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Jeff Rudd
Box 7263
Ketchikan, AK 90001

() mas 02

Cliff Davidson

Chair, House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Capitol Building

Juneau, AK 998f>h'M 82

Dear Mr. Davidson,

|l would Ilike to go on record as one Ketchikan
resident svho docs not support the Leask lakes
/Cape Fox land trade, i feel there are many others
in Ketchikan who also do not support this trade. I
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 thar do not support

this trade in that group. There are many more
people that | do not come in contact with who 1 do
not know how they feel one way or the other. | do
feel it is not accupate®ro* $tatenha**the*va*r

majority of the community do support the trade.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

jeff Budd



Southeast Al aska

Conservation Council

JEACC 4= Sixth Sircci Suiic Juneiu \linki <e* | m* =
February 27, i

Dear Legislator,
On behalf of the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (SEACC). |1
would like to call your attention to a pending action by the Alaska
Depart.-ant of Natural Resources (DNR) that will result in the Iloss
of high que.ity wildlife habitat and recreational resources r.:v
owned by all Alaskans. SEACC is a coalition of thirteen local
community, volunteer conservation organizations in eleven
communities across the Alaska panhandle. We are concerned citizens
from all walks of life who share a commitment to the unique quality
cf life available in Southeast Alaska.
DNR is preparing a land exchange in which it will trade 2,400 acres
of pristine, state-owned old growth forest for 4,300 acres or* )a!d4
that has been heavily <clearcut by the Cape Fcx Corporation,
ANCSA village corporation located outside of Ketchikan. .e la-is
ceirg considered for trade are north of Ketchikan and include tr.e
state mowned Leask Lakes area and the Whi e River area owned by Cape
Fox. Under the proposed exchange, Cape Fcx would then clearcut .an
additional 1,5C0 acres of the land it cctains from the state.
CNR supports this exchange because it claims that the left-over
lojgir.g leads will provide Ketchikan residents with additional
recreational access. However, given the amount of past
clearcuttirg in the White River area, and future <cutting in the
Leask Lakes area, the quality of the resulting recreational
opportunities will be significantly lessened.
Please be aware that SEACC strongly opposes this land exchange.
Trading high value, state-owned old growth forest for clearcut Iland
and logging reads is short sighted and wastes valuable public
forest resources. Trading the Leask Lakes land rots Ketchikan of
one of its most important recreational resources. The Leask Lakes
parcel is 5,000 acres of abundant timber, watercourses, and
wildlife. This trad® will destroy habitat, squander truly valuable
recreational opportunities, and set a horrible precedent. We
believe such a trade is bad public policy and a bad deal for the
state.
Because this exchange would involve over $5 million in state
resources, CNR must submit this trade for legislative approval.
SEACC requests that legislators scrutinize this proposal carefully
-- and reject it.
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April 20,1902

Pep. Cheri Davis
Alaska State Legislature

P.0.Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Proposed Leask Lakes Land Exchange
Dear Representative Davis:

The Alaska Center for the Environment would like to express 1its
strong opposition to legislation (SB 465/HB 578) that would approve
the proposed Leask Lakes land exchange with the Cape Fox
Corporation. This trade certainly provides very substantial
benefits to the corporation, but it is just as clearly not in the
state"s best interest.

The State of Alaska would trade important old growth habitat for

lands ti.at have been heavily clearcut. These lands have not only
lower commercial timber value but Jlower fish and wildlife and
recreational values as well. ADF&G has said both that species

diversity 1is substantially greater at Leask Lakes than at White
River, and that logging Leask Lakes could result in a 63% reduction
in deer numbers in the area. Additionally, since unroaded
recreation opportunities will become increasingly scarce in
Southeast 1in future years they should be protected, not lost.

We hope you will vote "no" on this legislation, which 1is not only

a bad deal in itself for Alaskans, but sets a dangerous precedent
favoring individual corporate economic interests over the welfare

of the general public.

Sincerely,

Issues Director



MEMORANDUM

TO: House Resources Committee

FROM: Dave Katz

SUBJECT: Alternatives to Leask Lakes trade
DATE: May 6, 1992

Several viable alternatives exist to the land trade as proposed.
Please refer to attachments.

1. Borough timber. See Attachment 1. The Ketchikan Gateway
Borough has 15.3 million board feet of high value timber at Whipple
Creek, on the Ketchikan road system. (Estimated $6 million selling
value.) So far, the Borough has not contributed any significant
amount of 1its own timber resources toward finding a solution to
this local rroblem.

2. Forest Service land. See Attachment 2. Cape Fox has indicated
an interest 1in Forest Service timber 1in the nearby area. This
timber could contribute to a win-win solution.

3. The Tolstoi tract on Prince of Wales Island. See Attach-—
ment 3. This state tract contains $27 million in timber alone.
It is much lower in habitat value than Leask Lakes. Cape Fox says
it is not interested 1in this timber because of 1its high cedar
component. Yet Cape Fox"s own Jlands also have a high cedar
component, and you can make money with cedar.

4. Road access to Leask Lakes. A sustained-yield timber sale 1in
the Leask Lakes area could provide for road access into the tract.
DNR is required to consider this alternative before trading land,

but has not.

PO Box 3377 e Ketchikan. AK 99901 «907-225-5TCS
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Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
SEACC 41" Si\lh Street. Suite ?2S  Juiumu, Ali>kr < |

February 27,

Dear Legislator,

On behalf of the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (SFACC), |
would like to call your attention to a pending action by the Alaska
Department cf Natural Resources (DNR) that will result in the less
of high quality wildlife habitat and recreational resources rev
owned by all Alaskans. SEACC is a coalition of thirteen local
community, volunteer conservation organizations in eleven
communities across the Alaska panhandle. We are concerned citizens
from all walks cf life who share a commitment to the unique quality
of life available in Southeast Alaska.

DN\R is preparing a land exchange in which it will trade 2,400 acres
of pristine, state-owned old growth forest for 4,300 acres of lard
that has teen heavily clearcut by the Cape Fcx Corporation, an
ANCSA village corporation located outside of Ketchikan. The lands
being considered for trade are north of Ketchikan and include the
state-owned Leask Lakes area and the White River are: owned by Cape
Fox. Under the proposed exchange, Cape Fcx would then clearuut an
additional 1,500 acres of the land it obtains from the state.

CNR supports this exchange because it claims that the left-over
logging reads will provide Ketchikan residents with additional
recreational access. However, given the amount of past
‘-learcuttir.g in the White River area, and future cutting in the
Leask Lakes area, the quality of the resulting recreational
opportunities will be significantly lessened.

Please be aware that SEACC strongly opposes this land exchange.
Trading high value, state-owned old growth forest for clearcut land
and logging roads is short sighted and wastes valuable public
forest resources. Trading the Leask Lakes land robs Ketchikan of
one of its most important recreational resources. The Leask Lakes
parcel is 5,000 acres of abundant timber, watercourses, and
wildlife. This trade will destroy habitat, squander truly valuable

recreational opportunities, and set a horrible precedent. Weé
believe such a trade is bad public policy and a bad deal for the
state.

Because this exchange weculd involve over $5 million in state
resources, DNR must submit this trade for legislative approval.
SEACC requests that legislators scrutinize this proposal carefully

-- and reject it,
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SEACC requests that legislators scrutinize this proposal carefully
-- and reject it.

DNR is currently short-cutting the Jland trade public process
required by law, in an effort to obtain legislative approval this
session. Under Alaska law, DNR must prepare a report for the
public which fully explains the process used to appraise the
parcels offered for trade thirty (30) days before public hearings

on the proposed trade. The draft appraisal has not yet been
accepted, however, because DNR has determined that the public could
not understand the appraisal in its present form. Yet in spite of

this, DNR 1is pushing forward with the public process.

Cape Fox has been proposing this trade, or variations of it, since
1977. DNR has rejected each proposal because it was not in the
state®"s best interest. DNR has now, however, changed 1its tune.

DNR used to be right. Trading trees for stumps 1is not in the best
interest of Alaska or Alaskans. Alaska®"s prime forest lands, and
valuable forest resources, must be managed for the long-term
benefit of all Alaskans.

Sincerely,

Robert Lindekygel
Staff Attorney



Alaska Center for the Environment

1971-1991

April 20,1992

Pep. Cheri Davis

Alaska State Legislature
P.0O.Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Proposed Leask Lakes Land Exchange

Dea*- Representative Davis:

The Alaska Center for the Environment would Ilike to express its
strong opposition to legislation (SB 465/HB 578) that would approve
the proposed Leask Lakes land exchange with the Cape Fox
Corporation. This trade certainly provides very substantial

benefits to the corporation, but it is just as clearly not in the
state's best interest.

The State of Alaska would trade important old growth habitat for

lands that have been heavily clearcut. These lands have not only
lower commercial timber value but Jlower fish and wildlife and
recreational values as well. ADF&G has said both that species

diversity is substantially greater at Leask Lakes than at White
River, and that logging Leask Lakes could result in a 63% reduction
in deer numbers in the area. Additionally, since unrcaded
recreation opportunities will become increasingly scarce in
Southeast in future years they should be protected, not lost.

We hope you will vote "no" on this legislation, which is not only
a bad deal in itself for Alaskans, but sets a dangerous precedent

favoring individual corporate economic interests over the welfare
of the general public.

Sincerely,

Issues Director

‘g 1*AW2T 1
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MEMORANDUM

TO: House Resources Committee
FROM: Dave Katz
SUBJECT: Alternatives to Leask Lakes trade

DATE: May 6, 1992

Several viable alternatives exist to the land trade as proposed.
Please refer to attachments.

1. Borough timber. See Attachment 1. The Ketchikan Gateway
Borough has 15.3 million board feet of high value timber at Whipple
Creek, on the Ketchikan road system. (Estimated $6 million selling
value.) So far, the Borough has not contributed any significant
amount of 1its own timber resources toward finding a solution to
this local problem.

2. Forest Service land. See Attachment 2. Cape Foxhas indicated
an interest 1in Forest Service timber in the nearby area. This
timber could contribute to a win-win solution.

3. The Tolstoi tract on Prince of Wales Island. See Attach-—
ment 3. This state tract contains $27 million in timber alone.
It is much lower in habitat value than Leask Lakes. Cape Fox says
it is not interested 1in this timber because of 1its high cedar
component. Yet Cape Fox"s own Jlands also have a high cedar
component, and you can make money with cedar.

4. Road access to Leask Lakes. A sustained-yield timber sale 1in
the Leask Lakes area could provide for road access into the tract.
DNR 1is required to consider this alternative before trading land,
but has not.

P O Box 3377 eKetchikan. AK 9990! «907-225-57CS
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Proposed Exchango with Cape Fox Corporation

DOT/PPs proposal (see Attachment «"0" to the original report) which would
connect Ketchikan to the Bradfield Canal near the Tyee Hydropower Project,
carries a price tag of up to $150,000,000 or about $1,000,000 per mile. If
funds were limited, and the KGB/CFC proposed roads were in place,
attention could be focused on stretches of road beyond Leask Lake,
eliminating the immediate need for construction ofthe first eleven miles from
Ketchikan, and deleting or deferring the need for almost $11,000,000
required to provide the Ketchikan connection from its intersection with the
proposed Leask Lake recreation road.

Any road dissecting rather than skirting the Naha, a U.S. Forest Service
LUD Il area, could be expected to encounter opposition. Although the Forest
Service alignment running north of Lake Harriet Hunt best accesses its
lands, the KGB/CFC alignment proposed in Alternative "G" (see Map 1,
attached to the Final Exchange Agreement) provides the best access to lands
now in state ownership or proposed for state ownership, and could act as a
recreation loop if a better road is later constructed using DOT/PF’s interior

alignment.

J. Other Exchange Alternatives: Exchanges are difficult even when they
are strongly supported and clearly benefit the areas involved in the exchange.
The small amount of non-trust land in Southeast Alaska in state ownership,
coupled with the high demand for its lands, e.g. need for lands for University
of Alaska and Mental Health settlements, etc., adds to the difficulty.
Alternatives (see Attachment - "K" to the original decision) were explored by
CFC and the Borough, and Leask Lake was determined to be the only
suitable site, and more importantly the only site of further interest to CFC.
Although an attempt was made to interest CFC in timber rights in the
Thome Bay area, it indicated that it was clearly not interested because the
more valuable timber in the Thome Bay parcel has already been cut. KGB
does own a stand of timber located at Whipple Creek estimated to contain
approximately 15.3 mil’ion board feet. KGB, however, feels that there are
problems which need to be addressed and is not willing to commit substantial
amounts of this resource to an exchange at this time. It is likely that in
addition to the problems that need to be worked out, that the Borough
perceives these lands as not great enough to accommodate the primary
objectives of the exchange but may be substantial enough to generate funds
necessary to manage the lands ultimately acquired from the state exchange.
This could be extremely important, given predictions again of diminished

state revenue.



EVALUATION OF U.S. FOREST SERVICE [I.ANIMIOLDINGS
AS PART OF THE LAND EXCHANGE PROCESS

The fallowing is a summary of discussion with a Cape Fcx

Corporation representative (Doug Campbell) regarding the
feasibility of harvesting timber 1in the southern portions of
Revilla Island, generally adjacent to urban and rural areas. He

and Eric Muench evaluated U.S. Forest Service properties 1in order
to identify areas for inclusion in a potential land exchange.

Slide Ridce. This area probably should not be harvested for the
following reasons: Visibility from the Ward Lake area, visibility
from Tongass Narrows, and because it is adjacent to the Ward Lake
recreation area. In addition, the topography is very steep and the
soils are not conducive to legging operations.

Cornell and Perseverance Lakes. Perseverance Lake 1is a principal
destination of a major USFS trail within the Ketchikan area. Many
residents as well as visitors use the trail, and it is a principle
recreational resource for the community. Connell Lake is a source
cf water for the pulp mill. Because of the visibility of a cut in
these areas and because of possible water quality impacts to the
water supply of Connell Lake, logging in this area dees not appear
to be practical.

Talbot Lake. The areas of the lake that are north of this feature
have already been logged; the area to the south could be legged but
in doing so the areas of clear cut would be clearly visible frem.
the lake, and this area is considered to be a principal recreatitr.
area for community residents. The remainder of the area is visible
irrm the Ward Lake road as well as from "Ward Lake.

Round Mountain. There is a road in this area, and a logging sale
occurred here as recently as a year ago; apparently between 30 and
40 percent of marketable timber was legged frcm this area. It is

impractical to assume the Forest Service will allow additional
logging or. the basis of the sustained yield principle and other
environmental concerns.

Ketohikan Lakes. This is the area of water supply for the
community of Ketchikan.

Riice Behind Saxman. This area, which 1is heavily forested, is also
very steep and visible from the Tongass Narrows.

Whitman Lake. Whitman Lake has good commercial timber. However,
the area is very steep and it is the water supply for Herring Eay
a3 well as the fish hatchery. The area of the ridge that continues
along George Inlet, generally to the northeast, is heavily
forested, very steep, and is very visible from George Inlet.



Land Exchange Process
Page 2

Upper and Lower Sllvus Lake. This 1is an area of very steep
topography as well as an area of recreational use; while areas of
this region have marketable timber, the 1logging that would occur
would be clearly visible from Silvus Lake. While the Cape Fox
Corporation 1is interested in this area, to complete the geographic
integration with lands it owns and to acquire the land where the
power facility is now located, it is probably impractical for this
selection to occur because of sensitivities related to the control
of price and market for electricity.

Interior of South Central Revilla Island. This area is mountainous
and does not contain any extensive stands of marketable timber.

However, in discussions with Cape Fox they have indicated an
interest in two other areas. These are now to be discussed.

Easterly parts of Sections 27 and 34, Township 73 south, Range 91
oast. This area contains a ridge that 1is heavily forested. The
site is comprised of average value hemlock. The state boundary
line splits the ridge and it would make sense to alter that
boundary line to put it at a location where it aligns with current
state land boundaries. This area consists of approximately 200 to
250 acres.

Area East of Coon Cove. This is an area where Forest Service land
immediately adjoins Cape Fox Corporation land, and roads exist in
portions of the Cape Fox properties. Within Section 34, which is
comprised of Forest Service lands, there are average stands of

spruce hemlock forest. In addition, there are areas of similar
forested areas 1immediately to the north of the aforementioned
parcels. Importantly, this area to the north cannot be selected
by the Cape Fox Corporation, while the area to the south can. In

addition, these more northerly areas are positioned in such a way
that they can provide access from existing roads of the Cape Fox
Corporation to U.S. Forest Service properties having marketable
timber.

BGP/bjs



STATE of ALASKA
DEPARTMENT of NATURAL RESOURCES

TIMBER APPRAISAL
THORNE BAY TRACT

AS Of

JUNE 30, 1989

BY

CASCADE APPRAISAL SERVICES, INC.
P.0. BOX 423
WILSONVUJE, OREGON 97070
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December 21, 133 5

Mr. Joseph ?. Wehrraan 111
Department of Natural Resources
Division of Forestry

3c01 'C" Street, Suite 1003
-Anchorage, Alaska 99503

State of Alaska - 1939 Thorne 3av Timber Aooraisal

Dear Mr. We.hrman:

At your request we have appraised the subject timber in the
Thorne 3av Tract owned by the State of Alaska as to i1ts fTair

market value. The date of valuation is June 30, 1939. The
subject timber consists of western hemlock, sitka spruce, and
associated species on lands iIn southeast Alaska. The timber 1is
appraised as an unencumbered fee simple 1interest. The total

estimated fair market value 1is

TWENTY-SEVEN MILLION EIGHT HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS
(527,850,000)

This appraisal utilized information and data provided by the
State of Alaska in regards to timber volume within the tract*.
Log sales data, logging cost, and road construction cost data are
based on information from southeast Alaska timber industry
sources. Information was also utilized which was provided by
persons and/or Ffirms listed in the Addenda. The information*
provided is believed to be reliable, but no responsibility is
assumed for its accuracy.

In developing our opinion, we have made a personal in—
spection of the subject property. We have reviewed the operating
costs, log and timber sale information, and timber marketing
conditions as they pertain to the subject property market area.

ill 04207M
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Mr. Joseph F. Wehrman 111
December 21, 1989
Page Two —

This appraisal and its use are subject to the contingent and
limiting conditions and the certification listed in the Addenda.
This letter serves to introduce the appraisal report which
follows. The appraisal procedures are described in that report.

Sincerely

CASCADE APPRAISAL SERVICES, INC.

Larry L. Ismert
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Testimony of Loren Flaog
o the
House Resources Committee on Chinook Salmon Bye. tth

April 10, 1991

The Kenai Peninsula Fishermen®s Association is greatly concerned with the high level of Chinook
salmon bycatch presently occurring In the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). During March the chlnook
bycatch by the factory travl flest increased dramatically from 4,600 at the beginning of the
month t over 30,000 by the end of the month.

This year"s catch of chlnook salmon s already approximately twice the catch made in 1990.
What Is of particular conoern is that the highest catches reoorded last year occurred during the
month of Axil. As we speak the GOA traM fishery Is hammering away at chlnook salmon, many
of which are Southcentral Alaska stocks (by some estimates 28%). We feel this fishery needs
to be brought under comiol inmediately and we support the Committee Substitute (or Senate
Resolution No. 13 that Is currently before you. We support the amendment on page 2, lire 9
which adds the words "and Gulf of Alaska™. We also recommend that the word " Inmediately” be
substltued for the words "'be prepared t0' on page 2, lire 18.

The reason for our concern with the high chlnook salmon bycatch ks that Inshore management
decisions, that can have major Impacts on user groups, are often made based on relatively small
numbers of salmon. Last year both early and late run stocks of king salmon retuming to the
Kenai River in Cook Inlet were weak. The early run = which has not been fished comercially
In Cook Inlet since the early 1960"s = went to "h ok and release anly” on June 7 and stayed in
that status for the remainder of the rn. This caused major cancellations In the guide indstry.

The management decision t close the Kenai River to the retention of late run king salmon last
year was based on only 500 fish. This decision caused major disruption In the fisheries and led
to the "Save the Kings® protest and consequently 1 changos in the Kenai River King Salmon
Management Plan by the Board of Fish last Deoember. And now the Hickel administration Is
threatening further restrictios to 1he commercial fishery along the eastsido of Cook Inlet
Including the elminietion of offshore nets. All ol this grief was caused by the lack of only 500

king salmon.



We know that many of the king salmon killed by factory trawlers In the GOA are Southcentral
Alaska stocks (some estimates Indcale about 28%). We also know the Cook Inlet bound fish are
present In this fishery based on ooded wire tag retums from the early to mid 1980"s. The Kenai
River Isone of the major king salmon producers In Cook Inlet and 8outhcenlral Alaska. There i
no doubt that these slocks are being adversely Impacted by the trad fighery.

We appreciate your time and we support your efforts to get this fishery under control before
further damage Isdone.



ESTIMATES OF TOTAL BYCATCH OF CHINOOK AND *"OTHER®" SALMON IN THE GROUNDFISH
FISHERIES OF THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISL\NDS AND GULF OF ALASKA AS OF

A/704/91.

NMFS/AKR 1991 GULF OF ALASKA FISHERIES
04/04/91 CHINOOK & OTHER SALMON BYCATCH
TRAWL GEAR
CHINOOK SALMON "OTHER" SALMON
WEEKLY CUMULATIVE WEEKLY CUMULATIVE
WEEK NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER
01/06 341 341 0 0
01/13 985 1326 0 0
01/20 493 1819 0 0
01727 503 2322 0 0
02/03 1119 3441 5 5
02710 529 3970 4 9
02717 420 4390 1 10
02724 260 4650 0 10
03703 326 4976 2 11
03710 3189 8165 0 11
03717 6285 14450 29 40
03724 9220 23670 95 135
03731 7791 31461 198 333
NMFS/AKR 1991 BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS FISHERIES
04704791 CHINOOK & OTHER SALMON BYCATCH
TRAWL GEAR

CHINOOK SALMON "OTHER®™ SALMON

WEEKLY CUMULATIVE WEEKLY CUMULATIVE
WEEK NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER
01706 11424 11424 745 745
01/13 4489 15913 362 1106
01720 1255 17167 32 1139
01/27 866 18033 0 1139
02703 2006 20039 46 1185
02710 2137 22176 2 1187
02/17 1921 24097 113 1300
02724 1968 26065 654 1954
03703 440 26505 19 1973
03710 1158 27663 3 1977
03717 430 28094 34 2010
03724 323 28417 443 2453
03731 87 28504 0 2453

NOTE: No PSC Limits apply to salmon
Data basod on observer reports, extrapolated to total groundflsh harvest.

NOTE: ESTIMATES OF BYCATCH MAY CHANGE (INCREASE OR DECREASE) AS ADDITIONAL
OBSERVER DATA BECOME AVAILABLE.
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Senator Lyman F. Hoffman

Alaska State Senate
P.O. Box V'« Juneau, Alaska 99811 #907) 465-4453

MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of House Resourt mmittee
FROM: Senator Lyman F. Hoffman

RE: SCR 13, relating to chinoo

DATE: April 10, 1991

| have introduced SCR 13 as a result of data from state and
federal observer programs which indicate an excessively high
number of Alaska Chinook caught by the U.S. trawl fleet while
fishing for groundfish in both the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska,
as well as a significant bycatch of Chinook salmon in the central
Bering Sea Donut Hole. These Chinooks are predominantly of
Bristol Bay and western Alaska origin, stocks which are already
experiencing severe conservation problems.

My resolution asks the Governor of the state of Alaska to take a
strong position on this issue and use all means at his disposal
to ensure the federal government acts to significantly reduce or
eliminate this bycatch.

This issue is of concern not only to Bristol Bay and western
Alaska fishermen, but also to southeast and central Alaska

fishermen, since their salmon are also affected by bycatch
problems from the various trawl fleets.

| ask for your support.

PO Bm 763 « Bcihcl, Alaska 99559 « (907) 543-3543
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Figure 3. Bycatch of chlnook salmon Inforeign and joint venture grounSI&fi fisheries Inthe Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands 1977-1990,
and bycatch of chlnook salmon Intt> domestic groundfish fisheries of the BS/Al, 1985-1991 (ADF&G, 2/28/91).
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DEPARTMENT OF FISHA .YDGAME JUNIAU. ALASKA 90102 3000

PHONt: non 481-4110
FAX: *83-8331

BOARD OF FISHERIES
February 12, 1991

2fra_ndlfax transmittal memo 7571

Steve Pennoyer

Regional Director

Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Mr. Pennoyer:

The State of Alaska, Board of Fisheries is extremely concerned with
the high rate of salmon by-catch in area 517 by the mid-water
pollock trawl fishery.

We formally request you“"take 1immediate action to address this
unacceptable high rate of salmon by-catch. We would strongly
support an immediate closure of all or parts of area 517 and, if
.necessary, area 518 wunder your "hot spot"™ authority and would
naturally support such closures in Federal Waters with closures of
state waters in the contiguous areas.

We seek an 1immediate response from you and the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council at the earliest date possible* An
analysis of what actions might conceivably be taken by the council
in the coming year to address this issue would also be in order and
greatly appreciated.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mike Martin Deborah Lyons
Chair chair
Board of Fisheries By-Catch Committee

cc: Governor Hickel
Clarence Pautzke, Chairman, NPFMC
Commissioner of Fish and Gama



WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME P.0. BOX 3-2000
JUNEAU. ALASK * 99002-2000

PHONE; (907) 1100
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

February 13, 1991

Steve Pennoyer

Director

Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Mr. Pennoyer:

As you are aware, the Bering Sea trawl fishery has exhibited some
startlingly high bycatch rates for Chinook salmon during the first

several weeks of 1991. The 1incidental harvest of some 20,000
chlnook by February 3 has fishermen, biologists, and the Alaska
Board of Fisheries very alarmed. Past reports of chlnook bycatch

in the Gulf of Alaska and 1in the "donut hole™ of international
waters of the central Bering Sea are also of great concern.

The Department of Fish and Game has developed a summary of the 1991
bycatch to date, based wupon initial observer reports, and
comparisons to past levels of chlnook catches, both as bycatch and
as directed harvest in state waters (enclosed). The few stock
identification studies available indicate that the majority of
Chinook taken in Bering Sea trawl fisheries are likely from western
and central Alaska stocks. Most of these stocks are already fully
allocated to commercial, sport, and/or subsistence fisheries, and
several of them are suffering declines in run strength.

The additional pressure of bycatch on these stocks may, in at least
a few instances, constitute a conservation problem; it certainly
constitutes a reallocation of state-managed resources. Given the
obvious disputes between our own fishermen over even small numbers
of kings in aany systems, | am sure you understand our concern for
yet another source of mortality, let alone one that 1is truly
incidental and of no apparent benefit.

I believe that this problem warrants your immediate attention. We
encourage the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to monitor
the salmon bycatch very <closely and make projections of any
additional take expected during the 1991 groundfish fisheries. In
addition, | ask that you review your authorities to 1institute
time/area ("hot spot"™) closures or other emergency measures to
protect Alaskan chlnook stocks. Because of the importance of these

11-A2IH



Steve Pennoyer - 2 - February 13, 1991

stocks to our"traditional fisheriesc we are urging you to consider
emergency action as requested by the Board of Fisheries;

As a potential point of reference, we note that foreign and joint-
venture fishermen were able to control their annual Chinook bycatch
rates from 115,100 Chinook salmon per 1.33 million mt of groundfish
(0.087 chinook/mt) in 1980 down to about 0.004 chinook/mt iIn 1986.
Presumably we should expect our own domestic fishermen to exhibit
the same, if not better, control of their impacts on the resources
upon which other domestic fishermen depend. I suggest that NMFS,
in the short term, and perhaps the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, consider a bycatch management program that would limit
Chinook take to, at maximum, a commensurate 0.004 chinook/rat. For
1990, this rate would have restricted bycatch to approximately
6,600 Chinook for the 1.65 million rat of groundfish taken, rather
than the 14,000 Chinook reported by observers. Similar protection
may also need be afforded in the Gulf of Alaska and the donut hole.

Steve, | know that this is not a simple issue. On the other hand,
It Is not an issue easily dismissed. The burden of responsibility
lies properly with the newly exploding groundfish fishery rather
than with the established and traditional users of Chinook salmon.
I ook forward to your consideration of the control of this bycatch
and offer the assistance of ADF&G staff for any Ffurther data
analysis which may be necessary. Please keep us apprised of your
actions. Thanks.

Sincerely,

Ron Somerville
Deputy Commissioner

Enclosure

cc: Michael Martin
Clem Till ion
Clarence Pautzke
Denby Lloyd



1991 Chinook Salmon Bycatch Summary
February 13, 1991

Alaska Department of Fish and Same
e Division of Commercial Fishorias

Current Status of Chinook Bvcatch in the Groundfish Fisheries of
the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and the Gulf, of Alaska

As of February 3, 1991 an estimated 20,708 Chinooks had been caught
incidentally in the groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands (BS/Al). An additional estimated 2,213 Chinooks had been
caught in the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries, primarily in the
midwater trawl Ffishery for pollock.

In the BS/Al, the vast majority of the bycatch has occurred in the
pollock midwater trawl Tfishery, predominantly from federal
statistical area 517 and, to a lesser extent, statistical area 515.
The pollock fishery was initially concentrated in statistical area
517 and, during the last two weeks of January, expanded to include
statistical area 515. As of February 3, the bycatch rates for
these two areas were 0.325 and 0.013 chinooks/mt of groundfish,
respectively. Federal statistical areas are indicated in Figure

la.

In addition, preliminary data from groundfish vessels in the Donut
Hole suggest bycatches of Chinook salmon that could be in excess of
60,000 in 1990.

BS/Al Groundfish Catch and Chinook Bvcatch; 1990 VS. 1991

This year, by January 27, both reported groundfish catch and
reported chinook bycatch in statistical area 517 had 1increased
dramatically compared to the same period in 1990. However, the
observer program was newly established in 1990 and actual observer
coverage was very minimal prior to March 1990. Therefore, it is
possible that the actual chinook bycatch for the first month of
1990 i1n the entire Bering Sea was higher than the approximate 3,000

Chinooks reported.

By January 27, reported groundfish catch and chinook bycatch for
1990 and 1991 in statistical area 517 of the BS/Al was:

XEAB  GROUNDFISH ,(MT). CHINOOKS (NOS. | BYCATCHRATE (NG5./Mil

1990 7,657 383 0.05

1991 53,872 12,316 0.23



Cumulative bycatches of chinook salmon through the week ending
February 3 are shown 1in Figure 1.

Commercial Cqtch History and Health of Chinook Salmon

The total statewide commercial harvest of chinook salmon has been

relatively stable since the late 1980°s. The projected total
statewide commercial harvest for 1991 1is 672 thousand chinook
salmon (Geiger and Savikko, 1991) . The total statewide harvest in

1990 was 665 thousand Chinooks.

On the district level, the Bristol Bay chinook salmon stocks have
suffered the greatest decline. Chinook salmon numbers have dropped
since the early 1980"s vraising concern over the health of the
Nushagak and Togiak River runs. The number of chinook harvested in
the Cordova district (Copper River) and the Cook Inlet district
(Kenai River) have also declined since 1987. According to area
management biologists, the Yukon and Kuskokwim stocks are currently
in a rebuilding phase after lower-than-optimum returns 1in the mid-
1980°"s.

The total annual <commercial <catch for districts or combined
districts from the years 1980 - 1990 are provided in Figure 2. The
total bycatches of salmon for each year are provided in this figure
as well. The projected 1991 harvest by district, the 1980-1990
average, the 1990 catch, and comments are provided below:

Yukon/Kuskokwim The 1991 projected harvest of 166 thousand
chinook salmon 1is below the 1990 harvest of
190 thousand chinook salmon and below the 11
year average of 198 thousand fish. The 1990
catch was 95.7% of the 11 year average.

Bristol Bay The 1990 harvest of 33 thousand chinook salmon
was 28.0% of the 1980-90 average of 118
thousand fish. The projected 1991 harvest 1is
45 thousand fish, an 1increase from the 1990

catch. However, the chinook salmon catch 1in
the Nushagak district has been in decline
since 1984. There has been no directed
commercial Ffishery for chinook salmon since
1986.

Ak Pen/Chignik The eleven year average of 33 thousand chinook

salmon is less than the 1990 catch of 35
thousand chinook. However, the 1991 projected
harvest of 22 thousand fish is well below the
average.

Kodiak Although historically small, the commercial
catch in Kodiak has risen from between 1 and 5
thousand <chinook salmon during the period



1980-87, to 22 thousand in 1988 and 19
thousand in 1990. The 1991 projected harvest
iIs 15 thousand Tfish.

Cook Inlet . - Although high chinook harvests were reported
in 1986 and 1987 (40 and 41 thousand Tfish,
respectively), the 1990 harvest of 18 thousand
chinook salmon was 75.9% of the eleven year
average of 24 thousand fish. The 1991
projection is for 32 thousand chinook salmon.

Cordova The 1990 harvest of 22 thousand chinook salmon
was Qlower than the 1980-90 average of 34
thousand fish. However, the run is thought to
be stable and the 1991 projected harvest is 42
thousand chinook salmon.

origins of Chinook Salmon Caugh& Incidentally in Srcundfigh
Fisheries

Information on the origins of chinook salmon caught incidentally in
trawl and other fisheries of the Bering Sea comes primarily from
salmon scale pattern analysis. The study most relevant to the
groundfish fisheries is Myers and Rogers (1988). Scales collected
by groundfish observers were analyzed to identify the origin of
chinook salmon bycaught in the foreign and joint-venture groundfish
fisheries iIn the Bering Sea EJZ during 1979, 1981 and 1982. The
percent origin of chinook salmon from various regions and within
the Western Alaska region over all three years was:

Western Alaska 60 %
Yukon 17 %*
Kuskokwim 24 %*

Bristol Bay 29 %*
Central Alaska 17 %
Asia 14 %

S_.E. Alaska/British Columbia 9 %

* Hot intended to sum to Western
Alaska total percentage.

Myers and Rogers indicated that the predominant ages of chinook
salmon in the western Alaska commercial catches were ages 1.3
(years iIn fresh water,years in salt water) and 1.4. They
speculated that the greatest effect of large incidental catches of
ages 1.2 and 1.3 Chinooks offshore on inshore harvests would likely

occur 1 or 2 years later.

Davis (1990) also used scale pattern analysis to determine origins
of chinook salmon near Japanese mothership and landbased driftnet



salmon fisheries in 1985 and 1986. Based on scales collected 1in
the vicinity of the mothership fisheries (north of the Aleutians
and between 175*E and 175 W) the percent origin of immature (age-
1.2) chinook salmon was:

125.5. 1986
Western Alaska 58 % 10 %
Central Alaska 3 % 17 %
Asia (Kamchatka) 39 % 73 %

A previous study of Chinooks from the area of the Japanese
mothership salmon fishery, 1975 to 1981 (Myers et al., 1987),
indicated the following percentage origin of Chinooks from the
Bering Sea:

Western Alaska 70 %
Yukon 48 %>
Kuskokwim 21 %*

Bristol Bay 14 X*
Central Alaska 10 %
Asia 18 X

S.E. Alaska/British Columbia 2 %

* Not iIntended to sum to Western
Alaska total percentage.

Davis (1990) cites additional scale pattern studies (Major et al.
1975, 1977a,b) which also indicated 'that western Alaskan Ffish
predominated in the Bering Sea and that the proportion of western
Alaskan fish increased to the east".

Tagging data to determine region of chinook origin have been very
limited but tend to corroborate results of scale pattern analyses

(Myers and Rogers, 1988). Although scales from Chinooks are
currently XTei™" coll _.ed by observers, no scale pattern analysis
iIs currently -tducted to determine the origin of chinook
salmon byoough. . * groundfish fisheries. Observers are also

collecting the _.loads of salmon with clipped adipose fins for
potential recovery of coded wire tags.

pQtgntifli futurt ChinaflH. By.g&tsh

As of February 3, 59 % of the pollock roe season quota had been
taken iIn the Bering Sea, 61 % of the Bogoslof management area
(Figure la) quota had been taken and 18 X of the Aleutian Islands
quota had been taken. At these rates of fishing, the Bering Sea



and Bogoslof quotas will probably be attained near the end of
February. Once the roe season pollock quota has been taken in the
Bering Sea, it is expected that a large percentage of the fleet
will shift to the Aleutians for what remains of a minimal quota on
pollock, to bottom trawling for Pacific cod and other speci s, and
to the Gulf of Alaska for pollock.

As of February 3, only 9 % of the Pacific cod quota iIn the BS/AI
had been taken. In 1990, the chinook bycatch rate in the Pacific
cod bottom trawl Tfishery (range: 0 - 0.043 chinooks/mt groundfish)
exceeded the rate iIn the pollock midwater trawl fishery (range: 0 -

0.020 chinooks/mt groundfish) iIn eight of the ten management
areas. The 1990 chinook bycatch rate in the Pacific cod trawl
fishery iIn statistical area 517 (0.037 chinooks/mt groundfish) was
over twice the corresponding rate in the pollock midwater trawl
fishery in statistical area 517 (0.016 chinooks/mt groundfish).
This suggests the possibility of continued high bycatch of chinook
salmon even after the fleet shifts to fishing for Pacific cod and

other species.

A shift of boats to the Gulf of Alaska could increase the bycatch
of chinook salmon i1n the Gulf, where bycatch of Chinooks exceeded
that of the BS/Al in 1990 (see Figures 3 and 4). It should be
emphasized that the early-year bycatch of Chinooks in 1990 in the
Bering Sea may have been similar to that reported for January 1991,
but may have been largely unreported due to the de ays in
implementing the observer program in 1990. Thus, the appaj ant
increase in chinook bycatch in 1991 compared to 1990 may in part be
an artifact of iInadequate observer coverage in early 1990. Weekly
and cumulative bycatches of chinook salmon for 1990 in the Bering
Sea are shown in Figure 5. The same information for chinook salmon
bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska is shown in Figure 6.

In addition to incidental catches of chinook in the groundfish
fisheries of the U.S. EEZ, the bycatch of Chinooks 1in the
groundfish fisheries in the Donut Hole should be taken into account
in evaluating the potential impact of bycatch on the directed
catches of chinook salmon.

To fully understand the impact of chinook salmon bycatch on Alaskan
salmon stocks will require a detailed analysis of the data provided
by onboard observers. Additional information concerning the origin
of the stocks of salmon being intercepted by the trawl fleet 1is
also necessary to reveal specifically affected stocks. Scale
pattern analysis, tag recovery, and genetic stock identification
are means which can be 1i1ncorporated to 1identify stock origins.
Knowledge concerning the affect of chinook salmon bycatch on
Alaskan stocks 1is especially necessary in the case of districts
such as Bristol Bay, and perhaps Cook Inlet and the Copper River,
which have experienced a significant drop iIn the numbers of
returning fish in spite of adequate escapement.
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Rgure 2. Calch ot chinook eelmon Indirected comroerdel eebnon fisheries and bycelch ol chlnook
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Figure 3. Bycatch of chinook salmon Inforeign and joint venture groundfish fisheries In the
Bering 8ea/Aleutian Islands 1977 <1990, and bycatch of chinook salmon inthe domestic
groundfish Fisheries of the BS/Al, 1909 -1991.
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Figure 4 - Bycetch of chlnook salmon Inforeign and jointventure groundfish Fisheries in the
Gulf of Alaska 1977 -1968, and bycatch of chlnook salmon In the domestic groundfish
fisheries of the Gul T of Alaska, 1989 -1991.
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PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF CHINOOK SALMON BYCATCH
IN TH1 GROUNDFISH FISHERIES OF THE GULF OF ALASKA
AND BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS, 1989 t 1990

Prepared by
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

November 28, 1990

The primary purpose of this report 1is to present preliminary
estimates of the number of chinook salmon caught incidentally in
the domestic groundfish fisheries of the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BS/Al) areas in 1989 and 1990.
Estimated numbers of bycaught chinook are compared to the directed
catch. Also included is information about the spatial distribution
of chinook bycatch, the percent of 1990 groundfish catch sampled by
observers, the distribution of groundfish catch among vessel size
categories, and the historical bycatch of chinook salmon 1in the
foreign and joint venture groundfish fisheries.

METHODS OF ESTIMATING CHINOOK BYCATCH
iom

Two different data sets were used to estimate chinook bycatch for
1989. As the first method, average chinook bycatch rates from 1985
through 1989, by target fishery and 1/2< latitude x 1< longitude
blocks, were estimated using joint venture observer data. These
rates were multiplied by the total 1989 domestic groundfish catch
in the respective 1/2< x 1< blocks to yield estimate* of the total
number of <chinook salmon <caught 1incidentally in that Dblock.
Estimated bycatches from individual blocks were summed with.n each
area to produce an overall estimate of the numbers of Chinooks
bycaught 1in the 1989 domestic groundfish fisheries. For those
blocks with 1989 domestic groundfish catch, but lacking an actual
bycatch rate estimate, a weighted average bycatch rate was used.
Rates for such blocks were computed as the weighted average of the
five closest rates, weighted by the 1inverse distance between the

individual rate and the center of the block without a rate. The
second method of estimating chinook bycatch used domestic observer
data from 1989. These data were Qlimited, and generated from

observer efforts associated with a marine mammal observer program,
the NPFMC pilot domestic observer program and a program funded, in
part, by industry. The estimation method used to estimate bycatch
rates based on the domestic observer data, and subsequent bycatch

1



totals was 1identical to that used with the the JV data. These
methods were used for both the GOA and the BS/AI.

im,

The same average, JV-based bycatch rates applied to 1989 domestic
groundfish catches to estimate the total numbers of chinook salmon
bycaught 1in the 1989 domestic groundfish fisheries were applied to
the 1990 domestic groundfish catch to estimate the total numrers of
Chinooks bycaught in the 1990 domestic groundfish fisheries.
Alternative estimates of chinook bycatch were based on data from
the current domestic observer program. The domestic-based estimates
included here are the estimates included on the NMFS Alaska Region
Bulletin Board through November 10 ("1990 Gulf of Alaska Fisheries
Chinook & Other Salmon Bycatch™, ™"1990 Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
Fisheries, Chinook & Other Salmon Bycatch"™). These domestic-based
bycatch rates and totals are based on management sub-area rather
than the 1/2< x 1< blocks used with the JV-based estimates. As for
1989, these methods were used for both the GOA and the BS/Al in
1990.

RESULTS
1989 Chinook Bvcatch

Based on the Jlimited 1989 domestic observer data, an estimated
3,740 chinook salmon were ~caught in the domestic groundfish
fisheries 1in the GOA in 1989 (Figure 1., Table 1.). When the
average 1985-89, JV-based bycatch rates are applied to the 1989
domestic groundfish catch, an estimated 9,640 chinook salmon were
taken incidentally in the GOA. The directed catch of chinook
salmon in the 1989 salmon fisheries in the GOA was approximately
357,590. 0Of that number, 69,590 Chinooks were taken 1in the
directed fisheries in the Central and Western Gulf. Therefore,
estimated bycatch of chinook salmon in the 1989 domestic groundfish
fisheries was approximtely one to three percent of the total GOA
directed chinook <catch, and five to fourteen percent of the
directed catches 1in the Central and Western GOA.

In the BS/Al, estimates of chinook bycatch ranged from 34,320,
based on domestic observer data, to 29,210, based on JV data. The
directed chinook catch 1in the BS/Al in 1989 was approximately
225,330. The estimated bycatch of chinook salmon was approximately
13 to 15 % of the directed catch in 1989.

1990 Chinook Bvcatch

An estimated 16,020 chinook salmon were taken incidentally 1in the
the GOA domestic groundfish fisheries through November 10, based on



domestic observer data. In comparison, the total bycatch of
chinoolc estimated from JV data was_6"-480. These estimates of
incidental catch are compared to a directed catch of 413,890
Chinooks 1in the GOA. Of the total directed catch, about 81,830
Chinooks were caught in the Central and Western GOA. Thus, bycatch
of Chinooks was equivalent to approximately two to four percent of
the directed catch 1in the entire GOA in 1990. The estimated
bycatch of chinook salmon in the entire GOA was equivalent to
approximately 8 to 20 % of the directed catch in the Central and
Western GOA.
1

Based on domestic observer data, an estimated 13,750 Chinooks were
taken incidentally in the BS/Al domestic groundfish fisheries
through November 11, 1990. Using JV-based bycatch rates, an
estimated 10,290 Chinooks were taken incidetally during this time
period. The preliminary estimate of the number of chinook taken in
the directed salmon fisheries in the BS/Al is 233,480. Using these
estimates, the estimated bycatch of chinook 1in the domestic
groundfish fisheries was approximately four to six percent of the
directed harvest.

1990 Observer Coverage

Through October of 1990, approximately 49 % of the domestic
groundfish catch in trawl fisheries in the GOA has been observed as
part of the NMFS Domestic Observer Program (Fig. 7) . 1In the BS/AI,
approximately 72 % of the <catch in trawl fisheries has been
observed.

Distribution of Groundfish Catch Among vessel Size Categories

Through July of 1990, approximately 260, 000 mt, or 25 % of the
total groundfish catch in the GOA and BS/Al was harvested by boats
i the 60 to 124 feet size category (Fig. 9). Another 730,000 nmt,
or 71 % of the total, groundfish catch was taken by vessels in the
125+ feet size category. Thus, approximately 96 % of the
groundfish catch through July of 1990 was taken by vessels
requiring some level of observer coverage.

Historical Bvcatch In Joint Venture and Foreign Fisheries

Historically, the estimated numbers of chinook caught as bycatch 1in
the joint venture and foreign groundfish fisheries 1in the GOA
ranged from a low of approximately 90 in 1988 to a high of almost
75, 000 in 1984 (Fig 10.) In the BS/Al, estimates of chinook
bycatch varied from lows of about 5,000 in 1986 and 1988, to a high
of approximately 115,000 in 1980 (Fig. 11).
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Table /. Preliminary estimates ol the numbers ol chinook salmon (1,000s) caught as bycatch in the groundfish fiseries

and as directed catch insalmon lishehes inthe GuH of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands in 1969 and 1990.

Bycatch based on Bycatch based on joint

Year Area domestic observer data. vertture observer data
1Ki9 GuM of Alaska 3.7 9.64
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands 34.32 2921
1990 GuH ol Alaska 16.02 14.5
Bering Sea/AJeulian Islands 13.75 1622

Directed catch

357.59

225.33

413.89

233.48

Note: Domestic observer data for 1909 were collected from three dbserver programs, including a marine mammal cdosenver,

program, the NPFMC pilot program, and a program sugported, inpart, by the fishing indbstry. Domestic cbsenver

data for 1990 were generated from the new NMFS domestic dbserver program. Average bycatch rates from the 1965-89
jJoint venture fiderieswere spited toboth 1909 and 1990 domestic groundfish catch todotain JV-based estimalos of chinook

salmon bycatch.
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Senator Fred F. Zharoff
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Cliff Davidson
Chairman
House Resources Committee

FROM: Senator Fred F. Zharoff

DATE: May 5, 1992

RE: Senate Joint Resolution No. 10 -"Relating tothe
discharge of ballast water byvessels entering the

waters of Alaska."

RESOLUTION SUMMARY: SJR 10 requests the U.S. Coast Guard to
adopt regulations that would protect Alaska®s ecosystem from
the introduction of exotic marine organisms.

SJR 10 1is a reintroduced version of SJR 59, which expired in
the House Rules Committee upon adjournment in 1990.

PREVIOUS ACTION: Moved out of the Senate Resources Committee
on April 17 (4 DP). Passed the State Senate 18-0 on April 24.

FISCAL IMPACT: No financial expenditures required by the
Alaska state government.

RESOLUTION BACKGROUND: SJR 10 is based on a resolution
adopted in 1989 by the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task
Force (made up of fisheries-oriented legislators from Alaska,
California, Ildaho, Oregon and Washington).

The resolution is aimed at a national problem - the
introduction of exotic species through the discharge of
ballast water. In many locations throughout the United States

- in particular, California and the Great Lakes region -
foreign marine species have overwhelmed native species,

creating serious environmental problems and widespread
destruction. The most dramatic example of this is the zebra
mussel, which - through its rapid reproductive capability and
ability to clog up water 1intake and discharge systems - has
caused millions of dollars worth of damage in the Great Lakes
basin.

To the best of our knowledge, Alaska has been spared this
problem. However, the potential threat exists, particularly



in regard to the introduction of exotic marine organisms from
northern Asia and Siberia.

ATTACHED BACKUP INFORMATION:

1. Resolution adopted by the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force.
2. Historical overview on ballast water discharge and

the invasion of exotic species.



Arcjfrc Friltfi*ts lifi"ilth*=TQ<,k /vrct
Pifit/ m far4afa i fah'F*

-ﬁyk AN *
RESOLUTION - W

??-/P
INTRODUCED ORGANISMS FROM BALLAST WATER

WHEREAS, west coast sport and commercial fisheries are resources of
great economic and recreational 1importance; and

WHEREAS, these resources are threatened by the introduction of
aquatic organisms from foreign ports brought in by means of the
ballast water of freighters and tankers; and

WHEREAS, 1in recent years several planktonic and benthic organisms
have arrived and become established, at least one of which 1is
suspected to have caused a great decline in the abundance of an
important striped bass food organism in California®s Sacramento-San
Joaquin Estuary; and

WHEREAS, exotic eel grass brought in through ballast water has
created problems in Humboldt Bay and estuaries along the Pacific
Coast; and

WHEREAS, similar introductions have probably occurred or will occur
at other estuarine and coastal ports all along the west coast and
they already have occurred in the Great Lakes with consequent harm
to Great L.ikes fisheries.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that to protect native fisheries and
ecosystems of the Pacific Coast States, the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force urges the U.S. Coast Guard to adopt a
regulation prohibi-ting the dumping of ballast water originating in
foreign ports in any west coast river, estuary, bay or coastal

area. Such ballast water should be dumped at sea and exchanged for
open ocean water prior to entry into State waters; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution be forwarded to the
Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard, the Secretary of the Treasury,
the Secretary of Commerce and the respective Congressional
Delegation of the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force states.



BALLAST WATER AND THE INVASION OF EXOTIC SPECIES
A Brief Historical Review: 1868 - 1990

James T. Carlton

Maritime Studies Program, Williams College - Mystic Seaport Museum

Mystic, Connecticut 06355

A Chronological Summary of the Some of the Events and Concerns
Relative to Ballast Water:

1868

1880

1896

1900

1908

1933

1968-

1978

1973

1973

1976-
1977

1980

Grantham (1868) describes the design of double-bottom tank
systems for water ballast in iron ships

Llovd*s Register begins in 1880 (but not before) noting types
and capacities of water ballast tanks

"Probably most cargo steamers in these days are fitted with some
means of carrying water as ballast..."” (Walton, 1896)

Fulton and Grant (1900) suggest that the European shore crab
Carcinus maenas was introduced to Australia by ballast water

Ostenfeld (1908) suggests that the Asian diatom Odontella
fBiddulphia) sinensis may have been introduced to the North Sea in

1903 by ballast water

Peters describes the introduction of the mitten crab Eriochier
sinensis, sometime before 1912, from Korea or China to Germany

Extensive literature discussions on the role of ballast water 1in
exchanging marine organisms through the Panama Canal (reviewed by
Carlton, 1985, p. 319)

Medcof and Scribner (1975) provide first detailed report of living
organisms in ballast water, based upon samples of a ship arriving
from Japan to New South Wales, Australia

"Resolution 18": "Research into the Effect of Discharge of Ballast
Water Containing Bacteria of Epidemic Diseases" passed by the
International Conference on Marine Pollution (including the
International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships)

CSIRO (Australia) biologists sample bulk cargo carriers coming from
Japan to Western Australia (see Williams et al., 1988)

Environment Canada commissions ballast water study at Montreal,
to sample 55 merchant vessels in the summer and fall? published
as Bio-Environmental Services (1981)
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1980-
1982 Ballast water investigations commence at the Woods Hole

Oceanographic Institution, Woods Hole, based upon experimental
studies using oceanographic research vessels, and upon bulk
bulk cargo traffic arriving at US ports (J. T. Carlton and

colleagues)
1985 Publication of review monograph by Carlton (1985)

1986 Ballast water investigations commence in Coos Bay, Oregon,
at the University of Oregon Institute of Marine Biology,
based upon bulk cargo vessel traffic from Japan to
Pacific Northwest (J. T. Carlton and colleagues)

[Sea Grant funded, 1987-1988, 1989-1991]

1987 Publication of monograph on introductions of non-indigenous
marine organisms by ballast water and other vectors 1into
Australia, by Hutchings, van der Velde, and Keable (1987)

1987 CSIRO (Australia) scientists re-commence sampling of bulk cargo
vessels inbound from Japan (Dr. G. Hallegraeff, of CSIRO
Division of Fisheries, Hobart)

1987 Revision of Water Quality Agreement between Canada and the
United States assigns responsibility (under Annex 6) for studying
the ballast water issue and possible solutions tothe US and

Canadian Coast Guards

1988 Publication of paper on ballast water as a mechanism of
introduction of exotic species in Australia by Williams et al.
(1988) .

1988 Great Lakes Fishery Commission meeting ;n Toledo, Ohio,

(May) considers issue and questions of ballast water release in the
Great Lakes

1988 "Recommendation No. 1" of the International Council for the

(June) Exploration of the Sea®"s "Working Group on Introductions and
Transfers of Marine Organisms"” formulated and sent to ICES for
consideration at Plenary Session in October 1988

1988 Canada and U.S. raise the issue of Great Lakes introductions

(Sept) via ballast water at the London meeting of the Marine Environment
Protection Committee of the UN"s International Maritime
Organization (IMO).

1989
March Congressmen Davis and Hertel introduce a House of Representatives

bill "to direct the Secretary of Transportation to report on methods
available to control the influx of exotic species into the Great

Lakes"
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1989 [continued]

May

Aug

Aug

Sept

Oct

Oct

Dec

1990

Jan

Feb

Feb

Feb

Canadian Coast Guard Voluntary Guidelines on ballast water exchange
go into effect in Great Lakes (compliance begins in April)

Mandatory guidelines on ballast water exchange go into effect 1in
Australia; suspended soon thereafter

"Resolution 89-10" passed by Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task
Force, "Introduced Organisms from Ballast Water"™, urging US Coast
Guard to prohibit non-exchanged ballast water release

American Fisheries Society"s Introduced Fishes Section passes
Resolution at Annual Meeting (Alaska) on control of ballast water

discharges

New York Congressman Nowak introduces House of Representatives Bill
3403 "to require that vessels exchange their ballast water entering
the Great Lakes" [legislation pending, February 1990]

Ballast Water Monitoring Workshop, sponsored by the Great Lakes
Fishery Commission, at St. Catherines, Ontario

House of Representatives bill 2459 passes, calling for US Coast
Guard to produce report on ballast water management strategies
by June 1990 (Bill authored by Michigan Congressmen Robert Davis

and Dennis Hertel)

Senator F.F.Zharoff submits "Senate Joint Resolution No.59" to
State of Alaska legislature "Relating to the discharge of ballast
water by vessels entering the waters of Alaska" (and the organisms

therein)

Voluntary guidelines on ballast water exchange go into effect in
Australia (February 1)

Ballast Water Monitoring Workshop Il, sponsored by the Great Lakes
Fishery Commisson, at Toronto, Ontario (8-9 February)

Exotic Species and the Shipping Industry Workshop, sponsored by the
International Joint Commission and the Great Lakes Fishery
Commission, at Toronto, Ontario (28 Feb, 1-2 March)
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MEMORANDUM April 26, 1991

TO: Representative Cliff Davidson, Chairman
House Resources Committee”

FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulews
Senate District F

RE: Hearing request for Senate Joint Resolution 12

This resolution supports pending federal legislation introduced by
Senator Ted Stevens and Co-sponsored by Senator Frank Murkowski that
would provide for coastal states to share in federal revenue generated by
outer continental shelf(OCS) developments.

At present, states do not receive any share of revenue generated from
OCS development. Under this pending federal legislation, each adjacent
coastal state would receive a one-third share of the OCS revenue. The
state's one-third share would be divided evenly between the state and those
communities impacted by the development.

In addition, the federal legislation calls for a Coastal Zone Impact
Assistance Fund to be created using 4 1/2 percent of OCS lease sale income,
royalties and other revenues. Money from this fund would be provided to
coastal states and communities impacted by any type of energy development.

The federal Office of Minerals Management Service has estimated that
development of oil resources in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas alone, could
bring as much as $12 billion ’'n revenue to the state if this legislation passes.

Thank you for your consideration of an early hearing on this legislation.
If there arc any questions please contact Frank Homan on my staff at 465*

3818.

Enclosure
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Analysis of Senate Joint Resolution 12
Endorsement of the Ocean and Coastal Resources Enhancement Act

Senate Joint Resolution 12 endorses S.49, the Ocean and Coastal
Resources Enhancement Act, federal legislation which, 1i1f passed,
would direct the federal government to share with the states and
their local governments federal revenue generated by the
development of the resources of the outer continental shelf (0CS).

The act would deposit one-third of all O0CS revenues (bonusej,
rents, and royalties) received beginning in FY 92 into a fund. Note
that the federal fiscal year begins October 1. For leases 1iIn
existence at that time any bonuses and rentals would be exempt, as
would royalties if the lease was producing then. Six months later,
and annually thereafter, half of the fund balance (with interest)
would be distributed.

Currently there is no production on the Alaska OCS. There are some
confirmed discoveries iIn the Beaufort Sea, but their size makes
commercial production uncertain. No production plans have been
filed. Around Alaska there are active leases in the Bering,
Chukchi, and Beaufort Seas. The probability of commercial success
in Bering Sea appears very small. The Minerals Management Serviae
(MVS) of the U.S. Department of Interior has estimated that the
Chukchi Sea has a 16 percent chance of commercial success with a
mean resource estimate of 4.16 billion barrels recoverable, and
that the Beaufort Sea has a 21 percent chance of commercial success
with a mean resources estimate of 1.45 billion barrels recoverable.
MMS estimated that this act would generate $5.4 billion to Alaska
from royalties over the economic life of these areas, assuming a
constant $23 per barrel wellhead price, if discovery and production
occurred. (Note that MMS made a serious methodological flaw in the
use of probability in these calculations. Correcting this flaw
would reduce that number by half.) Note that commercial production
in these areas usually follows about ten years after discovery, so
these revenues may not be forthcoming soon.

As far as unleased acreage is concerned the current draft proposed
Federal OCS lease sale schedule shows the following sales over the
next few years:



- Beaufort Sea Late 1993

- Chukchi Sea Mid 1994
- Cook Inlet Mid 1994
- St. George or Hope Basin Mid 1995
- Gulf of Alaska Late 1995
- Norton or Navarin or St. Mathew-Hall Basin Mid 1996
- Beaufort Sea Late 1996
— Chukchi Sea Mid 1997

It would be impossible to precisely estimate the lease bonuses that
might be realized frcm these sales. However it should be noted that
the most prospective of acreage in these areas has already been
leased. Also, exploration efforts 1in all but the Chukchi and
Beaufort has been disappointing. (Results on the former are
currently unknown.) Ultimately, the magnitude of lease bonuses
would depend mainly on expectations on the probability of success,
oil prices, size of find, and exploration costs. Perhaps a range
of $0 to $100 million per sale could be considered reasonable.

S.49 also creates the Coastal Zone Impact Assistance Fund, which
deposits 4.5 percent of all OCS revenues in a fund beginning in FY
92. Six months later, and annually thereafter, half of the fund
balance (with interest) would be distributed to coastal states
(including the Great Lakes) and communities by a yet to be
determined formula that would consider the number, Jlocation, and
impact of energy facilities. It would be 1impossible to make a
reasonable estimate of what Alaska might realize, from this.
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United States Senator For Al aska

Contact: Praia Offlea
January 16, 1991 1aP) 224-BX0S

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

BILL WOULD SHARE OCS REVENUES
WITH STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Alaska and its coastal communities could receive aa much
as 512 billion from the revenues generated by Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) davjlopmenc under legislation
introduced by Senator Ted Stevens and cosponsored by Senator
Frank Murkowski,

The Ocean and Coastal Resources Enhancement Act (5. 49)
would require the federal government to share cne-third of
the revenue generated by a particular OCS development with
the state that is located adjacent to the offshore wells,
Stevens said. One-half of that amount would go to state
government, with the remaining to be divided among the
communities impacted by OCS development.

Under current law, the federal government shares none of
the lease sale income, royalties or other revenuas derived
from OCS development since it occurs in federal waters.

"This bill would give 3tates and coastal communities the
funds they need to help ensure OCS leases are developed in
an environmentally-sensitive way and to lessen the impact of
development on affected communities,”™ -Stevens said.

"Under existing law, coastal states and communities
don®"t share in the revenues generated by OCS development,
but they are expected to shoulder the increased costs that
come with it. This bill would correct that inequity,”™ ha

added.

For example, Stevens said, the revenues could be used
for projects designed to enhance and protect the environment
and for determining whether CCS activity is consistent with
state and local coastal tone management plans.

Coastal communities could use their funds to increase
fire and poJice protection, oxpand sewer and water
facilities and provide additional government services for
the i1ncreased population that results frcm nearby energy
development, Stevens said.

Allaks Officer. Anchorifli: 27V5s"1?r ?2iirtink«: 458-0281 Junaau: MS-7400
Kami: 253-6808 Katchlkin: 228-4880
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OCS revenue anaring

"Development of oil and gas resources on the Alaska
outar-continental shelf is an important issue to Alaskans,"*
Murkowaki said. "It makes sense for states and coastal
communities impacted by OCS activity to receive some benefit
from that development.™

“"This revenue-sharing concept is particularly iImportant
in Alaska, where CCS development would occur near rural
communities with unique histories and heritages, many of
them smell enough to have great difficulty absorbing the
impacts smoothly. Revenues received in these communities as
a result of OCS development would be available to ease any
adverse effects, accelerate necessary infrastructure
development and provide seed money for economic
diversification,” Murkowaki added.

Federal officials have estimated that the combined state
and local share for Alaska from OCS development in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas could be as much as
$12,745,333,333. That amount is baaed on the Minerals
Management Service"s (MMS) estimates of maximum production
of 9.1 billion barrels of oil from the Chukchi Sea and 4.2
billion barrels from the Beaufort Sea.

OCS tracts iIn the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas are
currently under lease, although to dace r.o commercial
discoveries have b6en made, Ffuture OCS activity will be
based on the MMS"s new five-year leasing plan which will be
issued later this month, Stevens said.

The Stevens bill would also direct the federal
government to establish a Coastal Zone Impact Assistance
Fund, into which the Secretary of the Treasury would deposit
four and one-half percent of OCS lease sale income,
royalties and other revenues. Money from the fund would be
provided to coastal states (including the Great Lakes
states) and communities iImpacted by any type of energy
development.

The funds would be allocated under a formula that would
take into account the number, Hlocation and impact of energy
facilities. No state could receive more than 20 percent of
the fund, according to the Stevens bill.

The money would be used to help pay the states®™ costs of
leasing and permitting energy facilities, including
refineries and pipelines, and fund environmental and natural

resource projects.

The legislation has been referred to the Senate Commerce
Committee.



OCS REVENUE SHARING

v ALASKA CCS REGION

BONUSES, RENTS, AND MINIMUM ROYALTIES
1985 $11,715,642
1986 7,618,752
1987 7,748,634
1988 705,849,842
1989 18,810,814
TOTAL 751,743,684

3
250,565,929 State and

OCS revenue sharing
in place beginning

Information provided by Al Powers,
Anchorage, Alaska - 907-261-4010

ESTIMATED UNDISCOVERED,
RESOURCES ?0R THE CHUKCHI

Minimum Mean

Chukchi 1.1bb 4_16bb
(161 chance of

commercial find)

Beaufort .4bb 1.45bb
(211 chance of

commercial find

TOTAL ARCTIC 1.5bb 5.61bb

Multiply by

$23 for wellhead
value of oil $129.03 billion
Divide by 1/8

for federal royalty
share $16,128,750,000
Divide by 1/3

for State/local
gov't share under
0CS revenue
sharing bill $5,376,250,000
Information provided by Marshall Rose,
Minerals Management Service, Washington,

ECONOMICALLY RECOVERABLE,
SEA AND 3EAUFQRT SEA

r’ACT SHEET

local government jhare had

legislation been

in 1985

Minerals Management Service

UNLEASED

Maximum

9.1bb

4. 2bb

13.3bb

$305.9 billion

$38,237,500,000

$12,745,333,333

D.C. 703-787-1536
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Alaska senators call for! government to share production revenues
HCTONRRR "~ " Gty e oA OF et SRl ke OEL L

WASHINGTON - Alaska'i
senatori Introduced si bill Wed-
nesday calling on the federal
government to share revenue*
generated by offshore energy
production, estimating the state
and lu communities could re-
ceive a total of more than S12bil-
lion. t

The federal government has
considered the idea for years.

mem and Budget. <*.to WM if  ofoil off theircoasts. <V
mif  The White House’a”ncy ¢ e r ™~ Jgn .
»etion from hum coistiJ com*

v
Bj-fi [hn m-~uMiiritr 1t f iii, ~. .1
cem about losing revenue

states and communities at a time

of rising federal deficits.

But Sens. Frank Muritowskl
and Ted Stevens said the money
should be shared with stales and

“t=1>cu «*»>mt menu t0 oflshore oil and gu ex- « State

j ploration.

-jk: The Murkowski-Stevena 1111

A calls on the federal government
'to share one-third ol the revenue

. generated by a development In
the Outer Continental Shelf with

U. with the rest divided among the
« communities affected by the
energy development.

This money, at a lime of tight
and municipal budgets,
could help ease political opposi-
tion lo energy development,
particularly In environmentally
sensitive areas such as Califor-
nia.

“Tlus bill would give stales

1

epastal itjes - the
furtds=they nejdg‘?oﬂi1wﬂ!Me
OCS leases are developed In an
environmentally sensitive way
and lo lessen the impact of devel-
opment on affected communi-
ties," Steven: said.

“Under existing law, coaatal
stales and communities don't
share in the revenues generated
by OCS development, but they
are expected to shoulder the In-
creased costs thatcome with it.”

“%I-rija geverﬁﬂ_@ﬁt timates
T ‘tak stale ara localsU re~for
Alaska from Outer Continental
Shelf development In the
Chukchiand Beaufort Seas could
be more than $12.7 billion.

This sum Is based on an esti-
mate of the Minerals Manage-
ment Service of maximum pro-
duction of 9.1 billion barrels of oil
from the Chukchi Sea and more
than 4 billion barrels from the
Beaufort Sea.
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SHARE THE BURDEN J
e j

;Share the profits.
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ES1DES CONCERN about effects that offshore
oil development might have on fisheries and
other resources, Alaskans haven't been too ex-

’ cited about oil development far off our shores because the

' state loses on the deal,

- Under current law, the federal government claims all
tax revenues from development of the Outer Continental
Shelf (OCS), which is the area beyond the state's 3-mile
coastal limit. States get none of the revenue. -

Yet OCS development increases costs for state and
local communities that are impacted by a temporary in*
crease in population of workers and business activities
that support offshore operations.

Sen. Ted Stevens wants to remedy the situation by re-
quiring the federal government to share one-third of OCS
revenues with states off whose shores oil is developed.

Under legislation he introduced the other day, Alaska
could receive about 512billion from its share of projected
revenues from the potential oil reserves off the Arctic
Coast.

The U.S. Minerals Management Service estimates be-
tween 5billion and 13billion barrels of recoverable oil lie
offshore in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. That equates

' torevenue to Alaska between 57 billion and 516 billion if
the proposed revenue sharing plan becomes law.

Stevens’ legislation, which is backed by the two other
members of the Alaska delegation, would require individ-
ual states to share one-half of their OCS receipts with
local coastal communities. These communities could use
the Income to increase fire and police protection, expand

- sewerand water facilities, and provide additional ser-

m vices required by the increased population due to OCS
development.

Louisiana, Texas. California and other states with oil
potential off their shore would benefit similarly.

Additionally, pan of the Stevens' proposal would re-
quire the federal government to set aside 4.5 percent of
OCS revenues for what he dubs the Coastal Zone Impact

* Assistance Fund.

Money from that fund would be used for environmental
and natural resource projects inall coasulsu’es, tnclud-
ing those adjacent to the Great Lakes, whether or not
there was OCS development off their shores. Asenvi-
sioned by Sen. Stevens, this fund would be used by states
to enhance and protect the environment and for determin-
ing whether OCS activity is consistent with state and local
coastai-rone management plans.

The legislation could have a positive Impact on the na-
tional energy policy debate. At present, a number of
states have taken a strong position in opposition to any oil
development off tl eir shores. Governors and legislators
in these sutes may want to reconsider their position if
OCS development offers them d means to meet other
state obligations.

Rather than face horrendous deficjts, sute mlght be
able to reiewe a substantial income from otl devefopment
o° —as Alaska does.

Under an OCS revenuye-sh rmgﬂplan which by the \\//\VMY
w President Bush has indicated he may support, sutes

have an incenuv: to sit down Wlth the fedleral land owner
and th? industr dy ‘o WQ ktog %r fo devth an environ-
mgnta Y sound plan of acti That'sa goal w orth pursu-

/W
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STATEMENT OP SENATOR TED STEVENS

IN SUPPORT OF S. 49r
THE COASTAL ZONE IMPACT ASSISTANCE *CT

Monday, January 14, 1991

MR. STEVENS j Today 1 introduce S. 49, the Ocean and
Coastal Resources Enhancement Act. The measure, which 1is
similar to legislation I introduced in the mid-QO0a, 1is
designed to give coastal rtates and communities the tools
they need to minimize the impacts energy development can
bring to coastal areas. The bili directs the Secretary of
Commerce to distribute 4 1/2 percent of all OCS revenues to
coaatal areas impacted by a wide spectrum of energy
development ranging from refineries to pipelines. All
coastal areas would be eligible including the Great r.akes

states.

The Dbill uses many of the concepts oBtabliahsd in the
Coastal 2one Management Act, and is intended to complement
the provisions of that Act. ?or states *rtd local
governments directly impacted by OCS leasing activities, the
Commerce Department would ahare one-third of OCS revenues
derivod off the ccast of that particular stats. The
Secretary of Commerce would pass half the sum to the state*
and half to local governments.

The funds would be used to help state and local
governments participate meaningfully in the permitting
process. The monies would also enable them to undertake
their own projects to enhance and protect tht. environment.

In addition/ local governments most directly impacted by
energy development cjuld use their funds to increase police
and fire protection, sewer and water facilities/ and provide
needed government services for the increased population that

energy development can bring.

Mr. President, twice the Senate approved similar
legislation, but unfortunately because of administration
opposition, we were not successful In getting It enactsd
into law. When he announced his decision on 0OCS development
off the coasts of California and Florida, President Bush
hinted that his AdnlInistraticn might support a revenue)
sharing concept. I look forward to working with tho
Administration to develop a fiscally responsible bill that
addresses the concerns of coastal stac-3 ar.d communities.



102d congress

Ist Sesbion S_ 49

To estabhsh an Ooean and Coastal Resource* Enharoement Fund und a Coastal

To

Zono | Assistance Fund, to require the Secretary of Commerce 0
ro"de ad local government* with block grant* fron moneys in the
for other purpgses

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

January 14 (legislatie day, January 3), 1991

stevens (for himself and Mr. mubkowbski) introouced the followang bill
which wai read twice arid referred to the Commlttee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation

A BILL

establish an Ocean and Coastal Resources Enhancement
Fund and a Coastal Zone Impact Assistance Fund, to
require the Secretary of Commerce to provide States and
local governments with block grants from moneys in the
Funds, and for other purposes;,.1

Be it enacted by’ihe Senate and House of Represent
lives of the United States of America iii Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Section 1. This Act mav be cited as the “Dcean and

Coastal Resources Enhancement Act."

DEFINITIONS

Sec.2. For purposes of this Act-
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() the term “toastal State™ ho3 the meaning
given such term under the Coastal Zone Management
Act (16 U.S.C. 1453(4));

(2 the term “1ocal government™ has the meaning
given such term undor the Coastal™Zone Management
Act (16 U.S.C. 1485(11));

(3 the term “toast line" has the meaning given
such term under the Submerged Land3 Act (43 U.S.C.
1301());

(4 the term “toastal zone™ has the meaning
given such term under the Coastal Zone Management
Act (16 U.S.C. 1453(1));

(5) the term “Duter Continental Shelf" has the
meaning given such term under the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1331(d));

(6) the term “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Commerce; and

(7)) the termié&mergy facilities” has the meaning
given such”rm under, the Qoaptpl Zjgpe Management

Aot (18 U.S.C. 1453(0)). -

OCEAN AND COASTAL nESOUBOBfI MANAGEMENT FUND

Sec 4. @ Establishment — There, is established in

the Treasury of the United States an interest-bearing account
to be known as the Ocean and Coastal Resources Enhance*

.ment Fund, which shall bo. administered by the Secretary.
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1 () Payments to Fund ~ Beginning in fiscal year
2 1992, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay into the Fund
3 33 per centum of all revenues described in subsection (¢)
4 which"ore attributable to on Outer Continental Shelf lease,
5 any part of which is within 200 miles of the coast line. The
8 Secretary of the Treasury may adjust mounts inthe Fund at
7 any time to account for overpayments, underpayments, and
8 "eh-orti . e T
9 < e-m(O)New Revenves — Subsection (b) shall apply only
10 Cb-
11 () bonus revenues under a lease ifno bonus reve-

12 = ™ "hues have been received by the United States under

13 < that lease before October 1, 1991;

14 (2) rent revenues under a lease if no rent reve-
15 nues have been received by the United States under
16 that lease before October 1, 1991;

17 (3) royalty revenues under a lease if no royalty
18 revenues have been {ee@ived by the United States
19 under that leastbefore October 1, 1991; and

20 (4) other revenues under a lease if nd -other reve-
21 d*niies have been received by the United States under

22 < - that lease before October 1, 1991.

23 (d Coastal State Share ~ (1) Six months after the
24 end-of fiscal year 1992, and annually thereafter, the Secre-

25v tjjy shall pay from the Fund to coastal States one*half of

8 <t tl
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such revenues paid into the Fund with respect to the fiscal
year most recently completed, and any interest earned on
those revenues. Each coastal 3tate shall receive only that
share of revenues attributable to those leases that lie seaward
of the boundaries of that particular coastal State.

(2) In order to determine to which coastal State reve-
nues are attributable for purposes of this Act, the Secretary
shall delimit the lateral boundaries between the coastal
States to a point 200 miles seaward of the coast line. Such
boundaries shall be set according to the following principles,
listed in the order of priority of application:

(A) any judicial decree or interstate compacts de-
limiting lateral offshore boundaries between coastal
States;

(B) principles of domestic and international law

governing the delimitation of lateral offshore bound-

aries; and
i v*
fC) thtf/desirability of following existing lease
o|))* .
bftunShries and block lines on the Secretary of the In-
tenor b official protraction diagrams.
(0). Local Govesnment Shaee.— (1) At the same
time that the Secretary pays revenues to a coastal State
under subsection (d), the Secretary shall pay to local govern-

ments within that State the remaining one-half of the reve-

nues for -that fiscal year attributable to that State, and any

3it IS
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interest earned on those revenues. Each local government
shall receive only that share of revenues attributable to those
leases that lie seaward of the boundaries of that particular
local government.

(2) In order to determine local government boundaries
for purposes of this Act, the Secretary shail delimit the later-
al boundaries between the local governments to a point 200
miles seaward of the coast line. Such boundaries shall be set
according to the following principles, listed in the order of
priority of application:

(A) existing boundaries between local govern*
ment3 with valid supporting legal authority;

(B) the desirability of following existing lease
boundaries and block lines on the Secretary of the In-
tenor's official protraction diagrams; and

(C) the principle that,to the extent consistent
with subparagraphs (A) and (B), the size of the local
government's adjacent offshore area, as a percentage of
all of th~t.. State’s adjacent offshore areas, shall be
based on-a formula giving equal weight to—

(i) the looal govemment'3 coast line as a per*
m oentago of the State's coast line, calculated using
the same methods that are used to delimit the ter*

ritori&l sea under international law; and

aitis
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percentage of the population of all local govern-
ments in the coastal State, calculated by the Sec-
retary using the best available national census
data.

(0 Use of Funds by States.—Each coastal State
shallifirst use funds received pursuant to subsection (d) to pay
for the administrative cost3 the State incurs in the leasing
and permitting process under any applicable law including,
but not limited to, the Coastal Zone Management Act 118
U.S.C. et. 9eq.) and the Outer Continental Shelf Leasing Act
(43 U.S.C. 1331 et. seq.), with any remaining funds to be
used for 3uch environmental and natural resource projects in
the coastal zone a9 the Stats determines.

COASTAL ZONE IMPACT ASSISTANCE FUND

Sec. 5. (a) Establishment.— There is established in
the Treasury of the United States an interest bearing account
to be known as the Coastatel"Z-one Impact Assistance Fund,
which shall be administered by the Secretary.

() Payments to Fund.—Beginning in fiscal year
1992,‘the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay into the Fund
4 Vi per contum of all revenues described In 3ubsccticn (c)
which are attributable to an Outer Continental Shelf lease,
any part of which is within 200 milc9 of the coast line. The

Secretary of the Treasury may adjust amounts in the Fund at



