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SPONSOR STATEM ENT

HOUSE BILL 212

TIMBER MANAGEMENT

The House State Affairs Committee introduced HB212 at the request
of constituents from the timber industry in Fairbanks. These people
are operators of small lumber businesses in the local communities.
Their livelihoods have been impacted by the overly complicated
procedures they must endure to secure timber from the state. It is
not the lack of timber which has caused a problem, it is the inability
of the Department of Natural Resources to allow the harvesting of
this resource. Current statutes are such that the five-year planning
and three year updates required by Title 38 make continuation of an

ongoing industry very difficult.

Well-managed timber harvesting not only helps create and support
jobs and a healthy economy, it creates and supports healthy forests.
The Fairbanks community, as well as many other Alaskan
communities, are being prohibited from developing the basic timber
industries necessary for maintaining strong forest ecology and a
strong economic environment.

HB212 addresses the minimum changes necessary to ensure the
survival of the timber industry in Alaska.
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FISCALNOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 212 (RES)
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Dept. Affected ADF&G

Titl: An Act relating to the management. and sale Habitat & Restoration
state fimber

Sponsar, House State Affairs Conponents;

Requestor: HQuae Res.Qiir.ces Serial

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY0O FY 01 FY 02
Personal Services 15.1

Travel 1.5

Contractual 2.5

Sup;_)l ies it 1.

Equipment o o

Land & Structures o o

Grants, Claims n. o

Miscellaneous 0,0

TOTAL OPERATING 19. 6 on 0.0 o o o o n.o
CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

General Fund 19.6

Federal Fund

Other

TOTAL 19 6 o o 0.0 0.0 0..0.... . 0.0

POSITIONS:
Full-Time
Part-Time 1

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (ATTACH A SEPARATE PAGE IF NECESSARY)

Prepared by: J.ack _JP.helps. staff
House Resources Committee Phone: 465-3715
Phone: 465-3424

Rep. WK Williams, Co-chair

PAGE i OF 1



FISCALNOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 212 (RES)
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Dept. Affected DEC

Trde: An Act relating to the management and BRU: Envirnnmopnta 1 Qualify
sale of state timber

Sponsor - House State Affairs Components: Water Quality Mgt

Requestor: House Resources Serial #

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYOO FY 01 t FY 02

Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contractual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grants, Claims 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
M iscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
REVENUE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUNDING: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

General Fund 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Federal Fund 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:
Full-Time 0 0
Part-Time

Temporary

ANALYSIS: (ATTACH A SEPARATE PAGE IF NECESSARY)

Prepared by: JaCk PheIpS” Staff N o Date: 1/23/96
House Resources Committee phone: 465-3715

Phone: 465-3424

Rep. W.K. Williams, Co-chair

PAGE OF



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB212

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Dept. Affected: Fish and Game

Title: An Act relating to the management and sale of 'BRU: Habitat and Restoration

state timber and relating to the administration of forest land Component: Habitat

Sponsor: House State Affairs Committee

Requester: State Affairs L COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00

PERSONAL SERVICES 15.1

TRAVEL 15

CONTRACTUAL 25

SUPPLIES 0.5

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 19.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | | |
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | | |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 19.6

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 19.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
See Attached.

Prepared by: Ellen Fritts, Acting Director Phone: = 465-4105
Division: Habitat and Restoration = Date: 3/15/95

1 "
Approved by Commissioner: Datef"> /] TV
Agency Department of Fish and Game

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 10/94) 95fisno.xIs/D8R Pago 1 of 2
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0.0
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BILL NQ. HB212
An Act relating to the management and sale of state

timber and relating to the administration of forest land

Analysis: (continued)

HB212 would change the way state forests and sale offerings of state timber are managed. The
purpose of the bill appears to be to increase availability of small state timber sales for smaller

logging/sawmill operators.

If HB212 is adopted, we believe that over the next five years, that there would be an increase in the
availability of small timber sales and would increase the annual cut in the areas of the state where they
occur. This means more fish and wildlife habitat will be affected and more Title 16 reviews and forest
practices inspections will be required if impacts to fish and wildlife habitat and production are to be
minimized. Because pre-sale planning opportunities and pre-contract reviews may be minimized or eliminated
under HB212, many impacts which would have formerly been addressed in the pre-sale planning process, will

have to be addressed in the field. This will necessitate increased reliance on field monitoring and
Resolution of resource conflicts with

enforcement to protect anadromous fish habitat and wildlife habitat.
This

small operators is expected to be much more difficult because of the relatively high economic costs.
would require increased field presence by ADF&G field staff to meet ADF&G statutory responsibilities under
Title 16 and Title 41. Because of the expected increased number of small timber sales and likely accelerated
harvest, increased Habitat Biologist and clerical support would be required as these new areas come on line.

Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB212 CRES)
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:_ 16-Jan-96 Dept Affected Natural Resources

Title: An Act relating to the management and sale of BRU: Resource Development

state timber, administration of forest land and classification Component: Forest Management & Development
Sponsor House State Affairs

Requestor. Component Serial No. 435
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars) )
OPERATIN'G'EXPENDITDRES """ FY37 FY98 r. T-— — Fyoo v, - Pty
personal SEkVicES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND &STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (0)e) 0.0
|CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | ~~0.0| 0.0 0.0] 0.0 0.0] "07J1
iCHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | 0.0| 0.0] 5.5; o.C| CAl| 0.0’
FUND SOURCE (Thousands ... Dollars) .

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0 Oo 0.0 0.0 Oo 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ none anticipated

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 0 0 e 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

IHB212XLS Rwv 1/16/96) 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. KB212

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: 20-Mar-95 Dept Affected: Natural Resources

Title: An Act relating to the management and sale of BRU: Resource Development

state timber, administration of forest land and classification Component:  Forest Management & Development

Sponsor. House Stale Affairs

Requestor Component Serial No. 435
OPERATIRGTXPENDITURES m " T75S——- FY97 FYe8 - -——- FY9S TVto FY6l
PERSOKfATSERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL-OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.6 6.6 0.0 0.6
ICAPITAL EXPENB7TUHIS" W w w ~0T

-1d -

ICHANGE IN REVENUES i ) 1 6.6| 6.61 0.0| 0.01 6151
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.6 6.0 6.6
Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $

POSITIONS .6

FULL-TIME 6 ‘0 6 - 6 6
PART-TIME 6 6 0 0 o' ff
TEMPORARY 0 0 6 “ 5 73 6
ANALYSIS: (Attach ¢ separate page i necessary)

See attached comments and proposed amendments.

Prepared by: Nico Bus. Acting Legislative Liaisop<”/-;-™ Phone 465-2406

Division: Support Services Date: 20-Mar-95

Approved by Commissio

* 05 J Date:
Agency: Natural Resources /e
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
Pe« t of 1

(HB212AJ<LS R#v 3/20T96)



HB212 ANALYSIS

There jsnofiscal imy Forr\ HB%lZ The Division of For stryr rd continue fo do Forest Lan dr
se Plans as a matter of policy for all harvests {)Sectronjml herefore the savings from coing a
reduced number of Forest Lan Use Plans would e very small

Eliminating consideration of requirements in AS 38.04.065(b) from Forest Land Use Plans does not
present agacr(r)ngs? ectron equnsrderrng silvicultural p; gtrces efc. to maintal Unand nhance the
uantity. and uar of wildlife h rtat S acurrent ractrce presents 1o agld rtronaJ 00StS t0
grepar lon o aF P. Forestry defers to ADF&G I haditat expertise and aovice.

The Division of Forest would contrnue to rnclude most sales inthe 5 ear timber sale schedule
ratﬂerthan onwes 3 000 bo d feet or a]sthe H nd%eé rovrds Theref ore
In‘having a s aer ocument orte5yearsc equles, If ere rsasavrngs,vvo v'é%

small (Séction 4)

No other,%%r HBZlZ resents any opportunity for fiscal analysis. Cost accountr[r nﬁ
15 ot availadle to DNR, ovvever aanalysis usl quCOSt accounting techniues woulcr not
to provice a different answer in the istarice of H




FISCALNOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BELL NO. HB 212
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: [-Mar-95 Department Affected: Environmental
Title: "An act relating to management and sale Conservation
of state timber" BRU: Environmental Quality
Sponsor: House State Affairs Component: Water Quality Management
Requestor: House State Affairs
COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYQO
PERSONAL SERVICES 58.0 58.0 58.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 7.0 7.0 7.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 25 25 25 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 25 25 25 0.0 0.0
LAND&STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS,CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
MISCELLANEQOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 70.0 700 70.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 ow
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 70.0 70.0 70.0 0.0 0.0|
FUND SOURCE
1000 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10B G- Mtch 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
104GF 70.0 70.0 70.0 0.0 0.0
1006 GHProgn©a Receipt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1006GHVHNA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cirer 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 70.0 70.0 70.0 0.0 0.0
Estinrete of any current year (FVEE) coat: $ 0.0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 1 1 1 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

FY01

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

oo

0.0

~Rk P

HB 212 is similar to HB 16. It expands the exemptions from DNR preparing forest land use plans to include sales of less than 10acres or
salvaged timbet from land cleared for nonforest uses. Sales of less than 500,000 board feet are exempt from 5 year sale scheduling

requirements. Amends the primary purpose of establishing state forests to multiple use management with emphasis on production and

utililization of timber resources while maintaining other beneficial uses. Requires a scientific demonstration that timber use is

incompatible with other uses in order to specify such incompatibility in tlie management plan. These provisions will require more field

presence by resource agencies.

Prepared by: Doug Redbum Phone:  465-5303
Division: Chief. Water Quality Mgjfflgement Date: 3/9/95
Approved by Commissioner: LUAAI/
Agency:  Department of En’dronMcntal Conservation Cate: jjm <
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR™S LEGISLATIVEOFFICE
Forfurtr |— '— ¥ ‘tice

(REV /D) jarftd8:tagh — Page

of

1
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SPONSOR STATEMENT
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DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

STATE OF ALASKA

1907) -165-3867 or 165-2-150

ELY g907) 165-2029 130 Seward Street. Suite 109
Moil Slop 3101 Juneau. Alaska 99801-2105

MEMORAN'DU M May 25, 1995

SUBJECT: Sectional Summary HB 212 (Work Order No. 9-LS0695\F)

TO: Representative Bill Williams
Attn. Jack Phelps

FROM: Gerald P. Luckhaupt
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary o f the above-described bill. As a preliminary matter,
please note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered an authoritative
interpretation of the bill - the bill itselfis the best statement of its contents.

Section 1ofthe bill amends AS 38.05.112(a) relating to when a site-specific forest land use
plan must be prepared.

Section 2 of the bill amends the requirements for preparation of forest use plans under
AS 3S.05.112(b).

Section 3 of the bill amends AS 38.05.112(c) relating to the considerations required in a
forest land use plan.

Section 4 of the bill amends AS 38.05.113 relating to the requirements of the five year
schedule of timber sales; provides an exception for timber sales previously noticed in the five
year sale schedules; and adds exceptions from the five year sale schedule listing requirements.

Section 5 of the bill adds a new subsection to AS 38.05.113 dealing with continued offerings
oftimber sales after the sale has been listed in the five year sale schedules.

Section 6 of the bill amends AS 41.17.090(c) by providing that detailed plans of timber
operations on state land do not have to be prepared and submitted to the state forester under

the Forest Practices Act.

Section 7 and 8 of the bill amend AS 41.17.200 by providing new direction for the
commissioner of natural resources in the management of state forests.



Representative Bill Williams
May 25, 1995
Page 2

Section 9ofthe b||| amends 230(a) by providin lmtthe comm igner of natural
[ESOUrCes andAi % r%it)roneg g H O F rest
management prowdes procedures for the commissioner to |t 1S ound that
a permitted Use is |ncompat|b|e With other Uses.

Section 10 of the bill provides awilolife management objective for the Tanana State Forest,

Section 11 of the hill provides a repealer to correspond to the change in section 9 of the hill,

GPLK
95-374ﬁdb



Land Ose Allol:\gzé:\\;ljé)encr 3f_ozr:l-_tlhgegAfTanana Valley
Land Use Acres (%)
Tanana Valley Total 29.0 million
State land: 15.0 million(52%)
Tanana Valley State Forest 1.8 million(6%)

Tanana Basin Area Plan-forest classified 1.3 million(5%)
Total 3.1 million(ll%)

After Research Nat. Areas, buffers, BEF, uneconomical
forest, unaccessible, and non-commercial forest are
removed, there is available for sustained yield forest

N ATV E ST million(4%)
Public recreation/wildlife habitat

......... li.o million(47%)

Federal Park, Preserve, Refuge, Wilderness,

Recreation, special use and Military....11.7 million(40%)
BLM, non forestry.....oocooiiiimoanaaaaaa. 2.5million(9%)
Denali, Wrangel-St. Elias, Tetlin 7.6 million(26%)
MEl T tary . o i ciaeaaaan 1.6million(6%)

Native OWNnersShip.oooeoeor oo i it ieiaeaeaaan 2.3million(8%)

Private land, UAF, FNSB, Mental Health, Ag. .3 million

TOTAL RECREATION/WILDLIFE HABITAT/NON-FORESTRY 22.7 MILLION<78%)

Current timber harvest per year........... 1,000 acres(-003%)

Potential timber harvest on
sustained yield per year . ... .. ... ... 16,000 acres (-.05%)

Average annual amount of
acres burned per year ....oceieieiaiaananann. 95,000 acres(-3%)

Average annual amount of acres
estimated to have burned before

fire fighting 165,000 acres(-.6%)



Cook Inlc: Chapter

Juneau Chapter
CF i : ’ : i
' Socier’ of American Foresters {aie e
500 Sitka Chapter
' Stikine River Chap

A POSITION STATEMENT
ON
SOUTH-CENTRAL AND INTERIOR ALASKA'S

DETERIORATING FOREST HEALTH

. Summary

The largest soruce barx ceetie epidemic in North America is resulting in suDStantiai and expanding
impacts to wildlife, fisheries, recreation, and timber resources, as well as loss of critical old-growth
haDttat. in the wnne and Lutz spruce forests of Southcentral and Interior Alasxa. Continued extensive
tree mortality ana associated resource impacts constitutes the greatest ecological cnsis facing
Alaska forests toaav

An aggressive forest restoration ana forest nealth maintenance program involving federal. State, local
and private forest managers is necessary to fully recognize the severity and extent of impacts to forest
resources ana to ceveioo ccaranated forest management actions to restore damagea ecosystems
and prevent unnecessary aaaitionai ecological imoacts.

The Society of American Foresters fully suppons coordinated multi-ownership forest health planning
at the landscape scale, research to identify spruce beetle inauced impacts to all forest resources, and
development of a forest industry as the funding mechanism to subsidize implementing planned forest
health actions.

Il. Definition of Issue

Forest hearth in Southcentral and Interior Alaska is rapidly detenorating. The spruce beetle epidemic
is manifesting unprecedented rapid forest cnange within tne white. Lutz and Sitka spruce foresttypes.
Spruce beetle inauced mortality is in many instances eliminating all live forest cover (main canopy)
in major pomons of large drainages. Imoacts associated with forest tree canopy losses are occurring
to all resources that require a forested landscape [ie. wildlife, fishenes, watersheds, scenic vistas,
etc.). Many of these infested forest stanas do not meet current definitions of ‘ecologically functional*
oid-growth and lack of regeneration following infestation nas potential to convert these stands to



ctner :~a— :c'';,=r’'C'es: 'Zr a~ erterceo cencc c: time -css z: :.p-orowir _ac.:a; :rcm scruce

zesre -"estaticr - me 3~c £.*a scruce 'rests ;e - ssr-a Scutrees: nciuced) s
cccurrmc a a re a' EE e-as me zcmpmeo *3:2 0: ail ctrer teres: zr.ar.ce agents dire, umcer
"arves; -.-can so.-awi s .cng-term ceetie inauceo ioss cr cia-crowtn racitai will nave a
s.gniiican: ~ca:: r -a.ntamrg career,', cioogicai diversity m Southcentral ana interior Alaska.

_ack ! fuily recognizing ecciogicai imoacts couoiea witn lack cf a vtuCie tcrest incustry 10 provioe
cost ertec: management cct.cns r.as resuitea in little airect action to accress tr.is oeciining forest
health crcoiem to cate. Meanwnue nuncreos of tnousanos of .acres cf Alaska forests are oemg
suoiec; to ever-increasing 'eegative mcacts. losing future resource sciential, anc raoidiv losing
economic value mat couio ‘-no ocsmve management actions

Long-term css of ciG-g'Cwir -acuat. sucs’antiai forest conversion anc associateo resource imoacts
n tne rarura.iy fragrr.enteo lar.cscace patterns of Soutncentrai anc interior Alaska, ccuoieci witn little
oirect action to contain tne ecioemic or renaoiittate previously imoacteo areas, make tms situation
tne most ecciogoaiiv cnticai ssue to sustamea eccsvstems facing Alaska s forests toaay.

I1l. Background

Soutncentrai ana interior AiasKa nave nunoreas of tnousanos of acres of wmte ana Lutz sDruce forest
types tnat are simultaneously entering a mature, aecaaen: conaition ano conseauentiy becoming
nignly proauctive scruce cestie naoitat. This, coupleo witn recent favoraDie weatner conditions has
ir. 'reasea SDruce oeetie population growtns to epiaemic proportions.

Systematic monitoring cf insect conditions oy the U.S.D.A. Forest Service has documented that tne
area of acu'e soruce beetle infestation is growing at an exponential rate and will likely exceed 1 million

acres cy tne summer 01f9S4

There is currently a lack of research documenting specific resource impacts from tms forest nealth
crisis. Impacts to wnalife ana streamsiae stability are observable, out aocurr.entation or these througn
research studies or published monitoring is limited.

IV. Discussion

Spruce Oeetie populations nave sniftea from enaemic to epiaemic levels. Halting tne infestation in the
near term is unlikely. However, concerted efforts by all landowners and resource managers can
significantly slow tne buildup, restore alreaay impacted areas, and minimize future resource impacts

from this insect.

The only recogmzea effective treatment to reduce hazard and risk of spruce beetle inauced resource
damage at the landscape scale is to maintain a mosaic of species and age types. Maximum resource
values can oe maintained using cocrdinaied restoration and prevention silvicultural treatments. While
economics snould not oe tne major driver for addressing Alaska forest health proolems. clearly,
economics snould not be ignored. The fact that implementation of forest management to address
forest health will not only assist to pay for the needed forest neafth treatments, but meet other state
goals sucn as rural economic development is significant. Particularly with wooa oroauct values
anticipated to rise, the potential for significant economic returns from implementing forest heaitn
treatments, ana conseauent loss of these values through inaction, snould not De ignored.



'he Society of American Fc'esters -as recently puonsned a National Tssk Force reoon ‘Sustaining
-one-.erm Fcresr —eaur ano -'oauctivity' “his report describes tne neeo to aacress tne sustamaoil-
r/ ot neaitnv forests oy cc-s oermc social or numan forces as .veil as ccnsicermg scientific ana
economic forces A cooramateo ertcn aooivmg positive management actions to ceai witn this Alaskan
‘crest neaitn crisis wouic oe consistent with tne recommenaations or this reoon to sustain long-term
‘crest neaitn ana orocuctivity m our ecosystems. LacK of action allowing continuation of increasing
‘crest neaitn oecnne wouid Oe inconsistent witn sustained ecosystem productivity.

V. Recommendations
The Alaska Society ot Arrencan Foresters recommenas ana fully supports:

(@) Cooromatea muiti-mterest forest heaitn planning at the lanascaoe scaie.

ftp Researcn to laentify soruce beetle induced impacts to all forest resources.

(c) Development ct a forest industry as the funding mecnamsm to suDsioize planned forest
neaitn actions

'he Alaska Society ot American Foresters snould actively ntgnngnt tne need for assertive manage-
ment actions to aacress cecimmg forest health in south-central ana interior Alasxa to local, state, and
federal officials. This implies implementation of ecologically and silviculturally sound management
aoproaches that will assure maintenance of the health of the forest as well as it's biodiversity.

The Alaska Society recommenas using the 1994 National Convention to highlight the National
significance of this extensive forest health problem and promote understanding and support for
assertive ecological management aoplications within the American Forestry profession.

This oosuion was accrovea by the Alaska Society of Amencan Foresters Executive Committee on
November 7. 1993 and will exoire Novemoer 7, 1996.
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1. BACKGROUND

The larges: spruce csrx castle epidemic ;n Ncnn America is resulting in substantial and expanding
impacts to wnolrfe. fisnenes. recreation, and timoer resources, as well as loss cf crrtical mature forest
ecosystems, m wnite. Sitka, ano Lutz soruce forests or south-central and interior Alaska. Increased
scruce ceetie activity is aiso ccumng in tne mamme Sitka scruce stanos of Prince William Sound
and soutneast Alasxa. aitnoucn c; lesser magnitude tnan infestations further nonn. This epidemic
constitutes one cf the most significant forest neaitn declines currently imoactmg Alaska forests.

Histoncai cescnctions from miners, fur tracers anc settlers (Lutz 1960, Jonnson 1975) indicate
common anc extensive fires ,n these Alaska forest types in the mid-to late 1800’s. Fire was a maior
natural change agent that neiceo maintain scecies ano age ciass diversity on tne landscape. Stand
development following these eariy fires, and etfective fire suppression since the 1950's, has created
hundreds cf tnousanos ct acres of white, Sitka and Lutz spruce forest types that are simultaneously
Oecoming mature, cecaoent and nignlv susceoticie to spruce beetle damage today.

In a 1987 timcer invertor." me Kenai renmsuia was estimated to nave 25ACCC acres of wnite/Lutz
scruce type, cfwmcn 220.5CC acres was considered commercial timoenano. - that is producing over
20 cuoic feet of wooo cer acre per year (Van Hees and Larson. 1991). This inventory estimated that
on the Chugacn National Forest portion of the Kenai Peninsula, morality exceeds annual growth ano
that 57% of this morality s estimated to nave been caused by tne spruce cark beetle. Van Hees
(1992) noted dramatic increases in spruce bark beetle populations on the Kenai Peninsula since the
1987 inventory.

Systematic momtonng cf insect conditions by the U.S. Forest Service nas been in effect since the
1950’s. Entomologists mcnitonng tne spruce beetle infestations have been predicting substantial
population increases for a number cf years (Holsten 1990). F.aoid beetle population increases to
epidemic levels have become a reality in the last 4 years. Statewide, acreages of active spruce beetle
infestation from the U.S. Forest Service annual forest insect and disease aenal surveys (USDA Insea
Conditions Reports: 1989. 1990. 1991. 1992) are:

1989 - 177.000 acres
1990 - 222.000 acres
1991 - 375.000 acres

1992 - 600.000 acras

The current infestation of 600.000 acres is located in three principal geographic locations. These
are the Kenai peninsula, the Coppei River basin, and the Yukon River basin. This infestation is the
largest area of aarve spruce beetle infestaaan ever mapped in Alaska and constitutes the largest
existing spruce bark beetle infestation in Nortn Amenca.

This epidemic spans a vanety of private as well as state and federal land ownerships. Addressing
this situation will require coordinated land management anions. Significant ownerships of infested
forest tyoes include; the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S.
National Park Service, the State of Alaska, the U.S. Forest Service, several boroughs, and privately
owned forest lands. Some of these ownersnips have few or no forest management specialists to
address tms problem, (le. The State Division of Forestry currently has less than 2 full time forestry
people dedicated to planning ano implementing forest health treatments on the Kenai Peninsula.)



Efforts tc accress :r..s crcciem :: cate induce:

.Dunng :9S1 arc 125Z the U.S. Forest Service cccrcinatea a ccmorenensive forest neaitn
protection ar.c restoration erfort Icr :r,e Ccocer Lancing area ct tne Kenai Peninsula The
T.ajorov cf mat prciect r.as ceen imciementea.

..As can ct a State Forest heaitn Initiative. tne State Division of Forestry comoietea a general
Forest Heann oian tor tne Western Kenai Peninsula ana KaJgm lIsiana in tS9Z Seven proiect
areas were laentrfied in that Dian to receive management actions. The first ot the seven areas
(Falls CreeKi is panned for proiecr implementation, but is receiving criticism tram tne environ-
mental community. Also as pan cf tnis initiative, tne Civision ct Forestry has establisned a
citizen worKing grcuo to consider management actions in tne Copper River oasin.

..The U.S. rcrest Service has begun a planning effort tor the Seward Scenic By-Way and
Hope portions of tne Kenai Peninsula These actions constitute tne extent of coordinated
planning arc :mc:emerrta;icn efforts to date in spruce beetle impacted areas.

These actions nave tnus far resulted in approximately 3.000 of the current 600.000 acres (0.5%)
receiving actual crcuna treatments.

2. DISCUSSION

Concern for mamtanence of healthy forest ecosystems has become as national issue in recent
years. A national strategic plan has Deen developed by the U.S. Forest Service to address concerns
of forest hearth (USDA, 1993). The current national forest hearth monitonng programs by the U.S.
Forest Service anc tne Environmental Protection Agency give strong empnasis to maintaining forest
health along with forest biodiversity, all within the context of sound ecosystem management. Many
existing silvicultural practices have strong application within this context.

Public perception regarding the spruce bark beetle problem in Alaska has been documented
(Daniels 1991, Kruse 1991). Study respondents overwhelmingly were in favor of prevention of spruce
beetle outbreaks, mitigation of associated impacts as well as providing management actions that
would restore the hearth of the impacted forests. Surveyed publics expressed a willingness to
subsidize reforestation actions if necessary.

The Society of American Foresters nas recently published a National Task Force report ‘Sustaining
Long-Term Forest Health and Productivity* (Society of Amencan Foresters. 1993). This report de-
scribes the need to address the sustainability of healthy forests by considering social or human forces
as well as considenng the scientific ana economic forces. This Task Force Report includes 26
recommendations on ecologically sound approacnes to maintaining or improving forest health.
These fall in four broad areas of action:

<Advocate ecosystem management.

-Integrate ecosystem management into educational programs.
*Promote ecosystem management research.

-Coorainate berween land owners and the public.

A coordinated effort applying assertive management actions to deal with tnis Alaskan forest hearth
cnsis would be consistent with tne recommendations of this report to sustain long-term forest health



arid productivity r. cur ecosystems. _scx cf action allowing continuation cf increasing forest heaitn
cec:ne wouic ce nccnsistent .vitn s-sfaireo ecosystem crocuctiviry anc cicciversiry.

Not ail resource c.scicnnes are actively funnerinc tr.e ecciccicai s.cmticance ct these torest
alterations. Changes ,n tcrestec wucfrfe nacrtat anc/cr cid-grcwtn naoitat nas net ceen raisea as an
ssue m soutn-centrs; cr interior Aiasxa. 7ne limrteo ana naturally fragmented lanascaoe oattems ot
soutn-centrai ana intenor Aiasxa maxe this loss of forest haortat a mucn more crrtical issue to
sustajnea ecosystems than loss of haDitat in southeast Alaska wnere tne forested landscape is
crcaaer and mere ccr.tigucus. Yet. naoitat loss has Oeen raised as a major issue in southeast and
vmuaily not acxnowieaged m soutn-centrai or intenor Alaska.

Lack of fully recognizing tne ecciogicat impacts couoled with lacx of a viarne torest industry to
provide cost effective management ootions nas resulted in little direct action to address this declining
forest neaitn prcciem. Meanwmle, nunorecs ofthousands of acres of Aiasxa tcrests are demg subject
to ever-increasing negative imoacts. losing future resource potential, ana raoidly losing economic
value that could tunc positive management actions.

"crest economic ceveioDmertt is often cilled as the rationale tor ‘togging*. While economics snould
not ce tne maicr crrver for accressing Alaska forest health prociems. cieariy, economics should also
not Oe ignored, implementation cf torest management to aocress forest neaitn can not only assist
to pay for the neeoea forest health treatments, but contnbute to other state goals such as rural
economic development ana economic diversification. Particularly wrth wood product values rising
rapidly, tne potential for significant economic returns from implementing forest neaith treatments, and
consequent loss cf these values through inaction, should not be ignored. The U.S. imports nearly
thirty (30%) percent of its wooa fiber, much cf which comes from countries wnh less stringent
environmental guiaeiines tnan cur own (Saiwasser, MacCleery, and Sneilgrove). Non-use of trie large
and growing inventory of beetle xilleo SDruce. wmle supponing tne narvest of green trees from foreign
sources, may Oe considered environmentally irresponsible.

The previous lack of viaoie timDer markets in South-central and Intenor Alaska have prevented
development of a forest industry to utilize industrial wood recovered in silvicultural management
activities. Without an industry to provide a reasonably cost effective vehicle to support forest manage-
ment actions, few silvicultural management actions have been taken to assist ecosystem manipula-
tions. The recent national nse in mdustnal wood product values has set the stage for ecosystem and
silvicultural management tnat could suosidize assertive forest health enhancements. Markets are
rapidfy developing for a vanery of forest produos from Alaskan forest types including house logs,
veneer, dimension lumoer. and chips. All indications are that market values will increase in tne future.

3. STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Forest health in South-central and Intenor Alaska is rapidly deteriorating. However, trie greatest
forest impact is potential long-term change in forest cover from spruce bark beetle induced tree
mortality over extensive portions of trie white, Sitka, and Lutz spruce forest types.

Spruce beetle populations have snrfted from endemic to epidemic levels in many areas of Alaska.
Spruce beetles nave and always will be a feature of these ecosystems, however, trie notion that this
infestation is or snould be managed as a totally 'natural' event is erroneous. While several environ-
mental factors sucn as annual weatner conditions, host susceptibility, cnanges iri predator and
parasite populations, etc., continue to influence Deetle population changes, past and future human
intervention (sucn as fire suppression, cieanng activities, or simply increased habitation) has re-



moved this situation from a ‘natural* setting. Even if this event was natural. impacts are ocurnng which
could te either ccsrnve or nec3tive cecenaing on the affected resource and the desired future
condition. Consideration ct human neecs and influences to estadish an apprcoriate desired future
condition for tnese imcactec forest types is ecologically appropnate.

Soruce oeetie incuceo monaiity is currently occumng on over 600,000 acres in these forest types
(USCA. Insect Concrtions fieDort-1993), In many instances this mortality is eliminating all live forest
cover (main canocv) in maior portions of large drainages. Impacts associated with forest tree canopy
losses are occumng to all resources that require a forested landscape (ie. wildlife, fisheries, water*
sneas, scenic vistas, etc.).

Many of these soruce Oeetie impactea forest stands will not meet current definitions of ‘ecologically
functional* old-growtn (USDA. Ecological Old-Growth Definitions-1992) following beetle infestation.
This long-term loss of old-growtn habitat will have a significant impact on maintaining current biologi-
cal diversity in Soutn-centrai and Interior Alaska

Natural regeneration cf spruce in these impacted stands is spotty at best. Without assertive
reforestation actions, long-term forest conversion from spruce to hardwood stands or grass dominat-
ed areas could occur on many srtes. This conversion will drastically alter current landscape patterns,
suOstantiaily reducing forested wiidlife naoitat for the long term. Cover and large organic matenal
inpui to anaoromous streams will be significantly altered over time. From a human ecology stand-
point fire risk and hazard a/e increasing and causing substantial concern in rural communities as
well as in tne larger urdan forest interface areas such as the Anchorage bowl.

Research on impacts of the bark beetle on the timber resource and control metnods exists (Werner
and Holsten. 1983; Werner, Hard. Holsten, 1988; Holsten and Werner, 1990; Hard. 1989), but more
emphasis is needed in this area There is currently a lack of research documenting impacts to
non-timber resources associated with the spruce bark beetle infestation. Impacts to wildlife and
stream side stability are observable, but documentation of these through researcn studies or long-
term monitoring are limited. The emergency nature ofthis beetle epidemic dictates use of an adaptive
management approach based upon known research.

Lack of action and continued forest health decline will result in:

eIncreasing loss of wildlife habitat for mature forest species.

eContinued riparian area degradation.

-Substantial long-term conversion from forest to grass or harawoods (lack of spruce
regeneration).

-Increased community fire hazard & associated increased fire suppression costs.
-Degradation od aesthetic quality of forested landscapes.

-Degradation of developed recreation areas and increased trail maintenance costs for
removal of hazard and down trees.

Continued focus of habitat loss in southeast Alaska (primarily the Tongass National Forest) with
little expressed concern for habitat loss in south-central or interior Alaska is a serious wiidlife manage-
ment oversight Applying fundamental habitat relations and fragmentation concepts, itis dear that
hundreds of thousands of acres of tree mortailty (with Irttie narurai regeneration) to forested habitat
in a naturaily fragmented environment (south-central and interior situation) has tremendously more
impact than one-thirtieth of those acres being convened to young forest conditions a Ifessfragmented
environment (southeast situation). Wildlife spedes only respond to habitat changes, regardless if
those changes are human induced (timber harvesting) or from another change agent (spruce



beetles). Ecciccicstiy scur.c resource management pnacsccny must be founced upon biological
and ecological reasoning ratner ran ceveiccment versus ncn-deveiocmenr opinion. Strong focus
neecs to ce cirectec to .T.aintainmg tne biciccicai civers.T/ tnrougn scuno ecological management
(inducing siivicuiturai) prccecures.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Lack of forest management, ncn-reccgnrtian cf the biclogical/ecological impacts, and lack of
expressed professional concern nave ail contnoutea to tms forest heaitn prooiem.

Halting tne infestation in tne near-term is unlikely; however, concened efforts by all landowners
and resource managers can significantly slow tne cuildup, restore already impacted areas, and
minimize future resource impacts from tnis insect.

Once forests are ceac. options for tne type and size of ecosystem management are limited. If.
however, silvicultural treatments are considered not onty for restoration of damaged areas, but also
for damage prevention of currently uninfested areas, a vanety of silvicultural options are available to
meet vanous resource ociectr.es. Maximum ecosystem values can be maintained using coordinated
restoration ana assertive siivicuiturai treatment planning.

Coordinated ecosystem ennancement ana restoration planning has the capability to provide:

*Restoring camagea wildlife naoitat (lorage and cover).

-Restonng Gamagea npanan area integrity (cover and stream dank stability).
-Providing immediate reforestation.

*Reducing potential fire hazard to communities.

-Preventing additional uncontrolled impacts (reduced mortality).

-Providing rural community development (jobs).

The most generally accepted treatment to reduce hazard and risk of spruce beetle induced
resource damage at trie landscape scale is to maintain a mosaic of species and age types. Consider-
ing public habitation and use of the forests, eliminating fire suppression now and allowing this change
agent to create future mosacs through unrestncted burning is not a viable option. Active ecosystem
management applying approonate siivicuiturai techniques to create a future desired mosaic is the
most plausible solution.

An aggressive forest restoration rnd forest health maintenance program involving federal, state,
local and private forest managers is necessary to fully address the severity and extent of impacts to
forest resources and to develop coordinated forest management actions to restore damaged ecosys-
tems and prevent unnecessary additional ecological impacts. This conclusion is consistent with the
recommended option of the Kenai Peninsula Borough report (Hail 1992) addressing forest health
management needs for the Kenai Peninsula.



S. RECOMMENDATIONS
The Aiasxa Sociery cf American Foresters fully supccr.s:
1) Ccorcinatea multi-interest (crest neaitn planning at tne lanascace scale,
2) Researcn to icemrfy soruce beetle induced impacts to all forest resources.

3) Development cf a forest industry as tne funding mechanism to subsidize implementing
planned forest hearm actions.

Following tne leao cf the National SAF Task Force report on Sustaining Long-Term Forest Health
and Productivity, it is recommended that the 26 specific recommendations from that Task Force
Report be implemented in Alaska using ecologically sound approaches to maintaining or improving
forest health. These recommenaations will be applied through the following four broad areas of
action:

<Advocate ecosystem management,

eIntegrate ecosystem management into educational programs.
-Promote ecosystem management researcn.

-Coorainate between land owners and the public.

The Alaska Society of Amencan Foresters should actively highlight tne need for assenive
management actions to aacress declining forest heaitn in south-centraJ and intenor Alaska to local,
state, and federal officials. This implies implemernjon of ecologically and silviculturally sound man-
agement approaches that will assure maintenance of the hearth of the forest as well as it's biodiver-

sity.

The Alaska Society recommends that agencies charged with a mandate to manage sustainable
forest resources establish adequate organizations with appropriate expertise to develop site specific
silvicultural treatments to accomplish those goals.

The Alaska Society recommends that the U.S. Forest Service's Pacific Northwest Research Station
prepare a white paper evaluating the significance of the loss of old-qrowth habitat in south-central
Alaska resulting from continued forest hearth decline.

The Alaska Society recommends using the 19S4 National Convention to highlight the National
significance of this extensive forest hearth problem and promote understanding and suppon for
assertive ecological management applications within the American Forestry profession.
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Introduction

During tne fall. 1994. a public opinion survey was conducted regarding
proposals for increased timber development in the Tanana Valley by University of
Alaska Fairbanks School of Management undergraduate and graduate marketing
students as part of a course assignment. The survey was designed in general to
assess several major topics: How do people feel about increased timber
harvesting through long-term contracts with timber companies; how people use
the forest and how those uses impact their support of increased timber harvesting;
how respondents’altitudes impact their support of increased timber harvesting;
and how support for increased timber harvesting would change given different
logging proposal scenarios.

Methodology

Sample. The sampling frame for the survey was determined to be registered
voters living in the Tanana Valley in Alaska. This sampling frame was selected for
a number of reasons. First, registered voters were selected because any decision
to open the Tanana Valley for increased timber harvesting had to be made by the
state legislature. The non-voting population would not affect that decision.
Second, wc restricted ourselves to registered voters living in the area possibly
affected. In part this decision was based on a desire to know what people who
actually live in the areas possibly affected think rather than how voters elsewhere
in the state or even elsewhere in the US or world think. As the impact of
increased timber harvesting would be most directly felt by local residents, this
group was deemed to be the most important group to survey. However, our
decision was also based in part on budgetary reasons. We wanted to make sure
that our sample of respondents within the affected regions would be adequate for
statistical accuracy, and this entirely exhausted our budget.

Having selected the sampling frame as registered voters in the affected area,
our next decision was how to sample from this population. Wc chose to do a
simple random sample from this entire population. As our sample size was fairly
large (15S4 respondents received a survey in the first mailing), we felt that such a
sample would be sure to include respondents from each area roughly in
proportion to the size of the different communities being sampled.

The September 1994 registered voter list was purchased for $165.00 in
electronic form from the Alaska Elections Commission, Division of Voter
Registration. We selected all registered voters in the Tanana Valley from the tape
and then randomly selected from that list. There were 37,705 registered voters
identified as living in the possibly affected area.i The survey was mailed to 1584
registered voters living in the Tanana Valley; 362 respondents could not be



reached at the address in the registered voter's file, leaving a total of 1222
possible respondents. The large percentage of non-deliverables is due to the
transient population (especially military personnel) and to the length of time (two
years) before an inactive registered voter is removed from the list.

We initially considered doing three mailings to our sample. However, after the
second mailing we checked to see if the sample of respondents in the first mailing
was different from the sample in the second mailing in our main question
regarding supporting increased timber harvesting. Our statistical test suggested
that there was not a statistically significant difference between respondents who
replied during the first mailing and those who replied during the second mailing.

The sample contains 253 respondents who replied in the first mailing and 264
respondents who replied in the second mailing for a total of 517 surveys or a
42.3% response rate on the deliverable surveys. The larger number in the second
mailing is due to the fact that we used a one dollar gift incentive in the second
mailing which we did not use an the first mailing. The overall response rate is
similar to comparable sludies.?

Surveys Designed and Pretesting. A draft of the survey was completed by the
first of October. 1994. We then began circulating the survey to various interest
groups in the area to solicit their comments.3 The result was that a number of
substantial changes were made to the survey over the following month. By the
first of November, we had a survey instrument which was in an advanced enough
state that we began testing it on various classes at the University of Alaska
Fairbanks.a These pretests allowed us to find several areas of confusion as well as
to obtain estimates of length, difficulty, and expected response rates.

The final survey was mailed to respondents as a sixteen page booklet. The
survey was accompanied with a letter of introduction on University letterhead,
personally signed by our project director, Mr. Anger. This technique is
recommended by survey design experts.5 In addition to the cover letter,
respondents were given an information sheet with arguments for and against the
increased timber harvesting on one side, and a map in three colors on the back
showing the areas possibly affected. The information sheet was designed in
conjunction with the survey, and the interest groups and pretest groups were
given an opportunity to comment on it as well. Finally, each respondent received
a business-reply return envelope with our address. Each return envelope
contained an identification number on the upper left-hand-side of the envelope.
This number was useu to determine whether or not the respondent had returned
the survey for subsequent mailings. About a half a dozen respondents removed
the number physically from the envelope, but in most cases the number was
visible on the back side of the envelope where the stamp left an indentation, so
we were able to record who it was. For the two respondents who destroyed the
marking completely, we discarded the survey to prevent double counting.

Data Collection and Analysis. The data was entered into an Excel
spreadsheet as the surveys were returned. The only identifying information we
have retained about the respondents is the zip code of the area in which they
live. Our primary concern in the data analysis was to determine what factors
influenced whether a respondent would vote "yes" or "no" on a referendum
which would allow increased timber harvesting in the Tanana Valley. We used a
logit statistical model to predict the probability that a respondent would vote
"yes" or "no" given demographic characteristics, how they used the forest, and
what their attitudes were on a number of related issues.



RESULTS

Referendum Vote. Over sixty-three percent of respondents said they would
be willing to vote yes on a referendum which would allow increased timber
harvesting in Tanana Valley through long-term contracts with timber companies.
This finding can be generalized to the over all voter population of the Tanana
Valley within an error margin of plus or minus four percentage points given the
current level of information.

Uses of the Forest. We examined how people used the forest and how that
affected whether or not they would support increased timber harvesting through
long-term contracts with timber companies. Results indicated the following:

* Over ninety percent of respondents indicated that they used the forest for
recreation. About thirty percent of the total thought that increased timber
harvesting would make them worse off in their recreational use of the forest, and
about twenty percent thought their recreational use of the forest would be made
better off. Those who thought they would be made worse off supported
increased timber harvesting only about twenty-five percent of the time, relative to
over eighty percent of the time for those who thought they would be made better
off.O

About seventy percent of the respondents used the forest for hunting and
gathering, and about forty percent indicated that they used it for trapping. Less
than twenty percent of respondents thought they would be made worse off
hunting, gathering and trapping, but those who thought they would be made
worse off supported the increased timber harvesting much less than those who
did not think they would be made worse off.

* Between sixty and seventy percent of respondents used the forest for
lumber, firewood, or in their business or employment. Only ten to twenty percent
of respondents in these categories thought they would be made worse off with
increased timber harvesting. However, those who thought they would be made
worse off in these uses were much less likely to support proposals for increased
timber harvesting.

* Viewing was a use category indicated by over ninety percent of the
respondents. This is also the use category with the most respondents who
thought they would be made worse off. with over forty percent saying they
would be made worse off in their viewing use of the forest. About sixty percent
of those who thought they would be made worse off in viewing opposed
increased timber harvesting.

* Respondents were asked how increased timber harvesting would affect their
spiritual use of the forest. About seventy-five percent of the population reported
using the forest in this way. Those who said they would be made worse off were
about three times less likely to support timber harvesting than other respondents.

Respondents Attitudes. There is a very high correspondence between how
people voted on the referendum and how they felt about a number of issues
relating to development and the environment. In particular, we found the
following:

» Over eighty percent of respondents felt that the Tanana Valley needed more
economic development. About seventy percent of respondents felt that
increased timber harvesting would be good for the economy, and only about
twenty-five percent of respondents disagreed that increased timber harvesting
was the right type of economic development for the Tanana Valley.



* Most respondents were either neutral or did not know whether the timber
industry in the Tanana Valley had been environmentally responsible, and only
about fifteen percent disagreed. However, about forty percent of respondents
agreed that increased timber harvesting would be harmful to the environment.

« About ten percent of respondents agreed that development should be
pursued no matter what the environmental cost. An additional ten percent said
they agreed that the environment should be protected no matter what the cost.
Thus about twenty percent of respondents were either adamantly opposed to or
in favor of increased economic development at the expense of the environment.

e Although about sixty percent of respondents felt the state would ensure
that the timber harvesting would be sustainable, about sixty percent also thought
the state needed to do more planning before it allows increased timber harvesting.

e About eighty percent of respondents either agreed or were neutral to the
idea of keeping any roads built for timber harvesting open to public access.

e About half the respondents agreed that the state might end up subsidizing
the industry, although only about twenty percent actually supported doing this.
» About sixty percent of respondents felt that increased timber harvesting

should be done only if Alaskan owned and operated. However, those who
agreed with this were not much different than the remaining population in how
they supported the increased timber harvesting proposal.

Logging Proposal Scenarios. We also tried to determine whether or not
changes in the proposals would affect support one way or another. We found
that:

* Restricting the increased timber harvesting to particular regions (e.g.,
Fairbanks region or Delta Junction and Tok region) would encourage less
support.

» Putting fifty percent of the forest off-limits to timber harvesting would have
no effect.

e A restriction that the industry could only produce high valued-added
products would have no net effect on public support. Those who opposed
increased timber harvesting without the restriction were more likely to support it
with this restriction, but those who supported increased timber harvesting
without the restriction were less likely to support it with the restriction.

¢ However, if the industry were only permitted lo produce low value-added
products such as wood chips, there would be about a twenty-five percent decline
in support. This would mean that almost sixty percent of respondents would
oppose increased timber harvesting in this case.

» Setting fifty percent of the land aside for small operators would cause a
slight increase in support, but subsidizing them directly would cause support to
decline by over twenty -five percent.

 If the cutting were coordinated to maximize habitat for game, support rose to
almost three fourths of the population.



Discussion and Conclusions

Our survey found that there is support for increased timber harvesting in the
Tanana Valley. However, this support is based on a number of implicit
assumptions. In particular, it does not appear that the public would support such
a plan if the only use were limited to products such as wood chips or paper pulp.
We Dbelieve that there are a number of other factors which could affect public
support. For example, while most respondents felt they would be adversely
affected for viewing, a large percentage still voted "yes" on our main referendum
question. Were the visual effects to be worse than expected, this support would
likely decline. Our section on respondent attitudes suggest that there are a
number of other areas which could affect the support for such a program as well.

Our demographic results indicate that respondents are on average fairly well
educated, a common finding for surveys such as this. However, with the
exception of this possible response bias, our survey results provide a much
different picture than would be obtained by non-random methods such as public
meetings or letters to the editor.6 In fact, when we asked whether respondents
had been involved in the debate over timber harvesting, of the eighty-five
percent who said they had not been involved, almost sixty-nine percent voted
"yes" of the principle issue. This simply shows that a count of pro-versus-con
letters to the editor or of pro-versus-con people at a public meeting is not
representative of the population. While we expect that public opinion may
change as new information becomes available, we believe that we have an
accurate depiction of public opinion at this stage of the game.7

Endnotes

IThe affected area includes all of legislative district 29 to 34, and parts of
legislative district 36 (precincts 533. 536. 542, 547. 550, 597, 605. 613, 615, 620,
627, 645, 683. 685. 687. and 6S8).

2See Robert Cameron Mitchell and Richard T. Carson, Using Surveys to Value
Public Goods: The Contingent Valuation Method. Resources for the Future.
Washington, D.C., 19S9

3Groups and organizations contacted included the Northern Alaska
Environmental Center, the Boreal Forest Council, the Alaska Outdoor Council,
the Forestry Division of the Department of Natural Resources, and the Forestry
Department of the School of Agriculture and Land Resource Management,
University of Alaska Fairbanks. None of these groups is responsible for the final
survey, although each was given an opportunity to comment at various draft
stages.

4Classes and faculty who allowed us to pretest the survey include Dr. John
Boyce's Introduction to Natural Resources Economics class. Professor Jim
Ranney's Political Economy Course, and Dr. Laura Milner's Principles of
Marketing class. The Political Economy courses were our largest and most
representative pre-test groups. We tested it on about sixty students in one
section and about forty students in the other section. The Political Economy
class is a required course for incoming freshmen, and is taken by students from
across campus.

5See Don A. Dillman. Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method,
1978, John Wiley & Sons, New York.



6For example, see the publication, "Voices ofthe Forest: Public Testimony
the Future ofthe Tanana Valley Stale Forest,” edited by Janice C. Dawe,
Anthony N. Whitworth, Richard J. McCaffrey, and Douglas A. Yates, 1994,
Alaska Boreal Forest Council.

7Copies of this report, in its entirety, are available from Fairbanks Industrial

Development Corporation.



Table 4.1: Percentage of Respondents Agreeing or Disagreeing with Attitude Statements

STRONGLY ~ AGREE ~ NEUTRAL DISAGREE STRONGLY  DON'T  DID NOT
AGREE DISAGREE ~ KNOW  ANSWER

1. Increased timber 2.1 1 45.84 7.16 10.25 4.26 446 1.74

harvesting would help the
Alaskan economy.

2. Increased timber
harvesting would be
harmful to the
environment.

15.47 24.76 13.15 27.27 13.15 5.03 1.16

3. The state needs to do 20.01  30.95  11.80  14.70 7.35 5.22  0.97
more planning before it

allows increased limber
harvesting.

4. Increased timber har-
vesting should be opposed
no matter how it is done.

5.22 6.00 10.44 39.65 36.75 1.16 0.77

5. Increased timber 12.38  29.40  22.05 15.67 8.32 11.22 0.97
harvesting is the right type

of development for the
Tanana Valley.

6. Increased timber
harvesting will improve
big game habitat and
hunting.

12.19 30.75 13.93 18.96 8.70 14.89 0.58

7. The timber industry has
been environmentally
responsible in the Tanana
Valley.

5.80 21.08 22.82 11.61 4.06 33.08 1.55

8. The state should keep
access roads open for the
public.

9. Development should be ?5] 6 % 6 59 N 66 47 9? , 35 Q97
pursued no matter what the
environmental impact.

20.12 41.78 13.15 14.70 5.80 3.09 1.35

10. The environment 1470  22.44 15.67 31.53 12.38 1.56 1.74
should be protected no

matter what the cost.



Table 4.1 (continued)

STRONGLY ~ AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE  STRONGLY DON'T  DIDNOT
agree disagree know  Answer
11. The Tanana Valley 3J 33 5Q 29 g )2 - 42 , 55 232 0-97
needs new economic
development.

12. Even if increased 0.97  10.06  12.19  33.66 36.75 3.68 2.71
timber harvesting is bad

for the environment,

American know-how will

fix it.

13. Increased timber 4.84 9.67 8.90  48.16 21.28 6.38 0.77

harvesting cannot be
environmentally safe.

14. With long-term timber ?J4 22 g3 ,5 67 721 g ]2 2?7 % 0 97
contracts, the state will

end up subsidizing

industry.

15. Increased limber
harvesting should be
allowed only if Alaskan
owned and operated.

16. We should not produce 27 23 2) )3 j5 24 95 5 6] 4 N QJ1
raw logs for export outside
of Alaska.

25.92 34.82 16.44 16.05 3.68 2.13 0.97

17. We can trust the state
to ensure that the timber
harvesting is sustainable.

3.29 18.38 17.41 28.82 21.66 9.67 0.77

18. Increased timber 3.48  14.80  18.96  32.50 4.26  24.56 1.35
harvesting will ruin the

small operators.

19. Increased umber 2.5! 18.38 27.27 25.73 9.48 15.67 0.97
harvesting should be

allowed if it is used for
paper pulp.
20. The state should not i 9Q 36 56 .6 25 15 g6 4 45 13 J5 j 93

lower the price it charges
for timber to create local

jobs.



Would Increased Timber Harvesting Help the Alaska Economy?

Questions

Yos 72%
Regarding the Economy
and Timber Harvesting
in the Tanana Valley No Response
2% Unsure Neither Agree Nor
4% Disagree 7%
Would You Support A Referendum to Increase Timber Is Increased Timber Harvesting the Right Type of Development
Harvesting in the Tanana Valley? for the Tanana Valley?
Don’t Know No Response
11% 1%
Neither Agree nor Yes 42%
Disagreo
24%
No Responso 3%
No 22%

Will Increased Timber Harvesting Ruin Small Operators? Does the Tanana Valley Need New Economic Development?

No Response
Unsure 1% No Response 1%

25Y%
| Agree Nor Don't Know 2%

Disagree _
19% Neither Agreo Nor
Disagroe s %

Graphs based on dala from a random survey mailed lo 1.5B4 voters in tlie Tanana Valley 511 persons ie6ponded UAF students prepared the study tor the raubanks Industnal Development Coipoiation Ni rnbers may not add
lo 100% due to roundmr)



Questions
Regarding the State

and Timber Harvesting

in the Tanana Valley

With Long-Term Timber Contracts, Will the State End Up
Neither Agree Nor Subsidizing the Industry?

Dlsagree
16%

yes No Response 1%
30%

Can We Trust the State to Ensure that the Timber
_ Harvesting is Sustainable?
Neither Agree Nor Disagree 17%

No Rosponse

0 Unsure
% 10%

Does the state need to do more planning before it allows
increased timber harvesting?.

Neither Agree Nor
Disagree
12%

Response 1%
PONSE L Bnsure No
5% 22%

Should the State Keep Access Roads Open for the Public?

Neither Agree Nor
Disagree
13%

Unsure 3%

Should the State Not Lower the Price It Charges for Timber
to Create Local Jobs?

Unsure 13% Response 2%

Yes
49%

Neither Agree
Disagree 16%

Graphs based on data from a random survey mailed lo 1,584 voters in Itie lanana Valley 51/ perso responded UAI students prepared tlie study for the Faitbank* Indusinal Development Corporation Numtwrs may not add to

100U dim In rnurtfliiH)



Should Increased Timber Harvesting Only Be Allowed If Alaskan
Owned and Operated?

N
Questions Regarding 208}0 Unsure 2% No Response 1%
Conditions Under Which

Timber Harvesting in the Yes

Noither Agree Nor 61%

Tanana Valley D|i%%1/ree
0

Should Be Allowed ,
Should We Not Produce Raw Logs for Export Outside of Alaska?

Unsure
5%  No Response 1%

Neither Agreo Nor
Disagree
13%

Should Increased Timber Harvesting Be Allowed If Itis Used for

Paper Pulp?
Unsure No Relg/r)onse
16% °

Neither Agree Nor
Dlsagree
21%

T@hs based on data from a random survey mailed to 1.584 voters in Tanana Valley 517 persons responded UAF students prepared the study tor the Fairbanks Industrial Development Corporation Numbers may not add to
% due to rounding



Questions
Regarding the Environment
and Timber Harvesting

in the Tanana Valley

Should the Environment Be Protected No Matter What
the Cost?

Unsure No Response
2% 2%

Neither Agree Nor Disagreo
16%
Even if Increased Timber Harvesting is Bad for the
Environment, Will American Know-How Be Able to Fix It?

Neither Agree
Noi Disagree
12%

No Response

Will Increased Timber Harvesting be Harmful to the
Environment?

Vs 41 Neither Agree Nor Disagree
es 4l

No 40%
I'o Response

1% Unsure 5%

Has the Timber Industry Been Environmentally Responsible in
the Tanana Valley?

Unstie No Response 2% es 7
es
0 :

Neither Agree Nor
No 16% Disagqree
23%

Should Development Be Pursued No Matter What the Impact?
No 82%

Neither Agree Nor
Dlsagree
1%

Yes 9%
No Rosponso 1%
Unsure 1%

Graphs based on data trom a random survey mailed lo 1.584 volets in the Tanana Valley UAF sludenls prepared the study (or the Fanbanks Induslin.il Development Corporation Numbers may not be added to 100% due to

rnundinn



Do You Agree that Increased Timber Harvesting Cannot be

uestions .
Q Environmentally Safe?

Unsure 6%
Regarding the Environment No Response 1%
Yes 15%
Continued
No 69%
Neither Agree Nor
Disagree 9%

Should Increased Timber Harvesting Be Opposed No Matter
How Itis Done?

No Response
1% Unsure 1% < Neither Agree Nor

Disagree
10%

Will Increased Timber Harvesting |m7prove Big Game Habitat

ere (DR unting
15%
Neither Agree Nor
Disagroe 14%

(%rr.%sgaasedmcbtamnarardmwwynailedto 15-hvoters inthe Tanana \Alley UAE studentts prepared the study far the Fairbanks Inolstrial Developrrent Corporation: Nurrbers may not be added to 100%dh?to
)



Would Increased Timber Han/esting in the Tanana Valley Make You Better or Worse Off?

Use Forest for Recreational Activities

Better Off 22%
Worse Off 29%
No Effect
Do Not Use for
ion s ¢ Helpful & Hurtful
Recreation s % No Unsure 4% plul &
Response 4%
Use Forest for Hunting
Do Not Use for
Hunting Worse Off 18%
30%
Better Off
25%

No Response 5%
Unsure 3%  Helpful & Hurtful
Effects 10%

No Effect 9%

Do Not Use for
Trapping 54%

Do Not Use for
Lumber
35%

No Response ~ Unsure

Use Forest for Trapping

Worso Off 12%

Better Off s %

Effect
13%

& Hurtful

Unsure 4% Effects 4%

No Response 5%

Use Forest for Lumber

Worse Off 7%
Better Off 29%

Effect 11 %

Helpful & Hurtful

6% 50 Effects 7%

Graphs baraidmmcbta Irama randomsuneyd 1,504 volers in Ihe Tanana \Alley 517 persons responded - UAFsludents prepared the study far Ihe Faiibanks Inouslual Developrent Gorpoialion: Nurrbers may nat add lo 100%6

nu Inmi



Would Increased Timber Harvesting in the Tanana Valley Make You Better or Worse Off?

Use Forest for Gathering Activities

Worse Off 16% Better Off 19%
Effect
17%
Do Not
Helpful & Hurtful
Uso for No Response Unsure ot g
Sathering 25% 7% 7%
Gathering includes activities such as berrypicking
Use Forest for Viewing
Worse 0ff 43% Better Off 18%
No Effect
11%

Do Not Use for
o v No Helpful & Hurtful
V|eW|ng4[,onct|V|t|es Response « % Unsure 5% Effects 13%

Use Forest for Firewood

Worse Off 14%
Do Not Use for

No Response 3% Helpful & Hurtful

Use Forest for Spiritual Values

Worse Off 30%

mpiritual Values

Better Off 27%

No Effect
13%

Better Off s %

Effect
25%

Helpful & Hurtful
ffects 5%

Grophi based on data front o random survey of 1,584 voters irt lhe Tanana Valley s1f persons responded UAF students prepared the study for the FaupanMs Industnal Development Corporation Numbers may not add lo 100%

title to roundirif)
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Big Delta Milling

HC 60 Box 4190

Delta Junction, Alaska 99737-9450
Fax/Phone 895-4768

April 19, 1995

To the Honourablen~n

We of the interior who are in the timber industry are very
concerned with the slow response to HB 212. This bill is crucial
to the on-going business of the small operator as well as any

future development.

While in Juneau on Mar. 8th and 9th of 1995, most of the
members of the Senate and the House of Representatives that |1
spoke with were very supportive of HB 212. On Mar. 16th, Gov.
Knowles was in Delta Junction and made some comments supporting
increased timber harvest and releasing funds to make it possible.
All this encouragement is sadly framed by an editorial in the Daily
News Miner of Feb. 22 tilled, "We Support You". To quote, "Sure
we support your industry...you just can"t cut trees here, and not
these, either. Well, there really aren"t any trees you can cut...

but we still s" port you."

Without a primary use statement included in the statutes
specifically defining the state forest for a timber base for
industry, all the funds and increased harvest schedules and salvage
timber won"t mean anything in the long run. The state forest is
the only land classificalLion without this protection.

tlie language was changed 1in 1990 without
any representatives present from the interior. The fourteen uses
listed under multipLe use were also deleted. This point of empty
words of support are emphasized even more graphically by the
current revising of the Vanana Valley Basin Plan. As we drag our
feet over HB 212, the same people who revised the Susitna Plan in
1991, effectively doing away with the timber industry in that area,
are working to do the same here. DNR adopted a plan that allowed
only 5.6% of the sustainable yield to be harvested, reducing the
annual sales from twelve per year to only one. HB 212 would
guarantee that this mistake cannot be repeated in the interior

state forest.

As you are aware,

I am aware that there are amendments to HB 268 being considered
at present. This 1is not a bad effort, but it is far, far too little
to address the real 1issue. It is actually an issue of funds being



released for roads and sales and manpower to work in the current
State Forest and ensuring that state forest is protected for a
timber base for industry under sound management with multiple

and sustained yield guidelines.

use

I urge you to ninve this bill along this session this year now!

Thank you very much for your consideration.

mijr



Alaska f£tate IGcqgislaturc

REPRESENTATIVE While in Juneau

JEANNETTE JAMES State Capitol
P.O. Box 56622 Juneau. Alaska
North Pole. Alaska 99705 99801-1182
(907) 488-1546 (907) 465-3743
FAX (907) 488-9006 FAX (907) 465-2381

i-iousc uf iScprcscntntiuco
House District 31

M EMORANTDUM

March 16, 1995

T0: All members of the Alaska State Legislature
FROM: Rep. Jeannette James, Chairman, House State Affairs Committee
SUBJECT Backup information on HB-212, Timber Management.

My staff has conducted extensive research on the timber industry. Included in your
packets are excerpts from the book “Environmental Overkill, whatever happened to
common sense”, by Dixy Lee Ray and Lou Guzzo, published by Regency Gateway, 1130
17th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036.

I knew Dixie Lee Ray and found her to be a well educated, intelligent person who had a
positive outlook on life, the world and especially America.

Among her accomplishments, she was a professor of zoology at the University of
Washington, Governor of the state of Washington, chairman of the Atomic Energy
Committee and Assistant Secretary of State in the U.S. Bureau of Oceans.

These excerpts from her book are not meant to be a criticism of the environmental
community but they are information for you to consider when making decisions regarding
the harvesting of timber on state land. This information will perhaps help you to
understand why some people in Alaska are concerned and opposed to this bill.

I urge you consider the enclosed information and ask you be deliberate in reaching a
conclusion on the merits of this bill.



People, Trees, and Grizzly Bears

Recently five tiny towns, two counties, a family-owned timber mill,
and a grass-roots organization filed a lawsuit against the U.S.
Forest Service. In the Kootenai National Forest in Northwestern
Montana and Northern Idaho, the Forest Service decided to cut
back the allowable timber harvest by 43 percent so as to achieve a
one percent increase in grizzly bear habitat. In these timber-
dependent communities— communities in which more than 60
percent of the county land is federally owned— such acutback will
have devastating economic consequences.

It will also have catastrophic environmental consequences,
since, at the same time, the Forest Service has decided to leave
standing millions of board feet of timber devastated by the M oun -
tain Pine Beetle. These diseased trees not only serve as a source of
infection for a healthy forest; it is these trees that will serve as the

tinder for the next cataclysmic fire to sweep through the region.

122 This Land Is Our Land

When itdoes— not if, but when— itwill destroy not just the dead
trees but also the healthy forest and homes; not just the homes of
people, but the habitat of the grizzly bear that the government is
trying to help!7

This lawsuit is unique because the plaintiffs are not timber

companies but the people of acommunity banding together to fight
for their own survival— not just for the economic viability of their
communities but for the health of the forest that surrounds them

and that they love.



CHAPTER U

How Much Is Enough?

W hatever may have been the forestry practices of the past and
whatever claims are made about logging today, there is considera-
bly more forested land in America now than there was even a few
decades ago. This has resulted from vigorous reforestation pro-
grams, and because marginal agricultural land has been aban-
doned and returned to wood lot and forest. The increase s
estimated to be at least 450 million more acres of wooded land and
23 percent more standing forest trees than 40 years ago. The
present, average annual wood growth is three-and-a-half times
more than in 1920, and the annual increase in the size of forests
exceeds logging by 37 percent per year. In 1989 alone, approx-
imately 2.1 billion seedlings covering more than 3 million acres
were planted in the U.S. In 1991 alone six new trees were planted
for every American.!

When faced with such facts about the extent and growth of
America's forests, opponents of managed logging and reforesta-
tion argue that a second growth forest or a tree farm is different—
not to be compared with the “natural” stands they have replaced.

Further, the Greens persist in calling tree farms “monoculture.”

124
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They are not. Many species invade planted areas to establish a
varied undergrowth, and shade-tolerant trees associated with old
growth forests soon return.2

0ld growth forests, that is, forests that contain trees 200 years
old and older, are claimed to have unique and irreplaceahble virtues.
It's also asserted that what remains of old growth is in imminent
danger of total destruction. Is there evidence to support these
claims? There are in the U.S. today 13.2 million acres of old
growth, of which 8 million acres are totally protected in national
parks and wilderness areas. These trees can never be cut. Ifwe took
this 8 million acres of protected old growth and imagined itto form
a band five miles wide, it would extend from the Pacific Coast all
across the country to the Atlantic Ocean.3

Where old growth is being logged— outside of national parks
and wilderness, as for example in the Tongass National Forest in
Alaska—- it is cut at a rate of only | percent per year. Tlie forest
management plan for the Tongass dictates ti.at no more than 10
percent of the trees will ever bhe harvested. Ai.d, of course, the
seedlings already planted will one day become “old growth.”

The current public debate about old growth forests and trees on
public lands is really about what purpose the forest serves. A
combination of recreation and preservation with the least possible
human intervention is the underlying philosophy of the national
parks: visit, look, enjoy, but don't take anything away. National
forests, on the other hand, were meant to serve society’'s needs.
They were established for multiple use. Their purpose has tradi-
tionally been to provide for recreation and resource uses. The
national forests were intended to be used for a sustained supply of
timber in a perpetual cycle of cutting and reforestation. But now,
and increasingly in recent years, the trend of public opinion seems
to be swinging away from all uses other than recreation, and even
what kind of recreation ismore and more rigidly controlled.

Many of the national forests have stands of quite old trees, some
approaching one or two centuries in age. Sometimes these parcels
of forest are misleadingly called “ancient forests,” which seems to
imply no impact by humans. But “original” forests do not really
exist; nature takes care of that atintervals of from 200 to 450 years

incycles of forest fires and/or blowdown from fiercewindstorms. A
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forest is a dynamic system going through a life cycle of growth,
maturity, old age, and death. These cycles occur whether humans
are present or not.4

Despite the bhiological fact that every tree will eventually age and
die, the extent to which trees on public lands should be used
continues to be wunresolved. Unfortunately, government uncer-
tainty, environmentalist-lobbv pressure, and conflicting agency ap-
proaches to forest management have led to “management by
neglect.” This has brought our national forests to a condition
where vast areas are being destroyed by bugs and disease, and large
numbers of people and their communities that are dependent on
the forest products industry are facing economic ruin.

While it might seem reasonable to believe that the two systems,
National Parks and National Forests, could provide the frame-
work to resolve the differences between preservation and use, it has
not worked out that way. Instead, there is a long history of polar-
ization and acrimony,; it shows no sign of abating. There is also a
lengthy trail of legislation, none of it really addressing the central
problem: Should America’'snatural resources, including timber, be
government-owned, government-managed, and government-
controlled? Incidentally, isn'tthat what socialism and communism
are all about?

The reality is that after 200 years of supporting individual free-
dom and the right to own private property, our country appears to
be succumbing to an assault on both. How is it that, as we have
moved from an agrarian nation of small independent farmers to a
largely industrial nation, the central government has become by far
the largest landowner and has taken over the dangerous, freedom -
destroying role of central planning for the future of all of us?

History reveals thataconsensus about what should be done with
vast land holdings in the U.S. has never bheen reached.5 By the year
1784, 220,000 square miles of real property had been acquired by
the federal government. W ho should administer them was acritical
question. Several states laid claim to territory west of the Appala-
chian Mountains, but, one by one, beginning with New York and
followed by Virginia, all the original states relinquished their
claims to the U.S. government by 1802 and lands in the “public

domain” were established.
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This “public domain” was expanded by the Louisiana Purchase
from France in 1803. In 1819, the U.S. bought Florida from Spain.
In 1845, we annexed Texas and in 1846 acquired the Northwest
Territory, now including Oregon, Washington, and Idaho by
treatv with Great Britain. In 1848, following war with Mexico, we
absorbed all the Southwest, including parts of New Mexico and
Colorado, all of Nevada, Utah, California, and most of Arizona.
The final act of U.S. expansion on the North American continent
was the purchase of Alaska from Ru.-.sia in 1867. This amounted to
a lot of “public land.”

What to do with it? Sentiment was divided bhetween the Jefferso-
nian belief that the future of the republic rested in the hands of a
large number of individual, independent land owners and the con-
victions of Alexander Hamilton, who placed his faith in transfer-
ring land to investors and stock companies. And so we got a bit of
hoth.

The Homestead Act of 1862 provided title to blocks of 160 acres
of land to individuals who settled on the land. Less well known
were the Timber Culture Act of 1873 (the U.S. government was an
early supporter of reforestation), the Desert Land Law of 1877,
and the Timber and Stone Act of 1878. AIl of these congressional
actions were clearly supportive of private property' rights and of
placing responsibility for natural resource development in the pri-
vate sector.

Federal land grants also went to various industries— for exam -
ple, railroads and timber companies. Between 1812 and 1934, 62
percent of the original 1.8 billion acres of public land owned by the
federal government was disposed of, mostly through land sales and
outright grants.

Meanwhile, some sentiment for retaining a large measure of
federalownership persisted, and in 1871 the American Association
for the Advancement of Science petitioned Congress to pass legisla-
tion that would protect and provide management of America’'s
forests.6 This occurred at the height of the irresponsible, “cut and
run” way in which logging was practiced at that time. Public
outrage against the timber companies’ practices grew, and the
result was creation of the Forest Reserve Act of 1891, which

authorized the President to establish forest reserves by procla-
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mation. Thus, the National Forest system was born. Presidents

Harrison and Cleveland set aside 33 million acres for National
Forests and President Theodore Roosevelt added 132 million acres
by 1908.

Then, in 1911, Congress passed the Weeks Act, which further
authorized expansion of the National Forest system through ac-
quisition of private forestlands. It was under this law that most of
the national forests in the eastern half of the U.S. were established.
W hile itis beyond the scope of this book to recount the full history
of legislation governing land and natural resource ownership, it
amounts to a tangled web of private-public rights. There have
always been claims as to who does the better job of managing
land— government bureaucrats or private owners.

This muddled situation persists to the present, with new laws
and agency-promulgated regulations that are growing at an accel-
erating rate. The ultimate goal of the environmental movement
appears to bhe to move as much land as possible into the public
domain. As Warren Brookes said, cogently, “Even as the [nations
of the former] Soviet Union moves to grant property rights to its
citizens, Congress and the Greens are leading an assault on U.S.
property rights.”7 N o agency is more active in this assault than the
National Park Service, and this merits careful scrutiny.

The important thing to remember about National Parks is that
they are preserves, but where previously existing homes or other
private enterprises were present within the parks' boundaries,
these were frequently “grandfathered.” Even so, this guarantee
of private property rights of “inholders” has not always been
honored.

Perhaps the most outlandish and incredible example of bureau-
cratic arrogance and duplicity on the part of the National Park
Service was reported in a July 1991, issue of the Land Rights
Letter.8 A newly appointed and controversial superintendent of
the Olympic National Park decided that a modest wilderness camp
for disadvantaged young people that had operated with great suc-
cess at Washington's Lake Quinault had to go because it was on
federal land— despite the fact that the joint Kiwanis Club-YMCA
operators had received approval years earlier by previous National

Park administrators. So the main lodge of Kamp Kiwanis, which
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provided ideal wilderness experience tor 300 youths each year,
including disadvantaged and Native American children, was or-
dered burned to the ground!

In a classic case of government intimidation, government inspec-
tors first issued a series of trumped up health and safety charges
against the rustic camp, then put the “fix up” cost so high the
camp's operators couldn't afford it. Then, in a final charade, the
Olympic National Park characterized the burning of the lodge as a
necessary “ fire drill.” It was arson, pure and simple, and at the
behest of your government and mine.

W hen the incident was publicly reported, families and commu-
nities unleashed a barrage of protests against the Olympic N a-
tional Park superintendent. Congress eventually reacted, over the
protest of the National Park Service, to the citizen complaints and
directed the superintendent of the O NP to issue a ten-year permit
for continued operation of Kamp Kiwanis.

But who will pay to rebuild the camp? In all fairness, the funds
for anew Kamp Kiwanis should come out of the superintendent’s
paycheck! But even more important is this question: If Congress
can see the folly in the case of the O NP superintendent, why can'tit
address the even greater issue of rapid increase in the government's
“takings” of private property all across the U.S.?

Again, history can tell us a lot about the origin of attitudes. It is
revealing to read the point of view of Park Service officials, as set

down in the Service's own publication, The National Parks:

In the national parks, there isno harvesting of timber, no hunting of
wild animals, no extraction of minerals, and no grazing of domestic
livestock. Trees are apt to be consumed by disease. Or by wildfire,
left to run its course. Or blown down in a windstorm. By whatever
cause, trees are left where they fall. This isnature'sway. The dead or
dying tree provides a home for insects, and these, in turn, draw birds
to feed upon them. In time, the tree will decompose to enrich the
earth from whence it sprang. The burned-over area will become the

source of a new forest destined to fulfill its cycle in time.9

OK.That isthe operational philosophy of the National Park Ser-

vice. But should itgovern the National Forests and allpublic lands?



130 This Land Is Our Land

The oldest federal set-aside land program in the National Park
system, Yellowstone, was established by legislation in 1872. It
became the first National Park “ for the benefit and enjoyment of
the people.”

Interest in parks, however, dates from 40 years earlier. In 1832,
the first such action bv the U.S. Congress was a reservation estab-
lished at Hot Springs, Arkansas. A Dbig step was taken with the
1870 exploration of Yellowstone (Washbhurn-Lanford-Doane Ex -
pedition). Instead of laying claim to their discoveries, the explorers
decided that Yellowstone isunique should be apermanent preserve
for all people.10 In 1872, it hecame our firstdesignated “National
Park.” By 1907, there were eight; now there are 37 National Parks
in the traditional sense of an unusual natural area preserved for all
people and all time and the number continues to grow .

Beyond this, there are 16 new, full-scale National Parks planned,
and recently the National Park Service has expanded to include
archaeological sites, historical sites, and seashores and parkways
and rivers and even national recreation areas like Lake Mead,
created when the Hoover Dam was built. The 1.5 million acres of
Lake Mead make a wonderful recreation site, but it hardly fits the
nature-preserving “crown jewels of our natural heritage” image of
the National Parks.

In a continuing program to expand its holdings, a fund-raising
letter sent out by the National Park Service and the Conservation
Association says that of 86 priority areas targeted for acquisi-
tion in 1988, ten had already bheen added. The 1988 recommen-
dations include expansion of the NPS to more than 71 million
acres, adding to 178 wexisting National Park units another 130
new areas! Under the new definitions, the NPS, as of Spring 1992,
had 358 separate “national park” units encompassing 80 million
acres.

Additionally, there is now the National Natural Landmarks
Program, also administered by the NPS .1l There are 587 desig-
nated landmarks and 3,000 potential landmarks encompassing
more than another 60 million acres .. so far. Landmark evalua-
tion is a feeder program for parks. Internally in the NPS this
program is called “Ladies in Waiting.” It'sused to justify acquisi-

tion, but there is no authorizing legislation, as yet.
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How much land is enough? O0r is this country headed toward
becoming one gigantic park? Incredibly, something like that
seems to have been suggested by EPA Administrator William
Reilly in an article in 1985, in which he proposed “to extend the
National Park tradition to land not owned by the federal govern-
ment ... to further the evolution of the park ideal.” Brock Evans,
the Audubon Society's Washington lobbyist, said at a “Growth
Management Forum?” of the New England Environmental Net-
work at Tufts University in November 1990 that land “should all
be in the public domain. Be unreasonable. You can do it. Let's
take it all back.” 12

The main problems facing national parks today grow out of
their popularity: too many visitors. Many of the parks are heing
“loved to death,” and the Park Service is hard put to exercise
proper management. The agency's answer is to add more and
more land to its holdings. A plethora of new laws, bheginning with
the Wilderness Act of 1964, has made this possible. Now in
addition to the Wilderness Act, we have the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, Surface Management Control and Reclamation Act,
National Forest Management Act, Federal Land Policy Manage-
ment Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Spe-
cies Act, Clean Water and Clean Air Acts, Multiple Use Sustained
Yield Act, Oregon Wilderness Bill, Federal Water Pollution Con -
trol Act— and a variety of others dealing with Scenic Areas,
Historic Places, National Monuments, etc., etc Where will it
end?

As of the end of 1991, the already authorized NPS land acquisi-
tion backlog was estimated to cost anywhere from $3 billion to
$10 billion! And this despite an NPS maintenance backlog cost of
$2 billion and a major repairs backlog bill of $5 billion!

The fiscal 1993 federal budget includes $100 million to the
Forest Service to purchase 126,933 acres, $84.4 million to the NP S
for an additional 29,483 acres, $79.5 million to the Fish and
Wildlife Service for 63,013 acres, and $42 million to the Bureau of
Land Management for 66,325 acres— and these, of course, are in
addition to all the private land the federal government is taking
without compensation.

To repeat, how much land in the “public domain” is enough?
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According to a 1990 report from the Bureau of Land Management,

private use through leasing of public lands in the past 30 years has

increased the population of elk on public lands by 800 percent,

bighorn sheep by 435 percent, and moose by almost 500 percent.

By any measure, private management excels. When will common

sense prevail?
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CHAPTER 13

At What Cost?

A lmost without our realizing it, a whole new level of government
has emerged in America. Itiscomposed of a combination of law -
yers and bureaucrats who have come to dominate federal, state,
and local government. Nobody likes it, except its practitioners. It is
government by regulation. It is now the fourth branch of govern-
ment. It functions as law maker; though unelected, its rules and
regulations have the force of law. It functions also as both judge
and jury in cases involving its own rules. The accumulation of
legislative, executive, and judicial power in the same hands is the
real definition of tyranny. And it has become the essence of envi-
ronmental overkill.

Since 1954 the number of federal regulations has increased from
16,502 to 200,000.1Add to that the proliferation of state and local
regulations. W ho benefits? Well, lawyers do, expertconsultants on
environmental law do, and special interests that can manipulate

the regulations do. Consider these examples:

1. New federal rules require the closing of most community
garbage dumps and increase the cost of opening a new landfill to
$10 million or more, up five times from what it cost in 1975, The

revenues of big waste management companies will soar, while their

161
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competitors, the small companies, fold. Adding to the problem are
the mountains of mandated “recyclables” that cannot be sold in a
glutted market. New York City has already suspended itsrecycling
program because of the high cost— $300 per ton, compared to the

average landfill fee of $28 per ton.2

2. Three billion dollars have been spent to protect housewives

from labels that proclaim spaghetti sauce to be “fresh.”3

3. The rehabilitation of 222 sea otters was mandated after the
Exxon Valdez oil spill at a cost of more than $80,000 per animal.
At the same time, the population of more than 500 sea otters
within Valdez harbor itself was untouched by the spill, and thou-

sands of sea otters occupy Alaskan waters.4

4. The Stevens Kangaroo rat recently received exclusive rights

to land worth $100 million (and the rats didn'teven ask for it!).5

5. The regulatory bureaucracy drains $13.5 million from the
economy for each premature death averted by a rule governing
arsenic emissions from glass plants, or $5.76 trillion per premature
death averted by a regulation covering wood-preserving chemicals.

Never mind; it'sonly your money.6

6. Dr. J. Laurence Kulp calculates the cost of the acid rain
requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act at $4 billion a year. The
benefits come in at just $100 million. This is one of the few
regulated areas where a cost-versus-bhenefit study has been con-
ducted. Most environmentalists maintain that itisunlawful to take
possible benefits into account!?

Enough. Just remember that regulations have required $1.4 tril-
lion to be spent since 1970 on cleaning up roughly 90 percent of
industrial air and water pollution; the next 5 percent will cost an
additional $1.6 trillion, amounting to another $25,000 per family
of four.

In a carefully documented study for the National Chamber
Foundation entitled The Cost of Federal Regulation, Thomas D.
Hopkins, former deputy administrator for the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget's Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs

(now at the Rochester Institute of Technology), wrote:
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Regulation is an essential but costly tool ot government policy.
Complying with federal regulatory requirements, however well-
designed they may be, creates costs that mostly do not show up in the
federal budget.... While itis not possible to provide definitive cost
estimates at this point, available evidence exists, however incom -
plete it may be, to suggest that regulatory costs are substantial and
growing... .The fastestgrowing regulatory costs are in the environ-
mental protection area.8

The Joint Economic Committee for the U.S. Congress revealed
in 1992 that the costs of administering and policing all federal
regulations had reached about $500 bhillion dollars annually. The
committee broke itdown in the following categories: environmen-
tal regulations, $115 billion; safety regulations, $29 billion; eco-
nomic regulations, $256 billion, and paperwork (reporting) costs,
$100 billion. The federal budget for fiscal year 1993 includes $56°2
billion for implementing federal regulations. That is double the
1992 defense budget! These costs, even without new rulesor added
laws, are expected to reach an annual outpouring of $688 billion
by the end of the century.9

In the meantime, regulations keep coming. In October 1991, the
Unified Agenda of Federal Regulations lists 707 pending regula-
tory actions that could affect state governments, and another 486
that affect local governments.

In an article for the American Economic Review, Wayne B.
Gray estimated that 30 percent of the American drop in industrial
productivity in the 1970s and 1980s could be traced to regula-
tions imposed by the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration.l0 Other econo-
mists agree.

Overall, it is the “growth of governmental regulation that is
responsible for the shrinking of the private economy,” says David
Littman, senior economist at Manufacturers National Bank of
Detroit. He points out that regulation forces private firms to in-
crease staffing, work longer hours, and add to mail, paperwork,
travel, and phone expenses. Further, he points out that the regula-
tions force a “misallocation of time from productive work or

research to government paperwork that boggles the mind.” These
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are all hidden costs, and unproductive, as well. They also impact
jobs. 1l

Since 1991, reports Littman, there have been more than 300
firms sufficiently well known to merit front page coverage in the
W all Street Journal that have made layoff announcements.12 In
one year, 1991-1992, private employment decreased by more than
800,000 workers. If we go back to January 1990, the loss is 1.5
million jobs. At the same time, the federal regulatory agencies were
hiring,; their employment increased by 6.8 percent. The size of the
staff at EPA has increased 7.4 percent from 16,999 to 18,262 in
just the past two years. Moreover, the total number of federal
employees engaged in writing and implementing regulations now
exceeds 123,000. The number of bureaucrats involved in the gen-
eral policing of business alone totals more than 14,000. Somehow,
somewhere, greater attention must bhe given to the burdens that
regulations put on private business, the enterprise that generates
America'swealth.13

Perhaps itwould help if more of the lawmakers and regulation
writers had experience in trying to make a living in the private
economy. Recently, a sadder, wiser Senator George McGovern,
after going through bankruptcy, has had to face the true cost of all
those federal regulations he helped to pass.

“l wish,” he said, “that during the years | was in public office |
had had this firsthand experience about the difficulties business
people face every day. That knowledge would have made me a
better U.S. senator.... My business associates and ! [have] lived
with federal, state, and local rules that we all passed with the
objective of helping employees, protecting the environment, rais-
ing tax dollars for schools, protecting our customers from fire
hazards, etc., etc. While | have never doubted the worthiness of
these goals, the concept that most often eludes legislators is: Can
we make consumers pay the higher prices for the increased operat-
ing costs that accompany public regulation and government re-
porting requirements with reams of red tape?” 14

The former senator from South Dakota found that his business,
operating an inn in Connecticut, could not survive the regulations.

He is not alone.

Some time ago, in 1974, Irving Kristol of New York University
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predicted, “If the EPA's concept of its mission is permitted to
stand, it will be the single most powerful branch of government,
having far greater control over our individual lives than Congress,
or the Executive, or state, or local government.” 15

And what is the EPA'sconcept of its mission?

In a mostly overlooked and surprisingly candid article published
in the March 1984, issue of The Washington Monthly by Jim
Sibbison, a former press officer for the EPA, he hoasted abhout how
gasy it was to use “gullible reporters to spread scare messages.”
Sibbison joined the EPA in 1970 under Administrator W illiam
Ruckelshaus and stayed with the agency through 1981.

“In those days,” Sibbison wrote, “the idea was to get the media
to help turn the EPA into an enforcer that struck fear into the heart
of polluters.”

Sibbison wenton to say, “We [EPA press agents] routinely wrote
scare stories about the hazards of chemicals, employing words like
‘cancer’and ‘birth defects' to splash a little cold water in reporters’
faces.... Our press releases were more or less true; the air and
water really were dirty and we really were out to make them
cleaner Few handouts, however, can be completely honest,
and ours were no exception. The deception lay in what we didn't
say. The main thing was that we tended to omit that we weren't
able to do asmuch about the problems we werecomplaining about
as we implied We were out to whip the public into a frenzy
about the environment.” 16

As Administrator Ruckelshaus put it, “We [EPA] couldn’'teven
afford the appearance of being soft.” 17

That attitude about enforcement of environmental regulations
still pervades the EPA, as communities all across the country have
discovered. One, the city of Columbus, Ohio, decided to figure
out justhow much this was actually costing the municipal budget.
Between 1988 and 1990, new federal and state environmental
regulations arrived at Columbus’ City Flail at the rate of one
every two weeks. They totalled 67 for the period of nearly two
years. The laws and the regulations to enforce them covered every
imaginable use of land, air, and water; they were mandatory,
with no local variances allowed. O0f course, neither state nor

federal funds were available for implementation. Note that every
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other U.S. city has been equally affected, but up to now, Colum -
bus is the only municipality to prepare a thorough documentation
of the problem.

Columbus' assistant health commissioner, Michael J. Pompili,
was appointed to head a city task force to make the study. Both
Pompili and the citizens of Columbus were shocked by the find-
ings.

The Pompili task force identified more than one billion dollars
(in 1991 dollars) in costs that were required to achieve compliance
with the environmental regulations over the next ten years. They
also determined that the city budget, which in 1991 was $591!
million, would have to be increased by $100 million each year for a
decade just to comply with the environmental regulations. As
Pompili pointed out, “It will mean that fewer funds will be avail-
able to provide other city services, and that city leaders will have
fewer choices and less freedom in budgeting.” It also means a shift
in control from local governments to Washington, D .C .18

Now , if all the environmental rules were reasonable and truly
made needed improvements in the quality or safety of air, water,
and/or land use, there would be little objection. But the evidence
suggests that is not the case. According to Pompili, most of tlie
added money will go for water— $770 million for compliance
with the Clean Water Act and another $110 million for the Safe
Drinking Water Act. The present average water bill in Columbus
is $290 per month; this will increase to $550 a month within ten
years. Now judge that increase in water bills against one of the
rules that drives up the cost: a requirement for Columbus to
spend $16 million to build a new treatment plant to use ozone to
flush a farm chemical, atrazine, out of the water. The plant will
have an annual operating cost of about $2.5 million. Is it really
needed? Although atrazine is used in some nearby farms, it does
not occur in the city drinking water in amounts exceeding one
part per billion. EPA standards permit a level of 3 parts per
billion— so the water is well within acceptable limits. Why, then,
does the EPA insist upon the expense of a new treatment plant?
Yet the EP A insists upon it.

Too often environmental mandates from the EPA are not based

either on good, sound scientific data or on knowledge of local
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conditions. In Anchorage, Alaska, for example, the EPA, following
to the letter the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act, requires
the city sewage treatment plant to remove 30 percentof the organic
material. The trouble is, Anchorage's sewage, which is heavily
diluted with rain water, contains so little organic material that it is
physically impossible to comply. The EPA demands were met by
the officials in Anchorage in this manner: They invited three local
fish processing plants to discharge 1,500 pounds of fish wastes
daily into the municipal sewer. Then 30 percent of it could be
removed, thus satisfying the bureaucrats!l9

Tlie EPA also frequently underestimates both the costand conse-
guences of its rules. The city of Columbus was told thatitsNovem -
ber 1990 storm-water permit rule would cost the city $76,680. The
lowest bid Columbus received from contractors to implement the
storm-water permit requirements was $1,779 million! This is a
common experience.20

These examples are, unfortunately, not unique and they add
enormously to the size of municipal utility bills. An accurate esti-
mate of how much the modern mania for ever more regulation
really costs is hard to obtain. Says the nationally recognized econo-
mist, William J. Laffer, Il

To be sure, the precise cost of regulation is extremely difficult to
determine. Nonetheless, combining the westimates of different
scholars suggests that the direct costs of regulation on the economy
currently amount to at least some $636 billion to $857 billion per
year, or between $6,565 and $8,869 annually per household. Even
after subtracting the benefits of regulation, using the most generous
estimates available, the net direct cost of regulation is some $364
billion to $538 billion per year, or hetween $3,762 and $5,561
annually per household.2!1

Then, echoing Hopkins, Gray, and others, Laffer commented:

These figures include the costs to businesses and consumers ofcom -
plying with environmental and other social regulations, the total cost
toconsumers in the form of higher prices and reduced choices due to
economic regulations, the costs imposed by government paperwork
requirements, administrative costs due to federal regulation of health
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care, and the direct costs imposed by state tortlaw.... Most impor-
tant, the cost estimates do not include any of the indirect, dynamic
effects of regulation. In particular, the figures do not include any
estimate of the reduction in productivity and output caused by the
direct costs, or of the impact of regulation on technological innova-
tion. While the productivity effects are difficult to quantify and the
effect on innovation is impossible to quantify, a number of studies
suggest that, taken together, the indirect costs due to reduced pro-
ductivity and innovation probably are greater than the direct costs
counted above.

Finally, Laffer concludes:

Assuming instead that the indirect costs only amount to some-
where between 50 percent and 100 percent of the direct costs, it
appears that the total cost of regulation ... could be anywhere
between $811 billion and $1,656 trillion per year, or between
$8,388 and $17,134 annually per household.... If transfers (of
costs from one regulatory group to another) are not subtracted as
benefits, then the total cost of regulation works out to somewhere
between $1,056 ¢trillion and $1,969 trillion per year, or between
$10,922 and $20,376 per household. By way of comparison, Ameri-
cans will pay an estimated $1,053 trillion in federal taxes in 1992, or
about $10,897 per household. Although these estimates are subject
to considerable uncertainty, itis quite possible that the total cost of
regulation now exceeds the total cost of taxation.22

This is a trend that shows no sign of abating. W hen does envi-
ronmental regulation become too expensive? And even too frivo-
lous? Where does common sense come in? Of course, everyone
wants to avoid pollution and to improve on what has occurred ir
the past. But standards must be set that are reasonahble and achiev-
able. The policies and procedures must be practical without con-
suming so high a portion of disposable income. Any other patf
leads to poverty— and poverty is truly the ultimate pollution
Wealthier is healthier, and excessive regulations can compromise

the public health and safety that they are often designed to protect
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CHAPTER 14

Why Do People Always Tend

to Believe the Worst?

As the science editor atTime, I would freely admit that on this issue
(the environment) we have crossed the boundary from news reporting
to advocacy.

— Charles Alexander, Time!

I do have an axe to grind. ... | want to be the cle subversive person
in television.

— Barbara Pyle, CNN environmental director2

There is no such thing as objective reporting.... 1’ve become even

more crafty about finding the voices to say the things I think are true.
That’s my subversive mission.

— Dianne Dumanoski, Boston Globe environmental
reporter3

We in the press like to say we’re honest brokers ofinformation, and ids
just not true. The press does have an agenda.

— Bernard Goldberg, CBS, “48 Hours”"4
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I'm not sure it is useful to include every single point of view.

— Linda Harrar, PBSproducer5

It doesn’t matter what is true; it only matters what people believe is
true.... You are what the media define you to be. [Greenpeace]
became a myth and a myth-generating machine.

—Paul Watson, co-founder of Greenpeace6

It is journalistically irresponsible to present both sides [of the
greenhouse, global warming theory] as though it were a question of
balance. Given the distribution ofviews ... it is irresponsible to give
equal time to a few people standing out in left field.

—Stephen Schneider, National Center for
Atmospheric Research (in Boston Globe, Mav 31,
1992)7

W ith attitudes like these shaping the news, is it any wonder that
the public gets only the side that the media elite approve? It begs
another crucial question: Having stated our case against “environ-
mental overkill,” we are obliged to ask ourselves, “W ho isrespon-
sible for it?”

s it the educational process? At least a measure of the respon-
sibility belongs to the schools, mainly because they have been
targeted by a barrage of “learning materials” from the extreme
environmental organizations and because they have been influ-
enced by media reports. For the most part, teachers and reporters
and editors have neither the time nor the patience to challenge the
assertions put forth by those who appear to have credentials or

“

have been presented as “experts.” The truth about the environ-
ment belongs in the classroom, of course. But the whole truth isnot
always what students get.

Jonathan H. Adler, environmental policy analyst at the Compet-

itive Enterprise Institute, put it this way:
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alarm over it, that is— a growing danger to children particularly.
Several scientists were at each other’'s legal throats in a developing
donnybrook over research on lead poisoning. One faction says it's
terribly dangerous if not controlled, while the other insists the
problem has been seriously overblown and should be put back into
proper perspective. At last reports, the EPA apparently wasn't
waiting to find out who would win the lead poisoning battle. It was
already using the work of the “terribly dangerous” advocates in
writing regulations on the use of lead.31 What could one expea,
given the shoot-from-the-hip, environmental-overkill nature of the
EPA?

In the meantime, it's appropriate to end this discussion of the
role of education and media in overkill with this warning from Dr.
Bernard Cohen, University of Pittsburgh physicist and one of

America's most distinguished nuclear scientists:

Our government'sscience and technology policy isnow guided by
uninformed and emotion-driven public opinion, rather than by
sound scientific advice. Unless solutions can be found to this prob-
lem, the U.S. will enter the 21st century declining in wealth, power,
and influence.... The coming debacle isnot due to the problems the
environmentalists describe, but to the policies they advocate.32

That should spell out the peril inherent in continued “environ-

mental overkill.”
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And that brings us to looking forward. Too many of us seem not
only to have lost a senseof Wonder athuman accomplishments but
to accept the notion that now all progress must stop. We are told
that humanity'smarvelous achievements might be severely damag-
ing to the Earth. Some environmentalists even tell us that any
human use of nature’'sresources isdetrimental. In thename ofenvi-
ronmentalism, we are being urged to change from a society that be-
lieves in progress and bettermentofthehumancondition toone that
isdedicated to “sustainability.” Itisby no means clear justwhat this
condition of “sustainability” really is, except that it rejects further
industrialization and is essentially a back-to-nature movement.

“In living in the world by his own will and skill, the stupidest
peasant or tribesman is more competent than the most intelligent
workers or technicians or intellectuals in a society of specialists,”
writes Wendell Berry, an agrarian admired by both greens and
cultural conservatives.2

My, my. Should all of us hecome peasants?

In tlie name of environmentalism, it is no longer enough to be
kind to animals, careful of wastes, and sensitive to ecosystems.
According to the spokesmen for the environmental movement
(those who are leaders and officers of the large international orga-
nizations, such as Greenpeace, WorldWatch, the Wilderness Soci-
ety, the Audubon Society, Environmental Defense Fund, Friends of
the Earth, Nature Conservancy, Earth First!, various Green politi-
cal groups, and many others), it is necessary not only to be good
stewards of the Earth and its resources, but it is essential also to
reduce human impact upon the air, water, and land, and to do it
immediately by any and all means possible— no matter how dras-
tic, no matter how costly. This extreme view of environmentalism
is, unfortunately, the one that drives public policy.

And there's the rub. Despite all the evidence of dramatic im -
provement in the use of natural resources and in better stewardship
of the natural world, many leaders of the environmental movement
continue to speak as if nothing had changed in the past 25 years.

Consider another statement by Vice President Gore:

Humankind has suddenly entered into a brand new relationship
with the planet Earth. The world's forests are being destroyed; an
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enormous hole isopening in the ozone layer. Living species aredying
at an unprecedented rate. Chemical wastes in growing volumes are
seeping downward to poison groundwater, while huge quantities of
carbon dioxide, methane, and chlorofluorocarbons are trapping

heat in the atmosphere and raising global temperatures.3

No evidence is given in support of any of these charges. State-
ments like this need to bhe putinto context. And one very meaningful
contextiscomparison. In the capitalist, free-market West, technol-
ogy is actually improving the environment, and environmentally-
sensitive products are being freely produced to meet consumer de-
mand. But in those areas of the world that most reflect the socialist
economic system preferred by regulating-via-governmentenviron-
mentalists— as in Eastern Europe and the former USSR — an envi-
ronmental mess has been made, a mess, however, that Western
companies and Western technology, far from harming the environ-
ment, will actually help clean up. It won't be easy or quick, but it
will be done, thanks to the very modern, high-tech, capitalistsociety
environmentalists fear and blame.

The radical and political environmentalists still speak as if no
solutions were possible, as if modern industrial civilization has to
be stopped in order to save the Earth. Here is what some of the
leaders and spokesmen for environmentalism have to say in the
widely distributed Worldwatch report, The State of the World,
1992

Lester Brown, president of the Worldwatch Institute, wrote:
“Building an environmentally sustainable future requires restrict-
ing the global economy, dramatically changing human reproduc-
tive behavior, and altering values and lifestyles. Doing this quickly
requires nothing short of a revolution.”4

Sandra Postel, co-author of Worldwatch's Annual Report, calls
for “a rethinking of our basic values and vision of progress.” This
restructuring must include “a shift from fossil fuels to solar-based
energy systems, new transportation networks, and new city de-
signs that reduce auto use, enhance recycling and reuse of re-
sources, equality between the sexes in all cultures, and strenuous

population control.”5

Another co-author, Hilary F. French, declares, “central to the

1
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task of strengthening global environmental governance is reform
of the vast United Nations system.” And, French added, “W hat is
needed is a transfer of financial and technological support from
North to South, from wealthy developed countries to debt-ridden,
trade-starved developing countries.” 6

Still another co-author, Michael Renner, targets five manufac-
turing industries— chemical, oil refining, paper, primary metals,
and clay, stone, and glass— as being “capital intensive, notorious
users of energy, prodigious producers of pollution, and stingy users
of human labor.” According to Renner, these industries are “mar -
ginal and ever-shrinking.”7

Worldwatch supports alternatives, and proposes to replace them
with recycling and reuse. But real, factual evidence to back up the
Worldwatch position isquestionable or lacking. Its adherents seem
to assume that others share their opinions and values, and, indeed,
their annual reports are widely quoted.

Judy Bari of Earth First! apparently agrees with the Worldwatch
position. She says, “I think if we don’'toverthrow capitalism, we
don'thave a chance of saving the world ecologically. | think it is
possible to have an ecologically sound society under socialism. |
don'tthink it's possible under capitalism.”8

The theoretician and one of the founders of the German Green
movement, Rudolf Bahro, recommends that people should live in
socialist communities of no more than 3,000, consuming only
what they produce and that they should be restricted from trading
with other communities. There should bhe no mechanized trans-
portation, no computers, no modern technology.9Any volunteers?

“Green politics,” wrote Jonathon Porritt and David Winner of
the British 6reens, “demands a whole new ethic in which violent,
plundering humankind abandons its destructive ways, recognizes
its dependence on Planet Earth, and starts living on a more equal
footing with the rest of nature.... The danger lies not only with
theodd maverick polluting factory, industry, or technology, but in
the fundamental nature of our economic systems. It is industrial-
ism itself— a ‘supra-technology' embraced by socialist countries,
as well as the capitalist West— which threatens us.” 10

From David Brower, founder of the Friends of the Earth and

former executive director of he Sierra Club, we get this bit of
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wisdom on ecological values: “W hile the death of young men in
war is unfortunate, it iSs no more serious than the touching of
mountains and wilderness areas by humankind.” Il

In a similar vein, Brower told a travel group in Whistler, British
Columbia, September 23,1992: “Loggers losing their jobs because
of Spotted Ow | legislation is, in my eyes, no different than people
being out of work after the furnaces of Dachau shut down.”

The aforementioned Jonathon Porritt, spokesman for Britain's
Ecology Party and director of Friends of the Earth, observed that
“from all the knowledge we now have about environmental issues,
the inevitable conclusion is that our way of life cannot be sus-
tained. ... We cannot go on living as we do now .” Those who
support “sustainable growth” leave him “spitting with rage. We
cannot continue v/ith our same material living standard and at the
same time be warriors on behalf of the planet. We in the West have
the standard of living we do only because we are so good at
stripping the Earth of its resources and oppressing the rest of the
world'speople in order to maintain that wealth.”

And finally this statement from David M. Graber, research
biologist with the National Park Service: “Human happiness and
certainly human fecundity are not as important as a wild and
healthy planet. | know social scientists who remind me that people
are part of nature, but it isn't true. Somewhere along the line— at
about a billion years ago and maybe half that— we quit the con-
tract and became a cancer. We have become a plague upon our-
selves and wupon the Earth. It is cosmically unlikely that the
developed world will choose to end its orgy of fossil energy con-
sumption and the Third World its suicidal consumption of the
landscape. Until such time as Hom o sapiens should decide to rejoin
nature, some of us can only hope for the right virus to come
along.” 12

Many, many more examples could be cited. The anti-human,
anti-Western civilization attitude can be traced back to the begin-
ning of the environmental movement and to one of its founders,
John Muir. Speaking to alligators (!), he said, “May you enjoy your
lily pads and your aquatic grasses, secure in your undisturbed
habitat. And may you occasionally enjoy a mouthful of terror-

stricken manxby wayg of a dainty.”
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Nice sentiment, no? In today's world, this attitude and the
agenda for achieving ecological goals iswell summed up by Chris-
topher Manes in his book, Green Rage (1990).13 The author
outlined a program for ecological reform. Its main features in-

clude:

« Deindustrialization of the West.

* Reduction of human population.

« Elimination of all use of fossil fuel, including automobiles,
coal-fired plants, and manufacturing processes using petro-
chemicals.

« End of all monoculture and cattle production.

« End of all commercial logging.

« Restoration of wilderness on developed land.

« Reintroduction of large predators, such as grizzly bears and

wolves. And so on....

Manes is one of the intellectual leaders of the activist environ-
mentalists. His book is provocative; according to his supporters,
he makes “a profoundly affecting plea for the unmaking of
civilization— powerful enough to change our view of the world
and our place in it.”

I[twould bhe a mistake to dismiss what the Greens want as mere
paranoia. If we believe in the world that knowledge and technol-
ogy have built, we must defend it. The question ishow do we do it?

First, we must recognize that the environmental movementisnot
about facts or logic. More and more itishbhecoming clear that those
who support the so-called “New World Order” or World Govern-
ment under the United Nations have adopted global environmen-
talism as a basis for the dissolution of independent nations and the
international realignment of power. Note the announcement of a
new unifying principle espoused by the Council of the Club of
Rome in 1991:

“In searching for a new enemy to unite us, we came up with the
idea that pollution, the threat of global warming, water shortages,
famine, and the like would fit the bill ATl these dangers are

caused by human intervention The realenemy, then,ishuman-
ity itself.” 14
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Second, itis about how people feel. The rational assembling of
evidence and the drawing of conclusions from data are the respon-
sibility and business of science. But whether those facts, data, and
conclusions warrant action plans that require expenditure of pub-
lic funds is the responsibility and business of those officials who are
elected to make public policy. This distinction is too seldom appre-
ciated.

Third, we have to understand that no amount of scientific
“proof,” however decisive it may seem to a scientist, will influence
or change the minds of those who hold deeply felt beliefs.

Fourth, despite any rejection of facts or logic, science must
persist in its constant search for the truth, without itself falling
victim to the convictions that arise from preconceived beliefs.

Fifth, the obligation of science to provide factual explanations of
phenomena and issues, certainly including environmental ones,
cannot be abrogated by remaining silent. The public deserves and
must have access to reliable information or itwill be dominated by

emotionally driven but factually empty statements freely uttered

“ “

by self-appointed experts” and spokesmen.” Why don't more

competent scientists speak up?

One explanation for this silence was given several years ago,
May 24 and 25, 1978, by the late Dr. John Isaacs, then director of
the Institute of Marine Resources at the University of California.
Speaking in testimony to the Water Resources Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Public Works, Dr. Isaacs called attention to

the dilemma many scientists face:

Many of the great regulatory and enforcement agencies of the United
States are beginning to adopt the pose of the medieval churches, with
regard not for what is true or right, but rather for what defends their
notions of the intent of regulatory laws or their established policies
and for what supports their own delusions of power, omniscience,
and infallibility'! The beleaguered scientist with evidence of the falli-
bility of these agencies, or the triviality of a program that they
regulate, or of the underlying faults in their regulations can only
recant his findings (if he wants any more research support) and
content himself with the muttered aside: Eppur si tnuore (neverthe-
less it moves), as did Galileo, following his confrontation with the
awesome forces of the hierarchy of his times.15
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[t is obvious that our regulatory “command and control” sys-
tem, relying as itdoes too much on fees and penalties, is itselfout of
control. Reform is overdue.

In the same testimony (95th Congress), Dr. Isaacs also quoted
Niccolo Machiavelli (The Prince, 1530): “An hypothesis is always
more believable than the truth, for it has been tailored to resemble
our ideas of truth, whereas the truth is just its own clumsy self.
Ergo, never discover the truth when an hypothesis will do.”

As the months and years roll by without the appearance of the
catastrophes that have been projected by the Greens— and ifscien-
tists continue to improve both our knowledge and understanding
of natural processes and the degree to which mankind may influ-
ence them— the public may get fed up with emotionalism. Then it
will become evident that all the predictions of ecological disaster
are based upon hypotheses, on imperfect models, and on computer
simulations, not on a solid body of truth.

Computer models and simulations are important and necessary
tools of scientific inquiry, from which much can be learned. But
they are far too imperfeqt to use as a basis for public policy. They
are fundamentally subjective and their projections are totally de-
pendent on the data programmed into them. Nature is infinitely
more complex, and, most important, nature is real. Computer
models arenothing but hypotheses. Our futurecannot be governed
by them .16

W e started this Epilogue with a quotation from the writing of

“

Lord Macaulay. Since so much of the environmental overkill”
movement in today's world is directed against our form of gov-
ernment, we begin our conclusion with another Macaulay quota-
tion. On May 23, 1857, in a letter to an American friend, he

wrote:

A democracy cannot survive as a permanent form of government. It
can last only until its citizens discover that they can vote themselves
largesse from the public treasury. From that moment on, the major-
ity (who vote) will vote for the candidates promising the greatest
benefits from the public purse, with the result that a democracy will
always collapse from loose fiscal policies, always followed by a
dictatorship.
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BRIEFING ON THE ISSUES CONCERNING HB212.

When the Tanana Valley state forest was established in 1983, it was intended to be a “working forest"
designated for use. To preventit from becoming a park, 14 uses including timber harvest _nd access,
mining, hunting, trapping, wildlife management, and recreation were guaranteed in the Tanana Valley
State Forest law. It is inconceivable that someone would tamper with this hard earned community
consensus. But in 1990, without representation from the Interior, the Forest Practices Act Steering
Committee removed the 14 guaranteed uses from the original state forest law.

HB 212, introduced by Jeannette James, reinstates the 14 uses in the Tanana Valley State Forest law,

restoring the intent of the state forest as it was originally created: a place for people to use. The Tanana
Valley Sportsmen Association supports this multiple use bill: we assisted in drafting portions of it.

To understand die importance of the state forest, one must look at how it fits in with the other land use
designations over the entire valley. Ever)' land use designation has a stated "primary use". All other
uses must be compatible with that stated primary use. Most of the valley, about 80%, in set aside as
"limited use" designations: park, refuge, wildlife habitat, recreation, wilderness etc. In contrast, the
state forest, a”mere 5% of the valley, was set aside as an area to be used by people, to be actively
managed toproduce timber, game and other products, making ita unique and valuable asset to the local
community. Itprovides a type of multiple use recreation that is rare: access by forest roads and trails.
There are few areas one can drive to for this type of off-highway recreation. State forest roads and skid
trails get tremendous use by hunters (grouse, moose, and bear), trappers, snowmachiners, berry pickers,
campers, firewood cutters, skiers and dogmushers. The skid trailsin the Rosie Creek woodcutting area
have been used by the US ski team for training during the winter and mountain bike races during the
summer. Winter roads put in by loggers are quickly taken over by trappers, dogmushers,
snowmachiners and skiers. These multiple uses take place because of access created by tim'~er harvest.
The forest industry built the roads that everyone uses, providing unique recreational opportunities not
available in the rest of the valley. State forest roads also serve to disperse hunting pressure.

Environmentalists have stated that the entire valley will be clearcut and roaded. How can this be true,
when the state forest only covers 5% of the land? It is becoming increasingly clear that
environmentalists wish to eliminate timber harvest from the valley. HB 212 is needed to protect our
local forest industry and other forest users from continued attack from preservationists.

The boreal forest has evolved around major disturbances such as wildfire. Because fire periodically
cleans out the older forest and starts new vegetation growing, forests in the interior do not reach old
ages like those found in the Pacific northwest. Wildlife, particularly game and furbearers, need this new
vegetation to provide food and cover. Environmentalists have dishonestly sold the concept thatall timber
harvest is bad for the environment. This is not true. Timber harvest, like fire, creates new vigorously
growing vegetation important to our interior wildlife.

To understand tlie critical role timber harvest plays, one must understand fire history in the Tanana
Valley. Since the 1950's wildfire has been actively suppressed. Before fire fighting, it's estimated that
an average of 160,000 acres burned every year in the Tanana Valley. With the advent of fire fighting,
less than 100,000 acres are burned in an average year. For forty years, the Tanana Valley has been
shorted 60,000 acres per year of new vegetation important to game and other wildlife because of fire
fighting. Forestinventories show that there are very few forests younger than fifty years old. To bring



back healthy wildlife populations, forest habitat must be rehabilitated. Since there are many scattered
private lands in the valley, wildfire will not be allowed to bum in many places. Timber harvest and
vegetation crushing are the only practical management tools available to bring health back to our
ecosystem. Crushing is expensive. In contrast, timber harvest provides free habitat enhancement as
well as a«xess for hunters, trappers, snowmachiners, and cross country skiers, etc.

Although environmentalists talk glowingly about multiple use to the newspapers, their statements
elsewhere show a "no use" view of managing the state forest. In commenting on tlie timber sale
schedule, the Arctic Audubon Society stated: "This summer, members of Arctic Audubon formed a
research group to inventory the distribution Townsend's Warbler because it could become endangered
early in interior Alaska as a direct result of logging. Along the Cache Creek Road to Lett Fork Creek,
only two Townsend Warbler's were observed * The published range of the warbler is hundreds of
miles to the east of this area. Any species at the edge of its range will be less abundant. Since fire
fighting has kept tlie forest at older ages across the valley, species such as the Townsend Warbler should
be at artificially high numbers and early successional wildlife, such as moose, ruffed grouse and hare,
at artificially low numbers. Audubon’'scomments go on further to request that because of the Townsend
Warbler, the state forest near tlie Cache ~reek area "should bhe managed for natural values, which
means no harvest or roads”. If Audufr nments were put into action, the forest would be kept at
an artificially older age to the detrimem -ose, hare, Jynx, ruffed grouse and other important game
and furbearers! We believe this is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to create a "spotted owl"
for tlie interior with the sole purpose of stopping timber harvest and subsequent use by the public. An
activist with the fringe environmental group, the Alaska Boreal Forest Council recently requested the
Board of Forestry to restrict harvest on 75% of the state forest. The attacks on the state forest multiple
use and our local forest industry are not based on sound management concerns, but rather on turning
tlie one small piece of the valley allocated to use into a wilderness. HB 212 protects not only the timber
industry but all users of the state forest.

Numerous guidelines exist within the state forest management plan, Forest Practices Ac*, bhest
management practices, forest land use plans, forest management statutes, and regulations lo provide for
sound management of our state forest. All timber harvest is reviewed by the Departments of Fish &
Game and Environmental Conser/ation ensuring that fisheries are protected and habitat enhanced. Each
timber sale must be listed for at least two years and go through two reviews by the public. With the
possible exception of oil and gas, forest harvest on state land is the most regulated of all industries.
Except for very small sales, current legislation (HB 212) does not eliminate this review process as the
opponents have asserted. We all agree that wise management is essential.

In addition to restoring the 14 guaranteed multiple uses of the state forest, House Bill 212 has clauses
that TV S A drafted to protect multiple use, public access and management of wildlife for game.

We strongly support the return to the concept of a "working state forest” where the primary purpose
of multiple use is on producing timber, because it results in game and access. Because the community
receives many benefits from timber harvest, and harvest is critically needed to improve habitat and
provides a type of recreation not commonly found (accessible recreation), we believe that HB 212
offers a win-win toour community by regaining what was taken away in 1990 and protecting our local
forest industry from the onslaught of preservationists.

Sincerely,
Bud Burris, TVSA Forestry and Habitat committee



RESOLUTION- BV TANANA VALLEY SPORTSMENS' ASSOCIATION

SUPPORTING REESTABLISHMENT OF THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF THE
TANANA VALLEY STATE FOREST AS A TIMBER BASE, REMOVING OVERLY
BURDENSOME LAWS ON THE FOREST INDUSTRY, GUARANTEEING ACCESS
TO STATE FOREST RESOURCES BY HUNTERS, LOGGERS, AND OTHER
FOREST USERS, AND ESTABLISHING GAME PRODUCTION AS THE PRIMARY
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE IN THE STATE FOREST.

WHEREAS, not unlike hunters, local loggers in Interior Alaska arc under fire from a
barrage of preservationists and anti-human use attacks, and,

WHEREAS, harvesting trees for firewood, cabin logs and lumber is a customary and
traditional use of Interior forests, and;

WHEREAS, the forest industry is important in diversifying and contributing to the local
economy by creating jobs from a renewable resource, and;

WHEREAS, the Tanana Valley State Forest was originally established with community
consensus to provide a sustainable timber base, and;

WHEREAS, the Tanana Valley State Forest comprises a mere 5% of the Tanana
drainage, and;

WHEREAS, some 75% of the Tanana drainage is already locked ip and dedicated to
wilderness and nonconsumptive uses, and;

WHEREAS, silvicultural practices such as use of wildfire and logging that begin anew
the cycle of forest succession actually enhance the habitat of many wildlife species
important to hunters, particularly for personal consumptive use (food), and;

WHEREAS, access developed as a result of timber operations provides recreational
opportunities not commonly found in the Tanana valley and is useful in dispersing
hunting pressure, and;

WHEREAS, access to forest resources is under attack, and;

WHEREAS, intensive management of habitat and game for human consumptive use is
mandated in state law;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Tanana Valley Sportsmens' Association supports
legislative efforts to reestablish the primary purpose of the Tanana Valley State Forest
as providing a timber base, removing overly burdensome laws on the forest industry,
guaranteeing access to state forest resources by hunters, loggers, and other forest users,
and establishing game production as the primary wildlife management objective in the
state forest.



RESOLUTION - BY ALASKA TRAPPERS ASSOCIATION

SUPPORTING RESTABLISHMENT OF PRIMARY fVJRYOS" OF TEE TAIN'ANA
VALLEY STATE FOREST

W HEREAS, like trappers, local loggers in Interior Alaska arc under fire from a
barrage of preservationist attacks, and;

W HEREAS, sustainably harvesting trees for firewood, cabin logs and lumber is a
customary and traditional use of Interior forests, and;

W HEREAS, the Tanana Valley State Forest was originally established with community
concensus to provide a sustainable timber base, and;

WHEREAS, the Tanana Valley State Forest comprises a mere 5% of the Tanana
drainage, and;

WHEREAS, some 75% of the Tanana drainage is already locked-up and dedicated to
wilderness and nonconsumptive uses, and;

W HEREAS, silvicultural practices such as use of wildfire and logging that begin anew
the cycle of forest succession actually enhance the habitat of many important furbearers
and their prey;

r
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Alaska Trappers Association supports legislative

efforts to reestablish the primary purpose of the Tauana Valley State Forest as
providing a multiple use timber base.
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#94-7

ARESOLUTION SUPPORTING
THE COMPATIBILITY OF ALASKA
FOREST PRODUCTS AND VISITOR INDUSTRIES

WHEREAS, ihe tourism industry and management of Alaska's renewable forest

resources are both important to the good of Alaska’'seconomy; and

WHEREAS, Aiaska's tounsm industry and fores: products industry arc compatible;
and
WHEREAS, .Alaska's tourism industry and forest products industry face increased

regulations and laws which challenge Alaska's sustainable economic growth; and

WHEREAS, in many communities the forest products industry provides the basic
infrastructure (power, roads, utilities) which allows for the development of visitor

-services; and—

WHEREAS, both the forest products industry and the visitor industry in Alaska axe
renewable, sustainable, regulated and compatible with protection ot the environment.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska Visitors Association
supports a strong forest products industry in Alaska and supports the management of
forests on a sustainable and renewahle basis.

BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that AV A supports finding and developing increased
interaction with Alaska's forest product industry.

Adopted by the AVA Membership
September 30, 1994

N



RESOLUTION #94-3
Upper Tanana Subregional Advisory Board

Timber Development For the Upper Tanana Subregion

WHEREAS, the Upper Tanana Subregional Advisory Board met
in a quorum on October 26 & 27, 1994 Tanacross,

and

WHEREAS, the Upper Tanana villages were supportive of a
timber development'project last year, and

WHEREAS, the Upper Tanana villages continue to support
such a project, and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: that the Upper Tanana
Subregional Advisory Board requests that the administration
of Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc. direct staff to assist the

Upper Tanana villages in drafting legislation to:
i

1) Have a timber demonstration project specifically
for the Upper Tanana area, and

2) Language will include a provision for Forest Manage-
ment Agreement, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: that a committee of the Upper
Tanana villages be appointed to assist in drafting of the
proposed legislation.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that this resolution was duly passed by the
Upper Tanana Subregional Advisory Board on October 27, 1994.

Danny Adams
Chairman



Alaska Environmental Lobby, Inc. )
Plionc: 907-463-3366

P,a Box 22151 Juneau, Alaska 99802 Fax: 907-463-3312

MANAGEMENT AND SALE OF STATE TIMBER

Passage of HB 212 or HB 261 is inappropriate, ill-advised, short sighted
and detrimental to the enhancement of the forest products industry in
Alaska. These bills take the State backwards from the goal of improving
our economic future and building strong communities.

SUSTAINED Y ITELD
Alaskans depend on the resources of this State for our livelihood and our

lifestyle. In Article VIII (Natural Resources) the State constitution
provides for the development of resources "by making them available for
maximum use consistent with tlie public interest.” Article VIII, Section 4

provides that "Fish, forests, wildlife grasslands and all other replenishable
resources belonging to the State shall be utilized, developed, and
maintained on the sustained yield principle, subject to preferences among

beneficial uses."

HB 212 and HB 261 favor commercial timber harvest over all other uses
of state forests, and require a high level of scientific proof before DNR
may restrict commercial logging on state forest. This is in diametric
opposition to the underlying principles of the Constitution that provides for

sustained yield of renewable resources.

Changing the purpose of state forests from multiple use to
timber production, making commercial logging the chief
consideration in land use planning is irresponsible.

ALASKA FOREST PRACTICES ACT
By the mid 80's it was clear that uniform and enforceable minimum
standards for protecting fish habitat was essential for the long-term
protection of Alaska's fisheries. Then Governor Cowper, seeking to
mediate solutions that would protect the collective interests of the State, and
retain a viable timber industry, appointed the Alaska Forest Practices

Review Steering Committee.

ALASKA CINIIR TOR Till INVIRONMCNI o ALASKA CIIAPIIR, SIfRKA CLUB e ALASKA FRIINDS Of THC IARTM
ANCHORAGI AUDUBON SOCIIlY  AKCIIC AUDUBON SOCIIIY » CHAN AK COALIIION « DINAH CHI/INS COUNCIL
OCNALI GROUP, MCRRA CLUB « IUNCAU AUDURON SOCIIIY e [UNIAU GROUP. SURRA CH.B
KACMLMAK BAY CONSIRSAIION SOCIY » AtNAI PININSUIA AUDUBON SOCIIIY » KNIK CANOIRS AND KAYAKIKS
KNIK CROUP SURRA CLUB  KODIAK AUDUBON SOCIIIY « LYNN CANAL CONSIKVAIION mNORIMIKN ALASKA LNVIRONMINIAI CINIIR
I'KINCC WILLIAM SOUND CONSIRVAIION AHIANCt « SIAA CONSIKVAIION SOCIIIY « SOUIHICAS! ALASKA CONSIKVAIION COUNCIL « IONGASS CONSIKVAIION SOCIISY
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To achieve an objective and balanced review, the review process included
representatives of timber land owners, state agencies, and users of public
resources affected by forest practices. The committee included equal
representation from timber groups and nonrtimber groups.

This Committee developed the plan that is now refereed to as the Forest
Practices Act, and their final report is the "green book agreement".

Tlie steering committee adopted five ground rules to guide their process.
The final ground rule was "All parties agree to be an advocate for an
agreed upon plan." The parties agreement was to the entire plan —not to
individual parts of it. Thus if the agreement is changed, the parties are not
bound to continue their support.

HB 212 and HB 261 propose major changes to the Alaska Forest
Resources and Practices Act, AS 38.0S.112-113 & AS
41.17.010-950 ("FPA") and the forest land planning provision
in Alaska Statutes. These changes are unacceptable!

Changes delete from the law the requirement for the State to consider
interdisciplinary data on short, long term and cumulative impacts of forest
harvest activities on all forest resources. This in essence prevents
concerns over timber harvest impacts on salmon habitat, trap
line habitat or other uses from being considered prior to a
commercial sale of timber.

OUR SHARED FUTURE
If we are lucky, history may show that Alaska learned from the mistakes of
ethers. Today some of our wild salmon stocks are healthy, our water is
clean enough in many parts of the State to meet the national standard, and
our air is on most days is clean enough to breathe. It is only through good
fortune and vastness thet it is so.

= Oppose the devaluation of public resource for private
gain without consideration of other users.

= Oppose behind doors negotiated contracts.

= Support Community input and notice. 4/26/95



