

Dear Senator Pourchot,

After receiving the latest in a series of revisions to the Cape Fox
exchange appraisal it is my carefully considered conclusion that Z
am unable to recommend use of this report by the department in the
exchange process. AS 38.05.020 (@ requires that..."The land,
interest iIn land, and other consideration which the state receives
in an exchange made under thin chapter shall be equal to or exceed
the appraised fair market value of land, interest in land or
property exchanged by the state;..." After careful review of this
appraisal it is my opinion that the report fails to lead the reader
to a clear convincing conclusion «that the resulting values
represent what could be defended as 'fair market value."

I received what was presented as a "‘draft” appraisal report from
Xarabolnikof & Associates iIn January, 1991. Very logically, Mr.
Karabelnikof was concerned about the size of the report, how it was
organized and preferred to preeunt it to me as a draft, rather than
as a final, in tha interest of obtaining my in-put and comments on
an informal basic. During the TFfirst reading it was immediately
obvious that the report did not follow what could be loosely
described as a standard appraisal format or process. It was
ponderous, containing come 300 pages subdivided into nine sections,
much more academia in tone then the usual report and extremely
technical in terms of statistical processes and applications.

In earlier sections (I through V) tha reader is lead through a
general analysis of the appraisal problem and a very thorough (and
commendable) description of the attributes of the five Cape Fox
parcels end the three state parcels. Section VI is the beginning of
the valuation methodology. Here the appraisers utilize a stepwise
forward regression analysis to determine statistically what needs
to be done to adjust eight of what are considered by the appraisers
to be the most comparable market sains iIn southeast Alaska to an
indication of value for cur subject properties, some Tifteen

X>0C- 4~
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possible attributes were selected by the appraisers and each of the
eight comparables were statistically tested to determine the
extent, if any, each attribute affeoted the transaction. It ia at
this point (Section VI) that the ability of the appraisers to
explain tha statistical process clearly and concisely, 1in terms
that can be understood by any reader, fails. An explanation of the
regression process, extremely vague to anyone not familiar with

statistics in general, and regression in particular, 1is presented
along with aosarlptlve statistics (in chart form) and scattergrams

in Appendix E in the back of the report. 1 believe it is reasonable
to say that the explanation | have just offered regarding vhat is
done in Appendix E 1is considerably more clear than vhat would be
obtained by a complete reading of vhat 1is presented in that
appendix.

As a result of this statistical analysis it vas determined that
five of the fifteen attributes tested were significant enough to
warrant consideration. Adjustments were made to each of the eight
sales for percent of forested area, date of sale, percent of slope,
presence or absence of a stream and for percent forested.
Application of adjustments necessary in the case of each sale vas
completed and resulted in the indicated value for each of the eight
subject properties seen on page B-24 of the report.

The appraisers then proceed with valuing the eight subject parcels
using a market comparable program called MXTCQMP. It is implied in
the report that KKTCOMP is a second method of valuation when, in
fact, the process essentially utilizes the same adjustments and
sales from the regression analysis. In appraisal practice it 1is
common to utilize as many methods of valuation as possible to
support a value, then to correlate the different methods and reach
a conclusion (e.g. the market, cost and income approaches used 1in
appraising 1improved, 1income producing properties.). The only
significant difference between the two programs in this instance
appears to be that the regression analysis utilizes eight sales to
predict value while MKTCOHP uses five. A comparison of values
predicted by regression, on pngeo VI-10 of the report and by
MXTCOMP on page VII-2, demonstrates that the values are very close;
not apparently as a result of a meaningfully different process but
more due to 1identical adjustments having being applied to
essentially the same sales.

Following my review of the original draft | expressed my concern
to the appraisers over the inability of the report to convey
clearly and concisely, in language any reader of average
intelligence could understand, how the value was determined in this
report. In addition tn not being lead to a conclusion of value that
I would be comfortable recommending ay department approve, | made
it abundantly clear to the appraisers that this vas a document
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that would be subject to a public hearing process and close public
scrutiny. The report needed to be written to accommodate that use.
This is not an unreasonable requirement. It is consistent with our
department appraisal instructions, to which this report was subject
by contract, and to standards of professional practice with which
these appraisers are familiar and to which they are professionally

obligated.

In addition to the 1inability of the report to clearly and
understandably explain itc valuation prooooo a number of procedural
and technical questions have arisen over the several months that
have passed since receipt of the first draft. These are as follows:

In particular, there 1ie considerable debate in the appraisal
community regarding the propriety of using suoh a small market data
set (eight sales in the regression analysis) to determine market
value statistically. The debate appears to he industry wide and not
confined to this particular appraisal project. Tha issue does not
involve questioning the use of statistical analysis as an appraisal
tool. The method is generally accepted and widely used,
particularly in mass appraisal applications such as assessing. The
debate, 1in cases such as we have here, centers on the issue of
small data sets; specifically, on the ability of small data sets
to meaningfully forecast valua using a statistical program.

From the project outset, particularly in view of the procedural
debate, 1t would have appeared appropriate that the results of the
MKTCOKP process be placed against another method of valuation as a
check of the process. It 1is myunderstanding that this was

suggested early on in the appra5sal process by one member of the
appraisal team but the advice was not taken, on several occasions
in the review process | suggested the addition of a standard market
approach as a check to support tha MKTCOMP conclusions. A review
of the appraisal vas contracted for in February, 1992 by
Karabelnlkof i Associates. Mr. Dan Swango, Phd, MAl, CRB, SREA, of
Svango Real Estate Counseling and Valuation, of Tucson, Arizona,
also recommended the inclusion of a second approach. The appraisal
team rejected thisadvice but did prepare a brief report as
evidence for Dr. Swango that a standard simulation (market)
approach would produce value conclusions that would sufficiently
support MKTCOMP. (Dr. Swango also voiced concern to the appraisal
team over the small data set looue.) Dr. Lynn Woodward, MAI, SREA,
of Lynn Woodward and Associates, Saranota, Florida, vas hired in on
April 10, 1992 by Karibelnikof ftc Associates to complete another
review tha report. It was also hie recommendation that a atar.dord
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market approach be added to the appraisal. On April 16 1 received
a report entitled "Value Estimate Using Traditional Judgmental
Approach™. This represented the long suggested market approach

being offered as support for the statistical valuation. It was my
conclusion that this document represented little more than the
hastily prepared report offered to Dr. Swango back in March. Hardly
what could be accepted, by any standard, as a valid, well supported

appraisal.

Ignoring the debate over procedure, and the lack of a credible
alternative approach to support the appraisers statistical
conclusion, the results of the regression process itself raise some
concern. It is obvious to an appraiser who haa been involved in
appraising in Alaska 1in general, and southeast Alaska in
particular, for twenty years that many of tha conclusions reached
by tha statistical analysis fly in the face of what is generally
known of the Alaska real estate market.

It is the conclusion of the regression analysis that the most
significant adjustment the program has 1identified 1is "% Open
Space™ > This refers to the percentage of natural occurring open
space, as opposed to clearing or clear cut. Thia factor has never
manifested itself, to my knowledge, in any other appraisal. The
adjustment is notably inexplicable, especially as it is apparently
the most significant attribute identified by the program from the
fifteen attributes analyzed.

It was the conclusion of the regression analysis that a negative
adjustment was necessary to account for falling prices in that area
of the market over recent years. There 1is no such evidence
available, outside this report, to support that value of southeast
large acreage parcels axe experiencing a decline. To the contrary,
a resale of one of the sales included in the report (Sale Ho. 97)
hac occurred vhloh indicates a significant value inoraaee beuveen
1984 and late 1991. This parcel is not logged and heavily timbered
and 1t must be considered that current timber prices may have
contributed to tha value increase.

It vas tue conclusion of the regression analysis that no adjustment
was necessary to account for the presence or absence of waterfront.
Two of the Cape Fox parcels, Parcels 4 and 5, have significant
amounts of frontage on Upper George Inlet, including a number of
islands. All available evidence indicates vaterfrontage accounts
for a significant portion of tha value of parcels possessing this
attribute.

It was the conclusion of the regression analysis that "% Forested”
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is an attribute significant enough to warrant a positive
adjustment. It 1is not entirely clear how this adjustment is
explained in terms of its relationsvip to <% Open”. The two
attributes, both requiring positive adjustments, appear opposed to
one another.

The regression analysis indicates no adjustment is neoeccary 1in
consideration of size. The eight sales utilized in the program vary
from 40 to 792 acres. That no consideration 1is given to this
attribute 1is contrary to all available knowledge and appraisal
practice.

The regression analysis indicates a significant positive adjustment
should be applied in adjusting for presence or absence of a stream.
Several of the comparable parcels appaar to possess streams, In
some cases this was adjusted for in others it was not.

Six of the eight regression comparables are logged off or timber
value appeared irrelevant. Two sales, sale 95 1in particular,
possess amounts of commercially valuable timber. As valuation of
tha all the subjects is on a clearcut basis the presence of timber
would appear to raguira allocation out of the sale price if these
sales are used as comparables.

CONCLUSION

This report essentially remains as cumbersome and unreadable as
when i1t was first submitted. The addition of adjustment charts in
the MKTCOMP process, allowing the reader to now mathematically
compute the dollar amounts of adjustments made, and same minor
editorial adjustments, are the only significant changes. The heart
of the report, the regression analysis, remains a technical mystery
to most readers.

On several occasions and from several different sources 1 have
satisfied myself that the mathematics of the regression program
used by the appraisers are correct. | have examined arguments for
and against use of a small data set. It is easy to recognize that
one small change in the comparable data could result in broad
changes in the adjustments and resulting values, a circumstance not
as likely to occur if a much larger number ot sales had been used
in the regression process. | believe the appraisal team had
compiled the best set of large acreage sales data available 1in
southeast Alaska. A larger data set vas available.
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Despite repeated advice of the advisability of a second approach to
value to support the statistical process the appraisal team has
resisted doing so. Such a report could have been completed months
ago. The generic market analysis recently presented to me as
representing some form of support for the statistical analysis 1is
consider to be generally irrelevant.

There are numerous conclusions arising out of the regression
analysis that fly in the face of a large body of current appraisal
practice and knowledge. These 1inconsistencies and contradictions
are too significant to be either ignored or explained away by the
sophisticated nature of statistical analysis.

For these reasons X cannot recommend approval of this report as
evidence of the fair market value of the Cape Fox and state
properties. At the same time, 1in deference to the appraisal team
and a uuphi&tiC&té&d COitupUtOtiiwd pioOwuo Uiat dufiuu aaay
explanation, 1 cannot, unequivocally, state that either the process
is incorrect or the value is wrong.

Review Appraiser

cc: Ron Swanson, Director
Martha Welbourn, Chief, Land and Resources
Don Karabelnikof
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ogsldes a history of ag ra|sln9's use, of re%ressmn, the nost probable buger,
t|mb?r h_?_rvest_coni)anl , Usg Tegression extensively to valu? rogertles nd
are familiar uith 1ts use. This™is consistent ujth agéarmsa heory of buE/er
calculus or sinitiation to uso a technigue connonly used by the narhet for the
%&g/ﬁ Prope_rty. Although the appraisers use regression”and it supports tho

echniqde closely’ it was not the prine téchnique.
MKTCOVP Technique

MKTCOVP is a nechanized adjustment grid. Most agé)ramers do tho sano
adgustnent Process on a t¥Peur|tten page or spreadsheet progran, like LOTUS
123, Dr. Robbjns has written a computer progran, uhich s hore complex. Based
on inputs of either Judgmental, paired sales, or regression coefficient
characteristics developed into factors, MKTCOVP adjusts the conparables to the
subject in tiie sane manner as an appraiser does on‘an adjustment grid.

| studied MKTOOVP program in the mid 1970's and have used it in ny appraising
since 1981, including™land appraisals. | have used both Judgmental and
regressmn coefficients as input characteristics. | understdnd and concur that
t COMP Program using re?ress_lqn coefficients is accurate from the data and
IS the best technjque for defermining value in this case. Regression
coefficients are based on the market and are better than unchécked Judgments

MKTCOVP lias, some unique characteristics, as programmed by Dr. Robbins, compared
to a traditional adjustment qnd. MKTOOVP can ‘search a comparable data hase
| choose the best” comparaliles. In this case, the Bro ram_along uith the
a?prawer's Judgment choose five comparables as the best. This program adjusts
all' comparables~based on the factors ‘inputted and chooses based on a C-index.

The C-index is simply the squared comparable adjustment amount added up uith
the square root taken. M personal MKTCOVP progran picks the best comparables
based on the total of the’factors added up. Several methods are available.

Dr. Robbins method chooses comparables uith the least number of large
adjustments to determine the most similar. Five comparables uere the chosen to
be’ the best at the point uhen the C-index stopped changing, uhen adding an
additional comparable.

Another concern is the use of re(l;ressmn coefficients from the regression as
factors in the MKTCOMP adjustnent grid and whether they represent™dollar
adjustments. In this case, the regression coefficients (percent non-forested
open land, 16481 date, -IBS," x slope, -15411 stream, 1381 and x forest, 247
appear logical and the signs (e/- before the coefficient) are correct compared
to an)( readers understanding of the market. . The amounts can not be directly
translated to the market individually. Logical amounts and signs are not
necessarily the case with regression. Individually the figures do not
represent dollar values, but™after totaling the adjustments to each comparable,

the total adjustment represents dollar per acre.
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.nNTCOMP lias an advantage over regression using the sane coefficients. The
adjustments are calculated on the differences between the subject and the
comparables rather than on the subject's characteristic. This louers the
variance around the predicted market value. The MKTCOMP uith coefficients has
a narrower range of values fian the small regression formula.

I ran tho MKTCOMP program with the data base of eight comparables and achieved
the samo results. | also ran the MKTCOMP program using a comparable as the
subject and tho other seven comparables as comparables. This "holdout"
analysis confirms that the model (the set of adjustments) uorks for this
property submarket. On an actual selling price versus MKTCOMP uith
coefficients predicted value chart, all comparables were predicted within tuo
standard deviations and the three best comparables were more accurately
predicted.

I redid Exhibits UI-7 through 14 on pages 6-19 to 6-26 into an adjustment grid

that looked more like an MAI adjustnent grid using the reports figures. This
summarized and rounded some of the figures and added the non-comparable
adjustments. The authors may include that in their report, but it Is not a

substantial contribution to the report, only a reformat of their information.
Summary

I have concurred uith the $8,000,000 value based on my review of the land
residual land appraisal portion. The report is difficult to read for tho
irage layman, but anyone trained in all techniques of appraising or having
,.e advice of someone familiar uith regression should be able to replicate the

conclusions in the report. The report wording is ponderous and academic in
parts, but it is still readable. The report format does not follow the MAI
textbook outline, but all elements seem to be included to determine value. One
of the major critics of appraisers, writing in the "Mortgage Banking Magazine",
has said appraisers elevate format over substance. This appraisal has

supportable adjustments for the differences betueen the comparables and the
subject, substance, rather than simply Judgments. 1 concur with the information
provided as allowed by a desk review, have used and agree with the techniques
chosen, have checked the mathematics and rerun all analysis. As a review
appraiser. | can not rewrite the report to put it into an outline format more
typical of MAI format, but can concur uith the value.

Respoctfully submitted,

Dr. Lynn H. Woodward MAI, SREA
Ph.D. In Real Estate and Urban Land Economics
Review Appraiser, did not inspect

attached: certification and resume
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\ft April 10, 1992, final copy with signature, certification and resume ulll
iollou after -eturning to Florida

Dr. Lynn N, Uooduard MAI, SREA
Lynn Uooduard and Associates
4518 Pawnee Trail

Sarasota FL 34233-1947?

(813) 924-8661

April 10, 1992

Don Karabelnikoff, CRE
Karabelnikoff and Associates
4041 B Strset, Suite 201
Anchorage, AL 99503

Re: Review of Cape Fox Corporation/State of Alaska i and Exchange
Dear Mr. Karabelnikoff,

1 have read, understood and concur with the value conclusions of the residual
land appraisal of the January 1992 copy of tne APPRAISAL FOR CAPE FOX
CORPORATIOM/STATE OF ALASKA LAMD EXCHANGE. Paragraph 9g., page 7, of your
agreenent, dated August 8, 1991, with the Ketchikan Gateway Borough states,
"The Appraisal shall be delivered with a separate letter report by a review

appraiser holding an MAI designation. The reviewer nust concur with the
Nelusions of the Appraisal Report after porforning a desk/field review."
..iis letter serves as a review letter. I did not inspect tho subject property

nor the conparables, but did a desk review of the written report.

The cost approach uas not used because the subject property had few

Improvements. The Incone approach was Included In the timber value. I did not
review the timber value as 1 am not an expert forester, only a property
appraiser. 1 alio do ngt_ha»q an opinion on~~the non-comparabls aTkTstswints
leading to the $8,800,000 value, such as subsurface, open space or road costs
as 1 am not a geologist, forester nor road engineer. Thelncome approach was
not used for the residual land appraisal because few comparables, which were
rented at the tine of sale, were found. The market comparison approach was

used using two techniques: 1. stepwise forward regression and 2. MKTCOMP,
which Is a mechanized market comparison adjustment grid.

Recommended Addition of a Traditional Market Comparison Technique

Because of the concerns in understanding the report by any reader of the
original market comparison techniques Included in the report, this reviewer has
recommended an additional technique tc be used in the market comparison
approach. The traditional market comparison adjustment grid uses Judgmental
factors for adjustments and conclusions of value for e~ch parcel. Although the
variances in value for individual parcels were higher, the overall value
supported the $8,000,000 value, which was developed from the other two
techniques.

t0C
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M feu report readers have expressed concern that the report did not use the
traditional adjustnent grid which normally uses Judgmental adjustnent factors
or factors developed from paired matched sales analysis. The Judgmental
factors were used in the traditional technigue, recommended to be added as
noted above. Paired matched sales can not be used in this report because of
the dissimilar comparables. Pairod matched sales analysis is best used when
similar comparables have only one or two significantly different features.

Each of these comparables have four or more characteristics which are different
at any one tine. I could not develop a paired matched sales adjustnent
analysis for the adjus'aent factors.

Regression

Regression is essontially a multiple matched sales adjustment technique.
Regression is an accepted appraisal technique which has been used since the
1960's. Unfortunately most MAI's are not trained comprehensively to understand

regression as it is optional to gain a designation.

I ran the CSS stepwise regression program with carefully checked data base from

the report on a different computer. I conclude that the technique is developed
accurately and five factors — percent open (non-forested), date, percent
slope, presence of stream, and percont forest — wore chosen as the best
characteristics to predict value from a soarch of over ten factors Inventoried
from the subject and the comparables. Even uith the small sample size of
eight, five degrees of freedom, these factors have a high significance (F) in
termining value. The R-squared is over 90/, even uith only three factors,

wiepwise forward regression performs similarly to an appraiser by picking the
best characteristic that effects value first, then adding each characteristic
respectively, which explains most of,the value difference between the
comparables, in turn. In this case the first three (percent non-forested open
land, date, and percent slope) predicts nearly all the variance in value .with
stream and percent forest only minor contributors to explaining the value.
Several other contributors and reviewers have run similar stepwise regression

programs on other computers and concluded the sane results uith little
variance. One reviewer run a multiple linear regression progran (different
from stepwise forward regression) uith several data entry errors. Any reader

with access to a PC computer and a statistical package progran, and maybe
statistical advice, using the proper progran and input should be able to
duplicate, within a reasonable variance, the results.

One concern Is the small sample size. The scope of the appraisal, considering
the lack of private sales in this area of Alaska was impressive. Over 180
sales were analyzed, 33 sales were inventoried, and 8 sales, a large number for
the market, were determined to be representative of the market. I have used
regression uith snail sample sizes, based on classic statistical assumptions,
for a long tine. It is very difficult to separate real estate into proper
submarkets and maintain large sample sizes. As one statistical professor told

no, small samples are better than no sanples and better than Judgments normally
used by appraisers. The regression is a representation of the market.
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Tongass Conservation Society, Inc.
v

State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources
No. 1JU-92-847ClI

The Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund represents the Tongass
Conservation Society in a challenge to the DNR land exchange with Cape
Fox Corporation at Leask Lakes, near Ketchikan. This appeal is filed in
Superior Court in Juneau. Following are the principal legal points raised:

INADEQUATE APPRAISAL

1. DNR has approved this exchange without completing an
appraisal, in violation of AS 38.50.020, AS 38.50.130 and 11 AAC 67.240.

2. DNR has abused its discretion in several respects by relying on
the existing draft appraisal. DNR's own appraisers have found the draft to
be severely flawed. The draft is marred by a conflict of interest, improperly
discounts open space land values, and fails to adequately consider public
interest use values.

UNLAWFUL ROAD ACQUISITION

3. DNR is attempting to use state land and timber to pay for mad
upgrades valued at $2.2 million. This sole-source procurement serves the
purpose of bolstering the value of Cape Fox’s land, which is worth far less
than the state land to parceled up and exchanged. This procedure violates
the State Procurement Code, AS 36.30, and DNR’'s own regulations, 11

AAC 67.260.
INADEQUATE AGENCY REVIEW

4. DNR failed to consider selling or leasing the state land instead
of exchanging it, as required by AS 38.50.100 and AS 38.50.130.

5. DNR did not adequately consider the social, economic and
environmental Impacts of the exchange, as required by AS 38.50.130.

INADEQUATE PUBLIC PROCESS

6. DNR has not completed the land use planning and
classification required by AS 38.04.065 for all land disposais before
approving this exchange.

7. DNR did not publish a map of the areas proposed for exchange
in local newspapers, as required by AS 38.50 110.
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KETCHTIKAN GATEWAY 3 0ROUGH

RESOLUTION NO. 1027A

A RESOLUTION OE THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KETCHIKAN
GATEWAY BOROUGH, ALASKA, PROVIDING FOR A LAND
MANAGEMENT PLAN, INTERIM PROTECTION OF
RESOURCES, AND MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC
RECREATION FACILITIES ON THE STATS PROPERTIES
SUBJECT TO THE PROPOSED EXCHANGE BETWEEN THE
STATS OF ALASKA AND THE CAPE FOX CORPORATION.

RECIT ALS

The availability of recreational areas fcr the residents of
the Ketchikan Gateway Borough is now seriously limited.

Lands currently owned by the State of Alaska within the
3orough demonstrate great potential for roaded access for
recreational activities by the residents of the Borough,
including children, the elderly, and the disanled.

Certain lands now owned by Cape Fox Corporation that are being
considered for a land exchange witn the State also have great
potential for similar roaded access for recreational
activities by all residents of the Borough.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE
KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH, ALASKA, as follows:

Section 1: Statement of Intent. The Ketchikan Gateway
Bcrough Assembly has supported the proposed land exchange on the
basis of the roaded recreational opportunities which it will
provide to residents and visitors to Ketchikan. The Assembly
recognizes that the lands and facilities to be acquired or retained
by the State have high recreational value. The Borough Assembly
recommends that the State protect these recreational values by
limiting the range of permitted use and activities on said lands
and facilities to these which are primarily recreationally oriented
or otherwise subject to the terms of the Final Exchango Agreement.

5cc £



Action hi Land ;'a.:acor.d".» g, r.n. " ifcar. )
Borcucn recsrntsts "he r.eeu tc prcvide a lane Management ?1 n . :r

ail 3fa'e-cwr,i-d land that e.eill rusu11 £rcn pr Land o 8.
These Lands include all lands currently cvree :y .re »a: %
Corporation in the «<hite River oralrage, in the vicinity :: Lake

Harriet Hunt and 7a'bet La<e vhion are %roposed t: re trar.s: icroc
ts the State ar.a all lands retained by the State m tr.e LMs< |.i<um
ariot as a result of the nronesed land exchance. The Eet *hikan
j.atevay 3cr:cch commits to the preparation :: such 1 nian in
cccperation with the State of Alaska

Section 2i Intsrin Stewardship. The Ketchikan 5ateway
Rorcuch supports any administrative dedication by the Stare to
provide for the protection of the natural resources durm:; the
period prior to the preparation and prior to adeptl:n of a Land
Management Plan vhich is necessary in order to provide for
protection of the recreational values of these lands described in
Section 1 hereof.

Section 4: Facility Mintenance. The Borough Assembly
understands that the State Is unwilling to assume costs associated
with the maintenance of road facilities to be provided as a
condition of the final exchange agreement. In consideration fcr
opening of areas to be acquired or retained by the State to roaded
recreational use, the Borough agrees in principle to assume the
cost of facility maintenance in the event that the State continues
to be unwilling or unable to and to the extent the Borough is

emDCwered to do sc.

Section 5: Effective Date. This Resolution shall be
ective :pcn adoption.

ADOPTED this day of _ 1992.
W I\/AYOQ Public Hear:r.c:
Effective Da*«-<*______ ]
Poll Call: Y N A
9catwrigr.t - C i
Cate : I S |
SCRGVGil CLERK crull0 1 Lor i
Fader i |
McCarty 1 j 11 -1
Holman - i 111
APPROVED AS TO FORM: Csniey 11' M 1)
ot 4 s ft's 4,€ < « Four (41 affirmativo votes
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