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State Capitol
Juneau. Alaska
99801-1182
(907) 465-3743
FAX (907) 465-2381

representative
JEANNETTE JAMES
P.0. Box 56622
North Pole. Alaska 99705
(907) 488-1546
FAX (907) 488-4271

Rouse (®f Representatives
House District 34

Sponsor Statement

HJR 14 A Resolution relating to supporting the “American Land Sovereignty Protection
Act.”

I have proposed this legislation on the premise that my greatest responsibility as an
Alaskan and as an Alaskan State Legislator is to protect and defend the sovereignty of our
Great State, and, further, to support protection of sovereignty of our Great Nation.

A little known fact is that, in 1971, the United States joined the U.N. program calling for
establishing “biosphere reserves” around the world. These reserves are surrounded by
buffer zones that restrict human behavior. Forty seven national parks, which cover 51
million acres of land, are classified as these sanctuaries. Sixty-eight percent of our
national parks, preserves and monuments have been designated to the United Nations
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), to Biosphere Reserves and

World Heritage Sites, without any legislative or congressional direction.

Most disturbing is that 40.7 million acres of this land designated to UNESCO are in the
State of Alaska. A World Heritage Site in Alaska is the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park
and Preserve (13.2 million acres). There are six Biosphere Reserves: Admiralty Island
National Monument (921,000 acres); Aleutian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (2.7
million acres); Denali National Park and Preserve (6.5 million acres); Gates of the Arctic
National Park and Preserve (7.5 million acres); Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve
(3.3 million acres; and Noatak National Preserve (6.6 million acres).

There is legitimate concern about some possible international interference during the
decision making processes on domestic lands. Too often, we Alaskans have found
ourselves under federal oversight with no recourse. Soon, we may find ourselves under
International oversight! We must not let this happen. This legislation will reaffirm the
constitutional authority of the Congress as elected representatives of the people over the
land of the United States. We want the Congress to make these decisions with a public
process, not the President or his appointees. Please vote yes on CS HIJR 14, to support
Congressman Don Young’s resolution HR 901, the American Lands Sovereignty Act of

1997, which he just introduced in the 105th Congress.



MAY 011997

RESOLUTION

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REPUBLICAN PARTY OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS, Alaska State Representative Jeannette James has introduced a resolution,
HJR-14, in support of United States House Resolution No. 901, the "American Lands

Sovereignty Protection Act of 1997," introduced by Congressman Don Young in the
105th Congress; and

WHEREAS, this legislation requires the specific approval of Congress before any area
within the United States in nominated, classified, or designated to any international

program; and

WHEREAS, there are no requirements now for public input, or input from local citizens
who are affected by these designations, and, currently, there is no requirement for
congressional approval for international land designations negotiated between the

United Nations and executive branch of our government; and

WHEREAS, 67 United Nations land designations already exist in our nation, covering
51 million acres of land, with 40.7 million acres being in the State of Alaska, there is
legitimate cause for concern about international entities interfering with decisions

regarding use of our domestic lands; and

WHEREAS, international interference is already happening in countries around the
world. These designations are open invitations for environmentalist groups to block
development in these areas. There is documentation showing that we are under attack by
outside sources , and we must make a stand to end this invasion and protect the

sovereignty of our great State and the Nation;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Republican Party of Alaska strongly urges
the Alaska State Legislature's swift passage of HIR-14.

Copies to go to:

Representative Gail Phillips, Speaker of the House.
Senator Mike Miller, Senate President.

Governor Tony Knowles

All Alaska State Legislators.

Senator Ted Stevens

Senator Frank Murkowski

Congressman Don Young

Governor's of the 49 remaining States.

All members of the 105th Congress.

Unanimously Passed by the RPA State Central Committee
April 5,1997
Juneau, Alaska
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UNTIED NATIONS LAND DESIGNATIONS IN ALASKA

World Heritage Site

Wrangell-St. Enas National Park and Preserve (NPS)

13.2 million acres »

Biosphere Reserves
Admiralty Island National Monument (USFS)

921,000 acres

Aleutian Islands National Wildlife Refuge (USF&WS)
2.7 million acres

Denali National Park and Preserve (NPS)
6.5 million acres

Gates of the Arctic National Park and Preserve (NPS)
7.5 million acres

Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve (NPS)
3.3 million acres

Noatak National Preserve (NPS)

6.6 million acres

GRAND TOTAL ACREAGE WITH UN DESIGNATIONS

40.7 M|”|0n ACFGS —An area nearly as large as the Slate of Washington

** TOTAL PAGE.002 **
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Map of U.S. Biosphere Reserves

U.S. Man and the Biosphere

Biological Resources Division - USGS

Map of U.S. Biosphere Reserves
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The Biosphere Reserve Concept

In 1968. the UNESCO Conference on the Conservation and Rational Use of the Biosphere gave rise to the Man and the
Biosphere (MAB) Programme within UNESCO. The biosphere reserve concept was key to achieving MAB's objective of
sinking a balance between conserving biodiversity, encouraging economic and socitti development, and preserving cultural

values.

Biosphere reserves are areas of terrestrial and coastal/marine ecosystems, where, through appropriate zoning patterns and
management mechanisms, the conservation of ecosystems and their biodiversity is enstred. Each biosphere reserve bas three

basic functions;

* aconservationfunction: {0 contribute to the conservation of landscapes, ecosystems, species and genetic variation;
» adevelopmentfunction: t0 foster economic and human development which is socially and ecologically sustamable;
* alogisticfunction: 10 provide support for research, monitoring, education and information exchange related to local,

national and global issues of conservation and development,
For management purposes, each reserve is divided into three zones:

* core zone: Strictly protected areas with very little human
Influence, which are used to monitor natural changes in
representative ecosystems and serve as conservation areas
for biodiversity; _

* buffer zone: agas surrounding the core zoDe where only
low impact activities are allowed, such as research,
environmental education, and recreation;

* transition zone: the outer zone where sustainable use of
resources by local communities is encouraged and these
Impacts can be compared to zones of greater protection.

While traditional parks often attempt to form small
Erotectﬁd areas inaworld in reasmgly dommaéed, bx _
evere human Impacts, hiospnere reserves are designed to bring people and nature together to demonstrate how to hoth

use and preserve nature.

The Global Picture

A primary goal of UNESCO-MARB is the exchange of scientific knowledge and management experience. There are
currently'more than 335 biosphere reserves in 85 countries, forming a global network of scientists and natural resource
managers working to maintain the Ior]lg-term survival of fragile ecosystems. Because of its unique structure, this .
biosphere reserve network bas the ability to serve as a medium for the worldwide exchange of ideas and information on
conserving biodiversity and monitoring ‘ecological changes in the environment.

A major international conference held in Seville, Spain in 1995 refined and strengthened Lbe strategy for this global
cooperative effort. By recognizing the value of Partn_ershlps among local communities government Institutions,
non-govemmental ofganizations and private enterprises -- such s that between UNESCO, Cl. Intel, and NEC -- the
netwiork is capitalizing on the shared strengths and needs among each of its participants.

Bioplicrc Reserves FAQ



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

501 W. Northern Lights Blvd.. Suite 203. Anchorage, Alaika 99503 FAX: (907) 278-7997 Telephone: (907) 276-0347

January 27, 1997

Honorable Don Young

US House of Representatives
2332 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0201

RE; World Heritage Sites

Dear Congressman Young,

Enclosed for your information and use are several items dealing with the "Volcanoes of
Kamchatka" World Heritage Site, They show how this designation is being used block mine

development projects on Kamchatka.

First is a December 18, 1996 joint press release by the Environmental Defense Fund, the Sierra
Club and the Pacific Environment &. Resources Center which opposes mining on Kamchatka.
The groups are trying to force OPIC (Overseas Private Investment Corporation) to withdraw its
support for any mining in the area. This release occurred immediately after five local parks and
preserves on Kamchatka were designated as the Volcanoes of Kamchatka World Heritage Site.

Also enclosed is a packet of related material | just received from Arthur H. Ditto, President of
Kinross Gold Corporation. Kinross is a partner in Kamgold, the operating company for the
Aginskove Mine, a project targeted by the press release. This packet contains several items of
correspondence between the opposition groups and OPIC and several local Kamchatka

government entities and OPIC.

This materia] shows one way that World Heritage Sites are being used to block mining projects.

It is interesting that on page 5 of their May 13, 1996 letter to OPIC, the groups even used the fact
that the area had been "nominated"” for listing asjustification for opposing the Aginskoye project.
The letter uses the standard hype and rhetoric to create fear and, as we have often seen, attempts
to disarm the Native Peoples with talk of culture, lifestyles, salmon spawning, etc. The groups
aren't concerned about jobs, food, health care, warm clothes, and warm homes. One of the

Russians states
"...the attitude of the pro-environmentalists shows criminal disrespect for human life in this

part of Russia; our children have to starve and freezejust because well-off Americans
think that they may not have enough salmon left for them...the environmentalists resort to

falsification of facts and distortion of information."



The immediate danger for Alaska is the combined "Beringia International Patk, World Heritage
Site, and Marine Biosphere Reserve". A World Heritage Site or Biosphere Reserve designation
would be used to stop development on adjacent State and Native lands and would make it much
more difficult to get approvals for a railroad or other infrastructure in the area. Such
infrastructure will be required to develop coal or other minerals in Northwestern Alaska.

Sincerely.

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director

enclosures

cc. Senator Frank Murkowski
Senator Ted Stevens



World Heritage Sites /Biosphere Reserves

Biosphere Reserves — include three areas for management
purposes.

1. Core zone: strictly protected area with very little human
influence.

2. Buffer zone: low impact activity only - such as research,
environmental education and recreation.

3. Transition zone: outer zone where sustainable use of
resources Is encouraged in cooperation with biosphere
objectives. Itis compared to the other zones for effect.

Also, there is no determined size, which allows it to be expanded
if necessary.

In your packet is a letter from Steven Borell, Executive Director of
the Alaska Miners Association, Inc.

National Parks and preserves in northern region included on the
list for Beringia International Park.

Marine Biosphere Reserve / Bering Land Bridge National
Preserve

Cape Kruzenstern National Monument
Noatak National Preserve

Kobuk Valley National Park

Selowik National Wildlife Refuge

WM



All of these parks and refuges would be included in the
Beringia International Park - including the water in between.

According to Irene Anderson (Sitnasuak Native Corp.) all this
Is being done without approval of Congress.
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October 10,1995

Ms. Irene Anderson
Land Manager
Sitnasuak Native Corporation

P.O. Box 905
Nome, AK 99762

Dear Irene:

Thank you for contacting me concerning the National Park Service funding
of Beringia Heritage International Park meetings. This proposed park is a waste of
money as we both know. The idea that more federal regulation is needed in Alaska

issimply out of touch with the reality of Alaska.

I oppose funding of the activities you mention, but they are not illegal —
unwise yes. | will be sure to keep this use oftaxpayer dollars in mind when the

Park Service budget is debated.
Thank you for keeping me informed.

Sincerely,

United States Senator
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By Steve Borell
0 ne of the reasons mining Is

expanding in Alaska is that we

are in a period of relative sta-

bility regarding land status and new
land restrictions. However, as with the
forest products industry, the Clinton
Administration could aad tremendous
uncertainty with the stroke of a pen.
At issue are the establishment of
world heritage sites and biosphere-
reserves which do not now require con-
gressional approval. The Alaska
Nnt'onal Interest Lands Conservation
Act of 1980 (ANILCA) includes what
is called the “no more” clause, which
makes it illegal for federal agencies to
even study fur her restrictions to federal
lands in Alaska. But there now appears

a loophole big enough to push West.

Virginia through.

Federal Lands Already

Closed to Multiple Use

Alaska has a total area of 305
million acres... a million acres per
day of the year. Once the state of

Alaska and tha Nnt rporations
receive title to all l[Y]GEﬁ'OIalonds, the

federal government will still own
about 215 million acres. Of this
amount, about 165 million acres are

T hre

In A

already in congressionally designated
national parks, preserves, wildlife
refuges, wilderness, wild and scenic
rivers, etc. These lands are therefore
off-limits to any development,
including mining.

It is hard to visualize 165 million
acres. One comparison is that the
entire State of Texas totals 168 million
acres. A better comparison is that the
amount of federal land in Alaska
already closed to development is equal
to the combined total acreage of the
states of New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Ohio,
Indiana, and Illinois!

Land Stability

Passage of ANILCA and the years
of controversy surrounding it saw many
mining companies leave the state. Why
should they invest ina place where there
was such land status uncertainty?
Memories of the past remain, but we
now have had more .han 15 years of
“relative” stability. | use the term rel-

f&fe because during that period Alaska
another 700,000 acres of multipl

15 i eyt
agencies broke tho promises of pro-

tecting valid existing rights in places
like Kantishna and the Fortymile, and

S4 Alaska Business Monthly September 1996

at to

la s k a ?

there have been ongoing attempts to
create such things as an international
park. Here lies the loophole.

Beringia Threat Appears

While the press has focused on
stopping oail drilling on the Coastal
Plain of ANWR, an effort has been
building to lock up other parts of
Alaska. The National Park Service and
Erofesslonal environmental groups

ave'failed for establishment of a
Beringia International Park covering
Western Alaska and Eastern Russia.
Actually, they want an international
park, a marine biosphere reserve and
a world heritage site across the area.
Each ofthese designations would stop
most development, but the biosphere
reserve and the world heritage site are
the most'troubling,

Biosphere reserves have three
par Is. First is a core area where every-
thing is natural and absolutely no
human impact is allowed. Next Is a
buffer area with ill-defined bound-
aries around the core where some
human activity, Including research,
educati ard_ipferpretative uses,
are the mﬁ nﬁﬁht cgmes the outer
area where limited development and
human habitation is allowed. The
boundaries are not well-defined so
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they can be expanded over time. It
should be obvious that mining and
any other development would not be
allowed in a biosphere reserve.

The other designation, world her*
itagc site, is a United Nations* desig-
nation and it brings its own list of
restrictions. The preservationists want
this designation because they could
call in international pressure and any
development would have to be
approved by the U.N, The Red Dog
Mine road required congressional
approval to cross Cape Krusenstern
National Monument. But if the area
had been covered by a world heritage
site, the U.N. would have had to

approve the road and the port.

Impact on Adjacent
Lands

However, the impact of the new
designations would go beyond their
speciflc boundaries, and lands outside
the designated area would also,
become restricted. A situation near
Yellowstone National Park shows how
these sites are used to stop devel-
opment.

Mining began in the New World
Mining District of Southwestern
Montana in about 1865 and the
adjacent Yellowstone National Park
was established in 1872. In 1978
Yellowstone was given an added des-
ignatlon as a world heritage site.
Crown Butte Mines is-today trying to
reopen a mine in the historic mining
area outside the park. This new under-
ground mine would: be outside the
park on private land; be totally out of
view from the park; be in a drainage
that flows away from the park; clean
up areas left by mining that occurred
before the current environmental
requirements; improve the water
quality of the stream; create 250
new iobs.

Tne preservationists insist that the
mine will adversely impact
Yellowstone and arc determined to
stop it. While the environmental
impact statement was still being
developed, Assistant Secretary of the
Interior George Frampton (formerly

of the Wilderness Soclety) asked the
U.N. Heritage Committee to visit the

site. Their predictable conclusion was
Ihat the (nine should not be allowed

and they placed Yellowstone National
Park on their “List of Endangered
World Heritage Sites” because of the
proximity of the proposed mine.
Other pressure against the mine is
being applied against Crown Butte
investors, bankers, etc.

If a world heritage site was estab-

lIshed in Western Alaska, the same
preservationist pressures and tactics
would foDow. But one would also expect
to see foreign competitorsjoin the oppo-
sition. If zinc producers in Australia,
Europe and Airicahad known that Red
Dog would be producing 8 percent of
the world’szinc,you can bet they would
have done everything’possible to stop
the project.

Meed for Congressional
Approval

The real scary part is that biosphere
reserve and world heritage site desfg-
nations do not require congressional
approval. The Department of Interior
ana the Department ofState can request

such designations directly from the U.N.
without any debate, hearings or
approval by Congress.

However, a bill has been intro-
duced in Congress to correct this sit-
uation.H.R. 3752, the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act of 1996,
has been Introduced by Congressman
Don Young and already has 15 co-
spot,:ors. This bill wouldrequire con-
gressional approval for any
international designation of lands
owned by the United States. It would
require a specific act of Congress
before sovereignty overany U S. land
could be eiven to the United Nations,
or any other entity,

Land stability isn’t the only thing
needed to ensure continued expansion
of the mineral industry % 4,aska but
it is one essential part. Stable ldA and
regulatory systems are also important,
but without land stability nothing else
really matters.

Steven C. Bortll is the Executive
Director ofthe Alaska Miners Association.
He Isa registeredprofessional engineer in
Alaska, Colorado andWorth Dakota and
has mart than 22 years of experience in
coal, hard rock ana placer mining in the
United Stales, Canada and South

America.

September 1996 Alaska Business Monthly 55
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105th congress H R
1st Session . « S 6 )

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. Young of Alaska introduced the following bill; which was referred to the
Committee on

A BILL

To preserve the sovereignty of the United States over public
lands and acquired lands,owned by the United States,
and to preserve State sovereignty and private property
rights in non-Federal lands surrounding those public

lands and acquired lands.
1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House ofRepresenta-
2 fives ofthe United States ofAmerica in Congress assembled,

3 SECTION 1.SHORT TITLE.

4 This Act may be cited as the “American Land Sov-

5 ereignty Protection Act”.
6 SEC.2.FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) Findings.—Congress finds the following:

\l

JAnualy 6, 1997 ( 5 p.m)

tc
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2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
n
2.
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Jaittiwy 6,1907 (537 pjn.)

2

(1) The power to dispose of and make all need-
ful rules and regulations governing lands belonging
to the United States is vested in the Congress under
article 1V, section 3, of the Constitution.

(2) Some Federal land designations made pur*
suant to international agreements concern land use
policies and regulations for lands belonging to the
United States which under article 1V, section 3, of
the Constitution can only be implemented through
laws enacted by the Congress.

(3) Some international land designations, such
as those under the United States Biosphere Reserve
Program and the Man and Biosphere Program of
the United Nations Scientific, Educational, and Cul-
tural Organization, operate under independent na*
tional committees, such as the United States Na-
tional Man and Biosphere Committee, which have no
legislative directives or authorization from the Con-
gress.

(4) Actions by the United States in making
such designations may affect the use and value of
nearby or intermixed non-Federal lands.

(5) The sovereignty of the States is a critical
component of our Federal systerln of government and
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1 a bulwark against the unwise concentration of
2 power.
3 (6) Private property rights are essential for the
4 protection of freedom.
5 (7) Actions by the United States to designate
6  lands belonging to the United States pursuant to
7 international agreements in some cases conflict with
8  congressional coiisticuuvuni - *visibilities and
9 State sovereign capabilities.
10 (8) Actions by the President in applying certain
11 international agreements to lands owned, by the
12 United States diminishes the authority of the Con-
13 gress to make rules and requlations respecting these
14 lands.
15 (b) Purpose— The purposes of this Act are the fol-
16 lowing:
17 (DTo reaffirm the power of the Congress
18 under article 1V, section 3, of the Constitution over
19 international agreements nuuu v,uncem disposal,
20 management, and use of lands belonging to the
21 United States.
22 (2) To protect State powers not reserved to the
23 Federal Government under the Constitution from
24 Federal actions designating lands pursuant to inter-
25 national agreements.

January 6, 1M7 (5:37 p.m.)

@003
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1 (3) To ensure that no United States citizen suf-
2 fers any diininishment or loss of individual rights as
3 aresult of Federal actions designating lands pursu-
4 ant to international agreements for purposes of im-
5 posing restrictions on use of those lands.
6 (4) To protect private interests in real property
7 from diminishment as a result of Federal actions
8  designating lands pursuant to international agree-
9 ments.
10 (5) To provide a processunder which the
il United States may, when rfoanrW*. designate lands
12 pursuant to international agreements.
13 SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF CONGRESSIONAL ROLE IN
14 WORLD HERITAGE SITE LISTING.
15 Section 401 of the National Historic Preservation Act

16 Amendments of 1980 (Public Law 96-515; 94 Stat. 2987)
17 is amended—

18
19
20

21
22

23
24

25

mMrviry 0.1997 (5:07 p.m.)

(1) in subsection(a) in thefirstsentence, by—
(A) striking “The Secretary" and inserting
“Subject to subsections (b), (c), (d), and (g),

theSecretary™; and
(B) inserting “fin cection referred to

as the ‘Convention”)” after “1973”; and
(2) by adding at the end the following new sub-

sections:

@004
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H.L.C.

“(d)(1) The Secretary of the Interior may not nomi-

2 nate any lands owned by the United States for inclusion

3 on the World Heritage List _ “. the Convention,
4 unless—

5 “(A) the Secretary finds with reasonable basis
6  that commercially viable uses of the nominated
7 lands, and commercially viable uses of other lands
8  located within 10 miles of the nominated lands, in
9  existence on the date of the nomination will not be
10 adversely affected by inclusion of the lands on the
11 World Heritage List, and publishes that finding;

12 * “(B) the Secretary has submitted to the Con-
13 gress a report describing®

14 “@) natural Jated with the
15 lands referred to in subparagraph (A); and

16 “(ii) the impacts that inclusion of the nom-
17 inated lands on the World Heritage List would
18 have on existing and future uses of the nomi-
19 e nated lands or other lands located within 10
20 miles of the nominated lands; and

21 “(C) the nomination is specifically authorized
22 by a law enacted after the date of enactment of the
23 American Land Sovereignty Protection Act and after
24 the date of publication of a finding under subpara-
25 graph (A) for the noiiiinc*uiv~, ’

Jjnuary o, ]97(“]7 pjn)

0005
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1 “(2) The President may submit to the Speaker of the
2 House of Representatives and the President of the Senate
3 a proposal for legislation authorizing such a nomination
4 after publication of a finding under paragraph (1)(A) for

5 the nomination.
6 “(e) The Secretaiy of the Interior shall object to the

inclusion of any property in the United States on the list
8 of World Heritage in Danger established under Article
9 11.4of the Convention, unocc—

10 “(1) the Secretary has submitted to the Speak-
11 er of the House of Representatives and the Presi-
12 dent of the Senate a report describing—

~

13 “(A) the necessity for.including that prop-
14 erty on the list;

15 “(B) the natural resources associated with
16 the property; and

17 “(C) the impacts that inclusion of the
13 property on the list would have on existing and
19 future uses of the property and other property
20 located within 10 property pro-
21 posed for inclusion;  and

22 “(2) the Secretaryis specifically authorized to

23 assent to the inclusion of the property on the list,
24 by a joint resolution of the Congress after the date

January 8 ,m(8:3)7p m)
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;
1 of submittal of the rep*w - by paragraph
2 (1).".

3 “(f) The Secretary of the Interior shall submit an an-

4 nual report on each World Heritage Site within the United
5 States to the Chairman and Ranking Minority member of
6 the Committee on Resources of the House of Representa-
7 tives and of the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
8 sources of the Senate, that contains for tne year covered
9y the report the following information for the site:

10 “(D) An accounting of all money expended to
11 manage the site.

12 «(2) A summary oi r cucrol  whe equivalent
13 hours related to management of the site.

14 “(3) A list and explanation of all nongovern-

15 mental organizations that contributed to the man-

16 agement of the site. *
17 “(4) A summary and account of the disposition
18 of complaints received by the Secretary related to

19 management of the site.”.

20 SEC. 4, PROHIBITION AND TERMINATION OF UNAUTHOR.

21 IZFD UNITED NATIONS BIOSPHERE RE.
22 SERVES.
23 Title IV of the National jluswhu &treservation Act

24 Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-1 et seq.) is
25 amended by adding at the end the following new section:

January «. IM7 (5:37 p.m.)
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1 “Sac. 403. (a) No Federal official may nominate any
2 lands in the United States for designation as a Biosphere
3 Reserve under the Man and Biosphere Program of the
4 United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Or-
5 ganization.

6 “(b) Any designation on or before the date of enact-
7 ment of the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act
8 of an area in the United States as a Biosphere Reserve
9 under the Man and Biosphere Program of the United Na-
10 tions Educational, Scientific. Organization
11 shall not have, and shall not be given, any force or effect,
12 unless the Biosphere Reserve—

13 “(1) is specifically authorized by a law enacted
14 after .that date of enactment and before December
15 31,2000;

16 “(2) consists solely of lands that on that date
17 of enactment are owned by the United States; and
18 “(3) is subject to a management plan that spe-

19 cifically ensures that the use of intermixed or acfta-
20 cent non-Federal property is not limited or restricted
21 as a result of that design"

22 “(c) The Secretary of State shall submit an annual
23 report on each Biosphere Reserve within the United States
24 to the Chairman and Ranking Minority member of the
25 Committee on Resources of the House of Representatives

January 6,1M7 (3:37 p.m.)
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1 and the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of

2 the Senate, that contains for ___od by the re-
3 port the following information for the reserve:

4 “(1) An accounting of all money expended to
5  manage the reserve.

6 “(Q A summary of Federal fall time equivalent
7 hours related to management of the reserve.

8 “(3) A list and explanation of all nongovem-
9 mental organizations that contributed to the man-
10 agement of the reserve.

il “(@A summary and account of the disposition
12 of the complaints received by the Secretary related
13 to management of the reserve. !

14 SEC. 5. INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS INGENERAL.

15 Title 1V of the National Historic Preservation Act
16 Amendments of 1980 (16,U.S.C. 470a-I et seq.) is fur-
17 ther amended by adding at the end the following new sec-

18 tion:
19 “sec. 404. (2) No Federal official may nominate,

20 classify, or designate any lands owned by the United
21 States and located within the United States for a special
22, or restricted use under any international agreement unless
23 such nomination, classification, or designation is specifi-

24 cally authorized by law. The rresiucut n&yfrom time to
25 time submit to the Speaker of the House of Representa-

Jtnuwy 6, iM7 (837 p.m.)



JtiSHgISEBE*

04/10/97  10:48 0202 226 0128 RESOURCES COMTE 2010

P\HAS\RES51\SOVEREION.001 H.L.C.

10
1 tives and the President of the Senate proposals for legisla-

2 tion authorizing such a nomination, classification, or des-
3 ignation.

4 H(b) A nomination, classification, or designation,
5 under any international agreement, of lands owned hy a
6 State or local government shall have no force or effect un-
7 less the nomination, classification, or designation is spe-
8 cifically authorized by a law enacted bv the State or local
9 government, respectively.

10 “(c) A nominate  classification, or designation,
11 under any international agreement, of privately owned
12 lands shall have no force or effect without the written eon-
13 sent of the owner of the lands.

14 *“(d) This section shall not apply to—
15 “(1) sites nominated under the Convention on

16 Wetlands of International Importance Especially as
17 Waterfowl Habitat (popul®ly Jm>wn as theRamsar

18 Convention);
19 “(2) agreements established under section 16(a)

20. of the North American Wetlands Conservation Act

21 (16 U.S.C. 4413); and
22 “(3) conventions referred to in section 3(h)(3)
23 of the Pish and Wildlife Improvement Act of 1978

24 (16 USC. 7122)).

January 6,1007 (5:37pm)
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11
“(®) n this section, the term ‘international agree-

ment’ means any treaty, compact, executive agreement,
convention, bilateral agreement, or multilateral agreement
between the United States or any agency of the United
States and any foreign entity or agency of any foreign en-
tity, having a primary purpose of conserving, preserving,
or protecting the terrestrial or marine environment, flora,
or fauna.”.

SEC. 6. CLERICAL AMENDMENT. 1
Section 401(b) of the National Historic Preservation

11 Act Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-I(b)) is

12
13

amended by striking “Committee on Natural Resources”
and inserting “Committee on Resources”.

January 9, 1807 (537 pjn)



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

501 W. Northern Lights Blvd.. Suite 203. Anchorage. Alaska 99503 FAX: (907) 278-7997 Telephone: (907) 275-0347

March 10, 1997

Honorable Jeannette James
Alaska House of Representatives
Capitol Building

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: HJR-14, Supporting the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act

Dear Representative Janies,

The Alaska Miners Association wishes to go on record in support of House Joint Resolution 14
which urges the U.S. Congress to pass, H.R.901, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act
of 1997. We have also reviewed the proposed Committee Substitute for HIR-14 and this CS
makes several beneficial additions to the reso'ution that will help educate the public to the dangers
presented by World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserves.

We are aware of at least two instances where World Heritage Sites have been used to block
development projects. In one instance, affecting the New World Mining District in Montana, both
domestic and international environmental groups used the fact that Yellowstone National Park is a
World Heritage Site to oppose the development of a mine located outside the park. Some details
of the proposed mine include: that it would be located about three miles north of the park
boundary on a drainage that flows away from the park; it would be an underground mine with
limited surface facilities; it would utilize modern mining and recovery technologies; it would, as
part of its operating plan, clean up and correct environmental problems that had been left by
historical mining which occurred before current environmental laws were in place.

In another instance, U.S. and European based environmental groups have used the newly
established "Volcanoes of Kamchatka World Heritage Site" in an effort to block mine
development projects that would create jobs and economic development for the extremely
depressed economy of Kamchatka. The current economy of Kamchatka is mainly commercial
fishing with some limited tourism. These are important industries but both are seasonal, relatively
low paying, and highly impacted by outside forces. Mining would provide badly needed economic

diversification and stability for the area.

These examples show how World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserves can be used to stop
and/or harass mineral development. The same thing would most certainly occur if the system
proposed as "Beringia International Park, World Heritage Site, and Marine Biosphere Reserve"
were to be established covering "existing national parks, refuges, and monuments" in western
Alaska, an area in eastern Russia, and the Bering Sea between them.

Experience has shown that every possible means is used to stop development in Alaska and these
designations would be one more avenue, In most of western Alaska, mineral development has the
greatest opportunity to provide newjobs and the basis for economic opportunities. This is the

«



same for State lands, federal lands, and Native and other private lands. National and international
environmental groups would be expected to use Heritage and Biosphere designations to block and

harass mineral development.

The most obvious example would be for these groups to target mineral development on State and
Native lands adjacent to designated areas. Another example would be to block development of a
railroad from the northwest Arctic coalfields, southern NPRA, or the Ambler Mining District to
either a deep water port site on Norton Sound or to connect with the Alaska Railroad at Nenana.
Such a railroad will be necessary if large volumes of coal and concentrates are to ever be
developed in this part of the state. The right-of-way for such a railroad would have to cross as
many as three of the "existing national parks, refuges, or monuments."

A third example is that a Marine Biosphere Reserve is not defined by Congress and the impacts of
such a designation are unknown. It is likely that animal rights advocates would use such a
designation in an attempt to stop the harvesting of marine mammals. And that it would be used to
block an undersea pipeline from western Alaska or the Chukchi Sea down to Saint Lawrence
Island. And that it would be used to block any attempt to load coal ships in the Chukchi Sea or to
increase the 110 day open water shipping season for Red Dog mine by a few weeks using an ice

breaker.

A fourth and even more-troubling example is that World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserves
could be used by international competitors or foreign nations to affect any of the items above.
Monies could be channeled through international environmental groups to fund the harassment of
Alaska projects. We would expect that if zinc producers in other parts of the world had known
that Red Dog would, in 1997, be producing 8% of the world's zinc concentrate, they would have
done everything possible to block the right-of-way across Cape Krusenstern National Monument,
one of the areas now being proposed for inclusion in a World Heritage Site.

As afinal example, the rules and management guidelines for World Heritage Sites and Biosphere
Reserves are established by a committee of the United Nations. They are therefore subject to
change without control or consent by either the U.S. Congress or the President.

Any one of the above examples should be sufficient for every member of Congress to vote in
favor of the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act of 1997.

Thank you for introducing this resolution and for the opportunity to comment on this extremely
important issue.

Sincerely,

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Executive Director

cc.  Congressman Don Young
Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

501 W. Northern Lights Blvd.. Suite 203, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 FAX: (907) 278-7997 Telephone’(907) 276-0347

January 27, 1997

Honorable Don Young

US House of Representatives
2332 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0201

RE: World Heritage Sites

Dear Congressman Young,

Enclosed for your information and use are several items dealing with the "Volcanoes of
Kamchatka" World Heritage Site. They show how this designation is being used block mine

development projects on Kamchatka.

First is a December 1S, 1996 joint press release by the Environmental Defense Fund, the Sierra
Club and the Pacific Environment & Resources Center which opposes mining on Kamchatka.
The groups are trying to force OPIC (Overseas Private Investment Corporation) to withdraw its
support for any mining in the area. This release occurred immediately after five local parks and
preserves on Kamchatka were designated as the Volcanoes of Kamchatka World Fleritage Site.

Also enclosed is a packet of related material | just received from Arthur H. Ditto, President of
Kinross Gold Corporation. Kinross is a partner in Kamgold, the operating company for the
Aginskoye Mine, a project targeted by the press release. This packet contains several items of
correspondence between the opposition groups and OPIC and several local Kamchatka

uovernment entities and OPIC.

This material shows one way that World Heritage Sites are being used to block mining projects.

It is interesting that on page 5 of their May 13, 199 letter to OPIC, the groups even used the fact
that the area had been "nominated" for listing asjustification for opposing the Aginskoye project.
The letter uses the standard hype and rhetoric to create fear and, as we have often seen, attempts
to disarm the Native Peoples with talk of culture, lifestyles, salmon spawning, etc. The groups
aren't concerned about jobs, food, health care, warm clothes, and warm homes. One of the

Russians states
"...the attitude of the pro-environmentalists shows criminal disrespect for human life in this

part of Russia: our children have to starve and freeze just because well-off Americans
think that they may not have enough salmon left for them...the environmentalists resort to
falsification of facts and distortion of information."



The immediate danger for Alaska is the combined "Beringia International Park, World Heritage
Site, and Marine Biosphere Reserve". A World Heritage Site or Biosphere Reserve designation
would be used to stop development on adjacent State and Native lands and would make it much
more difficult to get approvals for arailroad or other infrastructure in the area. Such
infrastructure will be required to develop coal or other minerals in Northwestern Alaska.

Sincerely,

Steven C. Borell, P.E,
Executive Director

enclosures

cc. Senator Frank Murkowski
Senator Ted Stevens
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The Russian government hnn worked tirelessly to obtain this unique recognition of Kamchatka's

DAtufjJ heritage. We urge the U.S. government and OPIC to ofiiktiaHy recognise that it nuiit not
support projects, that would lead to the serious environmental degradaiiod of these parks. Now it is
« time for other bilateral and multilateral agencies to step up and rejeft any financial support for the
.Aglnakoyo project and any other gold mine thiit threatens Kamchatka's pristine nature,” said Susan

Holmes, a director of the Sierra, Club.

The World Conservation Congress' October resolution, endorsed.by ovct 70 nations and 600NGOs,
f¥rtrrt upon multilateral and bilateral finance agencies "ot to finance, m(Jure arsupport activities, sue
as the proposed Agwsknye and Zolotoyc gold mines ... and the proposed Asacbmskrjyesand
Rodnikovaye mining developroent... which would threaten the susta|nab|||t>( of the ecosystems and
viability of'species, and the integrity of indigenous cultures within the ... Volcanoes of Kamchatka

Worid Heritage List nomination.’

While OPIC continues to capitulate on whether to provide Insurance for the Aginskoye project, teafa>
documents obtained by PERC Illustrate the failure of the agency's public participation policies and its
luck of transparency. Thc leaked documents indicate that OPIC, operating in secrecy, origmklly gave
green light to the project before it learned about the environmental dangers.

O ne's failure to officially deny support for the Aghwteye project show* the failure of ite
environmental and public participation processes/ said Doug Norlan, Policy Advisor for PERC. *OPli
can only.avoid such environmentally destructive projects and lawsuits by disclosing information to foe
public and seeking Input from citizens before project decision*.*

The Environmental Defense Fund, Sierra Club, and Padfic Environment and Resources Center
opposed OPIC financing for the Aginskoye project in Kamchatka in S May letter {0 the U.S. agency.
The RudiiajV-Cfijoadiaii-American joint venture, KAMGOLD, has yet to submit all the necessary
documents, to the Russian Ministry for Protection of the Environment and Natural Resource* to
receive.environmental permits for the project. KA&fGQLD Is made up of the Canadian-based Kinross
Gold Co,, the LLS.-based G>,nberg Resources Inc, and the Ruiaiari-based KnmchatgcOlogiya. Other
proposed mine site* that threaten foe NEWIly designated World Heritage Site iNdUd® the Awchirakoye
arid Rodnikovoye deposits, which have been awarded for development to foe Canadian company TV X
Gold, Inc, and which similarly do not yet have necessary environmental permits.
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS WELCOME NEW WORLD HERITAGE SITE IN KAMCHATKA, RUSSIA
AND CALL ON U.S. GOVERNMENT, BILATERAL AND MULTILATERAL AGENCIES TO REJECT
SUPPORT FOR DESTRUCTIVE MINING PROJECTS EN KAMCHATKA

Environmental groups today welcomed the decision by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and1
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) to create The Volcanoes of KamchatKa" World Heritage Site.' This
World Heritage Site recognizes the.globally important natural environment;of five world-dass protected
territories ots the Kamchatka Peninsula In Russia's Far East: the Kronotsky Nature Preserve, the
South-Komchatsfcy Park, the Nalichcvsky Park, the Tundra Nature Preserve, and the Bystrinsky Park. 's

Simultaneously, the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), Sierra Club, and Pacific Environment and
Resources Center (PERC) called on the U.S. Overseas Private Investment Corporation to categorically
reject support for the Aginskoye mine, a destructive gold-mining joint venture that could scar and
pollute part of the World Heritage Site, located in the Bystrinsky Park. OPIC confirmed this week that
it has not yet made a definitive decision to deny financial support for the Aginskoye project

"President Clinton showed that Yellowstone is worth more than gold/ says Julie Ediund, a campaigner
with the Pacific Environment and Resources Center, referring to President Clinton's efforts to prevent
gold mining cn the border of Yellowstone National Park, another World Heritage Site. "Just as In
Yellowstone, Kamchatka’s fragile ecosystems are threatened by large-scale mining impacts. '
Kamchatka's unique parks with their huge salmon spawning rivers should also be spared this potential

toxic nightmare.'

The area for the proposed Aginskoye project is situated in the headwaters of the watershed of nine
principal wild salmon spawning rivers. Industrial development of any kindiposes a threat to this fragile
ecciysterr. which supports th'e heart of Kamchatka’s -economy - salmon fishing.

Thbc international community will continue to watchdog bilateral and multilateral agencies to make
sure that they do not support any raining projects that could endanger Kamchatka's new World
Heritage Site," said Bruce Rich. Director of International Programs for EDF. *Over 70 nations and
600 NGOs endorsed a resolution this October at the World Conservation Union Conference in
Montreal that called upon the Russian government and international financing agendcs to respect the

Integrity-of Kamchatka's new World Heritage Site."

Despite overwlielming opposition from Russian and international environmental organizations, the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation, a U.S. government agency which provides political risk
insurance and financial backing to U.S. companies investing abroad, has ypfto categorically reject the
request from Canadian and U.S. companies to support the controversial Aginskoye mine site-
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Gold Corporation
January 20, 1997
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Mr. Steve Borell, P.E.
Executive Director

Alaska Miners Association, Inc.
501 W. Northern Lights Blvd.
Suite 203

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Steve:

Thank you for the press release issued by the various preservationist groups. As you would
expect, we are not on their distribution list. | am enclosing, for any use you wish, various pieces
of correspondence concerning some of the matters erroneously reported in the EDF release.

Please note the memorandum from Tanya Temovsky, who works in our office, which relays
comments from the Committee for Geology through Mr. Vasily Knol who represents our
Russian partner. | think these remarks really address the very basic humanitarian issues that
groups such as EDF et all never talk about as they distribute their misinformation and

propaganda.

It is very unfortunate for our industry and for many peaple in these poorly developed areas that
the preservationists have become so credible with decision makers in the political and

bureaucratic sector.

We will be attempting to get some opposition support to put a more honest face on the events in
Kamchatka, and we will appreciate any help you can give.

Regards,

Arthur H. Ditto
President

57h floor, Scotia Plaza, 40 King Street W., Toronto, Ontario MSH 1Y2
Telephone (4?% FBIL3 ok (41) 3536022



To: Allen Gordon

From: Tanya Ternovsky
Subject: Conversation with Vasily
D ate: January 15,1997

Vasily called to inquire ofthe progress with financing and inform ofthe situation around the project

in Russia.
1. Reaction to EDF’s Press-Release

Vasily received the EDF’s press-release and showed it to Kamchatsky Geology Committee, the
entity that issued the Mineral License to Kamgold. The Committee officials asked him to prepare
a file which they would like to send to Moscow. Their comment was basically as follows:

‘The political activities of pro-environmental groups, unfortunately,have turned into
a real threat to the economic development in the Russian Far East. From the point
ofview of basic human values, people who have no real economic problems and are
looking for something to keep them busy while enjoying all the comforts provided
by a developed economy, have no moral right to be overly concerned with the
ecological problems in a different country, where people are deprived of basic
conveniences, where parents do not know how to feed their children or keep them
warm at homes and schools. In a dire economic situation like this, when the
overwhelming majority of able population in Kuinchatka have lost theirjobs due to
the crash-down of the old system, the attitude of the pro-environmentalists shows
criminal disrespect for human life in this part of Russia: our children have to starve
and freeze just because well-off Americans think that they may not have enough
salmon left for them, and to be able to enjoy this little luxury, the environmentalists
resort to falsification of facts and distortion of information. The letters from the
Kamchatka officials, including the Provincial Environmental Committee, confirm
our determination to develop economy in Kamchatka to ensure well-being ofour
people. From environmental, this issue has grown into the question of political and
economic independence and security for this region, that may call for some action at

a federal level.’

Vasily added to Geolcom’s comment that, contrary to the press-release, in Russia Aginskoe has
rather a positive ecological reputation, e.g. the Russian Federation Government adopted a Decree
tightening water control standards for water protected zones on November 26, 1996. The new
standards specified in this decree have put TVX Gold in a spot for non-compliance with
requirements for ecological safety but no faults have been found so far with Aginskoe.



RUSSIAN FEDERATION MINISTRY
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL AND NATURAL RESOURCES

KAMCHATKA PROVINCIAL COMMITTEE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL
(KAMCHATOBLKOMPRIRODY)

No 09-04/1380
June 14, 1996

Ms. Ruth R. Markin
President
OPIC

Dear Ms. Harkin,

Kinross Gold Corporation, asa Kamgold JV shareholder, requested us to provide some comments
on the letter of the US public environmentalist organizations ( the Environmental Defense Fund and
others), in which the latter expressed their apprehension of possible negative impacts on the
ecological systems in the area of the Aginskoe project development.

In response to this request, we would like to advise you as follows:

1 There is no denying that tnc possibility of industrial development in Kamchatka, with its unique
natural complexes, clean rivers and numerous salmon spawning areas as compared to the other
Russian regions, has been the subject of heated debate in the last 10 years.

It is the direst economic situation at present in Kamchatka and overall in Russia, that has inclined
the public opinion in favour of pilot mining development in restricted areas in Kamchatka under
strict control of the State Environmental Control bodies and public entities.

Under the current circumstances, the Kamchatka Environmental Control Committee, being in charge
ofenvironmental control and ecological monitoring in the areaas aregional branch of the Russian
Federation Ministry for Environmental Control and Natural Resources, has given its approval of the
Feasibility Study for the Aginskoe gold deposit development presented to the Committee by the

Russian-American JV Kamgold.

2. We hape that you have the full text of the Expert Ecological Evaluation of the Feasibility Study
that was given to KAMGOLD in August 1995, therefore, we shall not refer to the issues raised by
the experts. Expert evaluation was carried out jointly by multi-profile specialists from the Russian
Federation Natural Resources Ministry and Kamchatka Environmental Committee, including
American experts David Gordon from California and Michael Long from Colorado, and certain
shortcomings in the Feasibility Study were identified. All the critical remarks should be taken into
account at the next stage of detailed project engineering, though until now the Russian Federation
Natural Resources Ministry has not yet received any response to the experts’ remarks and



suggestions. At the same time, the experts pointed out that the quality of the Feasibility Study is
much higher than that of the previous ones. Public hearings held in the communities inhabiting the
project development area showed that the local population did not respond negatively to the
suggested project of limited mining development in Central Kamchatka.

3. Particularly, the final engineering project should contain a land reclamation plan, and a financial
mechanism for reclamation work after the closure of the mine should be indicated. Reclamation cf
the area disturbed during geological prospecting should be earned out at the initial stage of the
project, including the sites that do not form part of the territory designated for development by

Kamgold.

Cyanide detoxification should be done in compliance with the standards of the Colorado State, USA,
which are 10 times more stringent than in Russia.

"Hie tailings impoundment bed will be reinforced to ensure control of cyanide dissemination, either
with a double layer plastic or dry tailings treatment will be designed. Additional geologic and
engineering studies must be done, as was stated in the conclusion of the state expert evaluation.

4. The Kamchatka administration excluded the territory of the mine and neighbouring sites, where
geological studies will be carried out, from the territory of the regional (not federal) Bystrinsky

Natural Park.

The Bystrinsky Natural Park is on the list of territories presented by the Kamchatka province for
inclusion into the World Heritage List .

5. We believe that the development of a limited number of ore deposits in Kamchatka will not
disniptjoint Russian-US research involving monitoring and surveys of brown bears and landbirds
in Central Kamchatka as stipulated by the 1996 Working Group Protocol. On the contrary, this
development and inclusion into the Kamchatka regional economy will ensure an inflow of capital
to the budget and thus provide financing for Russian scientific programs.

Thus, the Russian Federation Ministry for Natural Resources and the Kamchatka Environmental
Provincial Committee maintain constant control over the Aginskoe project and will be grateful for
any suggestions from OPIC and public environmental entities at the further stages of the

engineering design evaluation and implementation of the project.

Sincerely,

N.S. Karpukhin
Dcpu*y Chairman
Chiefof the State Ecological Expert Committee

Kamchatoblkomprirody
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itpirpcvrM,  fmrorroiroiKesi  TcppnropiianbUbiM  ijoitpaanejiciiiurM ~ MiiHiicicpcma no
0-vonue e.-ua-iv*nmiueit nrwpivn»nti CYirrru rmr nptmomfMX pceypcoi} PocclIH. )i
ii<ii*yxu.utf oxncTCTncrmocTu aa Ko:iorji'ieck-m‘i kohtpojib u rorroflrmec
OKpywafomcfi Opc/tbi, connuamca c¢ npe/vioaceiuibiM coDMCCTiioil poecuHCKO-
aMcpiiKancKolf KOMiitunicii “K AM ro/J/p’ Texnmco-3NOHOMM'iccKi»M  oGocHonawiew
ocuor.mty AnmcKoro icvioTopy/aioro MccropoaoicMini u pn3/j,cjioM OIliOC.

2. Mbi iKJAccMcen, *rro Bbi pacntMHUiicrc uomn>iM ickutom CBo”noro
~anfiro>icHji«  rocy/utpcnteiiHoft 3Kojroni*ictJKoti  SKciTc.pTHiIM  MnTcpitaium T3Q
p/lu«p«GoiKi> AnnifKoio Mcc-ro-poxiyxcuuw, nLiRniinoro icoMnmmu "PCAMTrOJT/I” n
ainycrc 1995 i\, n nosTOMy lie ocTaiiaiuoLeaeMca wu0;gq>06m> hr nonpocax,
itoC'taH/icniiMX OKcnqiTftMH JiepcA KOMimnnecn. 3Ko”oniuccKaa aiccncpruaa TOO,
upone/tciuimt conMccrno/i  e»Kcng)ruofl KOMncencft  Mnwipiiiioza.? Poceiui w
KiiM’iaracoro komiuciu, ¢  towkm 3jjcuhh iijiwDjicnciuibix k jKcncpmae
riic.MM.'iJiiiirron panxnmiinro iipo(i>mrH, d tom nifOlJic ii ;0iVX nMepliKniieifxix: n.Tvid
‘JuiiJuii hi  KiumiJ/opinvn n  MIlcpacl l.ong »ia Ko«optwi.ti, MbiMiiium i»«A
tnutviinCio-roA:. ‘ijiMciunmi t»Kceni>.vrii->j.i jiotimoim ni.rrt yu-irtn.r n rnnnyiomefi (nvi.inm
npocKTHpormnin rrjic/trtpjurrna, no no imcroi/iiici-o BpcMcnn MnmrpnpoAa Pocchil »c
rtojriyiuuia  Maxcpiiiuioi*, » jcoto]ii.ix eoacpiKiurnci. fibt cvrneTM na naMeuanna

oKcng>rnoi« jcomihschh. B to jkc iipcMM it ubiwoac nKenepTMDbi fMMcnmnci.

VIL'UiiiUlitlcuo ) tnruuo-K ICnjflKio, D/ia«nninp ).«on/tap«ri 1-.9.0C.21 orp.| H/06/0f*
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o0j.ico.uow, no cpmmcjiino ¢ paiice upcAcxaioijnJUtiiMiiCH jxpopHGoiKm.ui, nancc-ruo TOO.
PcrjyjiiiTuvi'i oGiucojocixiiwx c-nynuwrrii, npor>c«ciiiu»ix n oGuuiholJC. itpoMainniojip-ix d
pailOHnx npc/uioJiaracMbix paGox, npCvUcrajuicunbie KOMutuiwdl "KA MroJIn”,
Toroae He lioicaan.rui oTppuoxsyxtnofo oniomcHHTI imc-cuGHiui, incjaouaxt
H«mmufl[HKnwr; rpymiM, k npeaTroweminMy napHairry ojpumweintoro oCBOeHMH
MiiHcpaJUiJn.ix pccypcoB Hempajibiion JCaMnaxXKH.

3. 13 »iacTHOcnr: a aicomincjjrt.itoM paGoneM npoeiac Acumen 6bm. paapaSoran
juroji  pcKyabjjiuaiuiu  3CMCjh» ¢ yKiunmicM Mexammia (limiaK CHpocoioui
peKyjibTiiumiHoiiiLbix paGor nome ‘jaxpbmffl pyzaiHiai. B HonanbHofi cmoiui ziojmna
f>j.iTb .npoacflCHa canatura xeppiiTopim, no;xncpnucitcsi Hnpytnemn.o opn paiicr.
upoueACHHbix reojiox’opamcAotinbix paSoTax* b tom mticjig na geMeabtibix ynaerrcax, lie
noniCAiiiux b DaiiBireiiHjio komihxhuc# "ICAMrOJm” xeppHTopuio jur» pcajiinanmi
iipoeKxn.

OGc-mpoKHnamic mrauujxow Aominm ripnnrvuiThcsr no nopM;minaM, npiniarMM
b nrraxc KortopnjJto OIflIA, b 10 pa3 Gojtcc xcecTKUMU, Jicm b Pocciih.

JTowe XBocToxpatrHJHcwn aoxdkho 6i>m» no/noxoDHCHo n ycunoimoM nojMiaHTe
naupn'bi  ox npOHUKHoncJMiH nHnimnoD « iioAuriuiaiouiuo noptnnu, jjjvGo e
lipnMcucHJieM jtnomxoro cjioa nonnMcpiiotf roxentai, m*6o0 Gjnuxxnapa upyniM
Hjvii.ojon.iM BnpiinimiM XBocToxpaumnuna, BJonoBna cyxojt napinntT. B ncpnol/i;
npoeKmpoBiumn  /loxixatbi ~ 6biib npoBejxcmt aonoainrrcitbiibie  ruuKeiiepHO-
IVUJIUI'NIHCCICHC  »It;U)JCAQIliAMI}, HA NCT.OCTNXOK KOTCpMX yKOOMbBbnJTOCh I anKTTIOHfmin
mryAnpirrnmnrm ewoTTonnii'.rvnit «iVf.iirjmnbi.

4. Teppirropna pyAtuiKa, a TazoKe iienocpeAexaeuHO npHMbiKMoiutjc * hcmy
yjacrkU. \'\¢ naaiiHpyioToi reojiomnecKiie iicClie/tOBftHH#,  azwinmnpattHeit
KaMM.vicjfOH oGjmgtii MCKlirouciibi 113 cocxtuja lajoTpiuicicoro npiipojaioro nnpuu.
pcruoHruiT.noro (lie <j)c«cp.unoiovo) aitAnrcxaix.

13 Marepjiauax, iipcAcraBJicHiibix. KaMoaTcicoii oSnacrbio ajih »i<;fio«*cnnH pa.ua
rcppHxopjffi KnM*jaTi<H u cniicox xg>pBTopiril BccMupnoio npirpojLUioro nricjie/pia,
OMcexcsi BhicipimcKnli npirpooHbril napK

5. Mur Hai\ecMC», <uu jvntMwuemum 1 «.uuin<ircTD«n ¢ npoTOKOHou pa6omeit
ipyiuLbi 1996 iij/ui CojpynufriccxBo poccrmexml it m.rcpiiKruicicoft cxopnn o
Licrjfcjjonnnnflx miaou, cnofiexBCHiihtx “~KocncmiaM Henrpajiuiofi KaMMfITKH,
Momrropinirn Gyporo Mca»e;ux it ium<i>nyni>i, ue ;ioxcmoio nocvpiwrn. npn peiuniuannn
ucuoctugi or?M)jtnnMcluioro ifojm>iccxna pyzMit-tx o6i.t'icron rCnjciaxioj. T3a«ponin, nv
ocftoenne a BKiiioneinic d xoajifici'ucmiyio crqjyKrypy KajnaaTCKoro pcnioHa,
o0cei(CMirr liocrynjicimc cpcAean n 6ioa?iceT it cooTnexcnicimo ({nniancupolLtaiine
riay<uibjx ixpoipaMM poceuiiajoft cropoin.t.

TaicjtM oGpanoM. Mitmix5Hpoiu>i I’occuw ji iCnM’inrcKiiil oGaacraotl komhtct ho
ovpsun* jipiijMvp.i iiocTOJiiiHo icoirrporiHpyjoT rtrryninno r. Arxrntrranv npnevTOM a
Gynyx e Gijiiuoitnpjiocimo yuiTWUun. nitMCjatnnt OI'MK ji  o6nxcxnuoiniM7t
aKojionnjccKiix opramnauiul npn nocjrejjyioirmx paccMOTpcHitnx npoeicnfbrx
MRTcpaiuxon u ux pejunnapim.

3aMccTHXcnb iipeAcei.wxeJw KOMirreTa,
iiiPiajrr»iuiK rocyiClipcTBeiinoli 3KOHoni«jecKott
3KcnepTii3Li K (»mnaxo(jjjkomripiipojp.L

HctiojiKHTcnb HnKonaO Kainxou. H/iaiiHMHp BoHdpCH t.9.06.21 ctj).2

P.
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GOVERNOR FOR THE BYSTRINSKY REGION
Township of Esso

No 174/K

June 6, 1996

Ms, Ruth R. Harkin
President and Chief Executive Officer

OPIC
1100 New York Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20527

Dear Ms. Harkin,

| have read the letter of May 13,1996 sentto you by the Sierra Club and the Environmental Defense
Fund, and | would like to share with you my views on the development of the Aginskoe gold

deposit.

This is the first major industrial project in our region which will create newjobs and thus, we hope,
contribute to the increase of the well-being of our residents. At the same time, together with the
Kamchatka Administration and the Russian government, we pay special attention to examining
possible environmental impacts on our unique region, both in the short and long term. On-site
studies carried out both by Russian and American experts show that with the right approach there
IS every reason to believe that any negative impact on environment will be minor and short-lived,

while the positive benefits are significant.

We intend to continue monitoring all the aspects of the Aginskoe project and thus ensure
environmental control in the area.

We, therefore, request you to render all possible assistance Kamgold to facilitate successful
development of the Aginskoe deposit.

Sincerely,

G.P.Devyatkin

Chief Administrator (Governor)
Bystrinsky region

Kamchatka province



o o S e [\VEllF e e e
AR * [/ ' o ri>»

iy,

TIABAAANMHL' LT RAUHH
BHICTPH HCKoPG*PAHO HA |

c. C A
(aata) ft
J>
*j

0 C.'
&5y 6 WOHR
ft

PoKaPyr'P. of «Il-ll

npe3MfleHiy ' M, x.o
e 1100 New Y ork < mantfsasF;

W ashington, D.C.%'20'56/7AS Ny,

tg Z

m _ a L
oo | P MBms«dS

ropo'evHanpaBnnn;'
v. Bawi "(3beppa;Kria6: 0Tenocb'M3no>Km*b e
ponotopyAHoro ft

ytv- * . & e*roJicIwjH n te - r g —
ce
gg*$i& r3TO0T ~ npbeKrog”® jtelg(SanM3aM~W::
= = toporo;?J3H a M a 6ommx feBW” MnojBbiujewie
N fkaMwaTCKoPi

KaKOBblI

J«rvitP -TaK mb OTflaneHHOM (6yflp4*"IRccneflOBaHi4R1npoBeAeHHbie>Ha«)0ObeKTe?poccMMCKMMM =
aMepMKaHCKMM”*CASAMaMoraMM.ftCBMAgxePbCTBytOT o0& TgM*OTA”Inpj*npaBMfibHOM-

|® “firbrA a .kbk

»-rro6bi



KAMCHATKAPROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT FOR FUEL AND ENERGY,
MINERAL RESOURCES AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dom Sovetov, Lenin S
Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky

No 54-1534
June 6, 1996

Ms. Ruth R. Harkin

President and Chief Executive Officer
OPIC

1100 New York Avenue NAV.
Washington, D.C. 20527

Dear Ms. Harkin,

Recently we received a copy ofthe letter which the Sierra Club and the Environmental Defense Fund wrote
to you on May 13, 1996. We believe that the letter contains some serious blunders that we would like to

point out to you:

1- First, it should be mentioned that the Sierra Club and the Environmental Defense Fund are not authorized
to speak on behalf ofthe Kamchatka region or its administration. Their opinion does not reflect that of the
majority of the people living in this region, including those who will be directly affected by the
development of the Aginskoe gold deposit.

2 - The 1991 study of the project carried out by the Expert Commission of the Kamchatka Environmental
Institute was areaction to the possibility of development to be done by the Russian company Sewostzoloto
(North East Gold) of Magadan (Russia) and not by Kamgold, whose abilities in this regard were considered
superior. Kamgold supplied an environmental impact study acceptable to the Institute, whose 1991 study hes
been superseded by a 1995 study, not mentioned in the May 13 letter.

In conclusion, we would like to advise you that the Administration and people of Kamchatka remain firmly
committed to tire development of Aginskoe and encourage OPIC to do everything in its power to assist in

its successful completion.
Sincerely,

B.P.Sinchenko
First Deputy to
the Governor for the
Kamchatka Province



AfIMMHMCTPAtIMH KAMMATCKdft 0BnACTM

ynPABJIEIIHE TOriJIHBHO-3HEPrETHHECICOr0 KOMRNEKCA,
MHHEPAJTbHO-CbIPbEBbIX PECYPCOB W CB5I3H

e. ncmponaanoccK-KaMwrncKuii wen. 2-80-41, 2-59-19, 2-59-82, 2-80-22
rin. Jlenunu, Jlom Coeemoa menemaun 2441571 EPS, tfiakc 7-38-43
elwail VZIN@KRA KAMCHA TKA SU

6 mom 1996r. M t./

T-xe PyT P.XapKIVH
npe3HAeHry OIIMK

1100 New York Avenue N.W.
W ashington, D.C. 20527

YBawaeMan rocnowa Xapxwn,

HeAaBHO Mbi MMenn BO3MO>KHOCTb no3HaKOMHTbCH ¢ nucbhMOM, KOTopoe "Cheppa Kna5" n
0 oha oxpanbi oxpyxoxDmsPi cpeAbi HanpaBnnn BaM 13 Man 1996r. Mbi cMmaeM, mo b
AaHHOM nucbMe MMeiOT Mecio cepbe3Hbie oluh6xw, Ha Koiopbie Mbi 6bi xoienn o6paw b
Bame BHHMaHHei

1 - Bo-nepBbix, cneAyeT CKa3aTh, mo "Chbeppa Kna6" m 0 oha oxpaHbi oKpyxoramePi
cpeAbi He 6binn ynonHOMOMeHbi roBopmb ot nima KaMwaicxoPi o0OnacTvi win
aAMHHHCTpaAHH. MX MHeHHe He OTpa>KaeT MHeHVR 6onbLUHHCTBa npO)KHBaiOmMX B A3HHOW
o6nac™ , BxnioMan Tex, Ha kom HenocpeACTBeHHO 0Tpa3mcn'nocneACTBnn oipa6oTxw

ArHHCKOrO MeCTOpOXASHMR.

2 - 3KcnepTH3a npoeicra 1991 roAa, npoBeAeHHan sxcnepiaMH KaMHaTCXoro MHCwryia
3Konornn n npnpoAononb30BaHnn fIBO PAH, 6bina peaxqnePi Ha BO3MO>KHOCTb oipa6oTXH
MecTopo>KAGHHR poccMwcKOH xoMnaHMePi  "CeB-BocTOK-3onoTo" (MaraAaH), a He
KOMnaHHePi "KaMronA". xoTopan b abhhom OTHomeHHH 3HanmenbHO npeBocxoAHT
MaraAaHCKyio xoMnaHmo. "KaMronA" npeACTaBMn Ha 3xcnepTvidy OBOC b 1995r,,
KOTopbiti npeB3ouuen HcneAOBaHwe 1991 r. h xoTopbiPi He 6bin ynoMRHyr b nnobMe ot 13

Man.

B 3aKniOMeHne HaM 6bi xoTenocb coo6inMTh BaM, mo AAMHHHCTpaAwn h HaceneHMe
KaMwaTKM no-npexmeMy noAAepwi/inaiOT ArwHcxnPi npoexT mo6pamaiOTcn a "OnMK" ¢
npocb6oPi oxa3aTh noAAap”xy Ann ero ycnemHoro ocymecTBneHHR.

C yoa>KeHneM,

riepBbiil 3aMecTHTejrb
TjiaBbl aitMHHHCTpaAHH
KaMnaTCKoti o0OjiacTH



OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20527, USLA

May 23. 199G

Mr. Bruce Rich
Director* International Program

Environmental Defence Fund
1875 Connecticut Avenue* H..W.
Washington* D.C, 2D009

Dear Mr. Rich:

Thank you for your letter of May 13# 1996 and memorandum regarding
the pending application for OPIC financing and insurance for the
Aginskoye Gold Mine project in Kamchatka,

As you know from your recent meeting with-OPlc"s environmental
staff, we are aware of the ecological sensitivity of the project
site* the surrounding area and the Kamchatka peninsula in general.
Our review of the proposed mining project will take into account
all of the issues you rained — policy as well as technical matters
— before arriving at a final decision, as to-vhethor* or on what
basis* we might proceed with support of the project.

I have asked Harvey Himherg, OPIC"s Director of Environmental
Affairs, to continue our discussions with you regarding the issues
cited in your letter and memorandum. You can erpect to hear from
him after we have had an opportunity to further examine some of the
specific points cited in your letter.

We appreciate your interest in our programs and your thoughtful
comments.

Sincerely yours*

Ruth r . Harkin
President and _
Chief Executive O fficer

cc: The Honorable Albert Cora, Jr.
Vice President of the United States

The Honorable Timothy Wirth
The Honorable Eileen claussen

Ms. Katie McGinty
Mr. David Sandalov

-viitw e 202<30a9es6 97* P. Ed
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1875 Connceucui Ave.. N.w, Sierra C lub

Wazihington- 17C20009 408 C St. NE

<2025 357-3500 ]
environmental F*x 203213-£049 W ashington, D C 20002
defense FUND (202) 547-1141
May 13. 1996

Ms. Ruth R. Harian
President and Qiicf Executive Officer
Overseas Private Investment Corporation
1100 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington. DC 20527
W
Dear Ms. Harlan. -00

Woc axe writing concerning the application by Grynbcrg Resourcas Inc.. KAMGOLD ’and
Kinross Gold Co., for insurance and financing of the Aginskoye Gold Mine project in Kamchatka.
Russia. The seven organizations endorsing this lemr have more than 5.5 million members and
supporters in the United States.

Wo believe there is substantial evidence that development of the Aginskoye project wjll have
major adverse effects on the fragile sub-alpine ecosystem in the project area, threaten salmon and
wildlife populations of international significance, potentially jeopardize several rare and endangered
species (including a number listed in the Russian Red Book and Red Book of the IUCN (World
Conservation Union), and undermine the economic and social base of sevcrtu groups of Indigenous
people who depend on these resources. Hie fact that the mining project will be sited in the high

. headwaters of the major watershed of nine principal spawning riven of the Kamchatka. Peninsula, fn
an area of high seismicity, in a region of high precipitation with risk of landslides and floods, makes
the likelihood o f eventual wide-spread ecological disruption probable.

Because of these threats, an Expert Commission of the Kamchatka Academic Environmental
Institute categorically recommended that mining development not take place in the area of the
proposed Aginskoye project in a comprehensive. 100 page study it released in 1991- In the words of
the Commission:

One can say right away: if »e arc talking about thousands of ions of potentially toxic ore in a
damp area with potential showers; thousands of inns of burned diesel fuel: hundreds of tans of
coal and benzene with high content of tetraethyl-lead; chlorate organic flows and usage of
explosives...-all that in the mouth of a spawning river-then not one hydrobiologist,’
hydrocheraist. environmentalist or toxicologist will guarantee the preservation not only of thz
river’s spawning qualities, but also of elementary life forms." (Expert Commission. Kamchatka
Environmental Academic Institute. Report; The Expert Assessment of Environmental and
Economic Consequences of Projected Gold Mining in the Central Pan of the Middle Range of
live Kamchatka Peninsula (Aga Deposit). 1991. 8.3.3.2.1.. hereafter cited as Expert

Assessment)

Moreover, the area surrounding the mine has been recognized by the government of
Kamchatka as ecologically important and vulnerable, and bas been designated as a regional protected
area (the Ichinsky Zoological Zakaztuk). This urea in turn is part of a larger national nature reserve,
the Bystrinsky Nature Park. In September, 1995 the Russian government submitted the Bystrinsky
Nature Park, including the entire area in which the proposed mine would be located, to the United

_-nv.7,.0Qg9c ipiss*; 202-3089865 97* p.05
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Ms. Ruth R- Harkin
May 13. 1996
Page 2

Nations Education, Social and Cultural Or*niziion (UNESCO) for designation as a World Heritage
Site of unique, global environmental importance.

The Rushan government's World Heritage List nomination states that "the aim has been fixed
to recognize all Nature Parks [In Kamchatka] that have been nominated for World Heritage slams as
National Parks." In fact, the Russian government World Heritage nomination explicitly wants tiut
proposed

“industrial development of the southern part of the [Bystrinsky Nature] Park may cause
pollution to the salmon-spawning grounds and a general lowering of the sustainability of
ecosystems such as the Middle Rango as well as adjoining territories to the east and west of
the flat renitories—Indficd. me people of the area will have a great dell to lose by allowing
any amount of disturbance to the salmon habitats and is hoped that the World Heritage
recognition well put this in a dear lighr,” (Minister for the Protection of the Environment and
Natural Resources of Russian Federation. “Nomination of the Volcanoes of Kamchatka for
inclusion in the World Heritage List submitted by the Russian Federation. Moscow. September
26.199S. pp25. 21. hereinafter cited as “World Heritage List Nomination, 1995)

Wo therefore believe that OPIC's support for this project would be counter to OPIC% statutory
obligation, along with other U.S. foreign assistance agencies, to make “special eflbns.«to maintain, and
where possible to restore the land, vegetation, water, wildlife, and other resources upon which depend
economic growth and human well being, especially of the poor.” (Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended. See. X17 (b). 32 U.S.C 22. sec 2151p. (b)) Because of the potential impacts on natural
resources of economic Importance for indigenous people, ecotourina potential, and the regional
economy, as well as the relatively low levels of employment generated by mining operations of this
kind compared with alternatives, OPIC’s suppon would run counter to its mandate under the Foreign
Assistance Act which requires OPIC to "especially be guided by the economic and social development
Impact and bcnefiis” in host countries. (Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. as amended, Sec. 231 (1). 32
U.S.C 22.sec. 2191 (1))

OPIC's support for the Aginskoye proposal would appear to be inconsistent with its statutory
duty to "ensure that the projecc is consistent with" sections 117 and 119 of the Foreign Assistance Act,
concerning environment and natural resources, and endangered species. (Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended. Sec. 231 (3). 32 U.S.C. 22. sec. 2191 (3)) Section 119 states, inter alia, that “the
preservation of animal and plant species ...through limitations on the pollution of natural ecosystems
and through the protection of wildlife habitats should be an important objective of United Stares
development assistance." of which OPIC is a part. It further stales that "special efforts should be made
to establish and maintain wildlife sanctuaries, reserves, and patks." (Foreign Assistance ACt of 1961. as
amended. Sec- 119 (b). 32 U.S.C. 22, sec. 215Iq. (a))

In addition, we believe that the 1995 review of the project's environmental impact study (EIS)
conducted by the Kamchatka Committee for the Protection of the Environment and Natural Resources
indicates that the EIS is so deficient in process, identification and analysis'of issues, and in
environmental standards that it has not produced sufficient information to ensure adequate notification

2
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Ms. Ruth R. Harkin
May 13. 2996
Page 3

of IBRD and U.S. environmental, public health anlgsss'afety guidelines, standards, restrictions and laws,
as required by section 237 (ro) (1) of the Foreign (32 U.S.C. 22. sec. 2197 (m) (1))

The applicadon for OPIC support of the proposed Aginskoye gold mine Is precisely the son of
situation described by section 231 (n) of the Foreign Assistance Act, namely one where "the
Corporation, using broad criteria, shall undenake>..to refuse to insure, reinsure, guarantee, or finance
any investment in connection with a project which the Corporation determines will poso,,. [a) major
environmental...hazard, or will result in the significant degradation of national parks or similar

protected areas." (32 U.S.C 22. sec. 2191 (n))

Moreover, support for the Aginskoye project would appear to be in conflict with the goals of
other ongoing environmental and habitat prorccrion efforts of the U.S. government promoted through
the Gorc-Chemomyrdm Commission to support conservation and biodiversity in the Russian Far East,
as well as with elements of die 1996 work program for “Area V: Protection of Nature and the
Organization of Reserves" of the 1994 U.S.~Russlan Environmental Agreement. Section 231 (1) of
the Foreign Assistance Act requires OPIC to be especially guided in its choice of projects for
insurance and financing by, inrer alia, “the ways in which such a project complements, or is
compatible with, other development assistance programs of die United States..-" (32 U.S.C.“22. Sec.
2191 (1)) In 1994 tho Vice President and the Russian Prime Minister issued a Joint Statement on
Preservation of Biodiversity and Conservation of Flora and Fauna in which they scaled that they

agreed that cooperation in this area is especially important to the United States and the Russian
Federation, both of which combined have'unique biological resources—Accordingly, they
announced that the Governments of the United States and the Russian Federation will work to
take actions as arc necessary for the significance of implementation of Agenda 21 adopted at
the 1992 Rio de Janeiro Conference on the Environment and Devclopment....'lb encourage
such bilateral cooperation, they will continue to make efforts towards further increasing the
effectiveness of their work in tho field of conservation of flora and fauna and the preservation
of biodiversity. (Joint Statement by the Vice President of the United States of America and the
Prime Minister of the Russian Federation on Preservation of Biodiversity and Conservation of
Flora and Fauna. December. 16. 1994)

We would recall the Vice President's commitment in the Joint Commission's 1995 Joint
Statement on Sustainable Management and Conservation of Natural Resources:

Both sides recognize the necessity of conservation and sustainable management of natural
resourCes.-Funher the two sides recognize the Importance of all ecosystems, including riverain,
marine and forest ecosystems, to the overall health of global systems. To that end. they agree
to strengthen existing cooperarion...to encourage the sustainable management of natural
resources in these ecosystems in a manner consistent with the spirit of this statement. They
also agree that related private sector activities should be guided by these principles. (United
States-Russian Federation Joint Commission on Economic and Technological Cooperation,
Joint Statement on Sustainable Management and Conservation of Natural Resources, June 30.

1995)

MAY-31-1996 10=26 2024093856 P 07
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Ms. Ruth R. Harkin
May 13. 1996
Page 4

Under the 1994 UJS.-Russia Environmental Agreement, the 1996 Working Group Protocol for
activities in “Area V." relating to "Protection of Nature and tire Organization of Reserves." calls for
several joint programs relating to the study and protection of biodiversity in central and southern
Kamchatka, including species that may adversely affected by the Aginskoye mine, such as the

gytfalcon:

The national wildlife refugees of the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands (U.S.), and the
nature reserves of Northeastern Russian, the Kamchatka Peninsula and tho commander Islands
(Russia) have many nanrcal and geomorpbobgical features In common. These similarities form
the basis for a comparative ecosystem relationship, with the goal of better understanding the
natural overall processes through the study of wildlife species and biological communities

shared by both regions.

Topics of cooperation include Joint studies of the species integral to these ecosystems (c.g.
brown bear, .reindeer, binds, insects), and also wildlife requiring special protection, such
as...[the] gyrfrdcon (Falco tusticolus).(UnJttd States Department of the interior. V S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Office of International Affaire. "U,S.~Rus$ia Environmental Agreement. Area
V Protection of Nature and the Organization of Reserves. Working Group Protocol 1996, Final
Text. Project 02.0S-21, Aleutian Chain Biodivcisity, p. 6. hereafter cited as “U.S. Russia
Environmental Agreement Working Group Protocol, 1996)

The 1996 Working Group Protocol includes two subprojects involving joint U.S.-Russian
research in central and southern Kamchatka, Involving monitoring and surveys of brown bears in nature
reserves and studying migrating raptors and other landbirds. (U.S.-Russian Environmental Working
Group Protocol, 1996, Project 02.05-21. subproject 3., "Brown Beits in Kame- tka and Chukotka;
subproject 4., “Bceringia-Kamcluuk?. Biodiversity: Monitoring Migrating Raptors’, p. 6) -<3r

Ths Aginskoye mine project would hardly appear to "complement” or be "compatible with"
these activities.

Besides these critical questions concerning the adveise environmental and developmental
impacts of this project which go to the heart of OPIC’s mandate, there are serious, unresolved issues
relating to the legal status of the proposed mine-rite, and any mining activities that would be
conducted there. First, we understand that in September, 1994. after the tender was awarded for the
mine, the Kamchatka regional government altered the borders of the already existing Icliinsky
2 rological Zakaznik to exclude the 51,850 hectare area of the mining site, locaied in the middle of the
protected zoological reserve, in the heart of the Bystrinsky Nature Reserve and proposed national park
and World Heritage site. This has already been a matter of considerable controversy and dispute
among different parties in Kamchatka, and. according to one source, "are legally questionable and may
be challenged.” (David Gordon, Pacific Environment and Resources Center, letter to Glenn Anderson.
ASaRCO Inc, JFebntiuy 2, 1995) Second, the legal status and definition of Nature Parks, as set out in
March 22, 1995 law of the Russian Federation "On Specially Protected Naferal Territories," appears to
explicitly prohibit the kind of activities and llkaly impacts assooi-ucd with the proposed Aginskoye

mining development:

laac 2624039556 317. P.00
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.Ms. Ruth R. Haritin

May 13. 1996
Page 5

"Article 1S. 1. Nature Park™ are to be nature conservation and recreational territories and
properties, under tho direction of organs of the Russian Federation, of significant or aesthetic
value and set aside for nature conservation, educationill and recreational use,

"Article 21. 3. The following activities are io be prohibited on the territories of tire Nature e
Paries: those which will alter the historic landscape, decrease or destroy tire environmental,
aesthetic or recreational properties of tire Nature Pari: and damage tire sustainable regime for
historic and cultural monuments." (World Heritage List Nomination. 1995. pp.' 24-25)

A more detailed summary of our concerns is attached to this letter.

For the reasons elucidated boih above and in tire attached aanontndum. OPIC’s support for
the Aginskoye mining project would violate its environmental and developmental mandates set out in
Sections 117. 119. 231 (n). and 237 (1). (2), and Cm) (1) of the Foreign Assistance Act. It would be
inimical to, rather than complementary and compatible with. the overoll goals of environmental
bilateral foreign assistance far Russia set forth by tire Gore-Gremomyrdin Commission, and raise
potential conflicts with tire goals of several components of ongoing work plans Under the 1994 U.S.—
Russia Environment Agreement. We believe it would be in conflict with tire most basic principles of
sustainable development, to which the U.S. and Russia have committed themselves to under the 1992
Rio Declaration and Agenda 21. and also weaken tire ongoing implementation of the World Heritage
Convcntion-io which the US. is a party-by threatening a site nominated for inclusion on tire World

Heritage List.

Sincerely,

Director. International Program )
Environmental Defense Fund Sierra Club

Barbara. Bramble
Director, International Programs
National Wildlife Federation

On Behalf of.

Andrea Durbin David Gordon
Director. International Program Co-Director

Friends of the Earth. U.S. Pacific Environment and
Resources Center

MfIY-(fI-|99€ 10:27 2020089966 P.09
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Ms. Ruth R. Haririn

B(!ay g 1996

Bill P. Pfieffcr Da\/_id B, Hunrer
Executive Director Senior Attorney
Sacred Earth Network Center for International

Environmental Law

Honorable Albert Gore. Jr..
Vice President of the Drifted States

Timothy Wjnh
Undersecretary of Stale for Global Affairs

Eileen Claussen
Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and International Environmental and  Scientific Af&irs

Kan'o McGinty
Chair. Council on Environmental Quality

David Sandalow
Director for Environmental Affairs, Nntional Security Council
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MEMORANDUM: ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL AND DEVELOPMENTAL

CONCERNS RELATING TO THE PROPOSED KAMCHATKA AGINSKOVE MINE
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The Proposed Mineis a Threat to Biodiversity.
Rare and Endangered Species, and a Protected Area

of International Importance

The Mine Threatens the Resources on Which Depends
tire Long Term Sustalnable.Dcvelopment ofthe Region

Risk of Seismic Activity. Severe Precipitation, and Hooding

Adverse Effects on Native People and Cultural Sites

a Severely Flawed Environmental Assessment Process
Fails to Meet IntemationaHy Accepted Minimum Standards

Serious Problems of Monitoring and Enforcement



- SRR %ﬂ%ﬁﬁb@(ﬁ@féﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁ&ﬁﬁm RBORAN 2" 9°ree

20 1N d alta,

o

i

njmne thelu %ﬁ?
%&ﬁ%m@%@% d h%;%m;ﬁs&ﬁ%%
ffr?&c e

b

- <|
: "‘. :_.
a (ﬁ “0:; 'a N :

mrgis%

] I

e\

e

I

1t

) pJS)

il

ntevicinl ofthem snteaecgmg

%e(wr%

e

SPEOES

X[ nB [JaiCon (D
nom O/ Ies| H](-'sr(]d{ 13 r
(%{fﬁg &) Iﬁ% ! A classiied Ao |
WJ%@T mprgﬂf ° mky
Theagahasas oant fionof tre ia
Wdlﬁentagem I\tgr%?r%nm gjé)ﬂearcatm

e B s
; e, 0 DEUOE O T WO e
C O(fc')rﬂarfd% EASTEN
C@a%ﬁasv\elasoﬁ%rrm S g

SDALCHC ool ot
%fcﬁ‘t I DA R G G SO ek
T i e o

IS

e

%mane S%%S

i

R JW@%

| reorganlzé

:.Si

Peningla/
| ed
:

I qu Viln

150
ian

R
g

The planned roed construction assooatealwith the mine will increese acoess by poachers andoould

V 11 100C

fmj-————~-  202409S6S5

o7K



myY-31-19gs 11:11

Q_'

“%mm%%@% %

%%%% %@m%ﬁ%aﬁ%ﬁ%% : %&2@@%

my-31-199S 10:33 P.ia



*TOV-3K19% 1115

%‘% f%p%g L

E%}g ”W" 5 elfan

%ﬂﬁéﬁw%“ﬁf e
IRl

0.

%

An

i

D theen

Il

I

S «

1 lm%lwn%%lﬁs m

@Fﬁ

%@%‘r}ai&o major
l.l

|
or s

IC,'GEO E{%Smhn

ver basm 0%\#\1@[@
)

|rgnvers

n%ﬁé'ﬁm%?@%‘“

dote

|33|

I|eveal \Mmthe ACENIC

Hgt % mardm,

A, ‘f 'Vﬂu ril}/e?(:nrs .
Al |I ,

M?%“E g&g@E
i3 my o

1Y) afees.

-lTE E)(pGI'tASSESStTEﬁtOfﬂ’EKHTd’HﬂGAcadem.c EFMTCNTHH |r’Sl]11JterTerS mgllent
3

MQV-31-199G
T nnw.i

i0:3B

2024009056

UIf ItIUflliy «

972

PAIS



MOY-31-1996 11:15

=558,

(72
D

e

|I| 6

Il. RISK OF SEISMIC ACTIVITY. SEVERE PRECIPITATION. AND FLOODING

g ER R %WW

chnpph

) v

0.

[
g aqél 8 c%;%a %‘Tgnﬁam SpAT
Stetor el SO0 LSON.
% 0.2 Fejor i en\nron ly CEVeSEng ard

o

AL s
R

[ur?mm

A S

V. adverse effects onnative people and cultu ral sues

B R R
[N 4N v

.,-. .;; .-.” n&%ﬂﬂﬁn |ve |r| lErNEI‘SIn |
e i
T @% Jm% L

4

MOY-31-199G  10:31 2020C99Q6S
VI IU-4l |

i e er[morgq%m
%ﬁﬁg@?% B%%amw' %ﬂ%’?

97*

453

Ir

iG



Fgcrl

ks

WS

%’%ﬁﬂt
on

Fin

amlfur%}@{%iﬁ%9 ke beﬂﬁtted

mmoc?mess&ncm

0 of mman
R
Aﬂm%d;gea;m jelrrr]lm
MEE Wfkﬁ%&%ﬁ@m&%

A

qro\mone

I
l‘

it

W
W

SSTHATFAILSTO

ﬁﬁ]‘%}g C%de mﬁgfﬂea%l%%da%fegaﬁfb m@lwg{e&eﬁtmue

%%5%%% %

LU

foraproectofthi
%%&a%
A UL

ﬂana%

cfsuﬂﬁy q}?dge@ m@%m%a@%m S ma%%g for

R

Lty rﬂ%blmt urblstandort

i

ally, there
bI| hearl
or

e

1 TN 00 T

N 'ormmons 1heEISa of public perticipeti
Wlsr%g mg%@?ﬂlm wmrgq % ed! ﬁﬁmm I\ﬁ%@m&%‘ E‘r‘[gﬁg%l{
ﬁmnl ACNat ]Ve4' raj/?.OI o DYl
w:ema 10p (el (%e E@mw N quleM 'n%l}ze
' JEUEL VE | sltillel Qi
n'rcu'bl %r%ﬁemo%mwﬁg? sz 0fi| %%ul’?’
e 0 e,a%? |cumurer%la/vo ] e a%“ i

IT -anwj

031193 1032

2024e99Q6S

KT IMATHT) 1

P.1?



0T J3nut

A nWY-3l-i3gs H :IB

A

RS

VI SERIOUS PROBLEI\/IS OF MONITCRING AND ENFORCEMENT

F]tl]S € UTedE

%ﬁu a%%%m gﬁrﬁﬁm %@%ﬁ%ﬁ
R T R

SR

e A f 0 e




No 53f

KAMCHATKA PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION

1, Lenin PL,
Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky 683040

February 2, 1996

rton

L. ostv/iﬁk

anager, rRussia Investment

ervi

i
b

& %A%%sggfwworporation

e
806

Dear Mr. Bostwick:

In 1994 Kamgold, a Closed type Russian-American Joint Stock Company (ZAQ), won the
international tender for the development of the Aginskoe gold deposit, and Kamgold was issued
Mining License PTR No 10306 BE on October 28, 1994

Kamgo

|d's founders and shareholders arc: Kinross Gold Corp. (USA) - 25 %, Grynberg Resources

Inc. (USA) - 25% and Kamgeo (Russian Federation), an Open type Joint Stock Company - 50%.

Proven
seven),

and probable gold reserves amount to 27,227 kg (twenty thousand two hundred and twenty
those of silver - to 1205S kg (twelve thousand and fifty eight).

In the period since the license issuance, ZAO Kamgold has carried out the following work to
facilitate successful implementation of the project:

|-lazen Research, Inc. FCoIorado, USA) and Lakefield Research (Ontario, Canada) have
done analysis of control samples and metallurgical testwok based on industrial assaying and
control sampling of the deposit; Kelsy has done recalculation of prospected reserves;
(fenglnbe?rtlngtreéear{:h for the process plant, camp and infrastructure has been completed at the
easibility study stage

Fea3|b|||Yy Stu%y a%d Assessment of Environmental Impacts have been completed and
approved” by the state entities of expert ecological evaluation and RF state mining
supervision. The peculiarities of the nroject rlqld environmental requirements in the
Kamchatka region and hI(TJh expert evaluation level required the efforts of a big number of
ecological experts both at Tederal and local levels and completion of numerous intermediate

research, practical and theoretical studies;



Translation

*  public hearings have been held in the areas inhahited by the Norther indigenous population

that expressed their support for the Aginskoe project; .
» 2 10-year-long Lease %reement for the 126-km-long access road from Milkovo to the

Aginskoe gold deposit has been signed; . N
*  Russian Federation Government Decree No 447 dd. April 29,1995 authorizing Kamgold to

sell its production (dore a_Ilo%P in the international market for hard currency via

Vneshtorghank has been received; . . .
Agreements on the dore alloy sale in the international market have been S|%ned with the

Russian Federation Committee on Precious Metal and Gems and Russian Federation Bank
for Foreign Trade.

We believe that ZAO Kamgold with its impressive experience and “state-of-the-art” minin
technologies is capable of completln_(I; all the necessary preparator?; work in due time and sta
production in 1997 in compliance with the License agreement without disturbing Kamchatka's

unique natural complex.

The Kamchatka Provincial Administration is carefully following the work done by the ZAQ
Kamgold and is rendering constant support to the A?lnskoe gqldmln]ngf(pmject, since this is the first
really on-going project on developing a new industry, i.e. mining, in Kamchatka.

Given all the above, the Kamchatka Provincial Administration would kindlty) request you to expedite
the consideration of the application submitted bY Kinross Gold Corp. on behalfof ZAQ Kamgold
and provide the loans necessary for the successful development of the Aginskoe goldmining project.

Thanking your in advance,

V.Biryukov
Kamchatka Governor



AEMHHHCTpau;mi
KawraaTCKOH 66]|aCTH TO: Burton L.Bostwick, manager, Russia

investment services.

Do P kg o OB 5200 1100 Now ork avemae. M. e
onnmeTpuDU Kauw crofl o&iicTB.T.np.:2-20- b ew York Avenue, N.W.
FA207-38-43.TedicTailn; 244157 Tc%' .

0 823 elicTa A Washington, D.C. 20527.

Fax: (202) 408-9866.

YBawaeMbM rocnofIMH Boctbmk!

B 1994r. PoccuficKo-AMepuKaHCKoe 3aKpbuoe AKpHOHepnoe 06LpecTBo
“KAMrOfIfl” 6bino npM3HaHO no6efl[HTeneM b Me>KflyHapoflHOM TeHflepe Ha
pa3pa6oT«y ArnHci<oro 3onoTopyfl[Horo MecTopo>KfleHMR, b pe3yjibTale nero
"KAMrOFIfl* nonynnn nnpeH3nto Ha npaBO nonb30BaHHR HeflpaMM nﬁD N°10306 BO
ot 28 OKTflOpn 1994r.

yMpeflmenfIMH h axpHOHepaMM 3A0 “KAMrOJIfl" rbjiriotcr “KMHPOCC
Tonfl KopnopenujH" (CLLIA) - 25%, TpafiH6epr Pncopcec HKKopnopeMTefl" (CLLJA) -
25% h AxpHOHepHoe OSLpecTBO OTKpbuoro Tuna “KAMrEO" (PoccMMCKaR
OepepapuR) - 50%.

Pa3BepaHHbie u M3BneKaeMbie 3anacbi 3onoia cociaB/iRioT 27227
(flIBappaThb ceMb ThicRH fIBecTM fIBappaTb ceMb) KHJiorpaMMOB. Pa3BeflaHHbie h
H3BneKaeMbie 3anacbi ct;>36pa cociaBnRiOT 12058 (flIBeHaflpaTb ThicRH nRTbflecRT
BOCeMb) KHJiorpaMMOB.

C MOMeHTa nonyneHMR nnpeH3HnN no cerofHRUJHMH fleHb 3AO "KAMrOBfl"
BbinonHHNo KOMnneKc pa6oT, cnoco6cTByiomnx ycneniHOH peann3apnn npoetaa,

OCHQBHbBIMH H3 KOTOpbIX RBIIRKDICR: .
R ol B el O ot

CLLIA h ‘TI3HKc|3nnA PHcepH", OHTapno, KaHafla BbinonHnnn aHann3bi KompojibHbix
npo6 h MeiannyprHHecKHe HcnbuaHMR. OHpMOti "KencH", KaHafla 6bin npon3BefleH
nepecMeT pa3BeflaHHbix 3anacoB;

- fInR CTafIMH "TexHMKo-aKOHOMHHecKoro 06ocHOBaHMR"™ npoBefleHbi HH>KeHepHbie
H3bicK3HHR nofl <£a6pHKy, nocenoK h HucfDpacTpyKTypy;

- BbinonHeHbl "TeXHMKO0-3KOHOMHMeCKOe 060CHOBaHHe" H “OpeHKa B03fleMCTBMR |'h
OKpywaioipyK) cpefly", KOTopbie npoujnn rocyflapcTBeHHyK) OKOJiorMMecKyro
3KcnepTH3y h 3KcnepTM3y rocropTexHafl3opa Pocchh. Cnepncfc)MKa npoeKTa,
x<ecTKne 3KonornMecKne TpefioBaHMR KaMHaTCKoro perHOHa m BbicokHH ypoBeHb
3Kcneprn3 noipe6oBann npHBJieMeHMR k noflroTOBKe fla"Hbix floikyMeHTOB 6onbmoro
KOJiHHecTBa cnepnanncTOB-3KonoroB pa3nnMHbix ypoSHen - cjieflepanbHbix h



MecTHbix, npoBeflPHMH MHoroMUcneHHbix noflrocioBmenbHbix uccneflOBaTenbCKnx,
npaKTHHecKnx m TeopeTHHecKHX, pab6oi;

- b paPioHax KOMnaKTHoro npo>KMBaHHH Manbix napoflOB CeBepa 6binn npoBefleHbi
o6mecTBeHHbie cnyuiaHMfl, b xo0,qe KOTopbix 6binn nonyneHbi nonowMTenbHbie
OT3biBbi b noftqepwKy Aiv.HCKoro npoeKTa;

- noflnncaHbi KompaKThbi Ha nonb30BaHne AoporoPi ot cena MmibKOBO flo ArMHCKoro
3onoTopyflHoro MecTopo>KfleHMH npoTax<eHHOCTbio 126 (cto fIBaflLiaib mecTb) khjio-
MeTPOB CpOKOM Ha 10 (fleCHTb) HST J

- nonyneHo riocTaHOBJieHHe npaBmenbCTBa Poccmmckoh cpeflepai®MH ot 29 anpenn
1995r., N°447, pa3peiiiaioinee 3KL|HOHepHOMy ofiinecTBy "KAMrO JIfl* peann3a4HK)
Ha BHeujHeM pbiHKe nepe3 BHeuiTopr6aHK npon3BOAHMofi KOMnaHMePi npoflyKL(HM
(cnnaBa flope) 3a cbo6oaho KOHBepTHpyeMyto sanfOTy;

- noAnncaHbi CornauieHWH ¢ KoMMTeTOM Poccmhckom Oe,qepal;nM no flparoLjeHHbiIM
MeTannaM m AparoueHHbIM ksmham m BaHKOM BHeumePi ToproBHM Poccmmckoh
ceflepaL(MM o peann3au(MM cnnaBa flope Ha mhpobom pbiHKe.

Mbi cHHTaeM, hto 3A0 “KAMrOJIfl*, ncnonb3yn 6onbuioPi onbiT h nepeflOBbie
TexHonornn cf)npMbi “KUHPOCC” b ropHopyfl[Hon npoMbiinneHHOCTM, b coctohhmh
KaMecTBeHHo h b cpoK npoBecTH Becb Heo6xoAHMbIPi 06i>eM noflroTOBHTenbHbix
pa6oT m BbiflaTb npoflyKAHK) b 1997r. b cooTBeTCTCTBHH ¢ Tpe6oBaHnnivin
nm;eH3HOHHOro comaiiieHHnN, He Hapyiuan ynHKanbHoPi npnpoAfc>i KaMHaTKH.

AAMMHHCTpaAMH KaMMaTCKoPi o6nacTH BHHMaTenbHO cneAMT 3a paSoToPi 3A0
"KAMrO JIfl" mOKa3biBaeT nocTonHHyra noAAepwxy AmMHCKOMy 3onoTopyAHOMy
npoeioy Tax xai< 3to nepBbiM peanbHO pa3BMBaioiAMMcn npoeKT b CTaHOBneHwu
hobom oTpacnw na KaMMaTKe - ropHopyAHoPi npoMbimneHHocTM.

B CBA3M c BbhiiiieM3no>KeHHbiM AAMMHHCTpai®"MH KaMHaTCKoPi o6nacTM
Pocchhckom OeAepaAHH o6paiAaeTcn k BaM ¢ npocbSoPi o cKopePiiueM
paccMOTpeHHH 3anBKH "KMHPOCC Toha KopnopePiLUH", nhoAaHHoPi ot HMeHH
3aKpbiToro A«<AHoHepHoro 06iAecTBa "KAMrO JIfl* no ocfcopMneHMto He6xoAHMDbix
Ann ycneniHoro pa3BMTnn ArMHcxoro 3onoTopyAHoro npoeiaa xpeAMTOB.

3apaHee 6naroAapnM,

fy6epHaTop KaMMaTCKoPi o6nacTM B. Bmpioxob.
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A Little-Known NPS Program

B iosphere

R eserves

The International Vanguard of Rural D epopulation

By Carol W. LaGras.se
"G* ven before "conservation biologist” Reed Noss and
radical environmentalist David Foreman joined
hands to promote the deep ecologists' dream of re-wilding
the country and ousting the human population eco-region
by eco-region I pointed out my suspicions about the United
Nations Biosphere reserve designations.
""Advocates for biosphere reserve designation
are careful never to admit that human popula-
tions would be displaced by biosphere reserve
status. Reports of this sort of thing can acceptably
reach the United States from abroad but forced
depopulation is not acceptable within the United
States. During 1991 the Wolong Nature Preserve
in Tibet saw the forced evacuation of Tibetan
people to make room for the Giant Panda in a
United Nations biosphere reserve. Gordon Davis,
who was an advisor to the New York Governor's
Commission (on the Adirondacks), helped the
Chinese government draft the land-use regula-
tions for the preserve, where the people have
worked the land for hundreds of years. Davis said
that Tibetans are complaining that the govern-
ment considers the pandas to be more important
than people.”"’

Since Davis was a pivotal Adirondack environmentalist
and since the Adirondack-Champlain Biosphere reserve
had just been secretly designated in 1989, it was significant
that the Tibetan experience under his involvement was in
line with Adirondack preservation efforts. The Tibetan
program was a revealing United Nations mistake early in
the game and would be a more truthful indicator of the real
drift of the biosphere reserves than the official pronounce-
ments about making it easier for rural people to live in
harmony with their environment.

The truth about the biosphere reserve vision had been

buried in technicaljournals and now, over three years later,
is blatantly confirmed by Noss and Foreman.

The United Nations UNESCO Biosphere Reserve pro-
gram divides the world into bionics, which are major types
of natural environments such as the "temperate broadleaf
forests or woodlands and sub-polar deciduous thickets," of
the Eastern United States and Europe. The goal of the
Biosphere Reserve program is to preserve example biologi-
cal systems -- at least one of each major subdivision of each
biome - intact for the indefinite future. Since it began in
1971, the United Nations Man and Biosphere (MAB)
program has designated over SOU reserves in 75 countries,
totalling 405 million acres.

In the United States, The National Park Service admin-
istrates the biosphere reserve programs in conjunction with
the Department of State.

Continued on page 2

Inside:
A Perception of Cultural Preservation. 5

Secret Landmarks on Private land....... 8
Not-Profit Shadow Government ....... 12

An ancient
gravestone in
one of many
rural
cemeteries cut
offfrom
families and
descendents
and returned
to nature by
the National
Park Service.



Pasitions on Properly

Biosphere Reserves

The biosphere reserve boundaries are not supposed to
be static. The Biosphere Reserves are centered around a
core, with a buffer zone ami a transition zone idealized as two
successive rings around the core. The core is to ever expand
into the next ring as it is cleaned up ecologically and the
people emptied out. Meanwhile, the buffer is to work its
way into the transition zone as the transition zone improves
in ecological integrity,

Because new industries and houses are kept out of the
buffer zone, it is programmed for imminent or gradual
financial ruin, and will ultimately be melded into the wild
"core area. Experiments and studies arc conducted in the
buffer area ostensibly as part of research on the interrela-
tionship of people and the environment, but actually these
are to document the "damaging" effects of development
and the "succession, regeneration and restoration of de-
graded ecosystems,” all related to clearing the people and
their intrusions out, which, of course, is never put in so
many words. The outer, transition zone, or "zone of coop-
eration,” keeps expanding as well.

The three rings are designed to work like PAC. man, the
wilderness core eating into the buffer, the buffer into the
transition, and the outer transition zone into the area
beyond the edge of the official biosphere reserve, laying
waste people, cities, economies, and local representative
democracy in their wake.

According to technical journals, government is to be-
come regionalized, crossing town, county and even state
and national boundaries.

In the Northeast it was no accident that the 26 million
acre Northern Forest Lands federal study area and failed
Northern Forest Lands Council plan came on the heels of
theCha.nplain-Adirondack Biosphere designation and that
the Audubon Society and Sierra Club are now focusing
preservation efforts on the Great Northern Forest cco-
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regton.

The October 1994 National Geographic propaganda on
the National Parks, which received Bruce Babbitt's impri-
matur, states that "voices can be heard demanding park
status for the Maine woods,in an effort to drum up
support for the big focus related to the Northern Forest
among its supporters.

The Biosphere Reserve designation even for as large an

Since it began in 1971, the United Nations
Man and Biosphere (MAB) program has desig-
nated over 300 reserves in 75 countries, totalling
405 million acres.

area as 10 million acres for the Champlain-Adirondack
Biosphere Reserve, is only one useful step in the greenlin-
ing process -- the process of ever-more government
environmental controls on land and government acquisi-
tion of land, which now can be seen to be so blatantly part
of a vision to depopulate rural America,

The Northern Forest Lands is a biosphere reserve
concept. The Adirondack-Champlain Biosphere Reserve
could easily blend into the Northern Forest Lands, which
would stretch across to the Maine coastal biosphere reserve
that has been proposed. Ultimately, northern New York
and New England would be systematically depopulated.

The National Park Service knows that the "honor'" of
biosphere reserve designation is not popular locally, When
people in Minnesota found out that they would be residents
of an international Vovageur's biosphere reserve, they
organized effectively to stop the process in 19S7, That
biosphere reserve would have also included the Boundary

Waters Canoe Area and a portion of Canada, the Quctico
Continued on page 4
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Structure of Biosphere R eserves

Inside, Beyond or Entirely Separate from the National Park System

"a global network of protected areas

n
TO CONSERVE REPRESENTATIVE EXAMPLES OF THE WORLDS ECOSYSTEMS )

SCHEMATIC DIAGRAM OF A BIOSPHERE RESERVE()
TRANSITION AREA

"VARIABLE," "OPEN BOUNDARY™

Sometimes referred to as the area
for "sustainable production™ or
the "Area of Cooperation™

(managed uses in harmony with
biosphere reserves)

BUFFER ZONE

LEGISLATED BOUNDARY & PROTECTION
(ecosystem research and rehabilitation of
landscapes "damaged" by humans)

LTI

"In the United States, we are building

CORE ARE A many nested associations involving legisla-

tive wilderness within a national park, and

STRICT LEGISLATED PROTECTION  a national park within a larger biosphere

INDEEINITE BORDER (Scientific monitoring of health of reserve, which grows in size as it develops in

biosphere and planet) function."
- William P. Gregg, Jr.("

R elationsh Ip TO  “A national park normally corresponds to a core area together with a buffer
: : *-UNESCO™"
National Parks. *°"

R e I ation Sh |p to "Wilderness Areas arc frequently designated as core areasof Biosphere Reserves,
; or are included within larger areas delineated as core areas. Biosphere Reserves
Other Park Service . 9 | P
) ) mas also include Research Natural Areas, Experimental Research Areas. World
DESlg nations. Heritage Sites, National Natural Landmarks, Wild and Scenic Rivets, and
National Trails." - National Park Service""

William I' Gicgg, |i anil Reiss Ann MICimii, “Biosphere Re- William P. Gregg. Jr. "on Wilderness, National Parks and Biosphere
scues” OltloX ximii*(%nnm [], Summer 1'JBft. p Resources.” Prwmlings «/ llie Illi Annmil S\mjni\iiiui fin Itnnhli.ir ICw e\
“A Pranical Guide > MAR," | NF.SCI), mie 19H7, p21and"The ~ <RHIP>T.
Man and die B[osphere,Program - questions and answers," Southem Ibid, piM
Appalachian Min and Biosphere Cooperative, p2 Nattural Resources Management,“Guidelines, Chaplci 1,pZ-",NPS- 77
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Biosphere

Park, Although mapped, the Canadian part of the Adiron-
dack-Champlain Biosphere Reserve was left out of the
initial designation.

The defeat of the international Yoyageur's biosphere
reserve has not been allowed to rest. Instead, the biosphere
reserve idea was transmuted this year by the National Park
Service proposal for "wilderness' designation of 90% of the
200,000 acre Voyageur's National Park. This proposal was
also dropped in the furor created by local opposition,

"Voyageur's National Park was always intended as a
multi-use recreation area,” said their local congressman,
the powerful Democrat, James
L. Oberstar, angry that he was
not consulted.'0

It is not hard to conclude that
the National Park Service imple-
mentation of the biosphere
reserves is first astep toward fed-
eral land use control through federal ecosystem
management'4dand ultimately would lead toward interna-
tional control of biologically restored land in the U.S.
Although the biosphere reserves are not named in the
controversial Rio De Janeiro Convention on Biological
Diversity, the terms of the proposed treaty are consistent
with the biosphere reserve methodologies and thinking
(low or no-technology "sustainable use", biodiversity sur-
veys and preservation of biodiversity.) This is the legacy of
the National Park Service, which indeed is part of Bruce

R eserves

According to UNESCO, Biosphere Reserves
"are not just another sort of protected areas given
another name." The designation must be made
effective by "guaranteeing their protection by legis-
lation and/or management. ',5'

January-Mnrcli 1995

continued from page 2

Babbitt's Department of Interior, where a staff of 1,850 is
mobilized conducting the National Biological Survey re-
jected by Congress,

The environmental community is not one to come up
with new ideas. The same little, incredibly wealthy gaggle
bandy new names around but it isthe same concepts and the
same backers. Their biosphere reserves, wildlands, biodi-
versity, and re-introduction of predators are faces of the
same coin.

The concerns about international control of land in
rural America have appropriately focused on the tairth
Summit proposed Biodiversity
Convention. Some analysts be-
lieve that the Manhattan
Project-like intensity of the illicit
National Biological Survey is to
ready the data for implementa-
tion of the Biodiversity
Convention during the Clinton/Gore Administration. The
biosphere reserves are the ideal focus of biodiversity and
ideal units of treaty implementation.

The biosphere reserve designations have a low profile as
the Biological Diversity Convention jets ahead. They will
rear upas regulatory venues for the international Biodiver-
sity Convention if it is ratified and, unless the program is
deliberately eliminated by Congress, will become an overt
focus of the wildlands program and remain an unofficial

Continued on page 9

THE BILL THAT WOULD HAVE
ESTABLISHED THE UNESCO
BIOSPHERE RESERVES AS
LAW IN THE UNITED STATES

This bill, the "National Park System Protection and Re-

sources, Management Act of 1983," would have established
"Internationally Recognized Areas" to be known as biosphere
reserves or world heritage sites. The bill stated:

‘Those park units accorded the designation of
"biosphere reserve' or ‘world heritage site' shall receive
priority attention and considerationfor prompt, height-
ened resource data collection, monitoring, and
protection efforts."

The bill, which passed the House of Representatives but

failed in the U.S. Senate, would have restricted the Secretary
of Interior from leasing, permitting any uses, disposing of
lands, or allowing timber harvest, gravel extraction or mining
until he performed a study and determined there was no
impact on the biosphere reserve values.

PROPERTY RIGHTS POrSDATIOS OF AMERICA, ISC., Carol IP. LoGrassr, President
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The NationalPark Service Professionals and Bureaucrats Impose Preservation

Based on Convenience and Ideology in Service o fthe Power Structure

A P erception of C u

Falsifying local history, recreating quaint museums o f
local culture on the local culture it destroys, preventing
cemetery upkeep, closing cemetery access to descendants,
andattempting to condemn cemeteries it cannot own.

n 1979, newswoman Jessica Savitch reported that in

-Che Cuyahoga Valley, Ohio, the "Catch 22" was that
homes taken by the National Park Service will be restored
"'so that visitors can see what it was like when people used to
live here."1t*

The National Park Service should be brought to trial for
its betrayal of its trust to preserve the American culture and
traditions, especially the Con-
stitutional tradition of
private property and the tra-
dition of land-based
independence of rural people.

Like any massive bureau-
cracies, the National Park
Service, the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and the
Staie counterparts cater to the
clienteleon theinside of power
structures and ignore the sig-
nificance and even the rights
of people who are out of fash-
ion or whose cultural
preservation doesn't meet the
bureaucracy’'sself-scrving pur-
poses.

Naturally, abureaucracy of
the formal purposes, age, size
and financial resources of the
National Park Service contrib-
utes importantly to the
preservation of American his-
tory and culture. But this is
preservation dictated by con-
venience and ideology. Thus
today the National Park Ser-
vice focuses on vast
battlefields, because doing so preserves broad areas of land
from "development,” but neglects so significant a National
Park site as Grant's Tomb, perhaps because it "glorifies"
military proficiency, which is not politically correct.

""preservation by principles of power and convenience

has deeper, more consistent impact. In the preserva-
tion of local culture, in the respect for local communities,
and in the respect for history and historic culture valued by
local communities, the National Park Service has shown
itself crude and brutal.

It is perfectly logical that this be so. What has a bureau-

l t ur al

P reservation

crat in Washington at the top of a pyramid, whose funding
and powercame from Washington to gain by respectingthe
culture, vitality and living significance of local communi-
tieswho, at most, can determine one single vote in Congress-
All of the professionalism of historians, the expertise in
the "vernacular" from basketweavingto moonshine, are all
the more ironic when applied under a top-down structure
that steamrolls local communities.
| 1he National Park Service shamelessly carved the
post-World War Il Natural Parks out of historically
inhabited areas of the country. The most notable three
where remaining residents
have continued to keep alive
the effort to preserve their com-
munities and publicize their
plights are the Indiana Dunes
National Lake Shore where 700
suburban homes were leveled,
the Buffalo National River in
Arkansaswhere approximately
1,000 homes were condemned
and leveled and the Cuyahoga
National Recreation Area in
Ohio where 400 homes were
condemned and burned or
boarded up. The Park Service
continues to pressure adjacent
communities with park expan-
sion. A major investigation is
urgently needed to examine
the cultural and community
impact of these and every other
National Park created after
World War II.
ut the scarring of local
‘culture to carve out Na-
tional Parks began inthe 1920's.
The Shenandoah National
Park comprises 200,000 acres
of land that was inhabited for
centuries. After Virginia succeeded in obtaining congres-
sional authorization for Shenandoah National Park to get
tourism trade, the state evicted some of the residents of the
area by dragging them from their homes, even forcing a
hand-cuffed man to watch his home burned down The
State then donated the land to the National Park Service
which was directed by Congress to build the park from
donated land.
The Great Depression and the fact that the stale donated
the land are the basis for the fiction presented as "history"

Continued on /rage 8
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N ational Parks Service "Restoration”" of Cemeteries to W i
A Cultural, Historical and Religious D esecration

o
Buffalo N
NPS Policy of National Park Ser
Park Accessibility to Foreclose Acc

For Tourists For Families

"Buffalo River Country is steep, WiIdgr_ngss Design
rugged, and remote, but park manage- Prohibitions of M.
ment makes every effort to make the Closing of official

. . Prohibition of mot
park and its programs accessible to all. Prohibition of hig
TheTyler Bend Complex iscompletely towns and countie.
accessible. An Accessibility Guide to Ceasing of repair (

programs and facilities is available at seasonal damage
7. Barricading or bio

SN TY SN

IS

the visitor center or ranger stations or :

- . with other constru
by writing to the park superintendent. 8. Failure to include
There is a TDD-equipped telephone of elderly and oth

cemeteries in legis
9. Failure to include

and community it
10. Failure to respect

rights of access

at park headquarters."
Official Map and NPS Guide to
Buffalo National River

m0 1995 PROPERTY RIGHTS FOUNDATION OF AMERICA, INC.. Carol W. LaGrasse. President. P.O. Box 75. Stony Creek. NY 1287S
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A P erception o fC wu Itu ra
in the National Park Service depiction of the creation of the
park. Even though the families and farmers were proud
people who would have preferred to stay on their land in
security rather than be forcibly evicted during the Depres-
sion, the National Park Service uses selective photography

"My family had been in the mountains 'forever’ m
when Congressauthorized the crcation of the Shenan-
doah National Park in Virginia.

""We used to have roads, churches and cemeteries.
My mother's grandfather is buried there. It isimpos-
sible for an 80-year old person to go through the red
tape to visit. Some cemeteries have no road anymore.
For Roach Cemetery off Skyline Drive in Rockingham
County, only people who are maintaining the cem-
etery can go up there. No one is allowed to drive off
Skyline Drive.

"For the tourists, the National Park Service treats
the disabled differently, even gives them deaf inter-
preters."

Lisa Berry, president of Children of
Shenandoah, Charlottesville, Virginia

of the time to portray them as people who had worn the
fertility out of the mountains and were destitute hillbillies.
To the outrage of dcscendents like Lisa Berry of
Charlottsvillc. Virginia, the National Park Service hides the
history of the forcible eviction entirely, depicting only that
the land was ""donated."" Actually, 500 to 800 families had to
leave their farms and homes in eight counties.
| "lie National Park Service provides access to national
parks to victim groups it is politically correct to
favor but blocks access by people wishing to preserve their
own past and cherish and respect the memory of rlicit dead.
The National Park Service's consistent practice in twen-

"Non-Threatening Designations

T he designation of Biosphere Reserves is made under a
ploy (hat it is non-threatening because neither the UN nor the
Park Service (and certainly not the US Department of Slate)
will have regulatory control.

There are three main reasons why it is false to consider
currently uon-rcgulaton agencies, or agencies with no direct
land acquisition, lion-threatening.

l. The non-rcgulatory aspect represents backstcpping hut

not a change in agenda. The Biosphere Reserve program is
clearly intended to institute regulation, as the failed 1!)83 bill
in the US Congress and numerous citations in the literature
make clear.

This backstcpping is widclv used. Take New York's Hud-
son Valley, for instance. The controversial Hudson River
Valiev Greenway Communities Council was converted in the
course of six bill drafts from a mandatory state zoning agency
to one with positive incentives and a bureaucracy to foster
state-level zoning in the (Jreenway. The national Park Service
Hudson Valley llcritage Corridor and the omnibus lletilage

January-March 1905

re servation continued from page 5
tieth century parks such as Buffalo National River in the
Ozarks, Shenandoah National Park and Great Smokie
Mountains National Park is to include cemeteries in "‘wil-
derness' areas and prevent their upkeep, to prevent people
from visiting cemeteries by prohibiting motor vehicle use
by mourners and descendants, and to compound the visita-
tion difficulty by allowing roads and paths to deteriorate.
For decades, this policy of the National Park Service has
been an infringement on religious practice, familial duty
and cultural preservation, and is naturally asource of deep
personal anguish to the bereaved.

The National Park Service has a closed hundreds of
small local cemeteries and their access and forced families
to tolerate the return to weeds and forests of the ground
where they tenderly laid their loved ones. Often the people
who want to visit the graves are themselves elderly but the
National Park Service makes their access impossible. These
people have no claim to official politically correct "victim"
status, however.

C ompare the oblivion to which the National Park

Service has consigned the sacred burial areas of
mountain people to the ambitious Park Service plan to
preserve a full 235 square miles of private land in the Mt.
Shasta area of Northern California as a Native American
Cultural Heritage area because of its religious significance.
The Mt. Shasta debacle, which the Park Service is pursuing
over the constitutional property rights of owners of 1,000
parcels, clearly represents discriminatory provision for the
hallowed ground of one religious group.

Irrespective of its mandate to preserve culture, it suits
the National Park Service's political purposes to let hal-
lowed graves of mountain people return expeditiously to
wilderness. For the National Park Service, cultural preser-
vation is for public and political consumption.

- Carol W. LaGrasse

1 Olnniri-1Uriiitl. NctvkMi Oumiv, Arkansas. Dec. till. 197%1

and Agencies

Area bill failed in 199-1 in tile US Congress, The bill may come
back with Republican backing with the "“management con-
tracts" with the Secretary of Interior deleted, but a new
bureaucracy created that hi ingsthe National Park Service into
local government in exchange for pork barrel. Over several
years or decades, the elites keep forcing the layers to evolve
toward their centralized vision.

2, Non-rcgulatory designations are useful to foster other
regulations and to organize the grassroots. In the Adirou-
dacks. Preservationists use the Aditoudack-Chaniplaiu
Biosphere Reserve designation asaiiarguinent forevett stricter
controls.On account of the UN designation, college students
came to the Adirondacks from several states to stage sit-clowns
to protest the continued use or roads.

3. It is unnecessary to give the new agency power to
acquire hind, because oilier federal and state agencies and
non-profit land trusts work aa a team to acquire land. By the
same token, the need for the new agency to have eminent
domain power is unnecessary.

PHOPF.RTY RIGHTS FOUNDATION OF AMERICA, ISC.. Quol IV. UGtout. heudent
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continued from page 8

Culture for Elite Consumer Consumption

The Park Service doesn't like Disney, but its own
cultural preservation isalso for mass consumption -- by a
more elite set.

Especially poignant and exploitable by the "sustain-
able development' buffs is the succinctly quaint. Hence
antiques and cottage crafts are to be marketed by rural
folk to rootless urbanites.

Museums and appropriate historic places, as well as
sites for viewing, preferably pan of long corridors, arc
sanctioned by the National Park Service and the elite
preservation gaggle for weekend and vacation escapes by
nil. nites and prosperous professionals.

Thus the National Park Service prettifies true coun-
tryside for rafters and motorists and restores it to
"wildlands" for the animals and elites,

The elites' passionate defense of the environs of
Manassas Battlefield in the face of the Disney brand of
consumption culture for the middle class was not a
defense of "real” culture. It was merely adefense of ""our™
culture, that of selective preservationists that doesn't
allow for the viability of a living, breathing culture,

The National Park Service's brand of historic and
cultural preservation has no room for the culture, reli-
gion and history of the ordinary rural people who built
America day by day, for their living and dying that is

focus of National Park Service land-use planning.

Ilie biosphere reserves ate couched .is research pro-

grams and plans to create 'sustainable development.”
Conservation biologists are careful never to define sustain-
abledevclopmcent. It means
primitive, pre-tcchnologi-
cal means of meeting
human needs, |hc word
"development™ in this con-

*
US Dzp: .:S*' e Biosphere Reserve Cha.n of Command
Undersecretary for Global Affairs, Tim Wirth

Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental Affairs

inextricably connected to the rural countryside. This
mundane heritage of old cemeteries, roads and fishing
holes, of plain country dwellings surrounded by the
essentials of rural self-sufficient life, hasnoglamo' forthe
urban set, anti interrupts the visual expanse and the
intense "validity" of biosphere preservation. Everyday
rural cultural has meaning in its particularity, some real
living rural person’'s ho.ie, a memorial to a person's
grandfather or aunt, or a person's place for making a
living. This is real culture and the National Park Service
must crush it. It has r.oconsumer purpose and "'saving the
planet™ does. Worse, this heritage strengthens rural people
in their independence. Itall depends on the clientele and
the source of power.

This iswhy when Disney intended to build a park five
miles from Manassas Battlefield, which isalready bounded
by development. Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt could
say with conviction, "l think it's something we’ll have to
look at in terms of its impact on an area that is already
hallowed ground,” M although he has not noticed the
complaints of rural people as hundreds of their hallowed
cemeteries are "'re-wildcd.”

11 Lorraine W-Hlert, "Reversed Disney Plan Looks Bigger to

Sonic," iiliiiif>tm Times, Mav 24, 1994

B iospher ontinued from page 4

tore, buffer transition, and land bridges (or corridors) match.
The National Park Service and UN biosphere reserves
and the radical wildlands program are one and the same.

11 Carol W LaCrauc, "
Inlcni.ilion.il
Uildcnicss Designations Hat Up
Rural Communities,” An Indict
mail &/ (Int emment It llictcujdenj

Dubious Itouoi

the Adirondiirks 1002. prill

Jarman March 1095

text is an oxymoron.
Journals where the sup-
poiiet's report then ideas
dispute allusions to pros-
perous humanity inside the
reserves. The technical lit-
erature shows that the
naiure of the biosphere

Environment and Development Agency

Office of Global Change. Daniel Reifsnyder, chief
i

UN MAB Program Roger f

reserve research is about bow to restore the "indefinite"
ever-expanding buffer and transition area of biosphere
reserves to primeval condition, uninfluenced by human
habitations and use. Now that the phrase "re wild"exists, we
can use it to apply to biosphere reserves, since all the terms,

I'KdI'Eiar im .Il1ls FolI'’XDMiOS Ol AMFKICX ISC., Carol IF CiGiusse, Piewleiil

les. Executive Director

® John (i. Mitchell. "Our
National Barks," Xnluwut (lew
ifiaphie October 1991, pal
" Alston Chase. "Bark Sss-
tetll 'Oil Limits' to Hum.ms -
Would Lock Up H.ill of Natural
Bark System.” Speak I'/i Ainaun
March 1#. 1994
See Henry Lamhe "Km

logic Special Report: Fedci.il Laud 1sc Control Thu ugh Federal
ystem Management," Environmeut.il Conservation Orgatii/ation
(Nashwville) Julv I, 1991

™" Ai Holt plan lor biosphere reserves." Sutureuntl Kanin, o I NFSCO

MAIL Vol \N. No I, O.t-Dec IJHI. pt
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The National Park Service "Landmarks" program com-
prises over 90 million acres of both private and government
owned lands targeted for new preservation controls over
natural and historic areas.

The Park Service put 3,600 acres into its National
Natural Landmarks program as designated or potential
sites irrespective of whether private property owners knew
their land was even under study, and gave no notice to
landowners of the designation. The National Natural Land-
marks program has been "marketed as a ‘'voluntary,’
‘cooperative’ program ‘honoring’ landowners who happen
to own natural areas declared to be 'nationally significant’
by preservationists at the NPS," accordingto Erich Veyhl of
Concord, Massachusetts, a highly critical expert on the Park
Service.

"1lie NNLP has in fact long been a 'feeder program,'
targeting sites quietly identified and evaluated for future
acquisition and/or land use prohibition,” according to
Veyhl.""

It was Erich Veyhl who conducted a 3-year investigation
of the Landmark program, who brought to the public eye
the National Parkand Conservation Association’s use of the
term "ladies in waiting™ for the National Natural Land-

T he Largest N ational

N atural L andmarks

in lower 48 states - over 1,000,000 acres in size

(Includes acreage for both existing and
potential Landmarks)

Luke Air Force Bombing Range -2,560,000

acres

2. Vuma Proving Grounds - 1,0124,000

3. Colorado San Luis Valley - 1.500.000

4. Kentucky Pine Mountain Block - 1,-80.000

1. Arizona

5. Nevada  Desert National Wildlife Refuge-1,443,000
6. New York Adirondack State Forest Preserve-2,000,000
7. " Tug Mill -2,240.000

8. Oregon  Kalmiopsis - 2,000.000

Alaskan National Natural Landmarks Qver

1,000,000 Acres

1.Yukon Flats - 8,630,000acres

2.Cape Krusemtern Archeological District « 2,000,000
3.Clarence Rhode NWR - 1,878.000

4. Kuk-I'tokok River - 1,774,521

3. Wood-Tikchik Area - 1.681.900

January-March 1995

marks, which insiders considered to be under consideration
for the National Park system.

Syndicated columnist Alston Chase and Veyhl stimu-
lated an investigation of the NPS program by the Interior
Department Investigator Gene al.

In 1991, the Inspector General concluded. "The Park
Service may have violated the property rights of over 2,800
private landowners because the evaluation, nomination
and designation processes may not have been conducted
with the landowners’ knowledge and consent."’-1

The Inspector General found:

"The Park Service did not have adequate documentation
to show ihat landowners were contacted prior to their lands

"Note we stronqu_ recommend a%alnst the
adoption of regulfations that would permit
landowner objection to thwart the evaluation
process, to de-clesignate established land-
marks..., or to force the destruction of site
specific file information."" _

- George Frampton, now Assistant

Secretary of Interior for National Parks |

— T — =t

being evaluated, and a similar lack of documentation
existed regarding possible trespass violations and develop-
mental restrictions."""”

During the controversy, George Frampton, now Presi-
dent Clinton's Assistant Secretary in charge of the Park
Service, and at the time President of the Wilderness Society,
co-authored a letter with the president of the National
Parks and Conservation Association which urged:

"Note we strongly recommend against the adoption of
regulations that would permit landownerobjectiontothwart
the evaluation process, to de-designatc established land-
marks..., or to force the destruction of site specific file
information.""""

New rules were promulgated in 1992 to allow for
strengthened property owner notification and a require-
ment for owner consent for formal designation, but the
rules do not prohibit the NPS Itorn maintaining lists and
information of ""nationally significant™ land affecting land-
owners who did not chose to be part of the program. In
effect, a double listing system, one with, one without,
landowner consent now exists.

Congress responded by increasing the: funding of NNI.
from S162,000 to $900,000 and the agency forced out
Charles McKinney, a 19-year veteran ol the Park Service
who reported the abuses.

The National Park Service recently listed its largest

Continued on page 11
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Positions on Properly

W acft lu (fo

Dealing W ith
Environmentalists

Adviceforindividuals, organizationsandbusinesses
on how to deal with environmental aggressions.

A troublesome stage of environmental regulation is the
public hearing. It should bejust the opposite. The public
hearing isa cornerstone ofmodern representative government
= and despised by regulators.

For decades, however, environmentalists and other elitists
who are planning toforce something on the populace have
become very shilled ai conducting public hearings so that the
public has no impact on the process.

This isdone in two ways. The worst tactic isto spend almost
all the hearing time with the agency and itssupporters making
their "informational" presentations. The second method is to
take afair amount oftimefor the agency and then allow the
public, one by one, for and against, to present viewpoints of
5 minutes or longer, to the agency, but ultimately not consider
the non-government viewpoint. Be preparedfor both tactics.

Dealing from Strength at Public Hearings
Realize that you are the enemy at a public hearing.
Don 7grovel, beg, or urge the hearing body to listen toyou.
Have a member ofyour group take a video tape.
Plan ahead that elected local, state andfederal officials are
in attendance.

N atural

N ational

LaudNntura! and Historic Landmarks by state, reveal-
ing the five largest in each state including both existing and
potential landmarks. (In reality, the difference in signifi-
cance of the preliminary and final listing is slight and the
"potential™ listing becomes more important now that land-
owner notification is required for final listing.) Two of the
thirteen landmarks and potential landmarks of over one-
million acres are in New York, "Tug Hill," comprising
-IMO.OOO acres of mainly private land, and much of the
"AdirondackState Forest Preserve' lands, totalling 2,000,000
acres.

These arc unusual "sites." The natural and historic
landmarks involve parcels of any size, many of thousands
or hundreds of thousands of acres. Even if a potential
landmark were owner! by asingle owner, it is unlikely he
would have been notified. In 1091 a garnet mine owner in

How are citizens to monitor the
layers o fgovernment that are be-

ing builtup?

11

January-March 1995

Plan aheadfor the press. Find afriendly member of the
pressand createyour viewpoint in print before the hearingand
after it.

Make professional quality copies ofyour hearingstatement
in advancefor the press. Afterwards, useyour statement and
those of others onyour sidefor the press, government officials,
and potential supporters ofyour viewpoint.

Speak to the Public,facing hearing officials when it suits
your purpose.

If you ask questions of the hearing officers, dont ask
questions without being completely forearmed and fore-in-
formed. Ask only those questions that embarrass and discredit,
and then exploit this.

THE GENERAL RULE: the public hearing is
your event, irrespective of the plans of the agency.
The agency that is forced to call the hearing has
done you abig favor by giving you a large crowd and
hearing hall.

Plan ahead what your goal for the hearing is and
accomplish that goal. Do you want to get members
for your group? Get press coverage? Address a
large crowd with the truth? Embarrass or discredit
the agency or'the plan? You decide.

Plan how your goal will dominate the hearing.
You may even plan a large exodus followed by a
meeting in the lobby if the agency takes too much
time for its "informational' presentation. Consider
the hearing to be a useful fray in your victory plan.

L andm acontinued from page io

northern New York was dismayed to learn his parcel was
listed by reading the first newspaper article about the
program to appear in New York.

The National Natural and Historic Landmarks pro-
grams are still quietly active in the Park Service. They were
always a surreptitious program and were designed to be
such. National Park Service always conceals its involvement
in aregion before accomplishing Congressional legislation
where substantial acreage is involved.

The National Natural and Historic Landmarks pro-
grams one of the centerpieces of the Park Service's land
acquisition planning process. As long as Congress allows
the National Park Service to continue major expansions of
power like the California Desert Act, the agency will keep
wish lists and keep property owners in the dark.

1 F.ridt Veyhl, "Parks Without Boundaries,” hunt Righti Isttrr August
'3l

,*1James R. Richards, InspcctorGener.il. C.S. Department Interior,
"Final Auditon the National Natural Landmarks Program, National Park
Service" Decembers, 11)91 covering letter

11 Ibid. Covering letter

(1 George T. Frampton anti l'aul C, Pritchard letter to James M
Ridenour, Director, NPS November 11, 1'JJI)

PRUPFRry RIGHTS FOUNDATION OF AMERICA, INC., Carol \P IziGnisse, President
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. The National Parks and
Conservation AsSSOCIATIpN

The Q uintessential N on-Profit Shadow G overnment

The National Parks and Conservation has been the
non-profit right-hand man of the National Park Service
since Stephen Mather, the first director of the National
Park Service, founded it in 1919, only three years after
Congress created the Park Service. Originally its mis-
sion was to defend the parks against insensitive
commercialism such as cutting giant sequoias for dis-
plays. Its broad mission more recently has included
preservation of endangered species, population control
and air pollution effects on the parks. Its park-specific
mission includes elimination of non-politically correct
access to off-road areas, restriction of visitors use of very
limited crowded areas, and trumpeting the threats to
the park from surrounding development.

The prime mission of the NPCA is, however, to lobby
for new parks. Its federally and privately commissioned
studies are the primary inspiration and key to planning
for future parks, as well as the key to understanding the
future of the Park Service.

The grandest study in recent years was NPCA's 1988
nine-volume New Parks: New Promise, an encyclopedic
review of potential future natural parks in the U.S. The
study exemplifies the interplay between the Park Ser-
vice and NPCA. The NPCA worked from ™4000 cites
contained in the natural region theme studies prepared
for the National Natural Landmarks Program™ and
recommended 86 new parks. In effect, a government
action, the private study took the place of a formal
National Park Service "new area" study and was based
on the principal of expanding the natural park system
so that the "major terrestrial and wetlands ecosystems™
represented have "enough detail to be useful for survey-
ing ecosystem diversity."10

In New York, the NPCA study was one of several
federal government-related developments that
teawakcned fears in Adirondack residents by recom-
mending that the Adirondack Park should be kept

The Game is Perception

Artifacially Creating a Grassroots Constituency

In addition to doing studies for its alter ego, the
National Park Service, and publishing National Parks maga-
zine to excite grassroots activism, the National Parks and
Conservation Association can ""take cover' and attack a
rural region from a contrived "‘grassroots' position. Thus
in New York's Adirondacks it was a founder of the osten-
sibly local Adirondack Council to monitor and influence
the preservation of the region.

The Council is funded largely by old Northeast wealth
and was created by several national environmental groups

under surveillance for National Park status.

Not-profit organizations provide the continuity to federal
environmental bureaucracies that elective and appointive offi-
cials, and even civil service employees, cannot match.

Paul Pritchard, NPCA president, who earns $108,000
yearly, was a top ""Heritage" park and preservation official
in the Carter Administration's Department of Interior
hierarchy.

"Paul Pritchard is one of the environ-
mental movements' best time binders, a
one-man institutional memory who has
keptold environmental expansionist plans
from the Carter years alive through the
Reagan and Bush era and safely into the
Clinton administration," accordingto Ron
Arnold and Alan Gottlieb.4

Strangely, the media never fail to parrot NPCA's
alarums, as though it were an independent non-profit
research group trying to objectively report on the issues
related to the parks rather than part of agaggle of groups,
agencies and individuals working hand-in-glove. Thus the
media report that it ""happens™ that in 1993 the NPCA
"discovered" the "threat" to water quality in national parks.
Their "Park Waters in Peril" recommendations "happen"
to jibe with National Park Service related landsand partner-
ship zoning efforts to restrict lands around parks and with
biosphere reserve boundary concepts. One recommenda-
tion was to prohibit all mineral extraction within park
watershed lands and another to prohibit all pollution
discharges upstream of national parks whether or not
harm to the park might result.

Headquartered in Washington, DC, with a $9 million
annual budget and one-quarter million members receiv-
ing its propaganda, the NPCA plays its lobbying role
comfortably.

I NPCA New Parks: New Promise (198H), pi, Sol. 8

21Amold & Goitlich, Trashingtheifa/fiowy (Washington 1993) p365

after Laurence S. Rockefeller's 1967 National Park idea
failed and his brother Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller saw the
State's powerful Adirondack regional zoning agency in
place in 1973. In the early 1990's, when a new "crisis" was
being exploited by preservationists, the Council, in turn,
spun off an even more disguised "grassroots group, the
Resident's Committee to Protect the Adirondacks. Thus
N PCA lobbies and organizes both overtly and undercover,
and both in Washington, DC, and out in the targeted
regions, whatever is necessary to manufacture an appear-
ance of professional validity to the preservationist agenda
and a perception of grassroots support.

PROPERTY RIGHTS FOUNDATION OP AMERICA. INC.. Carol IV ljiCrasse, President






A la s k a S tate L e gislature

STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU, ALASKA 998011182
907) J6b-370L

FOR YOUR IMMEDIATE ATTENTION A A2
DATE: April 28, 1997

T0O: Resources Committee
(Senator Halford)

FROM: Office of the Senate Secretary

The Chair of the Committee noted above has waived referral on the following bill(s):

HCfU_SE JOINT RESOLUTION NO, 22 - RETRIEVE _
RF ating to the maritime houndary between Alaska and the former Union

of Sovit Socialist Republics.
Please give the bill file(s) to the page for forwarding to the next Committee of referral.

Thank you.



O National Hkadgiiartkks
Post Olficc Box <55398
Washington, D.C. 20035
703-2il-3700

jjFkst Coast O itici:
Post Office Box 6102
Woodbind Kills, California 91305

February 9, 1998 818-223-8080

Hon. Rick Halford

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Senator Halford:

This is a request that the Senate pass House Joint
Resolution 22 as soon as possible. The urgency relates to
the Federal government's willingness to give away even more
of Alaska and its resources to the Russians.

Please find enclosed background materials on this travesty,
including an extensive account of the U.S.-Russia maritime
boundary agreement. It gives away enough to the Russians.
lt's about time that Alaska stand up for its rights.

Please contact me at our West Coast OFffice with any
qguestions.

Sincerely

Carl Olson
Chairman
State Department Watch

CLOrmoi
Enclosures
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For immediate release \\ cishmuton. | =i, Ies
Dec. 18, 1997 —+ 1-Jmi -
Contact: Carl Olson

818-223-8080 OWim Gum 0n hi

ravolily U (il'Jj
Woodbind MIK Gililorni.i 'MSi
818-223-MW

STATE DEPARTMENT GOES TO GREAT LENGTHS TO GIVE AWAY TO RUSSIANS
8 ALASKAN ISLANDS AND VAST OIL-RICH SEABEDS; NEW GIVEAWAY OF
300 MILLION POUNDS OF FISH UNDERWAY; ALASKANS STRONGLY PROTEST

The U. S. State Department has caved in to Russian demands for
nearly two decades over abandoning 8 Alaskan islands and vast oil-
rich seabeds, and is now seriously considering giving away 300
million pounds of U.S. fish catch to the Rtisians, it was charged by
Carl Olson, Chairman of State Department Watch> a nonpartisan foreign
policy group headquartered in Washington, D. C.

The abandonment of the Alaskan islands in the Arctic Ocean and
Bering Sea is being carried out by an executive agreement that the
State Department signed with the Russians in 1990. It set a maritime
boundary bett”een Alaska and Siberia which put the islands and their
200 nautical miles of valuable seabeds on the Russian side.

In response to a Russian Duma threat over the agreement, the
State Department is currently considering giving away the fishing
rights to 300 million pounds of fish to the Russians.

The initial offer in 1977 by the State Department was to
establish a maritime boundary with the Soviets that virtually
abandoned the Alaskan islands of Wrangell, Herald, Bennett,

Jeannette, and Henrietta in the Arctic Ocean, and Copper Island, Sea
Lion Rock, and Sea Otter Rock at the end of the Aleutian chain.

Along with this territory, the Russians were entitled to the 200
nautical miles of seabeds from the coastlines. Resources of billions
of barrels of oil potential and millions of pounds of fish are at
stake.
The abandonment arrangement between the state Department and the
Russians were conducted in secret negotiations that were closed to
the public, the Congress, and the State of Alaska. Reaction by the

public and the State of Alaska has been overwhelmingly critical. The
Alaskan state legislature has passed numerous resolutions in
opposition. The current House Joint Resolution 22 demands "...that

for an agreement on the maritime boundary between Alaska and eastern
Russia to be negotiated by the United States government, Alaska must
be formally represented in the negotiations and its consent
obtained.”™ Under the sponsorship of Representatives Al Vezey (R-
Fairbanks) and Joe Ryan (R-Anchorage) the resolution passed the House
of Representatives on a vote of 38-1-1 and will come before the State
Senate 1in January.

The State Department submitted a treaty to the U. S. Senate 1in
1990 that was 1identical to its executive agreement on the maritime
boundary, though it failed to tell the Senate that such an executive
agreement existed. The treaty was passed 1in ignorance by the Senate
in September 1991, but has never been ratified by the Russian side.
One of those voting against the treaty in 1991 was Senator Jesse
Helms (R-North Carolina), who was the ranking member of the Foreign
Affairs Committee. He stated, "Unfortunately, past experience has
shown that the State Department frequently regards legitimate
American interests as obstacles to accomplishment of its grandiose
plans for an international order based upon the subordination of
national sovereignty to a global government regime. ... | intend to

vote against the treaty."
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The Soviets get
"'sovereign rights
and jurisdiction™
over the three
Eastern Special
Areas.




Kurrrp.ns set to go
on. the offensive
In US fish dispute

BY JOHN HELMER
[OURNAL or COMMtKCr srrciAL

MOSCOW — Russian officials
believe the 18-day detention of
a Russian trawler by the U.S.
Coast Guard will trigger parlia-
mentary’ demands for renegoti-
ation of the Bering Sea eco-
nomic zone.

In a front-page report this
week, the Moscow daily news-
paper lzvestia charged the U.S.
arrfjct of V"'r
due to the "unwise policies of
Moscow," claiming "‘temporary™"
concession of a 4U.000 square-
kiiometer zone of the Bering
Sea to the United States was
costing the Russian Far Eastern
fishing fleet an annual catch of
150.000 tons of fish.

Foreign Ministry official Vla-
dimir Sinitsin confirmed that
the Chernvaevo was in Russian
territorial waters on the night
of Aug. 15. when n Coast Guard
cutter ordered the vessel into
the Alaskan Port of Kodiak,
where it remains today. U.S. of-
ficials say the Russians had ear-
lier been detcced fishing in the
American zone. Mr. Sinitsin did
not dispute the claim. He re-
gretted that so far eflorts by of-
ficials on both sides had failed
to secure the release of the
ship and crew.

Russian officials in Moscow
speculate that the Chernvaevo
incident, coming soon after
First Deputy Foreign Minister
Igor lvanov discussed the terri-
torial waters issue on a visit to
the United States, is intended

THE lIOC R\ ~1

THURSDAY

to pres sure the government in-
to accepting permanent Ameri-
can control of the disputed
zone, lzvestia editorialized that
the United States was '‘confirm-
ing agreements by scaring the
Russians with a show of force.”

According to Mr. Sinitsin, the
first concessions to allow Amer-
ican fishing in Russian waters
of the Bering Sea were granted
by Leonid Brezhnevin 1977.
This was followed, he said, by
— igi'icii.h."., in ljou uwi.ibhii
Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard
Shevardnadze and U.S. Secre-
tary of State james Bake:. Mi.
Sinitsin emphasized this 1ltem-
poiary" arrangement was ap-
proved by President Mikhail
Gorhachev and President Rea-
gan in Washington that year.

Legally, however, the Russian
Foreign Ministry's position is
that without parliamentary rati-
ficaiion, there is no American
right to continue fishing in the
concessionary zone.

Legislative jurisdiction over

continental shelf agree-
incuts is exercised in the Du-
ma. Russia’s lower house of
parliament, by the Committee
on Geopolitical Issues, which is
a bastion of opposition senti-
ment The Duma resumes after
its summer recess this week,
and it is expected Chairman Al-
exei Mitrofanov will go on the
offensive, attacking the Foreign

the

Ministry for failing to recover ;

the Chernvaevo, and insisting
on the cancellation of the Shew-
uidnadze-Baker agicement.

OECO MMERCE

SEP TEMBER A, 1009:
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 22
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE ¢ FIRST SESSION
BY RURESZOTATIVU VIZIY, *r»

H!Pcdn(fgﬁ ilrM"kM Ctautkim m

Treda hJ SijtoTeWe? Itttiri il
A RESOLUTION

Relating to Um maritime boundary bctntea Alaska and tb* rormtr Unloa rf

Sorkt Socialist RejmbUo.
BE IT RESOLVED By THE LEGISLATURE OF TUX STATE OF ALASKA)

WHEREAS, on June I. 1990. the United States negotiated and signed the United
States USSR . Marltime Boundary Agreement without the participation ce consent of Alaska
in the negotiations or terms of the agreement; and

WHEREAS the maritime boundary described In the Agreement places onthe U SSR.
tide the following eight islands and their entire tenitoiial seas and seabeds: Wrangell, Herald,
Bennett. Henrietta, and Jeannette Islands in the Arctic, and Copper bland. Sea Lion Rock,
and Sea Otter Rock on the west end of the Aleutian Chain; and

WHEREAS the maritime houndary described in the Agreement delimits the territorial
seaud seabeds of Little Diomede blind atleu (ban the normal 3-mile or 12-mile extent; and

WHEREAS Aluka his sovereignty and potential or actual property interests In these
islands and their territorial seas and seabeds; and

WHEREAS the Fifteenth Alaska State Legislature unanimously passed Senate Joint
Resolution 12, which requested that a representative of A lukr be included in the Uoiled Stales

IURO22a -I- IR 22
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Department of Slate's negotiations on setting a maritime houndary between Alaska and the
Soviet Union: however, a reply was never received from the Department of State, and a
representative of Alaska wu never included In the negotiations; and

WHEREAS the views of 28 bipartisan membeis of the Alaska House of
Representatives and eight hipartisan members of the Alaska Senate were expressed on the
Agreement in a letter dated May 17. 1991, to Senator Joseph Biden, Jr., of the United Stales
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, stating in part

"We firmly believe United Stales interests and Alaskan interests are at slake

and in jeopardy in the proposed treaty. . . No Alukan official has ever been

invited to participate in the treaty negotiations, in spite of abiding Alaskan

interests in fisheries, petroleum and other potential continental shelf resources

and tho considerations of navigation in tha area. In the entire history of the

treaty negotiations. Aluka hu had no official voice. Alaska hu not been fully

consulted in the entire matter... It is our purpose to urgently recommend that

the presently-proposed treaty not be ratified by the U.S. Senate, and that ,

negotiations be continued to include appropriate Alukan olficials and current

United Stares and Alukan historic, ten.torial, and resource Interests'
and

WHEREAS the California Legislature unanimously pused in 1991 Senate Joint
Resolution 20 supporting Aluka. and the resolution requested Use President to withdraw the
proposed Agreement from consideration by the United Sutcs Senile and the California Untied
States Sentiors (0 decline (0 consicei the proposed Agreement until Aluka bu been able to
participate fully in negotiations and hu been guaranteed that its consent will be required for
any agreement affecting its boundaries; and

WHEREAS the USSR, dissolved itself without taking action to approve thf
Agreement, and the Agreement hu not been put into force; and

WHEREAS, at the same time he signed the Agreement on June . 1990. Secretary of
State James A. Baker |11 signed a side agreement with the USSR. Foreign Minister that
stated that, pending the entry Into force of the Agreement, the two governments agreed to
abide by the terms of the Agreement u of June 13, 1990; and

WHEREAS the side agreement wu not publicly r. veiled at the time or mentioned in

IUR 21 IUROUa
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the transmittal of (he Agreement (o ihe Untied States Congress, in the Department of Sure
testimony to (he United Stiles Senile Committee on Foreign Relations, in the committee
report, or in the Senate floor debate; and
WHEREAS (he authority of the Secretary of State to establish on his own a maritime
boundary that hu implications for land territory, seabed jurisdiction, sovereignty, and AJuka
property raises questions of constitutionality and personal culpability;
BE rr RESOLVED hy the Aluka Sure Legislature that because the proposed United
States - U.S.S.R. Maritime houndary Agreement wu not put into force before the dissolution
of the U.S.S.R., the agreement does not have legal force, and any agreement on a maritime
boundary hetween Aluka and euicra Russia must be negotiated anew with whatever new
foreign government hu sovereignty in the area at the time; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED by the Aluka Sure Legislature that for an agreemenl 00 a
maritime boundary between Aluka and eulern Russia to be negotiated by the United States
government. Aluka must be formally represented in the negotiations and its consent obutned;
and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED tint the Alaska State Legislature considers null and void the
side agreement requiring the two govemmenu to abide by the Agreement pending its entry
into force, requests the United Slates Department of State to reveal any and all acts, directives,
and reports regarding implementation of the side agreement, and respectfully requests the
Governor and the state Attorney General in investigate whether any actions in this matter may
have violated tute law and to report oo their findings to the Legislature within 120 days after
passage of this resolution; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature urges the Alaska delegation
in the Congreu to promote and aggressively pursue the views expressed in this resolution,
especially the need for stale representation in any negotiations over setting a maritime
boundary between the sute and cuienr Russia; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Aluka State Legislature rtnds that setting a
maritime boundary between the sute and eastern Russia is a states' rights issue and
respectfully requests the Governor and the Attorney General of Aluka to actively pursue the
matters described io Ihe previous resolves.
COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Bill J. Clinton, President of

'ITUmma iURn

the United States; the Honorable Madeleine K. Albright, US, Secretarv f Sute; the
Honorable fanet Reno, Attorney General of the United States; the Honorable Jesse Helms,
Chair of the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations: Use Honorable Benjamin A.
Gilman. Chair of the U.S. House Committee on International Relations; the Honorable Joseph
R. Biden, jr., Ranking Minority Member of the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations:
the Honorable Lee H. Hamilton, Ranking Minority Member of the U.S. House Committee 00
International Relations; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank
Murkowski. U.S. Seniroo, and the Honorable Don Young. U.S. Representative, members of
the Aluka delegation in Congreu.

Sponsored by Representative Al Vezey 907-465-3719
and Joe Ryan 907-465-3875

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Reprinted by:

N ational H eadquarters
Post Office Box 65398
Washington, D.C. 20035
. 703-241-3700
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