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This resolution promotes modification of existing regulations under the
authority of the NPFMC to allow the creation of Special areas, methods and
means and bag limits to provide ample opportunity for Alaskans to harvest
halibut for personal consumption, This resolution"does not favor the
creation of @ new fishery which violates the basic principles in Alaska's
Constitution regarding Comman use and access to Alaska's. resources, This
resolution opposes the NPFMC adoption allocation regulations hased on race

or residency.

This resolution also expresses grave concern that this unilateral action b,}/ the
Council could result in further erosion of Alaska's jurisdictional authority by
exPandln’% an already contested federal preemption”effort embodied in Title

VIl of ANILCA, Particular concern is expressed over the possible creation of
a new commercial fishery under the guise of subsistence harvesting -- one of

the options being considered by the Council.

We contend that the Council can accommodate special area needs for
requlatory exceptions without dismantling the existing allocation fiamework

and without creating a new fishery.



Hai'.hut Subsistence

A saresultofincreased EFQ and CDQ enforcement efforts in coastal cotnmunjues, Native Alaskans requested
th.it the Council take action to allow for the leual harvest of halibut for subsistence. In December 1996, the
Council appointed a Halibut Subsistence Committee to provide recommendations to the Council. In February
1997. the Council received the report of the committee and initiated a regulatory amendment that would include
the following management options for analysis. Rev ised rcgulanons likely would be implemented in 1998,

OPTION 1 Define subsistence.

.'ilibui subsistence rcgulanons are needed to allow the continued pracuce of long-term customary' and traditional
practices of fishing halibut for food for families in a non-commercial manner for non-economic consumption.

Subsistence is defined as non-commercial fishing for food.’

OPTION 2. Define eligibility foi halibut subsistence.

Native Federally-recognized Tribes with

Subopuon A. Members of V
customary anc al use of halibut. ('Subsistence Committee
definition'!

Suboption B. Alaska rural residents as defined in ANILCA and identified in the

table entitled 'Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups with
Subsistence Halibut Uses,” and will also include other communities
for which customary and traditional findings are developed in the

future. (ANILCA definition)

Suboption C. Tribal members anti ncn-Native permanent residents of Native
villages who have legitimate subsistence needs. (Migratory Bird

Treacy Act definition;

OPTION 5. Define legal gear

Legal halibut subsistence gear is defined as (1) hook-and-line gear (including set and hand-held gear) with
a range of 10 hooks. 30 hooks, and 60 hooks and (2) rcd-and-reel gear. An individual would be limited
to one skate of gear up to 1.800 ft long <net including the buoy line), with hooks set 18-20 ft apart, with

a legibly marked buoy

Subopticn. Allow Tnbai governments to contract with NMFS to register
designated fishermen to fish for the community using
A. 1-3 skates ofgear, up to 60 hocks each
3 anv sear tvpe

OPTION 4 Define minimum sire

Subopticn A. No mummum size be trapesed for subsistence harvests of halibut.

Sobernor. B Revise the commercial halibut minimum size reguJauons to allow the
retention of halibut under 32 inches caught with authorized
commercial halibut rear in Area 4E for subsistence use.

OPTION Allow the customary and traditional trade of subsistence halibut.

Subopticn A Allow the customary and tradinoDal trade of subsistence caught halibut

Fibrur. 1*. »«" NEWSLTR =1



Suboption B Allow the barter of subsistence caught halibut, limited to an annual
amount (1) S200; (2) $400. or (3) $600

Allow low monetary, non-commcrciaJ sale of halibut to legalize current pracuce of compensating
subsistence fishermen for fuel or other fishing expenses m exchange for fish. The analysis would define
'barter.’ non-commercial' low monetary value,' and 'customary trade’ and analyze the enforcement and

monitoring costs of allowing barter.

OPTION 6. Sale of subsistence halibut

Subopdon A. Allow the commercial sale of subsistence-caught halibut.
Suboprion B. Prohibit the commercial sale of subsistence-caught halibut
OPTION 7 Collect subsistence harvest estimates through cooperative agreements with Tribal, State,

and Federal governments.

Staff contact is Jane DiCosimo.

Halibut Charter Boat Management

T he Council reviewed a draft analysis of management alternatives for the guided halibut sport fishery (charter

boats, lodges, and outfitters) prepared by Council staff and the University of Alaska’s Institute for Social
and Economic Research (ISER). .After reviewing the draft analysis, and hearing testimony from charter boat
representatives and other industry members, the Council directed staff to conduct further analysis and bring the
document back for review at the April meeting in .Anchorage. A final decision has been postponed until the June
meeting m Kodiak. The primary altemanves being considered by the Council remain: (1) statu_ quo - no action;
CI implemealLanon of a system of recordkeeping and reporting for the charter fleet: (3) a moratorium on further
ency into the charter isnery: :4 acap on the amount of halibut allocated to the guided sport fishery, either state-
wide or by more specific management areas (an explicit percentage ailccatioD of the quota between guided sport
and commercial halibut fisheries, with the option for IFQ purchase by the charter vessels in the event of a fishery

closure); and, (5) any combination of the alternatives listed above.

Between now and April, further analysis of these altemauves will be performed, with attenuon :o0 the following
items identified by the Council’

1  Evaluation cf the changes in non-guided caches c:'hahbut and +e potenual impacts of guided
and commercial catches on non-guided anglers as identified m the problem statement.

2 Additional mode! runs (allocation projections) based on a long-term average halibut
biomass, quota projection - this will be determined in consultation with IPHC staff.

3, Arreview of recreational fisheries managed under a cap and the experience of those fisheries
with measures designed :0 extend seasons.

4 Inclusion of economic multipliers (input/output model) to evaluate the economic unpact of
commercial fishing beyond exvessel price to the er.c-user levei.

0. Expansion of the discussion tas much as possible,) of how the alternatives relate to Executive
Order 12962 “Recreational Fisheries Considerations.”
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March 28, 1997

Mr. Richard 8. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Lauber:

Tho Alaska Slate Senate and House leadership have been recently appraised of the
proposed North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) halibut regulations
which will be considered al your upcoming April meeting. The leadership of both the
Alaska Slate Senate and House are extremely concerned about the regulatory options

being presented for possible adoption.

From the perspective of tho legislature, these proposed regulations are going to further
polarize an already divided citizenry regarding special subsistence allocations or
provisions. As you are undoubtedly aware, the Lt. Governor, the |l‘gislature and
Alaska’s Congressional delegation have been searching for ways to resolve the

growing crisis situation evolving over the implementation of the federal subsistence

priority on federal public lands. Alaska is now faced with potential federal preemption

regulations over much of cur state lands and waters, including state navigable waters.

These regulatirr —have sufficed (o escalate the apprehensions of Alaskans and to

increase tensions amongst Alaskans throughout the state.

It is clear that many aspacts of the proposed halibut regulatory options were patterned

after provisions in ANILCA, many of which have been ldentified as unacceptable and in

need of change by both the legislature and tho Lt, Governor. Alaskans have been

united In their stand against racially described qualifying criteria for any allocation of
There has also been strong public support for prohibiting any

Alaska's resources.
Both of these controversial issues

commercial sal© of subsistence caught resources
are at the heart of the proposed halibut subsistence regulatory options being presented

by the Council.

W e have a request for additional Information and for permission to address the Council

on this subject at Its upcoming April meRting. Iltwould be helpful if you or your legal

counsel could provide us with answers to the following questions:
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1 Under what authority can the NPFMC, which is not identified in the Halibut
Treaty, adopt the proposed regulatory options which are in conflict with our

State's Constitution?

2. Under what authority can the Council adopt allocation criteria based on race
which are in conflict with the State’s Constitution?

3. Under what authority can the Council adopt allocation criteria based on

residency?

4. If the Council has the authority to adopt these regulations for a halibut
subsistence fishery, is it logical to presume that the Council could do I'ie same
thing for king crab, tanner crab, groundfish and some salmon species which are

harvesleo primarily in the EEZ?

5. How and why would the Council consider adopting regulations In total conflict

with Alaska's Constitution?

6. Is the Council aware that the adoption of these regulations will result in the
inability of the State to assist In any enforcement of regulations which ere In

violation of the State Constitution?
7. W hy didn't the Council consider additional oplion to include doing nothing?

8. W hy didn’tthe Council consider an additional option under Option 2 to Include
eligibility for taking halibut under personal consumplive use regulations making it

applicable to any Alaskan?

9. W hy didn't the Council consider accommodating those type of uses through
existing seasons, bag limitand methods and means adjustments rather than

creating an entirely new fishery?
10. How will this new fisheries quota affect existing area allocations?

The leadership of the Senate and House would like to testify at the upcoming hearing
in Anchorage. One of us will present testimony on behalfofthe Senate and House

majorities. Itwould be beneficial for us ifwe could schedule a specific time for that
presentation so that we are not away from the legislature for a protracted period of

lime. Your assistance in scheduling an appropriate time for the Councilwould be

appreciated.

W c all encourage the Council to progress slowly and deliberately on this Issue and not
take sny actions that would result in further social or resource use conflicts. Quito
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frankly, we would strongly urge the Council to delay the creation of any special

subsistence regulations until Congress and the State have crafted a long term and

permanent solution to lha existing crisis. W e are convinced that the adoption of any of

th© proposed options is only going to contribute to a further erosion of the state's

fisheries management jurisdictions.

Sincerely,
U / -
Mike Miller

President of the Senate Speaker of the Houso

MM/GP.-rjs

cc: The Honorable Senator Ted Stevens
The Honorable Senator Frank Murkowski
The Honorable Representative Don Young
The Honorable Governor Tony Knowles
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MEMO

Dt: 3/13/97

To:  Senate/House Leadership

Fr: Ron Somerville

Re: NPFMC Subsistence Halibut Proposals

The attached material includes a North Pacific Fisheries Management Council set of

regulatory options for implementing a subsistence halibut fishery in Alaska and the

Halibut Subsistence Committee’s report to the Council.

The reason for bringing this to the attention of the leadership is to advise you of the
despite the fact that Title VIII of ANILCA does not

In addition, this proposal will

expanding subsistence conflicts,
extend to federal waters beyond the state’s territorial sea.
inevitably set in motion new procedures for creating new subsistence allocations and

potentially the commercial sale of subsistence caught resources within the EEZ.

If the leadership wishes to express a position on this issue to the NPFMC, itneeds to

do that before the April meeting.

Problems:

1. There is questionable authority for the NPFMC to adopt a racially defined

regulatory allocation system.

2. ANILCA subsistence provisions do not extend to federal waters in the EEZ.

3. Itis questionable that the adoption of a halibut subsistence regime by the
NPFMC will end the subsistence debate. Conceptually, this system will expand

to cover all qualified subsistence users and subsistence resources.

4. Some of the data used to justify and identify this fishery are flawed and

discriminate against the majority of Alaskans.

5. This creates the potential for the establishment of a commercial market of

subsistence caught resources similar to that created in ANILCA.

6. If the Council can adopt this system for halibut, it only seems logical that similar

systems can be created for tanner crab, king crab, groundfish and possibly some

salmon.

7. At present, the state assists in the enforcement of halibut regulations through the

state courts as the Board of Fisheries adopts the halibut regulations by
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reference. The State Constitution, however, does not allow discrimination based
on race, as is being proposed by the Council. This will create serious
enforcement problems throughout the state coastal areas as NMFS enforcement

abilities are severely limited.

8. The problems which led to these regulatory problems can more easily and less
contentiously be handled by modifying existing regulations (i.e. retention of
undersized commercially caught halibut for personal consumption and regulatory
changes for specific areas allowing special seasons for specialized methods and

means of harvesting for personal consumption).

Options:

1. Do nothing.
2. Support all or portions of the proposed subsistence proposal.
3. Oppose the creation of any subsistence halibut system based on race or

residency.

4. Request that the NPFMC delay any creation of a new subsistence fishery until
some resolution is reached on the conflicts between the federal government and

the state over continued state management and potential changes to ANILCA.

5. Provide testimony for the April meeting of the NPFM C suggesting that the
Council pursue regulatory changes which provide additional opportunities for

harvesting and retaining halibut for personal consumption.



North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Please, note ourNEW home page address!

NPFMC — http://www fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/npfmec.htm

February Council Meeting in Anchorage - 126th Plenary Session

T he Counc;i’s February meeting was kicked off by a joint meeting on February 4 with the Alaska Board of
Fisheries. The Board and Council met to discuss groundfisb and crab management issues in the waters off

Alaska. Details of this and other issues are provided below.

Council and Board Ink Protocol

T he Council and the .Alaska Board of Fisheries have been seeking ways to keep each odier informed on cross-

jurisdicncnai issues mat impact fisher.es in State and Federal waters In December, after a conference call
concerning me Board’s latest actions tc iruacrc i State waters Pacific coo Usher- in the Gulfof Alaska both
bocies decided it was tune to establish ajecm t commir.ee to develop a protocol for future interactions. The joint
committee met in January anc then presented thetr recommended protocol to both bodies. The Board approved
itat their late January meeting, and the Council approved the protocol at their meeting last week, after discussions

with the Board on Tuesday, February 4

- INTHSNEVGLETTER
The protocol covers ail fisheries where there are
rress-"urisdictier.al concerns  The Bearn and [ i ing o
Louncu will meet armualiv m Ancncrace in ™eBuarv EﬁjN@lﬁBﬁjwm |
o - , NEWAP APPOINTMVENT.....cc s 2

cover ail issues ct mutual interest, m me SSC CIECTSOFFICEIS...uurirrrmrierinnrssssnnsssssssssssssssssssans 2
meantime, a joint ccmmirtee compcsec ot three \Bfs 2
members from each body will meet more often. NAUDUTE KSUES covvvvvvsaeereesssensseesssssssssessssssssssssssssseses a
perhaps ouamerh 1 necessry. to work through halibut catch sharing plan . .. 3
issues of mutual concern and keep each ether posted $eabirdavoidaNCe. .. .rirrisnrissnnniens 3
on management initiatives b;- the other The;, will hAUDUESUDSISTENCE. ..vvvvvvrvvvssserssssssesssssseseens a
also sift through management proposals to determine  haubut CHARTERBCAT management . ..............cccuee... 5

uhi'th night be of interest to the other body Toe
intent ot the pro::-* s to provide long-term
cooperative, compatible management sv-i.ems mat
maintain the sustainability of the fisheries resources
in State and Federal waters. .Acopy cf the protocol
is a\ ailable at the Ccur.cil cl::ce.
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B3eNTUL fish habitat.
documents available
upcoming meetings

tentative meeting schedule..........ccocoiiiiinn, a
fcur-meeting outlcck ............
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HALIBUT SUBSISTENCE COMMITTEE

January 22, 1997

The Halibut Subsistence Committee met in .Anchorage on January 22. 1997 to provide to the Council their
recommendations for developing halibut subsistence regulations. Committee members Robin Samuelsen
(Chairmans Harold Martin. Matt Kookesh, Robert Sundown, Flore LekanofT. Jack Longan for Theodore
Borbndge. Jude Henzler, and David Bill were in attendance The meeting agenda and documents distributed at
the meeting arc art.tc.hcd to this report. The Council. IPHC, NOAA GC. NMFS. NMFS Enforcement. ADF&G.

and Alaska Department of Law provided stall support

Jane DiCosimo, Council staff, provided background as to the purpose and goal of the meeting. She related the
findings of agency staff at their November 1 meeting. At the December 1996 Council meeting, the Council
indicated its intention to develop regulations to provide for halibut subsistence harvests during 1997 for effect

m 1998.

Bob Wolfe, .ADF&G Subsistence Division staff distributed tables and figures of noncommercial halibut harvests
ov community and Native Group with subsistence halibut uses The committee adopted the table of rural
communities with customary and traditional use :f halibut and associated .Alaska Native group as developed bv
the .Alaska Board of Fisheries for identifying eligible participants for halibut subsistence harvests Those Native
groups not on the approved list could petition for subsistence pnv ileges

Dr. Don McCaughran, IPHC staff, discussed a possible revision of the Halibut Convention to separate
subsistence from sportfash regulations. He reported that discussions to renegotiate the treaty for other reasons
were currently underway At present, the treaty language does net specifically address subsistence harvests and
subsistence users are restricted to spcrtfish limits of two fish per person per day and rod and reel gear with a limit
oftwo hooks per reel He also explained that the 32 inch minimum commercial size was imposed by the IPHC
to maximize yield in weight and was not unpcsec f.r persona: use since yield for that sector is maximized .
numbers The committee recommended that the North Pacific Council encourage the State Department 7
to petition the United States and Canada to amend the Halibut Convention to recognize subsistence rights

*

for aboriginal users.

The committee discussed the level of halibut removals for subsistence (approximately 300,000 Ib) compared with
oycatch removals fiam commercial fishing (approximately 15 5 million Ib)

Steve Meyer. NMFS Enforcement, reported that he is required cy law  enforce the current halibut commercial
and sporttish regulations. The committee noted that the i?HC acloiow ledged that halibut subsistence han ests

did not affect the conser. ation of the hJibut resource  The committee recommended that the National
Marine Fisheries Service not enforce regulations prohibiting halibut subsistence harvests while the

Council is developing subsistence regulations.

7ne committee described the need and intent for halibut subsistence regulations to allow fine continued practice
of long-term traditions of fishing halibut for food lcr their families in a non-commercial manner for nor.-eccnomic
consumption, and defined subsistence as 'non-commercial fishing for food.'

The committee recommended that eligibility for halibut subsistence be defined as "members of .Alaska Native
Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and traditional use of halibut " The comminee decided to
accept as eligible those Tribes that were identified by the Alaska Board of Fisheries as having customary and
tradinonal (CAT) halibut uses (Attachment Z¥ The Tnbes are identified with a specific coastal community The
organized Tribal entity within a community would be responsible for deciding which individual members were
eligible from Tribal enrollment .An individual's Tnba! membership card and a subsistence permit would quality

O JAN'S JrQ aVESISTS* NUN January 14, i yj—



that person to subsistence tlsh for halibut from the community in which he/she is enrolled. Using Tribal
enrollment would also allow the community to allow members from other Tribcs to join their community and fish.
Those Tnbes not on the BOF list, but with reasonable access to the fishery and that may have a tradition or need
to harvest halibut for subsistence may petition for eligibility The process and criteria for petitioning would be
discussed further by the committee at a subsequent meeting.

The committee discussed a proposal to include "“other rural residents in areas of Alaska with halibut uses." The
committee discussed the opportunities for non-Tnbal Alaskans to harvest halibut and concluded that the two tish
per day sportfish limit would meet their needs for supplying their families with halibut for food. The determining
factor in this conclusion was the stated need to recognize existing, traditional practice at current levels of halibut
removals. The management plan for a halibut subsistence program should legalize the current halibut removals
and fishing practices by Tnbal members. Expansion of subsistence harvests to non-traditional users may create
resource concerns within the IPHC regarding increased levels of halibut removals and localized depletion in some

rural and urban communities

The committee recommended that hook-and-line gear (including set and hand-held gear) with a maximum
of60 hooks, along with rod-and-reel gear be allowed as legal halibut subsistence gear. An individual would
be limited to one skate of gear up to 1,800 ft long (not including the buoy line), with hooks set 18-20 ft apart,
with a legibly marked buoy More than one fisherman may fish from the same boat.

The committee recommended that no minimum size be imposed for subsistence harvests of halibut The
committee recognized that the levels of halibut subsistence removals, including fish less than 32 inches, compared
with commercial and sportfish removals, are not a conservation concern to the IPHC. The committee further
recommended that the commercial minimum size regulations be revised to read, '‘except in Area 4E where
halibut under 32 inches caught with authorized commercial halibut gear may be retained for subsistence
use  This minimum size exemption would allow for retention of undersized halibut with legal CDQ halibut
harvests in Area -E only, in accordance with local beliefs that releasing any fish is too damaging to die entire

stock from which it came.

The crmmir.ee discussed seasonal and bag limit restrictions for halibut subsistence, but deferred any
recommendations to me Council on legai ad', ice that the aforementioned restrictions are within the purview of
the IPHC. Interest was expressed for a twelve month season in the Southeast and no bag limit.

The committee recommended that halibut subsistence users be allowed existing levels of bycatch. They
recommended unlimited black cod bycatch, noting that there was a black cod subsistence fishery under State
designation and that low levels of bycatch occurred in halibut subsistence fishing. They also recommended that
halibut subsisror.c.- users be iw ed to retain rockfish by catch, ar.d that the Council and State anaiy ze appropriate

bvcatch levels

The committee considered a suggestion that monitoring of halibut subsistence removals for stock assessment
purposes could be best achieved through cooperative agreements between federal agencies and the Tribes

The committee discussed trade and barter of subsistence halibut ar.d endorsed and recommended the sharing
and exchange (barter) of halibut since this is a vital part of the traditional subsistence halibut fishery, but
that the commercial sale of subsistence-caught halibut not be allowed The committee further indicated an
interest m allowing low monetary, non-commercial sale of halibut to legalize current practice of compensating
subsistence fishermen for fuel or other fishing expenses in exchange for fish. The Council may wish to consider
allowing trade and bitter only among Native Tnbai members, limiting the monetary exchange, or other

limitations.

The committee expressed interest in continuing to meet to provide recommendations to the Council on the
development of halibut subsistence regulations

JJ



Noncommercial Halibut Harvests (Lbs Rd Wt) by Residents of
Alaska Rural Places in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Household Surveys, Division of Subsistence, ADF&G

Halibut Removed from  Ottier Non- Estimated

Coastal Swvev ~ Commeraa) commercial  Rodand  GearNot Total Halibut Per Capita

Oistnct ~ Year Gear Gear  Reel Gear Ascertained Harvest  Harvest
District 2C
Angoort 2C 1987 2.930 ‘ 13,314 16,244 35
Coffman Cove 2C 1987 172 N 6,821 6,993 38
Craig 2C 1987 3,801 * 17,125 21,016 18
Edna Bay 2c 1987 1,760 W 4060 5,820 84
Elfin Cove 2C 1987 956 ) 1,513 2.470 a1
Gustavus 2C 1987 552 ) 12,133 12,685 83
Haines 2C 1987 5,809 * 26,190 31,999 20
Hollis 2C 1987 a1 ) 940 982 12
Hoonah 2C 1987 11,674 ) 23,176 34,850 50
Hydaburg 2C 1987 4,127 7,929 12,056 32
Hyder °c 1987 1,351 ) 3,584 4,935 63
Kake 2C 1987 4,386 * 13,523 17.909 28
iCasaan 2C 1087 21 v 511 532 13
Klawock 2C 1987 1.265 : 31,955 33,220 42
Klukwan . 2C 1987 0 ) 193 193 1
Meilakatia 2C 1987 4,095 « 12,442 16,537 1
Meyers Chuck 2C 1987 0 * 3,075 3,075 103
Pelican 2C 1987 5,038 * 13,048 18,086 76
Petersburg 2C 1987 15,596 * 142,902 158.498 42
Point Baker °c 1987 862 ) 766 1,628 47
Port AJexancer 2C <587 708 ) 3,695 4.402 41
Port Protection 2C 1987 505 2252 2,757 47
Saxman 2C 1987 141 > 3,352 3,492 13
Sitka 2C 1987 16,418 *  240.708 257,126 32
Skagway 2C 1987 0 ) 4,941 4,941 8
Tenakee Springs 2C 1987 608 ‘ 5,257 5.865 52
Thome Bay '587 13.179- ) 11.450= 24,628 51
Whale Pass 2c 1987 106 ) 1.325 1,431 23
Wrangell 2C 1987 13.963 « 58,600 72,563 26
TOTAL 2C 2C h 110,156 *  666.779 0 776,934 31

(Percent Gear) 14.2% : 85.8% 0.0% 100.0%

*,n 2C. household surveys did not ask aoout 'other non-commercial gear".
District 3A
Akhiok 3A 1992 41 1.845 32 1.018 24
Chenega 3ay 3A 1992 469 1,973 2,154 4,596 68
Cordova 3A 1991 33,391 154 33,906 67,451 29
Kariuk 3A 1990 0 3,273 1,073 4,346 53
Kcdiak Citv 3A 1991 54,164 53,985  274.893 393,042 27
Larsen Bay 3A 1990 4,905 1.882 8,115 14.902 103
Nanwaiek 3A 1991 0 1,954 5,856 7,810 48
old Harbor 3A 1991 2,240 10,575 4.967 17,782 89
Ouzinkie 3A 1990 6,868 3,451 2,951 13,270 66
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Noncommercial Halibut Harvests (Lbs Rd Wt) by Residents of
Alaska Rural Places in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses
Source: Household Surveys, Division of Subsistence, ADF&G

Haltout Removed from ~ Other Non- Estimated
Coastal survev ~ Commercal commercial  Rodand  Gear Not Total Halibut Per Caoita
District ~ Year Gear Gear  Reel Gear Ascertained Harvest  Harvest
Port Graham 3A 1991 2.212 6,445 3,101 11,758 73
Port Lions 3A 1993 850 2,353 8,065 11,268 63
Seldovia 3A 1991 5,424 100 17,178 22,702 67
Tatitiek 3A 1991 92 852 1,613 2,557 31
Yakutat 3A 1987 3,031 v 29,844 32,875 56
TOTAL 3A 3A 123,587 88,842 393,749 0 606,278 32
(Peroent Gear) 2048% 147% 649% 0% 1000%
* In Yakutat household surveys did not ask about other non-conrerdia gear'
District 38
Chignik Bay 3B 1991 8,380 2.700 1,737 12.825 134
Chignik Lagoon 3B 198S 1,237 738 0 1,975 48
Chignik Lake 3B 1991 7.173 1,849 0 4,022 16
Cold Bay 3B Est 5,920 5,920
False Pass 3B 1988 1,971 403 1.137 3,511 27
Ivanof Bay 38 1989 0 1,091 638 1,729 54
King Cove . 3B 1992 7,685 1,696 454 9,835 18
Nelson Lagoon 3B 1987 0 0
Perryville 3B 1989 420 5,398 1,506 7,324 63
Sand Point 3B 1992 11,037 12.265 1,427 24,729 31
TOTAL 3B 3B 32,904 26,148 6,899 5,920 71,871 35
mRoreet Gear) 458% 4% 96% 8214 1000%
District 4A-0
Akutan 4A-D 1990 2.325 8,082 548 11,556 114
Atka 4A-D 1994 427 3,949 551 4.926 58
Nikolski 4A-D 1990 0 11,837 0 11.837 244
St. George 4A-D 1994 1,205 4,929 0 6.132 34
St. Paul 4A-D 1994 *3,571 49,682 125 68.479 13/
Una:sska 4A-D "994 14.105 12,580 117.226 143,311 79
TOTAL 4A-D 4A-0 n 37,335 91,059 118,449 0 246,841 90
(Percent Gear) 151% B 480% 0.0% 1000%
District 4E
Chefomak 4E Est 12,800 12.800 40
Gambell 4E e
Mekoryak 4E Est 7.080 7,080 40
Newtok AE =c; 8.280 8,280 40
Nichtmute 4E Est 6.120 6,120 40
Savoonga 4c L
Toksook Bay 4E Est 15.300 16,300 40
Tununak 4E 1986 40.754 40,754 124
Wales 4E -
Aleknagik 4E
Clark's Point 4E r
Dillingham 4E 1984 0 0
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Noncommercial Halibut Harvests (Lbs Rd Wt) by Residents of
Alaska Rural Places in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Household Surveys, Division of Subsistence, ADF&G

Halibut Removed from  Other Non- Estimated
Coastal Survey Cammerca] Commercial Rod and Gear Not Total Haliuut Per Capita
District Year Gear Gear  Reel Gear Ascertained Harvest Harvest
Egegik 4E 1984 0 0 286 286 3
King Salmon 4E D £
Kipnuk 4E ® bt
Kongiganak 4E a9 &
Levelock 4E 1909 528 528
Manokotak 4E £S
Naknek 4E & 8
Nome 4E ?
Pilot Point 4E 1987 229 0 70 299
Port Heiden 4E 1987 0 197 o S
South Naknek 4E 1992 116 28 0 144
Alakanuk 4E | <
Bethel 4E ® ?
Brevig Mission 4E o >
Chevak 4E > 8
Eek 4E @ D
Elim cae 2 2
Emrnonak 4E @
Golovin 4E D
Goodnews Bay 4E 8
Hooper Bay 4E
Kotlik 4E g f
Koyuk 4E o N
Kwigillingok 4E
Napakiak 4E r ;
Napaskiak 4E
Oscarville 4E ® *e
Plainum 4E ? z
Quinragak AE
ScsmrT.cr. Bay AS @
Shaktoolik AE *
Sheldon Point 4E € =
St. Michael 4E > ot
Stebbins 4E B ®
Teller 4E t
Togiak 4E D o
Tuntutuliak 4E e @
Twin Hills 4E W
Ugashik 4E 1987 0
Unaiakleet 4E * €
White Mountain 4E o °*
TOTAL 4E 4E @ 0 0 286 91,834 92,120
(Percent Gear) 00% 00% 03 0.0 1000%

Note: Round Weight (Nt E/iscerated. Head Orl) = Usa&e Wt (Bviscerated. Head OFfy/ 7519

HaloG1/17/97



Noncommercial Halibi:" Harvests (Lbs Rd Wt) by Residents of
Alaska Rural Places in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Household Surveys. Division of Subsistence. ADF&G

Halibut Removed from  Other Non- Estimated

Coastal  Survey Commercial commercial Rod and Gear Not Totk I Halibut Per Capita
D|STR|CT SUMMARY District Year Gear Gear  Reel Gear Ascertained Harvest Harvest
District 2C 2C 110.156 666,779 0 776,934 31
District 3A 3A 123,687 88,842 393.749 0 606,278 32
District 38 3B 32.904 26.148 6,899 5,920 71,871 35
Distress 4A-D 4A-D 37,335 91,059 118,449 0 246,841 90
District 4E 4E 0 0 286 91,834 92.120 54
TOTAL DlSTRlCTS * 304,081 206,049 1,186,162 97,754 1,794,045 36

16.9% 11.5% 66.1% 5.4% 100.0%

(Percent Gear)

"In 2C, household surveys did not ask about "othernoncom mercial gear”.
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Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups
in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Place
Alaska Rural Places'
Angoori
Coffman Cove
Craig

Edna Bay
Elfin Cove
Gustavus
Haines

Hollis

Hoonsh
Hydabung
Hyder

Kake

Kasaan
Klawock
Klukwan
Wetlakatla
Meyers Chuck
Pelican
Petersburg
Point Baker
Port Alexander
Port Protection
Saxman

Sitka
Skagway
Tenakee Spnngs
Thome Bay
Whale Pass
Wrangell
Akhiok
Chenega Bay
Cordova
Kariuk

Kodiak City
Larsen Bay
Nartwalek

Old Hamer
Ouzinkie

Port Graham
Port Lions
Seldovia
Tatitlek

Hal961/13/97

Oraanized Entity

Municipality
Municipality
Municipality
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Place
Municipality
Census Designated Ptace
Municipality
Municipality
Census Designated Place
Municipality
Municipality
Municipality
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Ptace
Census Desighated Place
MunidDaCrty
Municipality
Census Designated P’ace
Munidpality
Census Designated P'ace
Munidpality
Munidpality
Munidpality
Municoality
Municoality
Census Designated P'acs
Munidpality
Munidpality
Census Designated D'ace
Municpaiity
Census Designated Place
Municpaiity
Municoality
Census Designated Place
Municpaiity
Municipality
Census Designated Place
Municipality
Munidpality
Census Designated Place

Halibut
Coastal
District

2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A

Use Pattern
1=regular
2 = periodic

3 = undocumented

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1



Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups
in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Place
Yakutat
Chignik Bay
Chignik Lagoon
Chignik Lake
Cold Bay
False Pass
Ilvancf Bay
Kir-g Cove
Nelson Lagoon
Perryville
Sand Point
Akutan

Atka

Nikolski

SL George
SL Paul
Unalaska
Chefomak
Gambell
Mekoryak
Newtek
Nightmute
Savoonga
Toksook Bay
Tununak
Wales
Aleknagik
Clark’s Point
Dillingham
Egegik

King Salmon
Kpnuk
Kongiganak
Levelock
Manokotak
Naknek
Nome

Pilot Point
Port Heiden
South Naknek
Adakanuk
Bethel
Brevig Mission

Hal961/13/97

Organized Entity
Munidpality
MuroapaJity

Census Designated Ptace
Census Designated Ptace
MunidpaJdity
Munidpality
Census Designated Place
Munidpality
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Place
MunidpaJity
Municoality
Municpaiity
Census Designated Place
Munidpality
Munia'pafity
Munidpafity
Munidpality
MunidpaJdity
Munidpality
Census Designated Place
Municpaiity
Municoality
Munidpality
Census Designated Place
Munidoality
Munidpality
Municipality
Munidpality
Municoality
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Place
Census Designated Place
Municoality
Census Designated =!ace
Municipality
Municpaiity
Munidpality
Census Designated Place
Munidpality
Mumapality
Munidpality

Halibut
Coastal
District
3A
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
4A-D
4A-D
4A-D
4A-D
4A-D
4A-D
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E

Use Pattern
1 =regular
2 = periodic
3 = undocumented
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3



Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups

in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Use Pattern

Halibut 1 =regular
Coastal 2 = periodic
Place Organized Entity Districl 3 = undocumented
Chevak Municipality 4E 3
Eek Municipality 4E 3
Eflm Municpaiity 4E 3
Emmonak Municipality 4E 3
Golovin Munidpality 4E 3
Goodnews Bay Municipality 4E_ 3
Hooper Bay MunidpaJity 4E 3
Kotiik Munidpality 4E
Koyuk Munidpality 4E 3
Kwigiliingok Census Designated Place 4E 3
Napakiak Municpaiity 4E 3
Napaskiak Munidpality 4E 3
Oscarville Census Designated Place 4E 3
Platinum Municipality 4E 3
Quinhagak Municipality 4E 3
Scammon Bay Munidpality 4E 3
Shaktoolik Munidpality 4E 3
Sheldon Point Munidpality 4E 3
SL Michael Munidpality 4E 3
Stebbins Munidpality 4E 3
Teiler Municipality 4E 3
Togiak Municpaiity 4E 3
Tuntutuliak Census Designated Place 4E 3
Twin Hills Census Designated Place 4E 3
Ugashik Census Designated Place 4E 3
Unalakleet Munidpality 4E 3
White Mountain Mmcsality 4E 3
Alaska Native Groups”
Angoon Angoon Community Association Tlingit 2C 1
Craig Craig Community Association Tlingit 2C 1
Haines Chilkoot Indian Association Tlingit 2C 1
Hoonah Hoonah Indian Association Tlingit 2C 1
Hydaburg Hydaburg Cooperative Assocation Haida 2C 1
Juneau Aukcuan Traditional Council” " Tiingi: 2C 1
Central Council Tiirgit & Haida
Juneau Indian Tribes Tlingit-Haida 2C 1
Juneau Douglas Indan Association Tlingit 2C 1
Kake Organized 'village of Kake Tlingit 2C 1
Kasaan Organized Village of Kasaan Haida 2C 1
Ketchikan Ketchikan Incian Corporation Tlingit 2C 1
Klawock Klawock Cooperative Association Tlingit 2C 1
Klukwan Chilkat Indian Village Tlingit 2C 1

Hal961/13/97



Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups

in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Place

MetiakatJa
Petersburg
Saxman
Sitka
Skagway
Wrangell
Akhiok
Chenega Bay
Cordova
Karluk

Kenai

Kenai
Kodiak City
Kodiak City
Kodiak City
Larsen Bay
Nanwalek
Niniicftik

Cld Haroor
Ouzinkie
Port Graham
Port Lions
Seldcvia
Tatitlek
Yakutat
Chignik Lay
Cngr.x Lacocr
Chignik Lake
False Pass
Ivanof Bay
King CeVe
King Cove
Nelson Lagoon
Ferr/vii'e
Sand Point
Sand Point

Sand Point
Akutan
Atka
Nikolski

Hal951/13«97

Organized Entity
Metlakatla Indian Community.
Annette Island Reserve
Petersburg Indian Association
Organized Village of Saxman
Sitka Tribe of Alaska
Skagway Village
Wrangell Cooperative Association
Native Village of Akhiok
Native Village of Chanega
Native Village of Eyak
Native Village of Karluk
Kenaitze Indian Tribe
Village of SaJamatoff
Lesnoi Village (Woody Island)
Native Village of Afognak
Shoonaq' Tribe of Kodiak*”
Native Village of Larsen Bay
Native Village of Nanwalek
Ninilchik Village
Village of Old Harbor
Native Village of Ouzinkie
Native Village of Port Graham
Native Village of Port Lions
Seldovia Village Tribe
Native Village of TatitJek
Yakutat Tlingit Tribe
Native Village of Chignik
Native village of Chignik _sgoor
Chignik ~axe Village
Native Village of False Pass
Ivanoff Bay Village
Agdaagux Tribe of King Cove
Native Village of Belkofski
Naive Village of Nelson Lagoon
Native Village of Perryville
3au:off Ha.racr Village
Naive Village of Unga
Oagan Toyagur.gir. T rhe ¢+ Sand
Point Village
Native Village of Akutan
Native Village of Atka
Native Village of Nikolski

Tsimshian
Tlingit
Tlingit
Tlingit
TSntft
Tlingit
Alutiiq
Autiiq

Eyak-Alutiiq
Aldutiiq
Deralna
Dena'ina
Alutiiq
Adutiq
Alutaq
Aldutiiq
Adutiiq
Dena'ina
Alutiiq
Alutiiq
Adutiiq
Alutiiq
Dena'.na-AJutiq
Adutiig
Tlingit
A.utiiq
AjuDqg
Adutiig
Aleut
Alutiiq
Aleut
Aleut
Aeut-Ajutiq
Adutiig
Aleut
Aleut

Aeut
Aleut
Aleut
Adeut

Halibut
Coastal
Distnct

2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
2C
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B

3B
4A-D
4A-D
4A-D

Use Pattern
1= regular
2 = periodic

3 = undocumented

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups
in Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Place
St. George

St. Paul
Unalaska
Chefomak
Gambell
Mekoryak
Newtek
Nightmute
Nightmute
Savoonga
Tokscok Bay
Tununak
Wales
AJdeknagik
Clark's Point
Dillingham
Dillingham
Egegik
Egegik
Kipnuk
Levelock
Manokotak
Naknek
Nome
Nome

Pilot Point
Port Heiden
South Nakne*
Adakanuk
Bethel
Brevig Mission
Chevak
Council

Ee.k

Elim
Emrr.cnak
Emmonak
Golovir
Goodnews Bay
Hooper Say
Hooper 3ay

Hal961/13/S7

Organized Entity

Pribiof Islands Aleut Communities of SL

Paul Island & SL George Islands

Pribdof Islands Aleut Communities of SL

Paul Island & SL George Islands
Qawalingin Tribe of Unalaska
Village of Chefomak

Native Village of Gambell
Native Village of Mekoryak
Newtek Village

Native Village of Nightmute
UmJarmiute Native Village
Native Village of Savoonga
Native Village of Tcksook Bay
Native Village of Tununak
Native Village of Wales
Native Village of Aleknagik
Village of Clark's Point
Native Village of Dillingham
Native Village of Ekuk
Egegik Village

Village of Kartatak

f ative Village of Kipnuk
Levelock Village

Manokotak Village

Naknek Native Village

King Island Native Community
Nome Eskimo Community
Naove Village of Pilot Point
Native 'Tillage of Port Heicer.
Somh Naknek village

Village of AJakanuk
Onrtsararmuit Native Village
Native Village of Brevig Missicr
Chevak Native Village

Native Village cf Council
Natve Tillage of Eek

Native Village cf Elim
Chuconawick Native Viilage
Emmonak Village

Chink Eskimo Communir/

Native Village cf Goodnews 3ay

Native Village cf Hoccer Bay
Native Village cf Daimiut

Aleut

Aleut
Aleut
Yup'ik
Siberian Yup'ik
Cupik
Yup'ik
Yuplk
Yup'ik
Sibenan Yup'ik
Yup'ik
Yup'ik
Inupat
Yup'ik
Yup'ik
Yup'ik
Yup'ik
Alutiig-YupTk
Alutiig-Yuplk
v uplk
v uplik
Yup'ik
Alubig-Yuplk
Inupcat
Inupat
Adutiig-Yuplk
Autiiq
Ajuuig-Yupik
Yuplk
Yuplk
nupiat
Cuplk
Inupiat
Yup'ik
Yuplk
Yup'ik
Yup'ik
Inupat-Yuplk
Yupik
Cuplk
Cuplk

Halibut
Coastal
District

4A-D

4A-D
4A-D
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E
4E

3

Use Pattern
1 =regular
2 = periodic
: undocumented

e
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Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups
il. Areas with Subsistence Halibut Uses

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Use Pattern

Halibut 1 3 regular
Coastal 2 = periodic
Place Organized Entity District 3 = undocumented
Kongiganak___ Native Village of Kongiganak Yap* 4E 3
KoOik Native Village of Hamilton Yup'ik 4E 3
Kollik Village ot Bill Moore's Slough Yup'fc 4E 3
Kotlik Village of Kotiik Yup'ik 4E 3
Koyuk Native Village of Koyuk inupat 4E 3
Kwigillingok___ Native Village of Kwigillingok Yup'ik 4E 3
Napakiak Native Village of Napakiak Yuplk 4E 3
Napaskiak Native Village of Napaskiak Yuplk 4E 3
Oscarvile Oscarville Traditional Village Yup'ik 4E 3
Platinum Platinum Traditional Village Yuplk 4E 3
Quinhagak Native Village of Kwinhagak Yuplk 4E 3
Scammon Bay Native Village of Scammon Bay Yup'ik 4E 3
Shaktoolik Native Village of Sha.'ctoolfk inupiat-Yup'ik 4E 3
Sheldon Point Native Village of Sheldon's Point Yup'ik 4E 3
Solomon Village of Solomon inupiat 4E 3
SL Michael Native Village of Saint Michael Yup'ik 4E 3
Stebbins Stetabins Community Association Yup'ik 4E 3
Teller Native Village of Mary's igloo inupiat 4E 3
Teller Native Village of Teller inupiat 4E 3
Togiak Traditional Village of Togiak Yup'ik 4E 3
Tuntutuliak Native Village of Turrtutuliak Yup'ik 4E 3
Twin Hills Twin Hills Village Yup'ik 4E 3
Ugashik Ugashik Village Alutiig-Yup'ik 4E 3
UnalakJeet Native Village of Unalakleet inupiat-Yup'ik 4E 3
White Mountain  Native VBlage of White Mountain inupiat 4E 3

« Places where subsistence (wild food harvest and use) is a principal characteristic of the

community's economy and way of Cfe.

" Indian entities recognized and eligible to -eceive services from the United States Bureau of
Ino;an Affairs, cf.. Federal Register, Fecruary 15, 1SS5. v. 50. no. 32. p. 9249-S255.

Applying for recognized status.

Hal961/13/97



Mean Halibut Harvests by
Native and Non-Native Households

That Harvested Halibut

L% per HH Mambar
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Halibut Harvests by
Native and Non-Native Residents
As Percent of Community Total
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SOUTHEAST NATIVE SUBSISTENCE COMMISSION

320 west wBarfbj Asmt, srffe 3go ,
Jm&y Ait&t 99801

CONCEPTS

* Subsistence halibut. “Subsistence use of halibut” refers to the noncommercial harvest sad use of halibut
far food by Alaska Natives tad other rural readena ia areas of Alaska with halibut uses.

» Eligibility. Alaska Natives and other rural residgufl in ueas with halfbur uses.

* Rani residents are persons whose principal domicile isis a rural Alula area.

* Rural areas for the purpose of subsistence halibut regulations are areas where subsistence (wild fcod
production and use) is a principal characteristic of the area’s economy and way of life.

* Gear. Hock and line gear (including set and hand-held gear), with a maximum of SOhooks.

* Special provisions. The commercial sals of subsistence-caught halibut is not allowed The noncommercial
sharing and exchange of subsistence-caught halibut is allowed.

4 Permits. Subsistence permit* nay be required in particular areas if necewary for identifying subsistence
fishers or special area provisions,

a Local area management plans. Local area management plans may be developed on an area basis to deal
with special management issues such local stock depletion.



Kipnuk Traditional Council

sox 57" «*nuk. Alaska 999 14 ,
(9C7) 88S5-S615 « rAX(9C71 S9«-6240

IAUFfIUT-BEFfIULAJIQN PRQETfISAL

In absence of subsistence regulations on the halibut fishery in and around the Cape
Avinoff region and after having observed a National Marine Fisheries Enforcement
Cfficer in Toksook Bay this past season, the Kianuk Traditional Council, on behalf of the
local commercial and subsistence fishermen, want to submit the following proposal to be
seriously considered to become part of the Commercial Halibut Regulation# for the Case

Avincff Region subsistence halibut fishermen in particular:

1. No Mmit an nurnoer cf hooks to be used. (Sporfflahing regulations should rot be

used to develop subsistence regulations.)

2. No bag limit for subsistence caugn: halibut. (Spcrtfisning regulations should not
be used to develop subsistence regulations.) Traditional and euiture methods are
used by families In our villages to determ;ne how much they need fcr subsistence

purposes, and should not be regulated because of these present conditions.

3. Subsistence catch of halibut ahculd not be considered a pan of the Commercial

fishery established quota.

REASONS:

< Traditionally, our people use three heck lines and many still maxe traditional

hccka although scr.e use regular 1 hcck rod and reel.

2. Weather is no; always reliable and every trip courts, asceciaily to catch as mary
halibuts they car oaten. The haiibut ;bcm dried ar.a frozen) is one of the main

mcod grcucs gaiherec by ccai residents desices nerring.

3. With corr'mercially caught 'merring ar.c haiibut being ;he main economic rsscurce
fcr cur community, we oo not went sucsistarce caught halibut tc ce counted as

part of the quota for commercial halibut fishing.

CONCLUSION:

Our ‘esciution ana its Supplement trat we submitted to iPhS. NPHS through
Ccastai Viilagw mshirg Cooperative is serf explanatory and can be used for referenca
cr, this proposal. Therefore, on tenarr of the Iccai fishermen, both, commercial ar,c
subsistence, we recommend that our proposal be seriously considered tc become part of

the Commercial haiibut Regulation under a term, 'subsistence cause.”

NOTE: The Kipnuk Traditional Ccunai is submitting this proposal ip. conjunction
arc agreement with the Tokscok Bay Traditional Council. Cur proposal is ldentical to
the proposal submitted by the Tokeook Bay Traditional Council, because our way cf life
is the same. Wa are eleeely related a# families cf the coast, with the same language

with traditions and cultures that "ave a concern, fcr the natural resources we depend on

-~ m' consider? ou' c'czcsal



NATIVE VILLAGE OF TfNUNAK

Tununak IRA Council
PO Box 77
Tununak. Alaska 99681
(907)652-65:7 , Fa. 652-601 I

Halibut  Regulation Proposal

In absence of subsistence regulations on halibut rishcr> in and around Nelson Island
region and after having encountered a National Marine Fisheries Enforcement
Officer in just past summer season, the Native Village of Tununak. on behalf of the
locai commercial and subsistence fishermen, want following suggestive ideas to be
seriouslyconsidered to become part of the Commercial Haiibut Regulation for Nelson
Island Region subsistence haiibut fishermen m particular

1. No limiton number of hooks to be used. (Sportfishmg regulations should
not be usedto develop subsistence regulations)

2. No bag Limit for subsistence caught halibut. eSportt'ishing regulations
should not be used to develop subsistence regulations’;

3 Not count subsistence catch as part of quota.

REASONS:

1. Traditionally, our people use three hook lines and many still make
traditional hooks although some wuse regular i hook rod and reels, many prefer

3 hook lines for jigging.

2. Weather is not always reliable ar.d every trip cc\ir.r; especially o catch a?
many haltba: they can eaten. The halibut -both 1IN 1 and frozen.; is the main
food gathered by ioca! residents besides herring fish.

3. With commercial herring and haiibut being the main economic source for
cur community, we do not want subsistence caught haiibut to be counted as

part of the quota for commercial haiibut fishing.

CONCLUSION:

Our resolution and its supplement that we submit to IPHS. NPHS through
Coastal Villages Fishing Coopers::-.i is »«'f explanatory and can beused fcr referenc:
on this proposal. Therefore, or. behalf of the locai fishermen, bothcommercial and
subsistence, we recommend thjt cur proposal be seriously considered tobecome part
of the Commercial Halibut Regulation under "subsistence clause."”



NATIVE VILLAGE CF .VCSOSYL'X
iINDIAN neOFGANIZATIGN ACT CCoNCIL
PC. Box 66
Mekoryuk. Alaska 99630
(907) 827-6828
Fax (907) 827-8133

MEKORYUK NATIVE COMMUNITY

HAUBUT REGULATION PROPOSAL

In absence of subsistence regulations and halibut fishery in and around Nunivak Island region.
Cn hehalf of the local commercial and subistence fishermen, want the following suggestive ideas
to be seriously considered to become part of the Commercial Halibut Regulations for Nelson

Island Region subsistence na.'ibut fishermen in particulars:
1. No limit on number of hooks to be used. (Sports fishing reulations should not be
used to develop subsistence regulations).

2. Not count subsistence catch as part of the quota.

REASONS:

Traditionally, our people use two hook line and many still make traditional hooks

1.
although some use regular hook rod and real, many prefer three-hook lines
Casing).

2. Weather is not always reliable and every trip counts especially to catch as many
halibuts they can catch. The halibut (both dned and frozen) is the main fcod
gathered by local residents.

3. With commercial halibut being the main economic source for our community, we

do net want subsistence caught halibut to be counted as pad of the quota for

commercial “siibut fishing.

CONCLUSION:

Therefore, on behalf of the local fishermen, both commeraaJ and subsistence, we recommend
that cur proposal be seriously considered tc become part of the Commercial Halibut Regulation

under ’'subsistence clause.”

Past Prkide¥ts

Moses Nayirak * Piter smith. sr. « Tom Dotomain » Jesse Mcses ¢ Walter Amos ¢ George K Whitman. sr
Edward! Sha'dlgs 5r e« George King. Sr. « Henr- J S'ijv;.-zs « .'rseph David. Sr. m Jerry pavid. sr



Nightmute Traditional Council
S.4.,S0X 90021

cnrtei, 99«

HigUh AX 90
(907) 6474243, § P*2(907) S4T-4H?2

BALIAOT SBOITLAIiai PftOJCTIAL

la ahaence. ot aubeiscance regulations on halibut fishery m and around

Selfco laliad region and after barring encountered a latinaal *»— a

M atierlaa m farciggit O fficer in jturr past namwr maon, tie Sigbcauta
gradltdaaal Oocnr*.1, on behalf of the ?nr«J ccBenrclal aubaiataace
finheraan, vsot following suggestive 'iiien to be.seriously considered to

become part of the Ccflanercial Halibut Ragulanicaa for Helscn island

Region

alaso™*:

coifiraroH

Cur resolution and its stpplarect

throug

auhsistesce ha?.-.bnt *:«fceraaa In particular!

1. 30 Unit an scber of hocks to be used. (Sport fishing
regulations abould toe. be- vised to develop subsistence regulation.)

2. 30 bag liait for subsistence taught halibut. ;arcrt dialing
regulations snculn ret be vised to develop subsistence regulations;

3. 3ct count subsistence catch as part of the quota.

1. Tradltior.a*lv, our people use three hook line -j-y aiill
nab* traditional books aitunugh oaaa used regular hock rod and
reel/ auay prefer thr*«-boeX linea. (jigging)

2. weather is not always reliable and every trip counts especially
to catch an sany halibuts: they can catch. Tie halibut (both triad?*
ard frtxen) ia the rr.: food gathered by local raaidants beside*

3. With c-.r:.e.cia 1 terring and 3a? tbut being the nair *0010210
scums for ran rm mmry, We do not want sufcsiatanes sanght
halibut to be counted as part of the gucta fcr eccaaerrial halibut

dialing.

1 «
that k* subait to 7713, 3723
h Coastal Tillage fishing Cooperative ts aelf explanatory

and ran be iMd for reference cn this proposal.

Therefore, on behalf of the local fiahenaec, both canaemiai and
rubaiatw'cc, we raccmend that our proposal be serinuflly
cansidereci tc beenne pant of the Ccemarclal Halibut Regulation

eider

“eubaietancB clause.*'



PC Sex 37048. Tcksock 3ay. Alaska 59637-7048

Toksook Bay Traditional Council
TOKSOOK BAT ?IATIVZ COMMUNITY

HALIBUT REGULATION PROPOSAL

In absence of subsj }enge regulations  on halibut flsherly na
anﬁ aroung Nelson regfon _and after javing.encountere
ationa arln |5r eries nforcemen t Officer™in. just pgst
er season, }he 0ksook: ditional Council, on be-
a]| local. commercial ad b5| tence flsgemgn. v%r.t
0 owmq ¥gﬂ]est|ve ideas. ‘o e se lously considered to be-
fOW é)a ommerch allt% equlations fqr Nelson
slan eglon subS|stence alibut fishemé&n In particular:
lim it number of hook e Sportfishin
gi iatlons 8HOUId not be usea gevefo suf)sstence reg-
gulations)
sistence . caugh haI inort-
I2|shl\}% bag “un]ah fr? H 0id Nt be- USe é to lop su%sw-

te.nce g?eguqatlon S)
2. Not count subsistence catoh as part of the quota.

2BASONS:
Sulr A T AR Sl iR o e
ook ro nd reel, many prefer hoc lines. (] Tgg rg,
2. Weather is not always re I|h ﬁ and every trie cou
S %Cla”)é tﬂ catcg as man us the ﬁ catch 3
Ea|u th dried and r%e Fhe am 0od gathere
y local r3|dents besides her |ng Ish.
3. With comm rmgl her rln% an( hallbut beln the ‘main
economic Sﬁ e for cur B munltY we do nof waht su s
ence cadl alibut t counted as part of the quota
$or commercia hallbu fIS ing.
CONCLUSION:
?
‘:an:trgt{&?é)riz ISQSt%TdVIIEEAchpelreen?]eernt haf?ne\/\r/e%t?s Ir% %0% ﬁeHXS’
? ﬁ‘ ) Beha? ?the 50 fis ermen thﬁeC£m| %I|a|
|bu§ I5 gulay

s e S,

tion under S|stange cIause

1907) 427-7:14 FAX ;5C7; 427-77:4



Newtek Traditional Council u n§ [ % snilitnuai
p 0 30* 55 « NEWTCX, ALASKA M5W « f*CT)23r"3t< o« r KTOT7)237.2¥2a

mf reiT axr.n AT»rtvmjodosal

In absence of subsistence regulations on haiibut fishery inand ar: und Nelson Island
region and after having encountered a NationJ Maringé Fisheries. inforcement Officer :n
;ust this post summer Season, the Newtok Traditional Council, on behalf of the local
commercial and subsistence fishermen, want followin sugPestwe 103 to be senousiv
considered to become [oart of the Commercial Halibut Regufations for Ncison isiand
Region subsistence halibut fishermen in particular

1 No limit on number of hooks to be ulsed. (Sportfishing regulations should not

2 No hag limit fcr subsistence caught haitbut. fScornlshmg reguiir.cn? ZrnJi
not he used to develop subsistence regulations).

3 Not count subsistence catch aa part of the quota

Reasons

1 Traditionally, our people use three hook line and many still make traditional
hooks although some used regular hook rod and reel, ‘many prefer three-hook

lines. (ji88™8)

2. Weather Is not always reliable ar.d every trip counts _es(PeciaIIy to catch as
mar.v halibuts they ear catch  The haifout (both dried and frozen) is the
main food gathered by local residents besides herring f.sh

3. With commercial herring and halibut being the main economic sourea for our
community, we do not want subsistence caught halibut to be counted is
part of the'quotas for commercial halibut fishing.

CONCLUSION:

. Qur resolution and its supplement that we submit to IPHS, NTHS through coastal
Village fishing CooperUve is scif-cxplanaiory ar.d can be used for reference on tr-s
nroposal. Therefore, on behalf of the local fishermen. both commercial ar.d
subsistence, we recommend that our proposal oc serlousl?/ considered to become part of
die Commercial Halibut Regulation under "subsistence clause"



Title: Ha'ibut as a Customary and Traditional subsistence Resource 0f

Alaska Natives _ _ .
Submined by Southeast Native Subsistence Commission

WHEREAS, halibut is a customary and tradition resource for Alaska Natives;
ancient "lingit halibut hooks were designed to allow only harvestable-sized fish to

be taken: anti

WHEREAS, halibut continue to be a vital subsistence food source in coastal
Native communities, an essential food at cultural celebrations, and important for
sharing with ciders and others who cannot harvest for themselves; an

WHEREAS, ANILCA Title VIII provides for the harvesting of fish and wildlife
resources for subsistence usage in a non-wasteful manner; and

WHEREAS. Natives have been cited for harvesting halibut because of exceeding
the bag limit of iwo fish per day and for using a long line with multiple hooks; and

WHEREAS, these regulations are not reflective of Native communities’ customary
and traditional methods, means, bag limits, and sharing; and

WHEREAS, these re(};ulations are ethnocentric and have been difficult to change,
due to lack of action from the concerned government agencies: the State of Alaska,
National Marine Fisheries Service, the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council, and the International Pacific Halibut Commission.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the General Assembly of the
Alaska Federation of Natives resEec_tfuIIy request that managing agencies
recognize and acknowledge that halibut is a customary and traditional subsistence
resource and that they allow Alaska Natives to use efficient means of harvest,

including multiple hooks, rod and reel, and long line gear.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution be sent to the State of Alaska
Board of Fisheries, to the National Marine Fisheries Service, to the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council, and the International Pacific Halibut Commission.

éps%rgyne]dentg rAssus%nc]ile?tsilgrq \t/)\yorﬁgr{gbclgnawesdnaetsdggeOBc%or!)ne ?8% el %

At AL P, Of
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Uneau, Alaska

] " Resolution 96-13
T|tle HAiimrrreariKTmfAgv ~ TBinm oNAi.aaaSDMCE REsntmnr- ok Aiaitka Nattves

Submitted by: Angoon T&H Community Council

. WHEREAS, halibut is a customary and traditional resource for Alaska Natives; ancient
Tlingit halibut hooks were designed to allow only harvestable-sized Fish to be taken; and

~ WHEREAS, ANILCA provides for the harvesting of fish and wildlife resources for
subsistence usage ina non-wasteful manner; and

. WHEREAS, Natives have heen cited for harvesting halibut because of exceeding the bag
limit and for using a long line with multiple books; and

. WHEREAS, Natives have had to endure regulations that only allow 2 halibut and a hand-
held line with two books: and

_ WHEREAS, these regulations are not reflective of Native communities’ customary and
tradiitional methods, means and bag limits; and

. WHEREAS, these requlations are ethnocentric.and are difficult cochange, due to lack of
action from hoth the Sate and the International Pacific Halibut Commission (TPHC) which wall

not address this issue until the State does.

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED thet the General Assembly of Tlingit and Haida
Central Council respectfully request gie assistance of Alaska's delegation in Washington D.C. to
amend the Norther Pacific Halibut Act, ‘To recognize and acknowledge halibut as-a customary
and_ traditional subsistence resource, and to assure subsistence harvesting of haliout by Alaska

Natives is protected.*

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thet the Central Council also request the Board cf Fisheries
endorse this resolution with a follow-up letter of support

~ BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this resolution be sent to Southeast Native
Subsistence Commission, the International Pacific Halibut Commission, Board of Fisheries.
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A laska State Legislature ) )
During Session.-

State Capitol

Committees: Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Transportation, Chairman Fax () A5 o1
Resources
. In Ketchikan:
Economic Development 50 Front Stteet, Suite 201
Ketchikan, AK 99901
Rules (907) 247-4672

. - - Fax (907) 225-7157
Representative William K. Williams &0

Sponsor Statement
House Joint Resolution 49

The Forest Service recently announced a sweeping two-year
moratorium on development of roadless areas of national forests.
Although the announced land freeze appears to have exempted the
Tongass National Forest from the policy, that is not necessarily

the case.

The public has 30 days to comment on the roadless policy, after
which the Tongass could be included in the moratorium. Also, the
Chief of the Forest Service, Mike Dombeck, has said that the final

long-term policy will apply to all forests.

The resolution speaks to the inappropriate manner in which the
White House is dictating management of our national forests. The
Forest Service has turned the public process upside down by
announcing their policy first, then searching for scientific evidence
to support their position and reaching out for public participation.

The resolution also speaks to the Tongass Land Management
Plan. Alaskans and Outsiders spent over 10 years and $13 million
dollars revising how we manage the Tongass. It would be wrong
to come back later with a unilateral amendment which alters the

balance struck in the plan.

| urge your swift passage of the resolution, as the 30 day public
comment clock is ticking

g e



Tim—

The 30 day period to comment on the appropriateness of
the roadless plan closes on February 27th We would like
to have the resolution passed by both bodies by then (it
has to come back for concurrence)

Thanks,

Pete

Call me at 5141 if you have questions or need more
information for the floor packet.






Alaska State Legislature

Representative Beverly Masek

Chair, Military & Veterans Affairs
Vice Chair, Transportation
Vice Chair, Resources

Legislative Council
During Session:
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1181
907-465-2679
907-465-4822 (fax)
1-800-505-2678

During Interim:
600 East Railroad Avenue
Wasilla, AK 99654
907-376-2679
907-376-6180 (fax)

HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE FOR MILITARY & VETERANS’
AFFAIRS

Re:  Request tor Hearing on CSHB 5fZ (S fA)
Dt:  March 31, 1998

Please consider this my formal request for a hearing.on Committee Substitute for House Bill 362
TA) as soon as possible. It would be appreciated if this bill could be heard sometime during

he week of April 6, 1998,

CSHB_ 362 (STA) amends AS 02.15.090(a) by adding Ian?uage to allow the State of Alaska the
authority to provide space within its airports for use as military lounges free of rental charges, if
those lolinges arc operated by non-profit agencies, and if space is available.

HB 362 passed out of the House Sfeual Committee for Military & Veterans' Affairs with
unanimous consent on February 24, 1998 and passed the House State Affairs Committee on
March 7, 1998. On March 23 “1998. HB 362 gassed the Alaska State House of Representatives
by unanimous vote. On March 31, 1998, HB 362 was passed out of the Senate State Affairs

ommittee.
Should you have any questions, contact Don Stolworthy in my office at extension 2811.
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A laska State Legislature

Representative Beverly Masek

Chair, Military & Veterans Affairs
Vice Chair, Transportation
Vice Chair, Resources

Legislative Council
During Session:

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
907-465-2679
907-465-4822 (fax)
1-800-505-2678

During fntcrim:
600 East Railroad Avenue
Wasilla, AK 99654
907-376-2679
907-376-6180 (fax)

HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON MILITARY & VETERANS’
AFFAIRS

To.  Senator TiflfKelly, Chair

Senate Rules Committee
Fr.  Representative NJaSek, Chair
Re: Request for Hearing on HJR 51
Dt March 30, 1998

o

Please consider this my formal request for a hearing on House Joint Resolution 51. My hope is
that HJR 51 could be hieard no later than April 8, 1998.

HJR 51 is g resolution su Portlng Con?ressman Don Young's HR 2924, which will amend the
Alaska Native Clajms Settlement Act f0 allow Native Alaska veterans from the Vietnam era to
make their land selections. Between 800 and 2000 Native veterans missed their chance to apply
for their land selections under the Native Allotment Act, because they were either serving in
combat zones or. were overlooked by the BLA. HR 2924 also restores 50,000 acres to Elim
Native Corporation, which were improperly removed by presidential executive order.

HJR 51 passed out of the House Special Committee for Military & Veterans’ Affairs with
unanimous consent on February 24, 1998, It passed the House of Representatives unanimously
35 yeas /0 nays) on March 2, 1998, The Senate Resources Committee amended HJR 51 on

arch 30, 1998 and passed it out with individual recommendations. The Senate Resources
Committee Substitute emphasizes support for the Native Alaska veterans' land selections, but
makes HJR 51 silent on the issue of the Elim Native Corporation’s land selections.

Should you have any questions, contact Don Stolworthy in my office at extension 2811,
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http://www.cpn.gov/rivcrs/nominccsJitnil

AMERICAN HERITAGE

Developments

Whatis.the -«

e|nitiative?. .

Milestones

Frequently

Nominating
Your Rivvu :

Y puf River &
Its Watershed

Contacts

American Heritage River
Nominations Received, 1997

22 December 1997

ALABAMA

Cahaba River
Chattahoochee River
Coosa River

ARKANSAS

Arkansas River (two
applications)
Ouachita River

COLORADO

Gunnison River (north fork)
South Platte River
Arkansas River

DELAWARE

Broad Creek
Delaware River

FLORIDA

ARIZONA

Santa Cruz River

CALIFORNIA

Gualala River (Nomination
withdrawn)

Lower American River
San Joaquin River

San Luis Rcy River

Santa Clara River

Santa Rosa Creek

CONNECTICUT

Mianus River
Connecticut River

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Anacostia River
Potomac River

GEORGIA

4/18/98 9:32 AM
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Choctawhatchee River
Everglades

St. Johns River

St. Lucie River

HAWAII
Hanalci River
ILLINOIS

Chicago-lilinois River
Mississippi River (in
Dubuque)

Kaskaskia River

Ohio River

Upper Mississippi River
(two applications)

IOWA

Cedar River
Mississippi River (in
Dubuque)

Missouri River (two
applications)

KENTUCKY

Licking River
Ohio River (two
applications)

MARYLAND

Anacostia River

Lower Susquehanna River
Patuxent River

Potomac River

MICHIGAN

Chattahoochee River
Coosa River
Savannah River

IDAHO
Clearwater River
INDIANA

Ohio River
Ohio Rivcr-Pigeon Creek
St. Joseph River

KANSAS

Arkansas River
Missouri River

LOUISIANA

Lower Mississippi River
Ouachita River

MASSACHUSETTS

Acushnct River
Blackslone-
Woonasquatuckct River
Connecticut River
Merrimack River
Mystic River

South River

Taunton River
Westfield River
Winnipesaukcc River

MINNESOTA

http://www.cpa.gov/rivers/nominecs.html

4/18/98 9:32 AM
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Detroit River
Grand River
Kalamazoo River
Muskegon River
St. Joseph River
St. Mary's River

MISSOURI

Cold Water Creek
Missouri River

Osage River

Upper Mississippi River

NEBRASKA

Missouri River

NEW JERSEY

Delaware River
Passaic River
Rahway River
Raritan River

NEW YORK

Allegheny River
Bcaverkill River
Boqucl River
Bronx River
Buffalo River
Delaware River
Genesee River
Hudson River
Hudson River (at Sleepy
Hollow)

Mianus River
Niagara River

NORTH DAKOTA

Missouri River
Yellowstone River

Minnesota River
Mississippi Rivcr-
(Minneapolis St. Paul)
St. Louis River

Upper Mississippi River

MONTANA

Clearwater River
Missouri River
Yellowstone River

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Connecticut River
Cochcco River
Merrimack River
Winnipcsaukec-
Merrimack River

NEW MEXICO

Rio Grande River
San Juan Ri\cr,
Morning Water Child

NORTH CAROLINA

French Broad River
Lower Cape Fear River
Lower Ncusc River
Lower Roanoke River
New River

Savannah River
Yadkin/Pec-Dce River

OHIO

Black River
Cuyahoga River

littp://mwww.cpa.gov/rivers/nornincces. litnil

4/18/98 9:32 AM
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OKLAHOMA

Arkansas River

PENNSYLVANIA

Allegheny River
Delaware River
Genesee River
Lehigh River

Ohio River

Potomac River
Rivers of Steel
Schuylkill River
Swatara Creek

Upper Susquehanna-
Lackawanna Watershed

SOUTH CAROLINA

Black River
Broad-Lower Saluda—
Congarec Rivers
Cooper River

Edisto River
Savannah River
Waccamaw River

TENNESSEE

Cumberland River

French Broad River
Mississippi River (at
Memphis)

Tennessee River (at
Chattanooga)

Tennessee P.iver (in Decatur
county)

Great Miami River
Mahoning River

Maumee River

Mill Creek

Muskingum River

Ohio River (two applications)

OREGON

Columbia River (in Columbia
County)
Willamette River

RHODE ISLAND

Blackstone—
Woonasquatucket River

SOUTH DAKOTA

Missouri River

TEXAS

Brazos River

Rio Grande River
Rio Grande River (at
Brownsville)

Sabine River

San Antonio River

littp. 7Avww.cpa.gov/rivcrs/noininces.lunil

4/18/98 9:32 AM



UTAH

Jordan River _ ,
San Juan River - Moming Water Child

VERMONT
Connecticut River
VIRGINIA WASHINGTON
James River Puyallup River
Levisa River Snohomish River
New River
Potomac River
Rappahannock River
Tripps Run
WEST VIRGINIA WISCONSIN
Cheat River Mississippi River (in
Kanawha River Dubuquef
New River Fox River _
Ohio River Milwaukee River Basin
Potomac River Rock River

per Mississippi River

River

WYOMING

Yellowstone River

* - Email vour suggestions

URL: http:/Avw\v, cpa %ov/nvcrs/nommecs Ntm|
Revised January 16,1



Alaska "tatr -fLcqislaturc
REPRESENTATIVE '

JEANNETTE JAMES State Caoiw.
PO Box 56622 Juneau, Alaska
Nortn Pole, Alaska 997C5 ~ 99801-1182
1907) 468-1546 (907)-165-37J3
ZAX (907)188-27 PAX (907) J65-228"

House (Of Hcprcescitiaiibcs
House Disirici 3-1

AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE
SPONSOR STATEMENT

Representative Jeannette James

HJR 52: Relating to opposition to the designation of any rivers in Alaska as
American Heritage Rivers under the American Heritage Rivers initiative.

Many of you will be wondering, ‘What is the American Heritage River initiative?" Ithas not been a
widely publicized program. President Clinton first announced it on February 4.1997 in his State
of the Union message. Then in May and September there were announcements in the Federal
Register. Since his State of the Union message President Clinton issued Executive Order 13061
directing agencies to establish and implement the initiative.

The program has two objectives: (1) to enhance our citizens’ er jyment of the historic, cultural,
recreational, economic and environmental value of our rivers and (2) to protect the health of our
communities by delivering federal resources more effectively and efficient. The President’s
purpose is to support communities within existing laws and regulations by providing them with
better information, tools and resources, and encouraging local efforts deserving of special

recognition.

We wonder. Itall sounds very good, and quite innocent, just like so manv federal Acts and
Initiatives in the past. They all seem innocent and even oeneiiciai until they oegin touching the

lives and rights of real people.

For instance, itwas a false promise when people were told there is a self-defense provision in the
Endangered Species Act.

e John Shuler of Montana killed grizzly hear after it attacked him late one night. Federal
officials rendered the "self-defense" provision a nullity saying that Mr. Shuler was at fault
for going into the "zone of imminent danger." That zone happened to he his own hack
yard.

It was another false promise when they adopted Wilderness legislation saying that there was a
provision for the protection of "valid existing rights." The promise was that no private land would
be taken into wilderness areas without the consent of the owner, that only federal land would
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become wilderness, and that no buffer zones would be created. Not so, according to Kathy
Stupak-Thrall ofthe Upper Peninsula of Michigan.

- Kathy Stupak-Thrall has been compelled to fight government attorneys who say the
provisions have no meaning, or they do not apply to her nrivate property and her “valid
existing rights." These lawyers say that Congress didn’t know what the language of the
phrase “valid existing rights” meant. Therefore, they can interpret it any way they wish.

Iwould say there is good reason forthe distress throughout our country regarding the President's
American Rivers proposal, particularly with an attitude like that driving government attorneys.
The American people are not stupid. They are well aware that a legacy of betrayals and broken
promises are attached to these types of well-intentioned, pleasant sounding, feel-good programs.

For this reason, many states are joining with U.S. Representative Helen Chenoweth of Idaho who
has introduced legislation asking for the complete withdrawal of the initiative. There are three
major areas of concern: 1) the lack of congressional approval. 2) the vague language and
absence of definitions, and the excess federal control over private property and state water
rights. As a sovereign state, italso conflicts with our rights to control and manage our navigable

waters.

One important point is that congress should be making rules and regulations Respecting Federal
lands and resources, not the president or his appointees. We are again faced with the
President stepping beyond the boundaries of his office. As Chenoweth stated ina press release
aftera House Resources Committee meeting:

“We are doing things eyactly backwards here toady. Instesa of Congress making the
proposal ana the Administration commenting on it. we are actually in a position today
of taking testimony not on the creation of 3 new program, but on now to stop it."

In addition, there is no justification of the need for such an initiative, and the details of the
initiative are insufficient. It does not include any details on how the cleanup will be
accomplished, what will actually be done, or who will do the work.  Allowing more time for the
public process is another concern. As itis. there has not been sufficient time for reviews and
comments by the public on the initiative. Some people believe it is another intrusion of the
federal government and a way to get control of all our lands. To protect our sovereignty this
initiative must be stopped. lurge you now to vote yes on this legislation.






Tiiegieihxime
W hile In Juneau

REPRESENTATIVE Stale Capitol
PETER KELLY Juneau, Alaska
Mailing Address: 99801-1182
119 N. Cushman, Suite 203 (907) 465-2327
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
(907)456-8161 House District 31

use (®f ffiepresexxiniibes

Sponsor Statement

HJR 53

HJR 53 lends support to US Senate Bill S660. Senate Bill 660 provides for the
continuation of higher education through the conveyance of certain public lands
in the State of Alaska to the University of Alaska.

Supporting S660 helps complete the land grant to the University of Alaska. [twill
greatly assist the continuation of higher education in Alaska.

This Bill places the Legislature on the record supporting the commitment to the
University of Alaska as a land grant university.
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Land grant would help UAfill educational needs

ByJerome B. Komisar

Thofollowing is excerptedfront University o fAlaska
PresidentJerome B. Komisar'spresentation to US Senate
EnergyandResources Committee o fthouniversity'sviews
insupporlofS.CCO,whlchwouldgrantfederalpubUclands
totbouniverslly,fulfilling earliercommitmentsmedetoit
by Congress. Komisar testified Sept. 11 before tho US
Senate Eneigy and Natural Resources
Committee in Washington, D.C.

he University of Alaska is Alaska's
or.Iy public land grant university.
In 1915 and 1929, Congress made
federal landgrantsloadingcloseto370,000
acres to the State for the exclusive use and
benefit of die university. o
Fora number of reaSons, the university
bas received less than athird of the aarc-
ageallocated to it under these grant'-. The
failure to tranfer clie total allotment wes
due to the incompleteness of die icdcral
government's study of die region.
Before they could be conveyed, thelands
had to be surveyed. As of 1915, only a
fraction of 1 percent of Alaska had baen
surveyed, virtually none of it in die Tanana Valley where the
grantedlandswere located. Aslatcas 1952, amere (.6 percent
of dieentire Territory of Alaskahad beensurveyed. In theearly
19505, predictions
about how long It
would take to surve
Alaskaat current fed-
eral speed varied be-
tween 12,000 and
43 510 years,
TheresultIsthatof
all die stales that have received land grants, only Delaware
received |ess dian Alaska. AndgivendiesizeofAlaska, no odier
slate, byfar, received asmaller portion of total state acreage
for the Support of higher leaming, o
Tills obvious inequity is impossible to rationalize; first,
Alaska'svast size makes it eminendy possible to devote ignifi-
cant acreage to dlie Support of ldghcr education and greater
learming— Alaska docs not have land shortage, at least not
in public lands; while, second, Alaska's vast distances, its
harsh climacdc conditions, andl the remote locadons of many
ofils cldcsandvillages crcatcprohibidve costs unknown Indie
rest of the country, which makes a grant of land exemplary
pudlicpolicy. . .
|f there iS any section of our nation where educational
land grants are justified and necessary, it Is In the great

The result is that of all
the states that have
received land grants, only
‘Delaware received less
than Alaska.

land of Alaska. _ , o

The Universityof Alxskais astatewidc systemwhich consists
of three multimission universides located in Anchorage
Fairbanks and Juneau with extended safellte colleges and
centers, Including more than dozens of extension and re-
searchsites. _ , _

_Not surprisingly, die need for higher cducadon is most
difficult to serve In die rural and remote areas of die State
where vast dlistances separate cides and villages, where air

travel is the onl¥ means of fransportauon,
where the cost of communicadons —
telephone, television, electronic networks
— Can he exorbitant.

Asufficient land grant would enable
the university to plan and provide more
effccdvely the educational and cultural
services needed throughout the enor-
mous Alaska terrain and permit the mag-
sivesize of the land to provice economic
benefits as well as cause financial cost.

Additional [and also will enable the
university to further the applfcacon of
exemplary ways of extracdng and man-
aging natural resources. It will permit
economic development projects and
land utilization that balance environ-
mental protection with social progress.

o The income earned will further die
university's research in those disciplines in which it has
exceptional depth and opportunity, ge(_)prg/sms and climate
change, oceanography and fisheries; dlie dean use of fossil
fuels; arctic biologyand arcdc engineering; and dieeconomic
and social dynamics of the circumpolar north.

5.660 alsa envisions diat the university will convey to the

National Park Service and die U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
thousands of acres of universitylands dial are nowinholdings
morw;ldacenttoparksandrequ;s]createdore Cedlhyt
1980 Alaska Nadonal Interest Lands Conservadon Act. These
inholdings would be

relinquished to the it will permit economiic

U%ﬁﬁ?m oced development projects and
Iegislation pin paddi- land utilization that balance
tion to making the ~ environments: protection
university whole, with social progress.
would have dieadded

beneQt of enhancing the conservadon and management of
Alaska's vast parks, refuges and wilclerness areas.

Byﬁroviding die UniversityofAlaskawithalandgrantwhi
I both more consistent widi ihat was originally intended and
commensurate widi die stale’s sizeand character, thislegisla-
tionwall permit the UnivcrsityofAlaska to carry out itssinguJar
responsibility as a unique and major nadonal center for
culture, forlcaming.androropportunily Inthegreatfamord.

a



5.660

To provide for the continuation of higher education through the conveyance of certain public
lands in the State of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and for other purposes. (Reported in the
Senate)
Calendar No. 208
105th CONGRESS
1st Session

S. 660

(Report No. 105-106]

ABILL

To provide for the continuation ofhigher education through the conveyance ofcertain public lands in the
State of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and for other purposes.

October 9,1997

Reported with an amendment
S 660 RS
Calendar No. 208
105th CONGRESS
1st Session
S. 660
[Report No. 105-106]

To provide for the continuation of higher education through the conveyance ofcertain public lands in the
State of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and for other purposes.

INTHE SENATE OF TI. ~NITED STATES
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SEE€TION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(@ FINDINGS- The Congressfinds that—

(D the University ofAlaska isthe successor to and the beneficiary ofall Federal grants and
conveyances to orfor the Alaska Agricultural College and School ofMines;

(@ under theActs ofMarch 4, 1915, 38 Stat. 1214, and January 21, 1929, 45 Stat. 1091, the
United States granted to the Territoiy ofAlaska certain Federal landfor the University of

Alaska;

(3 the Territorywas unable to receive most ofthe land intended to be conveyed by the Act
ofMarch 4, 1915, before repeal ofthatAct by section 6(k) ofthe Alaska StatehoodAct

(PublicLaw 85-508, 72 Stat. 339);

(@ onlyone other State landgrant college in ihe United States has obtained a smaller land {
grantfrom the Federal Government than the University ofAlaska has received, and all land
grant colleges in the Western States ofthe United States have obtained substantially larger

land grants than ihe University ofAlaska; . |

(®) an academical ly strong andfinancial ly secure state university system isa cornerstone to
the long-term development ofa stablepopulation and to a healthy, diverse economy and is

in the national interest;

(6) the national interest isserved by transferring certain Federal lands to the University of
Alaska which will be able to use and develop the resources ofsuch lands and by returning
certain lands held by the University ofAlaska located within certain Federal conseiyation

system units to Federal ownership;

() the University ofAlaska holds valid legal title to and is responsiblefor management of
lands transferred by the United States to the Territoty and State ofAlaskafor the University
and that an exchange oflands is consistent with and infurtherance ofthepurposes and
terms of, and thus not in violation of, the Federal grant ofsuch lands.

() PURPOSES- Thepurposes ofthisAct are—

(@) tofulfill the original commitment ofCongress to establish the University ofAlaska as a
land grant university with holdings sufficient tofacilitate operation and maintenance ofa
<2 university systemfor the inhabitants of die State ofAlaska; and ]

. (@ toacquirefrom the University ofAlaska lands itholds within Federal parks, wildlife
refuges, and wilderness areas.

SEC:2. PRIMARY FEDERAL GRANT.

(@ Notwithstanding any otherprovision of law, but subject to valid existing rights and the
procedures setforth herein, the University isgranted and entitled to take up to 250,000 acres of
Federal lands (or reserved interests in lands) in or adjacent toAlaska as a Federal grant. The
University may identify and select the specific lands it intends to takepursuant to thisgrant, and
the Secretaiy ofthe Interior ("Secretary) shallpromptly convey to the University the lands
selected, inaccordance with theprovisions ofthisAct.

GO)(@ Within 48 months ofenactment ofthisAct, the University ofAlaska may submit to the

2/16/98 2:43 PM
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http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/D?cl05:2:./temp/~cl050bFQ:el6970:

Secretary a listofproperties the University has tentatively selected to receive under the conditions
ofthisgrant.Such listmay be submitted inwhole or inpart during thisperiod and the University
may make interim tentative selections that itmay relinquish or change within the 48-month

period. The University may submit tentative selections that exceed the amount ofthe grant except

that such selections shall not exceed 275,000 acres at any one time.

@ All selections shall be in reasonably compact units: Provided, That the Universitymay select
small tracts ofFederal land within Federal reservations consistent with the limitations in

subsection (¢) below.

(@ The Universitymay submit tentative selections ofFederal lands validly selected but not
conveyed to the State ofAlaska or the corporations organizedpursuant to the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act: Provided, That such lands may not be approved or conveyed to the
University unless the State ofAlaska and or the corporation has relinquished rtsprior selection.

(@ The University shall make no selections within Conservation System Units as defined in the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 3101) or lands designatedasLUD 11

by section 201 ofthe Tongass Timber Reform Act 0¥1990.

) Withinforty-five (45) days ofreceipt ofa University tentative selection, the Secretaiy shall
publish notice ofsaidselection in the Federal Register. Such notice shall identify lands included
in the tentative selection and providefor a periodforpublic comment on the tentative selection

not to exceed sixty (60) days.
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5.660

To provide for the continuation of higher education through the conveyance of certain public
lands in the State of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and for other purposes. (Reported in the
Senate)

(®) Within sixmonths ofthe receipt ofa University tentative selection, the Secretary shall notify
the University ofhis acceptance or objection to each tentative selection, including the reasonsfor
any objection. Failure to object within sixmonths shall constitute approval by the Secretary. Any
public comments submitted In response to apublic notice issuedpursuant toparagraph (6) above
may be considered by the Secretaiy: Provided, That the Secretary may object to tentative
selections ofthe University ifand only ifhe demonstrates thata conveyance ofsuch to the

University—
(A) will have a significant adverse impact on thepurposesfor which a Conservation System
Unit was established; or

(B) will have a significant adverse impact on fulfillment of ihe Alaska Statehood Act or the
Alaska Native Claims SettlementAct (43 U.S.C. 1601).

(?) The Secretaiy”s acceptance-of, or objection to, any tentative selections submitted by the
University ofAlaska pursuant to section 2 ofthisAct or the conveyance ofany such selections by
tentative approval , patent or other instrument are not major Federal actions within the means of

section 102(2)(c) ofPublicLaw 91-190.

(B The Secretaiy shallpublish notice ofany decision to accept or object to a tentative selection in
the Federal Register.

(© The Secretaiy shall not approve or convey, under thisgrant—

(D any Federal lands which, at the time ofenactment ofthisAct, are included ina
Conser\<ation System Unit, or are designatedas LUD I I by section 201 ofthe Tongass

Timber Reform Act 0f1990;

(@ any Federal lands validly selected or topfiledpursuant to section 906(e) of
PublicLaw 96-487 but not conveyed to the State ofAlaska or the corporations pursuant to the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act; or

() any Federal lands withdrawn and actually used in connection with the administration of
any Federal installations and military resen®ations unless the head ofthe land holding or

occupying agency or entity agrees.

(@) If,Tfollowing the Secretaiy”s review of tentative selections by the University, the amount of

2/16/98 2:43 PM
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acreage approved by the Secretaryfor conveyance is less than thefullprimary grant, the
Universitymay selectadditiona, lands to satisfy theprimary grant. -

(® Upon the University”s tentative selection of land:

(D Such landshall be segregated and unavailablefor selection by and conveyance to the

State ofAlaska or any corporation organizedpursuant to the Alaska Native*Claims
Settlement Act and shall not be otherwise encumbered or disposed ofby the United States

pending completion ofthe selectionprocess.

(@ The University shallposses the nonexclusive right to enter onto such landsfor the
purpose of—

(A) assessing the ail, gas, mineral, and other resource potential therein. The
University, and mtsdelegatees or agents, shall be permitted to engage in assessment
techniques including but not limited to core drilling to assess the metalliferous or
other values, and surface geological exploration and seismic explorationfor oil and
gas: Provided, That thisparagraph shall not be construed as including or allowing

exploratory drilling ofoil and gas wells; and

(B) exercisingdue diligence regarding the making ofafinal selection.

@ Within oneyear ofthe Secretary”s approval ofa tentative selection, the Universitymay make
therefrom afinal selectionpursuant to thisAct. Within sixmonths ofsuchfinal selection by the
University, the Secretaiy shall issue a tentative approval ofsuchfinal selection. Such tentative
approval shall be deemed to transfer to the University all rigtt, title, and interest ofthe United
States in and to the described selection. Any lakes, rivers and streams contained within such
selections shall be meandered and lands submerged thereunder conveyed in accordance with 43
U.S.C. Sec. 1631, as amended. Upon completion ofa survey of lands included within such
tentative approval, the Secretaiy shallpromptly issue a patent to such lands. Pending issuance of
apatent, the University shall have rights and authorities over tentatively approval lands
consistent with those under the Alaslca Statehood Act and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act, including the right to transfer, assign, exchange, grant, deed, lease or otherwise convey any
or allpresent orfuture interest in the lands granted pursuant to this Act.
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5.660

To provide for the continuation of higher education through the conveyance of certain public
lands in the State of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and for other purposes. (Reported in the
Senate)

(@) The Secretary ofAgriculture, as well as the heads ofother Federal agencies, shall take such
actions as may be necessary tofacilitate and expedite the implementation ofthisAct by the

Secretary of the Interior.

SEC. 3. RELINQUISHMENT OF CERTAIN UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
HOLDINGS.

(@ As a condition to receiving the land grantprovided by section 2 ofthisAct, the University of
Alaska shall convey to the Secretaiy those lands listed in The University ofAlaska®™s Inholding

Reconveyance Document® and dated April 24, 1997.

() The University shall begin conveyance ofthe lands listed in (@) above upon taking title to
lands ithas selectedpursuant to section 2 ofthisAct and shall convey to the Secretaiy a
perce-\tage amount oflandproportional to that which ithas received, but inno event shall itbe
required to convey any lands other than those listed in (@) above to the Secretaiy. The Secretary

shall accept quitclaim deedsfrom the Universityfor these lands.

SEC. 4 ALIENATION OF LANDS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the University ofAlaska may transfer, assign,
exchange, grant, deed, lease or otherwise convey any or allpresent orfuture interests in the lands

grantedpursuant to thisAct.

SEC. 5. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

The University ofAlaska has the right to bring actionfor, including but not limited to, reliefin the
nature ofmandamus, against the Secretaiyfor violation ofthisAct orfor review ofan agency
decision under thisAct. Such an action can only be brought in the United States District Courtfor

the District ofAlaska and within two (2) years ofthe alleged violation or thefinal
decisionmaking. For all other entities or persons, decisions ofthe Secretaiy shall befinal and

conclusive.

SEC. 6. STATE MATCHING GRANT.

(@ Notwithstanding any otherprovision oflaw, but subject to valid existing rights and the
procedures setfort/i in thisAct, the University isgranted and shall be entitled to take, inaddition
to theprimary grantprovidedfor insection 2 herein, up to another 250,000 acres in Federal

3f2 2/16/98 2:43 PM
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lands (or reserved interests in lands) in or adjacent to Alaska: Provided, That any additional
acres are granted, as specifiedbelow, on a matching acre-for-acre basis to the extent that the

State ofAlaska shalIfirstgrant to the University State-owned land in Alaska.

() The University may select and the Secretary shall convey lands which theUniversity isentitled
to receivepursuant to this State matching grantprovision inminimum increments of25,000 acres

up to the maximum of250,000 acres.

THIS S EARCH THIS DOCUMENT G 0 ToO

Next Hit Forward New Search
Prev Hit Back HomePage
Hit List Best Sections Help

Doc Contents

20f2 2/16/98 2:43 PM






Alaska State legislature

B IMil-si VTN TINV T LIt 1> >\ 1IMMI LT >
ZiHAR
fi*m< i ij >jim| > M Ciuradi -
EP=ll £ Mtjt, T
15 »s< i ;is] P i .
T 11 1T

|, <x 17. M J7

Sponsor Statement
CS HJR 56 (RLS)

This Resolution urges the Federal Railroad Administration to transfer the Linear
Induction Motor Research Vehicle (LIMRV) to the State of Alaska. The LIMRV is
a high speed test vehicle which was used in the 1970's for obtaining
experimental data by the United States Department of Transportation. The
transfer of the LIMRV will allow for the potential development of a new industrial
and research business in Alaska.

Power Superconductor Applications Corporation is proposing local
employment in the converting the LIMRV to their needs. Upon receipt of the
LIMRYV, there will be potential employment of up to 55 persons for the
conversion.

Power Superconductor Applications Corporation is also planning to establish a
high speed test facility at Annette Field on Metlakatla. This airfield makes
available long flat strips of land and a moderate climate for the testing of the
LIMRV. Currently, there are facilities in Southeast Alaska that could be quickly
retrofitted by the Power Superconductor Applications Corporation for their
requirements for the LIMRV conversions. The fact that there are current
convertible facilities available, will allow for expedient development of the
project.

Recently, the Alaska Railroad Corporation supported the LIMRV development
as its Induction Braking System program will provide for safer railroad transit.
The Sealaska Native Corporation and the Cape Fox Native Corporation also
have endorsed the yttrium-based linear induction motor development. Now, |
urge your support of this Resolution so that the LIMRV will be transfered to the
State of Alaska and the development of this yttrium technology may begin.

*r'- m aska> capital citv






Alaska State Legislature

House of Representatives

. oK Interim:
Committees fim 10928 Eagle River Rd. Suite 141
Rules Committee, Chair Eagle River, AK 99577
Legislative Council
International Trade & Tourism Session:
Military & Veterans Affairs _ Alaska State éapi ol
World Trade & State/Federal Relations Juneau, AK 99801

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTON NO. 59

SPONSOR STATEMENT

This resolution urges the Congress of the United States to present a constitutional
amendment to the states that would authorize Congress to prohibit the physical

desecration of the American flag.

The flag has long been enshrined as the symbol of what is right with America and
is a most worthy emblem of our nation. The law, as interpreted by the United States
Supreme Court no longer accords to the Stars and Stripes that reverence, respect and
dignity befitting the banner of our noble experiment of a nation state, * the last, best hope

of mankind.”(A. Lincoln).

The Resolution supports Congressional House Resolution 54 or Senate Joint
Resolution 40 providing Congress the authority to prohibit the physical desecration of the

flag.

I urge your support for this Resolution.

Representative Pete Kott

Juneau Office (907) 465-3777 Toll Free 1-800-861-KOTT(5688) Fax (907) 465-2819
Fugle River Office (907)694-8944 Fax (907)694-8945 E-Mail: rcprescntativc_petc_kott@legis.statc.ak.us


mailto:rcprescntativc_petc_kott@Iegis.statc.ak.us

105¢h CONGIeEsS
lst Session H . J. RES. 5 4

JOINT RESOLUTION

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States authorizing the Congress to prohibit the physical
desecration of the flag of the United States.

1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives
2 of the United States of America in Congress assermbled
3 (two-thirds ofeach House concurring therein), That the fol-

1 lowiner article is oroDosed as an amendment to the C0n-

2 stitution of the United States, which shall be valid to all
3 intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when
4 ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several
5 States within seven years after the date of its submission
6 for ratification:

7 “Article—

8 “The Congress shall have power to prohibit the phys-
9 ical desecration of the flag of the United States.”.
Passed the House of Representatives June 12, 1997.

Attest:

Clerk
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105th CONWISS

2D 8)538/0N
J. RES. 4 0

Proposing an mendraeiit to the Constitution of the United States authorizing
Congreaa to p>.ibifc.it the physical dcaecration of the flag of tho United States.

IN THID SHNATE OF THE UNITED STATES

February 4,1998

Mr. Hatgd (frr huuafclf, Mr. Clelanij, Mr. Hagbl, Mr. Stevens, Mr.
Po:«r>, Mr. Lott, Mr. Coverdbdl, Mr. Kempthorne, Mr. Allard, Mr.
Aeaowcjfy, Mr. Bond, Mr. BrcjwnhaOK, Mr. Burns, Mr. Campbell,
Mil Coat*, Mr. Cochran, Mb. Collins, Mr. Craig, Mr. D Am~to, M*
DaWosa, Mr. Domenjci, Mr. Enzi, Mr. FauiCloth, Mr. Frist, Mr.
Gramm, Mr. Osamb, Mr. Grabkley, Mr. Gpegg, Mr. Helms, Mr.
nm*CSiwtC-N", Mra. Hutchison, Mr. iNrrora, Mr. ICyl, Mr. Lugab, Mr.
Mack, MM McCain. Mr. Muricowskt, Mr. Roberts, Mr. Roth, Mr.
Santoruw, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Smith of New Hampshire,
Mr. Smith of Oregon, Ms. Snowe, Mr. Thompson, Mr. Thurmond, Mr.
“Warner, Mr. Bauols, Mr. Breaux, Mre. Feunstew, M* Hokungs,
Mr. 1to)D, M* Rocbbpeu.br, and Mr. Johnson) introduced the follow-
ing joint n wlutioM; which was read twice iuid referred to the Committeo
on the Jnriary

J O IN T R E S O LU TIO N

Proposing a.I amendment to tlie Constitution of the United
States authorizing Congress to prohibit the physical dese-
cration. of the flag of tho United States.

1 fe <t by the Senate and House qf Representatives
2 of tlie United States of America in Congress assermbled,
3 That  following article is proposed as an amendment
4 to the Constitution of the United States, which shall ha
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2
1 valrd to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitu-
2 tion when ratified by the legialatwes of three-fourths of
3 the several States within 7 years after the date of its sub-
4 ittyssion for ratification:
5 “Article—
6 “the Congress shall have power to prohibit the phys-

7 icol desolation ofthe flag of the United States.”.
O

«0J40 JH



sTevienfl JHIJXB XT sponsorINGt RHFIOLUTXON
proPOsING PLAQ pesecraTion AWBHDIVENT

Senator Stevens today joined in sponsoring a Senate
Resolution proposing a Constitutional Amendment that would give

Congress the power to prohibit the physical desecration of the
flag.

Noting that Alaskans are strong in their belief that our

flag should not be desecrated, Stevens said, "The power.to amend
the Constitution demands a cautious respeat. It is a
considerable power - one that has helped to chart the course of
our history. We should not jump headlong into amendments. But
we should not be afraid to act on our be%iefs, either.

"The Supreme Court has given ub a choice,* the Senator said.
*We can accept that the First Amendment allows the desecration of
Amarioa®s flag, or we can change the law to prevant it."

The Senator pointed ov hat as states had laws preventing
flag desecration before the: laws were struck down in a"Supreme

Court decision.

For those who serve overseas, 1in peacetime as well as
conflict, the flag serves as a special reminder and symbol of the
freedom Americans enjoy more than any other nation, Stevens said.
The Senator, who was closely involved in the Statehood movement
whan he served as assistant to the Secretary of the Interior and
Solicitor of the Department, recalled, "l remember the day the
4Sth star was pinned on our flag. It was ons of the proudest

moments of my life,"

HHH

Alaika Offlotti Anchoraoi! Z71-6815 F*Irb8nk»: 46*4301 Juneau; 580%7400
K*n«l; 2KWB08 Katchlkan; S6-3880






Alaska State Legislature

House Resources Committee

Co-Chair Scott Ogan Co-Chair Bill Hudson
&907)465-3715 907) 465-6820
AX (907) 465-3265 FAX (907) 465-2273
Capitol Building, Room 124 Committee Meetings
Juneau, Alaska "99801 TTh 1-4pm.

. Vice Chair: Beverly Masck, e
Representatives Ramona Barnes, Fred Dyson, Joe Green, Reggie Joule, Irene Nicholia, William Williams

HJR 65
Classify Wild Salmon as Organic Food

The organic-foods market is a growing market (annual growth rate of 20%) with total sales of
$3.5 billion in 1996. Alaska’s wild salmon, long recognized by the medical community as a
heart healthy food, and reared in pristine Alaskan waters should be a strong candidate for this

growing market.

Unfortunately, farmed salmon producers, both domestic and foreign, are ahead of Alaska in
striving to convince the U.S. Department of Agriculture that farmed salmon should qualify for

Organic certification under federal law.

House Joint Resolution 65 requests that Alaska wild salmon be fairly considered by objective
scientific criteria as an organic food. The United States Department of Agriculture, via the
Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS), is seeking the establishment of national standards for the
organic production and handling of agricultural products. The deadline for public and official

input is May 30th, 1998.

The global salmon industry is fiercely competitive. Organic certification is a valuable market
niche because a rapidly growing base of consumers has demonstrated willingness to consistently

pay top dollar for products of choice.

HJR 65 is but one step in pursuing this significant market. It puts the United States Department
of Agriculture on notice that Alaskans are watching the pending debate over organic
qualification, and it asks our delegation in Congress to assist in this matter, lo insure the huge
agri-industry doesn’t simply dominate the agenda from the start.



Purpose and Background of the National Organic Program

The organic industry experiences numerous problems marketing organically produced

and handled products. Inconsistent and conflicting standards, labeling problems and

consumer confusion are all obstacles.

The industry failed in an attempt to establish a national voluntary organic certification

program and thereafter petitioned Congress to establish a mandatory national program.

Congress, in 1990, enacted the Organic Foods Production Act (OFPA). This year, USDA
released general guidelines describing how different foods would be classified and
opened public comment until April 30 of this year. The proposed classifications would
be part of a newly established National Organic Program under the OFPA and would set

national standards governing the marketing of organic products.

Establishing a national definition for organic is expected to increase the supply and
variety of organic products, especially meat and poultry, available to consumers. The
USDA has withheld approval for the use of organic labels on meat and poultry pending
the outcome of the current proposed rule making. (Salmon not only competes with

salmon for market share, but other protein sources, as well).

Need for Separate Seafood Section Under OFPA

While seafood is not explicitly excluded these rules are not clearly inclusive of seafood,

particularly when harvested from the sea.

The most applicable existing section, “wild crop harvesting” is clearly written from a
“land” perspective and is too limited to clearly apply to ocean seafood. Existing
language regarding aquaculture, wild mushroom gathering and honey production may
open the door for wild salmon, though USDA contends that certification for ocean
seafood is unacceptable because you can’t guarantee the purity of the water they swim in

or the quality of the food they eat.
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Picture this: I1t3 salmon season, and in—
side supermarkets across the nation, shop—
pers are snubbing refrigerated displays
packed with cheaper, farm-raised salmon,
heading straight for fish caught m Alaska
waters instead. Oh, and one more detail.

They Te willing to pay top dollar.

Look closer and you"ll see why. Cut into
slabs, packed into cans or molded mto fish

cakes, every Alaska salmon

product

deli
ey, a
commer-
cial fisher-
man and
salmon
er, is
behind
the move-
ment to
label
Alaska
wild
salmon as
organic.
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sports a label approved by the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture: 100 percent or-
ganic.

Of course, this is only a dream, but
it’s one that Cordova fisherman Jeff
Bailey is trying to turn into ‘eality. The
national organic labels don’t exist yet,
but when they do appear in stores in a
year or so, Bailey wants to make sure
Alaska salmon are wearing them.

Bailey, who also owns Prime Select
Seafoods Inc., believes the label would
help Alaskans profit from the lucrative
organic-foods market, worth $3.5 billion
in sale 5in 1996 with an average annual
growth rate of 20 percent. He also
thinks it would give the state a market-
ing tool to separate salmon caught in
Alaska waters from fish raised in farms
off the coast of Chile, British Columbia,
Maine or Washington.

“Right now,” Bailey said, "a salmon is
a salmon is a salmon.” The label could
change that, he said.

The national organic program was re-
quired by the 1990 Organic Foods Pro-
duction Act. This year, the USDA re-
leased general guidelines describing
how different foods would be classified
organic and gave the public until April
30 to comment. The agency hopes to be-
gin implementing a program within 18

Fisherm an

)

add

months, USDA spokeswoman Demaris
Kogut said.

Bailey heard about the guidelines on
National Public Radio and downloaded
them onto his computer. Combing
through the text, he found ianguage
about aquaculture, wild mushroom gath-
ering and honey production. Bailey be-
lieves some of the language might be
tweaked to include wild fish, or that per-
haps a whole new section for fishing
should be added. He’s been on a letter-
writing campaign ever since, comment-
ing on the rule and trying to drum up
support from government officials and
the seafood industry.

The Alaska Seafood Marketing Insti-
tute, a government/industry funded
group that markets the state’s seafood,
said it liked the idea. But program coor-
dinator Barbara Belknap said she didn't
have enough staff to pursue it.

Connie Godwin, an aide to U.S. Sen.
Ted Stevens. R-Alaska, said Bailey has
contacted her office, and staff is look-
ing into the idea.

The most help so far has come from
Kate Troll, a fisheries specialist with
the state Department of Commerce and
Economic Development. She wants to
ensure that whatever language the state
proposes includes salmon started in
hatcheries as well as stream-spawned
salmon. r-

hopes to

organic labeling

So far, reaction from the USDA he
been skeptical. The agency said wil
fish pose a problem because you can
guarantee the purity of the water the
swim in or the quality of the food the
eat. With wild food gathering, the USD.
at least can require the owner of th
land where the food was collected t
disclose whatever chemicals migl
have be”n used there.

"Thest rules probably aren’tever o<
ing to apply to wild fish,” Kogut sail
“You can't manage where the fish g
and what they’re eating. But someon
could certainly make a case for i
That’s what the comment period is for.

Despite the lack of encouragemen
Bailey and others believe it’s still wort
making a case. After all, what could b
a healthier meal than the wild fis
caught in the clear, pristine waters ¢
Alaska?

"Some poor USDA official is probt
bly thinking this will open a whole ca
of worms,” said University of Alask
Anchorage fisheries economist Gunna
Knapp. “But it makes sense for the cor
gressional delegation and individuals t
see what they can do. Anybody markei
ing salmon can point out that wil<
salmon are natural. But how often doe
it (enter) someone’s consciousness?"

An attractive government sticke
sure would help, Knapp said.



March 31. 1998

Representative Norm Rokeberg, Chairman
House Labor and Commerce Committee
State Capitol

Juneau. AK 99P0I-1182

Dear Representative Rokeberg:

The Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASML) supports HIR 65 by the House
Resources Committee, requesting that Alaska wild salmon be included as an organic food
under federal law, and asks that the House Labor and Commerce Committee give the

measure favorable consideration.

Proposed rules now being considered by the U. S Dept, of Agriculture do not provide for
organic labeling of wild Alaska seafood. In addition, it is possible that they may restrict
Alaska's use of words that would indirectly imply that a product is organic. These
restrictions would have a detrimental effect on Alaska’s seafood products industry. A
cornerstone concept of ASMI’s marketing program is the inherently natural quality of
Alaska wild seafood, particularly salmon. This concept is a valuable tool for the Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute as it markets Alaska salmon in a highly competitive global
market glutted with Norwegian and Chilean farmed salmon.  Organic certification for
Alaska's wild seafood will be valuable to the Alaska seafood industry as a whole and for
the ﬁlaska businesses that must aggressively pursue an increased share of the domestic
market.

Thank you for your consideration

Executive Director
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Oordova District Fishermen United

Celebrating 63 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska
P.O. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574 / Telephone (907) 424-3447 | Fax (907) 424-3430

April 1, 1998
ral testimony given re: HJR 65 (Relating to Alaska wile salmon inclusion under
% eraF organl% good standar%s) | J

Good afternoon. Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is Cheri Shaw. | am Executive Director
of Cordova District Fishermen United (CDFU) and will be Speaking on behalf of CDFU and myselfthis

afternoon.

CDFU supports HIR 65 and the effort it will create to allow wild Alaska salmon to be federally labeled as
organic. \While the market for wild salmon hes been eroding due to the increasing production of farmed

mon, the Qrf;amc market has been gromng dranntlcaIIE/. As noted in HIR 65, in 1996 alone, sales were
worth S3.5 hillion. Organic food sales have increased 20 to 25% in each of the last six years. Oversess,
organic foods are even more popular.

The commercial fishing industry has often been called the first permanent fund. With the high quality of
management We find here in Alaska, the salmon fishing industry will pump millions, if not billions of
dollars into the stare’s economii into Perpetulty. : Ing the legislature can do to help increase Alaska’s
salmon share in the glabal market will berefit all Alaskan's.

In conjunction with a passage of HIR 65 in the legislature, a letter writing canpaig:gn all senators,
representatives and the constituents the%(gelpresent should be organized requesting the federal government
dllowvwild harvested Alaska salmon to'oe labeled organic under the Organic Foods Production Act. This
step forward will give the State and its salmon industry a valuable marketing eae they’ve both been

searching for in this increasingly competitive global merket.

The organic label will increase demand for Alaska wild salmon and should increase ex-vessel value
thereby adding gro’Mth to the State’s revenue in shared raw fish taxes. Awin win situation for all.

Thank you for opportunity to testify on behalf of CDFU today. If you have uestions regardin
testirmync;/l,J I vvillpt?ePMpptyytoansv\fgrrhematthis time. Thanl%lyou%or your g(%%eration. STy

Sinrerelv

Cheri Shaw, Executive Director
Cordova District Fishermen United

TOThL P .01






A laska State Le islature . .
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Trangportation, Craimen Fax (937) 65-3793
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Eoonomic Development 50 Front Street, Suite 203
Ries Ketchikan, AK 9990!
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 67
AIR FLIGHTS RUSSIAN FAR EAST

HJR 67 urges the U.S. Department of Transportation to negotiate
renewal ofthe bilateral agreement to retain the mandatory
stopover in Anchorage for transpacific flights between the Russian
Far East and the U.S. The current bilateral agreement is due to

expire in May of 1998.

[tisimportantto continue mandatory stopovers of Russian air
carriers to preserve the position of Anchorage as the American

gateway to the Russian Far East.

In addition to close historical and cultural ties between the people
of Alaska and the people ofthe Russian Far East, the state has
established agreements with many Russian cities and territories
to help with their transition into a market-based economy.
Discontinuation of direct Alaskan air service would severely

hamper these efforts.

Further, absent the agreement, Anchorage International Airport
could see additional decline in international air traffic and local

jobs.

In short, continuation of mandatory Russian stopovers in
Anchorage is good for the state and good for the developing
economies ofthe Russian Far East. Tothatend, [ urge your swift

passage of HJR 67.

MViler « Ketchikan « MeyersChuck « Saxman
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO: Deborah B. Sedwick DATE: Monday. April 13. 1998
Commissioner

THRU: PriscilaWN atyOhd>" TELEPHONE NO: 269-6118
Trade Program Manager

FROM: Patricia Eckeif~~2£t~— SUBJECT: Retention of the Mandatory
Trade Specialisth} Anchorage Stopover for
Russian Air Carriers

Peter Eckland of the House Transportation Committee called last week to request background
on the U.S./Russia aviation talks scheduled for this month. He was specifically interested in
the retention ofthe mandatory Anchorage stopover for Russian Air Carriers. The Alaska House
of Representatives is considenng a resolution to urge support ofihe retention. This memo
covers what we have discussed in the past and will serve as a response to Mr. Eckland.

The U.S./Russia aviation talks in Washington, D.C. this month will focus on several issues,
prime among them Russia’s dislike for the mandatory Anchorage stopover for Russian air
carriers. Other issues for the U.S. and its carriers are codesharing privileges and new air
routes that Russia is not currently allowing.

This round of U.S./Russia talks have been ongoing for some time; the November 1997 meeting
was not regarded as successful and ihe outlook for conclusion of a new agreement does not
look good for the this month’s session of the talks. Each session of talks has been particularly
contentious ever since the U.S. and Russia negotiated ihe first post-glasnost aviation

agreement.

The existing requirement for the mandatory Anchorage stopover applies to all Russian carriers
operating on Pacific Routes between the Russian Far East (R.F.E) and the United States. The
U.S. carrier operating regularly scheduled service on this route, Alaska Airlines, already
operates its West Coast/RuB&ian Far East flights with an Anchorage stopover.. Alaska Airlines
operates same plane service up the West Coast to Anchorage and over to the R.F.E. The
effect of the mandatory stopover is to provide Anchorage with a higher level of service to the

R F.E. than might otherwise be expected for a community of this size. The mandatory stopcver
also ensured a level playing field for Alaska Airlines, a carrier that does not currently have long
range aircraft in its fleet. Reeve Aleutian operates service to the R.F.E. that originates in

Anchorage.

There are many beneficiaries of this mandated Anchorage stopover by Russian air carriers: 1)
the people of Alaska (more trade and tourism, more frequent service, airportjobs), 2)
Anchorage International Airport (rates and fees), and 3) Airport businesses and service
providers (ground handlers, fuel providers, duty free operators, crew accommodation providers,
etc.). Unfortunately, the numbers of arriving and transiting passengers on Russian carriers
have been decreasing over the past five years .i first flurry of post-glasnost travel appears
*0 have receded. Also, there is a trend that more of the passengers who are traveling choose
to transit Anchorage to reach Seattle or San Francisco for shopping or business.

In 1993 and again in 1995, the U.S. and Russia held aviation talks. The Alaska Governor’s
Office. Alaska’s Congressional Delegation and Anchorage International Airport actively lobbied
the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) to retain the mandatory Anchorage



stopover and were successful. The stopover was retained in the agreement.

In 1997, the Russians put inwriting that their number one priority for a new agreement would be
the removal of the mandatory Anchorage stopover.  In September of 1997 | discussed the
U.S./Russia aviation agroomont directly with Assistant Secretag}/_ nfIISDOT Shades Hnnnir.ntt
who is responsible for international aviation policy recommendations for the United States
Governor Knowles subsequently wrote USDOT Secretary Slater in October 1997 fo bring home
the message that retention of the mandatory stopover is Alaska's number one priority. The
Congressional del_egatlon has also delivered to USDOT the message that the mandatory
stopover is essential for Alaska.

There are U.S. carriers who would like the see the _nnndat%?/ stopover removed so that the
could enjoy certain air routes and codesharing privileges that Russia is currently (and unfairly)
withholding.  o~WW /mw»

To sum up, the bipartisan efforts of the Governor’s Office and the Congressional Delegation
have proven effective in the past. At the same time, there is more pressure on USDOT than
ever before to remove the mandatory Anchorage stopover, so any additional signal of support is
welcome and helpful, including the proposed resolution before thé Alaska House of
Representatives. The Governor's Office and the Congressional Delegation are continuing to
play key roles in keeping this important stopover alive.

The general opinion is it will be difficult for the U.S, and Russia to reach agreement in this
month's round of talks. The talks are likely to continue for at least one more additional round.

Cc
Morion V. Plumb, Director, Anchorage International Airport
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