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MODEL RESOLUTION

GOVERNMENT OF THE PEOPLE AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES

A resolution for the purpose of petitioning the Congress of the United States to propose an
amendment to the Constitution of the United States for submission ro the states to establish a
mechanism for nullification offederal laws and regulations where the states determine that
such laws or regulations exceed the authority of the federal government under
the Constitution of the United States.

WHEREAS, the federal government was established by the states through ratification of the Constitution of
the United States; and

WHEREAS, the federal government was granted certain limited powers under the Constitution of the United
States; and

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the United Slates requires, under the 10th Amendment that; “ The powers
not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, arc reserved to the
Slates respectively, or to the people;" and

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the United States established a system in which the states only ceded certain
powers to the federal government; and

WHEREAS, the framers recognized that separation of powers is essential and ensured that the rights of the
people would be protected by establishing checks and balances not only between the branches of the federal
government, but also betwe. ithe federal government and state governments; and

WHEREAS, the legislative, executive andjudicial branches of the federal government have by many actions
usurped powers reserved to the states and to the people; and

WHEREAS, by the combined actions of the legislative, executive and judicial branches of the federal govem*
ment, the relationship between the federal government and slate government established by the Constitution;

and

WHEREAS, the federal Judiciary, itself a branch of the federal government, has failed to stop many of these
federal excesses; and

WHEREAS, the federal government is more distant from the people than state governments and is thereby
less efficient and effective in providing for functions that, under the Constitution of the United States, were to

have been reserved to the Stales and to the people; and

WHEREAS, to achieve govemmenl of the people, by the people and for the people, government must
become closer to the people; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BV THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF {INSERT
STATE}, A MAJORITY OF ALL MEMBERS OF THE TWO HOUSES CONCURRING SEPA-
RATELY HEREIN, that the Congress of the United States is hereby petitioned to propose the Government
ofthe People Amendment t0 |he Constitution of the United States, for submittal to the states for ratification,
providing for the states to nullify federal laws and regulations, in such cases as the slates deem that the federal
government has exceeded the limits of its authority.

October 1996 1
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that to achieve the purpose expressed above that the Government of the
People Amendment Shall provide that:

1. Any act of Congress, or provision thereof shall be null and void upon the adoption of a Resolution of
Disapproval by the legislatures of two-thirds of the states, provided that two-thirds o the states have adopted
without subsequently rescinding resolutions ofdisapproval within any seven-year period.

2. Anyregulation, administrative directive or provision thereofshall be null and void upon the adoption ofa
resolution of disapproval by the legislatures of two-thirds of the states, provided that two-thirds of the states
have adopted without subsequently rescinding resolutions o f disapproval within any seven-year period.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Government of the People Amendment Shall contain reasonable
limitations on the use of resolutions of disapproval with respect to issues of national security and foreign policy.

BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Secretary of State of the State of {insert state) transmit copies of
this Resolution to the President of the United States, the President of the United States Senate, the Speaker of
the United States House of Representatives, the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of

Representatives of each state legislature in the United States, and each member of Congress from the state of

(insert state).

iV TheState FAQCR The TenthAmendiment: The Promise ofLiberty
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MODEL RESOLUTION

STATES" INITIATIVE AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION OF TIIE UNITED STATES

A resolution for the purpose of petitioning the Congress of the United States to propose an
amendment to the Constitution of the United States for submission to the states to provide the
states a method of offering amendments to the Constitution of the United States.

WHEREAS, ihe ratification of the Constitution of the United States by the states created a balance of power
between ihe federal govemmenl and the stales; and

WHEREAS, the federal government was granted certain limited powers under the Constitution of Ihe United
States, and

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the United States requires, under the 10th Amendment that: "The powers
not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the

States respectively, or to the people;" and

WHEREAS, by the combined actions of the Congress, the Executive and the Judiciary, today, power is
concentrated in the federal government; and

WHEREAS, the original checks and balances created hy the founders have been eroded and the national
government has consolidated power and authority; and

WHEREAS, the federal government is more distant from the people than state governments; and

WHEREAS, to achieve government of the people, by the people and for the people, government must
become closer to the people; and

WHEREAS, there is a need for an effective mechanism by which the states can offer amendments to the
Constitution of the United States;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF {INSERT
STATE),AMAJORITY OF ALL MEMBERS OF THE TWO HOUSES CONCURRING SEPA-
RATELY HEREIN, that the Congress of the United States is hereby petitioned to propose the states'
Initiative Resolution as an amendment to the Constitution of the United States for ratification by state legisla-
tures. This resolution shall be submitted to the states for ratification, providing for the stales a method
through which they may amend the Constitution of the United States.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that to achieve the purpose expressed above, the states' Initiative
Amendment Shall provide that: Whenever three-fourths of the legislatures of the states deem it neces-
sary, they shall propose amendments to this Constitution. These proposed amendments are valid for all
intents and purposes two years after they are submitted to Congress. The said amendments will be
invalid if both houses of Congress, by two-thirds vote, disapprove them within two years after their

submission.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Secretary of State of the State of (insen state) transmil copies
of this Concurrent Resolution to the President of the United States, the President of the Untied States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States House of Representatives, the President of the Senate and the
Speak r of the House of Representatives of each state's legislature of the United States of America, and

the {insert state) Congressional Delegation.

October 1996
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MODEL RESOLUTION

ACCOUNTABILITY IN GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES

A resolution for the purpose of petitioning the Congress of the United States to propose an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States for submission to the States to prohibit the federal government
from imposing: (J) regulatory mandates on the States or their political subdivisions; (2) unfunded
mandates on state and local governments; and (3) spending conditions that are unrelated to the actua'
expenditures of funds allocated by Congress.

WHEREAS, the federal government was established by the States through the ratification of the Constitution
of the United States; and

WHEREAS, the federal government was granted certain limited powers under the Constitution of the United
States and the Tenth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that “the powers not delegated to
the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by il to the Slates, are reserved to the States respectively,

or the people;" and

WHEREAS, state authority has been increasingly eroded through federal assumption of powers reserved to
the States under the Tenth Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the federal government has impermissibly expanded its power beyond its constitutional bounds at
the expense of the state and local governments by imposing federal mandates and conditional spending grants

on unrelated federal policies; and

WHEREAS, federal encroachment on state authority obscures the lines between state and federal policy,
thereby decreasing the political accountability of elected officials of both governments. To ensure political
accountability, the People must be able to discern which governmental actors are imposing obligations and

expenses upon them; and

WHEREAS, the United States Supreme Court has ruled in New York v. United Stales. 112 S. Ct. 2408
(1992), that Congress may not simply commandeer the legislative and regulatory processes of the States; and

WHEREAS, federal mandates are being imposed at an alarming rate on the States without the accompanying
tax dollars necessary to implement the mandated programs; and

WHEREAS, the impact of unfunded federal mandates threatens the fiscal integrity of the States as well as
the States' right of self determination;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF {INSERT
STATE}, A MAJORITY OF ALL MEMBERS OF THE TWO HOUSES CONCURRING SEPA-
RATELY HEREIN, that the Congress of the United States is hereby petitioned to propose the Accountabil-
ity in Govemmenl Amendment t0 the Constitution of the United States, for submittal to the States for ratifica-
tion, prohibiting the federal government from: (1) imposing regulatory mandates on the States or their political
subdivisions; (2) imﬂosing unfunded mandates on state and local governments or mandates that are not
enacted pursuant to the enumerated powers of the federal government; (3) imposing spending conditions that
are unrelated to the actual expenditures of funds allocated by Congress.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that to achieve the purpose expressed above that the Accountability
in Government Amendment Shall provide that:

14 TheStateFAcrotcThe TenthAmendment: The Promise OfLiberty
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1. No State shall be obligated, without its consent to enact or enforce any State law or regulation, or to
administer any federal regulatory program imposed by or pursuant to a law enacted by Congress acting

pursuant to its enumerated powers.

2. Any obligation imposed upon a State by or pursuant to a law enacted by Congress shall not be enforceable
against such State unless the federal government has acted pursuant to its enumerated powers and has
provided the State with the funds needed to pay the States’ cost ofcompliance with the obligation.

3. No condition on the receipt of federal funds by a State, imposed by or pursuant to a law enacted by
Congress is valid unless such condition is clearly stated, directly related to and does no more than specify the
purposes for which, or manner in which, the funds are to be spent.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Secretary of State of the State of {insert state) transmit copies
of this Concurrent Resolution to the President of the United Slates, the President of the United States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States House of Representatives, the President of the Senate and
Speaker of the House of Representatives of each state's legislature of the United States, and the {insert
state} Congressional Delegation.

October 1996 15
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MODEL RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION REQUESTING CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
TO ENACT LEGISLATION THAT REQUIRES CONGRESS
TO SPECIFY THE CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY FOR THE ENACTMENT OF LAWS

A resolution for th» purpose of petitioning the Congress of the United States to enact legislation that
requires Congress to specify the constitutional authority for the enactment of law; prohibits federal
agency rules or regulations from preempting or otherwise interfering with state or local powers without
express statutory authority; and requires a list offactual findings, establishing a substantial nexus
between the regulatory effect of the proposed law and interstate commerce if Article I, Section 8,
Clause 3. of the Constitution is identified as the Constitutional provision
granting authority to Congress for its proposed law.

WHEREAS, the federal government was established by the stales through the ratification of the Constitution
of the United States; and

WHEREAS, the federal government was granted carefully limited powers under the Constitution of the
United States and the Tenth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that “the powers not
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States

respectively, or to the people"; and

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the United States established a system in which the states ceded only certain
powers to the federal government; and

WHEREAS, the framers recognized that separation of powers is essential and ensured that the rights of the
people would be protected by establishing checks and balances not only between the branches of the federal
government but also between the federal government and state governments; and

WHEREAS, the legislative, executive andjudicial branches of the federal govemmenl have by many actions
usurped powers reserved by the Constitution of the United Stales to the states and to the people; and

WHEREAS, by the combined actions of the legislative, executive and judicial branches of the federal govern*
ment, the relationship between the federal government and state governments established by the Constitution
of the United States has been severely unbalanced; and

WHEREAS, the federal judiciary, itselfa branch of the federal government, has failed to stop many of these
federal excesses; and

WHEREAS, less federal preemption means states can act as true laboratories of democracy, seeking novel
social and economic policies without risk to the nation; and

WHEREAS, to restore the balance of power between the federal government and state governments in-
tended by the framers of the Constitution of the United States, the federal government must carefully consider,
and be accountable for, the constitutional boundaries of itsjurisdiction to protect the slates and the people from
the unwarranted assumption ofpower by the federal govemmenl.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Legislature of the state of {insert state), a majority of all
members of the two houses concurring, that the One Hundred and Fourth Congress of the United States enaci
legislation requiring the Congress of the United States to cite the section of the Constitution that grants Con-
gress the authority to enact proposed laws. The {insert state) Legislature supports the inclusion in such

legislation:
16 The State FXOTOR= ThETenthAmendmenr: The Promise ofLibert)’
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(a)  Thai Congress be required lo slate explicitly the extent to which the proposed section of law
preempts any slate, local or tribal law, and if so, an explanation of the reasons for such preemption.

(b) ~ That Federal agency rules or regulations may not preempt or otherwise interfere with State or
local powers without express statutory authority. Agencies must allow states notice and an opportu-

nity to be heard in the rule-making process.

(c) Thatif Article I. Section 8. Clause 3, of the Constitution of the United States, is identified as the
Constitutional provision granting authority to Congress for its proposed law. Congress must report a list
of factual findings establishing a substantial nexus between the regulatory effect o f the proposed law

and interstate commerce.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Secretary of State of the State of {insen state) transmit certi-
fied copies of this Resolution to the President of the United states; and to each Member of the Senate of
the United States; and the House of Representatives of the United States; and to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President of the Senate of each state legislature in the United States.

October 1996 17
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR53

2000 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction) Dept. Affected Office of the Governor
Title Constitutional Amendment: wild food BRU Elective Operations

resources Component Elections

Sponsor Representative Masek

Requester House Resources Committee Component No. 21
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars) _
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
Personal Services

Travel

Contractual 1.5

Supplies

Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 1.5
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type)

TOTAL 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY2000) cost: 0.0
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
This figure includes the cost of providing information about this issue in the Official Election Pamphlet, as

required by AS 15.58. However, only six measures can be printed on an 8-1/2 by 14 inch kallot. Ifthis
measure requires printing an 8-1/2 by 18 inch kallot, the cost will increase by S22.0.

Prepared by:  Gail Fenumjajiy ] Ck Phone  465-3935
Division Division of Elections Date/Time 2/23/00 3:20 PM

Approved tffit-iLt. Governor Fran Ulme, Date 02/23/2000

Agency (/  Office of the Lieutenami&vernor

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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Sponsor Statment for HB 349
Fish and Game/Refuges/Habitat & U se

Areas

An Act relating to powers of the Board of Game, means of
access for huntmﬁ, trapping, and fishing, the definition of
'means' and 'methods’, and hunting safety education and

Q game conservation education programs; relat_inq to the
purposes of game refuges, fish and game critical habitat

areas, and public use areas.

~

Posted: February, 2000

Get-;, T ./ HB 349 was introduced, along with HIR 53. to alleviate the problems many

Real Audio Alaskans face due to the inability of the State to provide adequate
management and protection to those traditional uses of wildlife that have
sustained many Alaskans, including Native Alaskans throughout time.

Since the mid-1970's, the imposition of "urban™ values on those Alaskans who
choose to remain in a culture that is tied closely to the land has escalated.
Although little or no scientific evidence exists to discredit traditional
management techniques of wildlife resources for human consumptive uses,
the zealots in the environmental movement continue to try and force their belief
system on the rest of society by denying access to proven remedies supportive
of human consumptive values.

Although Alaskans who fish, hunt and trap may not be able to agree upon
specific allocation remedies due to competition inherent among ail
consumptive users of the resource, including non-human predators, we should
be able to agree on the necessity of protecting liiose cultural values from
constant attack by those whose values differ. HIR 53 and HB 349 is part of the
plan to move us back towards rules that require respect for differing values. |
have never heard of a fisher, hunter, or trapper speak in front of the Board of
Fish or Board of Game requesting non-consumptive uses be eliminated in any
part of Alaska; however we constantly hear from the environmental community
about how their beliefs are somehow superior to the beliefs of others and

o/o™nn i.i0 pm
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should therefore be imposed upon the rest of us.

Mankind has been competing with non-human predators for thousands of
years and part of that competitive struggle has included a variety of measures
intended to lesson the competition. With the advent of modern wildlife
conservation sciences, we reached a stage where we could insure the health
of all species and sustain meaningful levels of human harvests. That is until
recently when animal rights activists essentially eliminated sustained yield

management.

HJR 53 and HB 349 should mark the beginning of our attempt to fight back by
once again allowing for proven management techniques to take place. Sound
scientific measures minus the emotional hysteria will insure that the important
cultural values attendant to fishing, hunting and trapping are protected. It is also
important to make sure that we continue the prohibition against using the
government to impose personal values held by one segment of the population
on others. And make no mistake about it, the use of government processes by
environmentalists has only one intended goal, arid that is to impose their values
on the rest of society regardless of the facts.

HHt#

|loa | Representative Masek's Pane |
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HJR 53~ Constitutional Amendment: Wild Food Resources

TO: House Resources Committee Members
FROM: Susan Schrader, Conservation Advocate
DATE: February 28,2000

Alaska Conservation Voters, formerly Alaska Conservation Voice, is a not-for-profit organization dedi-
cated to protecting Alaska’s environment through public education and advocacy. Our 40 Alaskan
organizations and business members represent over 22,000 registered Alaskan voters. Our members can
be found in all user groups of Alaska’s wildlife, including subsistence users, recreational hunters, wildlife
viewers, and photographers. We respect and appreciate the long, rich tradition held by Alaskans, Native
and non-Native alike, that surrounds our state’s wildlife resources. We also acknowledge that opportuni-
ties to use and appreciate our wildlife belong to all Americans and to visitors to our state from other

countries.

Alaska Conservation Voters supports wildlife management actions that are based on unbiased scientific
studies and that reflect the values of most Alaskans. \We are greatly concerned by the continued positions
taken by the State Legislature that fail to recognize the legislators’ responsibilities under the Alaska
constitution and the public trust doctrine to care for our wildlife for the benefit of all Alaskans.

We are opposed to HIR 53 for the following reasons:

» In Section 1ofthe resolution, the substitution of “enhanced” for “developed” appears to be an effort
to enshrine the near-sighted principles of intensive game management into the Alaska constitution.
Whereas the development of replenishable resources embodies a range of policies that address the
long-term benefits of these resources for all user groups, the enhancement of them clearly mandates
policies aimed, single-mindedly, at increasing the resources without consideration of other biologic

principles.

»  Section 2 creates a preferred use for wildlife, and in turn, a preferred user group. Instead of facilitat-
ing a constructive public policy debate on the balanced use of our wildlife resources, this language will
only result in tremendous problems in its application in management decisions. The potential could
exist that, as a result of this language, other groups would be essentially excluded from use of the
resource, a situation that may run afoul of the “common use” safeguards of the constitution.

Clearly recognizing the volatile and divisive nature of issues surrounding wildlife management, the mem-
bers of Alaska Conservation Votersjoin with other Alaskans who are calling for balanced, fair and far-
sighted wildlife management decisions based upon the best, most comprehensive, unbiased scientific data
available. The amendments to our constitution proposed in HIR 53 will do little to help resolve this

difficult public policy debate.

Conserve Alaska. It’sOnly Natural.


mailto:unite@akvoice.org




Alaska State Legislature

During session:
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801 - 1182

Member:

. (907) 465-3424

I louse Finance Fax (907) 465-3793
Subcommittee Chair: bl ) i
Transportation 50 Front. Street, SU|te 203

Ketchikan, AK 99901

Environmental Conscrvation (907& 247-4672
Fax (907) 225-7157

subcommittee Member: Representative William K Williams

Fish and Game

House Joint Resolution 54
Sponsor Statement

House Joint Resolution 54 was introduced to protest yet another politically motivated
attack on the working people of Alaska. The President of the United States has proposed
policy that would end any further road building in the National Forest system. As Alaska
is home to the two largest National Forests in the country and the health and diversity of
our economy is directly related to our resource industries, |1 vehemently object to the
inclusion of the Tongass and Chugach National Forests in the proposed plan.

There are several specific reasons for my objections and | will summarize a few in the
following paragraphs. First, the policy is illegal. The Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) specifically prohibits such withdrawals without the
expressed direction of Congress. The President and his attorneys are relying on legal
semantics to justify their actions. While lawyers can split hairs over wordsniithing, the
clear intent of Congress in ANILCA is that the Congress will oversee any further land

withdrawal proposals regarding Alaska.

Second, we spent 10 years and over $13,000,000 to create the Tongass Land
Management Plan (TLMP). This obvious dedication of time, money and public process
used to create a plan that would bring “peace in the valley” would be thrown out the
window. The TLMP document has already been compromised with Under Secretary
Lyons’ unilateral TLMP amendment in 1999. This attack is yet another attempt at
circumventing proper forest management for the sake of political science and posturing.

-more-
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HJR 54
Sponsor Statement
Page 2

Third, we are currently spending time and money creating a plan for the Chugach
National Forest. Once again the public process is being followed to produce a plan for
the future use of this forest. Of great concern to those who live and work in the Chugach
is the spruce bark beetle infestation. This infestation will continue, against the sound
forest management opinions of forestry professionals, if the policy is implemented. The
roadless policy will trump the public process on the Chugach in the same manner the
TLMP was trumped by Under Secretary Lyons’ action and will be trumped again by this

same roadless policy.

Enough is enough. We, on the Tongass, have compromised during the Tongass Timber
Reform Act of 1990, the TLMP and its revisions and amendments. We have
compromised down, down and down again. In fact, it is not a compromise at all.
Compromising means both sides give up something. We have given and given and not
received. Now the same process is playing out on the Chugach. Why are we even
spending the time and money to come up with a plan?

I, like many Alaskans, am frustrated with the level of Federal intervention in our lives.
The timber industry had been at the forefront of this intervention during the last decade.
We must continue to strongly oppose such Federal actions. | urge your support in
sending our message back to Washington, D.C.
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Dec. 2 ALASKA LANDS CONSERVATION ACT

ern Alaska. This report shall include, but not be limited to, (1) the
timber harvest levels in the forest since the enactment of this Act; (2)
the impact of wilderness designation on the timber, fishing, and
tourism industry in southeast Alaska; (3) measures instituted by the
Forest Service to proiect fish and wildlife in the forest; and (4) the
status of the small business set aside program in the Tongass Forest.
(cl The study required by this section shall be conducted in
cooperation and consultation with the State, affected Native Corpora-
tions, the southeast Alaska timber industry, the Southeast Alaska
Conservation Council, and the Alaska Land Use Council.

ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 707. Except as otherwise expressly provided for in this Act
wilderness designated by this Act shall be administered in accord-
ance with applicable provisions of the Wilderness Act governing
areas designated by that Act as wilderness, except that any reference
in such provisions to the effective date of the Wilderness Act shall be
deemed to be a reference to the effective date of this Act, ar.d any
reference to the Secretary of Agriculture for areas designated in
sections 701 and 702 shall, as applicable, be deemed to be a reference
to the Secretary of the Interim.

RARE Il RELEASE

Sec. 708. fa) The Congress finds that—

(1) the Department of Agriculture has completed the second
roadless area review and evaluation program (RARE II); and

(2) the Congress has made its own review and examination of
national forest system roadless areas in Alaska and of the
environmental impacts associated with alternative allocations of
such areas.

(b) On the basis of such review, the Congress hereby determines and
directs that—

(1) without passing on the question of the legal and factual
sufficiency of the RARE Il Final Environmental Statement
(dated January I'VUI with respect to national forest lands in
States other than Alaska, such statement shall n<* be subject to
judicial review with respect to National Forest System lands in
the State of Alaska;

(2) with respect to the National Forest lands in the State of
Alaska which were reviewed by the Department of Agriculture
in the second roadless area review and evaluation (RARE II),
except those lands remaining in further planning upon enact-
ment of this Act or the area listed in section 704 of this Act, that
review and evaluation shall be deemed for the purposes of the
initial land management plans required for such lands by the
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of
1974 as amended by the National Forest Management Act of
1976 to be an adequate consideration of the suitability of such
lands for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation
System and the Department of Agriculture sh. Unot be required
to review the wilderness option prior to the rev. ion of the Initial
plans and in no case prior to the date established by law for
completion of the initial planning cycle;

(3) areas reviewed in such Final Environmental Statement and
not designated as wilderness or for study by this Act or remain-
ing in further planning upon enactment of this Act need not be

94 STAT. 2421

P.L. 96-487

16 USC 1600
note.
16 USC 1600
note.



P.L. 96-487

16 USC 3111.

43 USC 1601
note.

16 USC 3112.

sec. 802, It is hereby declared to be the policy of Con
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managed for the purpose of protecting their suitability for
W||dern(?ss de3|?nat|on p ndl_ng revision 0f the initial glans; and

4) unless ex fssly authorizéd by Congress the Department of
Agriculture shall not conduct any further statewide roadless
area review and evaluation of National Forest System lands In
the State of Alaska for the purgo_se ofdet_ermmlng their suitapil-
|Stytfor inclusion In the  National WildernesS Preservation
ystem.

TITLE VIII—SUBSISTENCE MANAGEMENT AND USE

FINDINGS

sec. 801. The Congress finds and declares.that—

(1) the continUation of the gpportunity for subsistence uses by
rural re5|der}]ts of A_Iafka Incl %mg oth Natjves and non-
Natjves, on the Publlc ands and ){Alaska Natives on Native
lands is essential to Native physical, economic, traditional, and
cultural existence and to non-Native physical, economic, tradi-
tional, and social existence: . . _

szc) the situation.in Alaska is unique in that, in most Cﬁses no
practical alternative means are available to replace the food
supplies and other items gathered from fish and wildlife which
supply rural residents dep&ndent on subsistence uses;

3) continuatipn of the ogrportumt% for iubslstence uses of
resources on public and other lands 1h Alaska Is threatened by
th mcreasmg poPulatlon of Alaska, with resultant rTss,ure on
subsistence résources, by sudden decline in the populations of
some wildlife species Whlfh are crucial subsistence resources, bz
Increased accessibility of remote areas containing subsistenc
[esources, and_k?]y taklnr(T;_ oé fish an? wil I%fe in malnn_efr
Inconsistent with' recogrized principles of fish and wildlife

mana%ement; _ o
{54) in order to fulfill the policies and purgoses of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act and as a matter of equn¥, It 1S
necessary for the Congress to invoke Its constitutional authority
over Native affairs and its constitutional authority upder the
Property clause and the commerce clause to protect’and provide
he opportunity for continued subsistence uses on the public
Iared)stl%% Nn%ttli\genglndinquéytaitr%\/?hreurarloreesrldr%ntt? laat?gn rotection
and” conservation of fish. and W|Rﬂ|e on %he pubhg ?a_nds In
Alaska apd the continuatjon ofth? OE ortumtz for a subsistence
waY,ofhfe b){ residents %f,rHraIAas requiré that an adminis-
trafive structure be established for the purpose ofenabling rural
residents who have personal knowledge of local conditions and
r_e%uwemen_ts to have a meaningtul role in the mapagement of
fI? and wildlite and of subsistence uses on the publiC lands in
Alaska.
POLICY
giress that—
1) consistent With sound management principles, and the
coq,serv_atlon of healthg populaﬂonﬁ of fish and deer, the
utilization of the public lands in Alaska Is to cause the least
adverse impact passible on rural residents who depend upon
subsistence uses of the resources of such lands; consistent with
management of fish and wildlife in accordance with recognized

94 STAT. 2422
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Nonfederally
owned lands
16 USC 3210.

16 USC 3211

16 USC 3212.

16 USC 3213.

Publication in
Federal
Register;
notification of
Congress.
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ACCESS

Sec. 1323. r}) Notwithstanding anX other provrsron of law, and
subject to such terms and conditions as the Secre}targ fAg rrcuture
ma)r prescribe, the SecretarK shall provide such access to nonfed
erally’ owned land within the boundaries of the National Forest
Systém as the Secretary deems adequate to secure to the owner the
asonabe use and en’jy ment thereof: Provided, That such owner
rTnan ith rules an ulatronsapplrcable to ingress and egress to
rfr e Nationa ForestSKstem
Notwrthstandrng any other provision oflaw andsubecttosuch
sand condrtr ns ast e Secretary of the nterrorm prescrr e,
t e ecre sha rovr gsuch acCess to on edera wne land
surou de c lands manag ¥ ecretar under th
Fe era Lan &/ and Managemeént Ac 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701-82
a t e Secretar ems ade uate to securet the o ner the reason-
use and e #o yment thereor, Provided, That su ow erc? ﬁsy
Wrt rules and fegulations applicable to access across public fan

YUKON FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE AGRICULTURAL USE

Sec. 324 Nothing. |n thhs Act or other existin Iaw ?hall be
nstrue as necessang PNro rbrtrng or man atrn the evemeent
agrrcutura ?otentr I |th|n the Yukon, F%ts Natrona id

9 ﬁ)ursuan to exrstrngD aw. The permissinility of suc eveo
men Il be determrned the ecretarx on a case ca%e as]rs

un er exrstrn%;\| W suc eveo ment permitted “withip t
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refugé shall be designed and con-

ducted In such a manner as 1o mrnrmrze to the ma%rmum extent
possible any adverse eifects of the natural values of the unit.

TERROR LAKE HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT IN KODIAK NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE

Sec 1325. Nothing in this Act or the National W Idlte Refuge
stem Admrnrstratron c%ot 1966 tn U,S.C. 6 d(}sh all be con-
rue as nec ssarry pro ibitin an %trn the construction of
e Terror Lake HK roelectric ro ect within the Kodiak Natrrfnal
Wildlite Refuge. The permissibility of such deve Iopme hall be
Fet rmrned by the Secretary on a case-by-case basis under existing

aw
FUTURE EXECUTIVE ACTIONS

Sec. 1326 ‘ No future executive b[]anch action Wh#ch {thqraws
more than five t ?usan acres, |n the arrr regate, of public [ands
within the State of Alaska shall be effect e except p com llance
with Jhrs subs]ectron To the extent uthorrzed tf exrstrnﬁ w, the
President or t cretargma withdraw u lic ndsrnte tateof
Alaska exceedrng five th usa acres in aggregate, whig
drawal shal become effective untrI notrce IS Brovrded rn t e
era Regrsterand t% oth Houses of Canuress ch W|J hdrawa
% termr ate unless op}gress Passesa 0In resodutron ofapprova
w rn”r]tteo ear rgstser the notice of such withdrawal has been

srn?Ie purPose Qf consr errnP the establishment ot a conservation
s stem unit natrona recreation area, national conservation area, or
r related or srmrar&wr poses shall be conducted unless authorized
by this Actor further ActofCongress.

94 STAT. 2488

Nofurtﬂ rstudies of Federal lands in the State of Alaska for the
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ALASKA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Position 2000 - 33

United States Forest Service proposed “Roadless Policy”

The Alaska State Chamber of Commerce urges the Governor and Legislature to support all
efforts to stop the United States Forest Service (USFS) proposed “Roadless Policy” by
requesting the State of Alaska to sue the USFS and the U.S. Government to block application of

the “Roadless Initiative”.

RATIONALE:

The Clinton Administration is awaiting results of a public comment period on whether roadless
areas of the Tongass National Forest should be included for review under its roadless initiative.
The roadless issue for the Tongass was already completed in the 13 year, 10 million dollar

Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP). Ifany part of Alaska is reviewed for the purpose of
considering conservation measures, it is a violation of the “No More” clause in ANILCA. The

Chugach is currently under that review.

ADOPTED

December 3, 1999

BY
Pamela La Bolle Dennis Brandon
Chairman

President
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United southeast Alaska ©illnetfers

PO Box 224-27

Juneau, Alaska 99302
(507)533-5330 Fax (907)533-5343

E-mail: usag@gillnetters.org

February 18, 2000

House Resources Committee,
Representative Bill Hudson, Co-Chair
Representative Beverely Masek, Co-Chair
State Capitol, Room 124

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

RE: HJR 54

The United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association supports HJR 54
sponsored by Representative Williams and Phillips. We have endued
the letter we submitted to the Forest Service on the roadless initiative.

Sincerely,

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director

USAG’s web page is located at http://www.gllIinetter5.cirg


mailto:usag@gillnetters.org
http://www.glllnetter5.cirg
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United Southeast Alaska Cbillnetters

PC Bax 224-21

Juneau, Alaska SSS02

©007) 53<3-5&e0 Fax (507)7¢90-0021
E-mail: usag@gillnetters.arg

December 14, 1999

USDA Forest Service CAET
Attn: Roadless Area NOI
Box 221090

Salt Lake City, UT 84122

Dear U.S. Forest Service:

RE: Roadless Proposal
Posiiion: Oppose

The United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association (USAG) would like to state that
we oppose the roadless initiative suggested by President Ciinton. In particular, we
oppose the inclusion of the Tongass National Forest in Alaska as part of the policy.

Tnis initiative is bad public policy based on the desire of the President to a
legacy and has no basis in sound science. The current planning process mandated by
the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and NEPA takes in the needs of the fish,
wildlife, habitat and the public while allowing reasonable access to the lend by all. We
niipstion The* appropriateness of performing a nationwide "super-EIS" that will overturn
decisions made through the land management plan process which involves local
decisions based on public and agency review. Letthe decisions be made at the local
level involving the people involved in the area and not by Washington DC politics and
nationwide environmental groups.

The Tongass National Forest should not be included for the following reasons.

« The Tongass had just gone through an extensive, 11 year plan revision, which cost
ihe public more than 13 million. The 1997/99 TLMP withdrew more than half of the
land previously available for developmentin Ilhe Tongass.

» Most of the non-road'd areas of the Tongass are already protected in some
fashion. This includes wilderness area; Congressional!'/ designates uJu ii areas,
administrative land use designations for non-development such as "remote
recreation,” and Wild and Scenic River designations. »  Uiil'] sMQails?ss acreage
under consideration for protection in this proposed policy era those few areas
currently left open for resource (primarily timber) extraction. The available
timberlands have already been reduced to the pointthat mills have closed and
more may yet be forced to close.

e The 1999 Record of Decision placed many thousands of acres of unloaded arcsv
cr-ff-tim-ts to development, reducing the land available for timber production to
approximately 10 % of the Commercial Forest Land in ihe Tongass This has
already put serious restraints on the economy of Southeast Alaska. Additional
roadless withdrawals would be economically devastating to the communities of the
region.

o The Staie of Alaska Governor, Congressional Delegation, members of the State

Legislature and many ccmmuniiy leuo'eis have a!! spoken out against the


mailto:usag@gillnetters.arg
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application of the roadless policy to the Tongass. Governor Knowles has dassified
this decision as a "double cross and an outrage"” were the policy he applied to the
Tongass. We agree, and urge the Forest Service to specifically exempt the
Tongass from any further consideration of roadless "protections”.

Any application of the roadless policy to the national forests of Alaska would violate
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). This actwas
passed incongress in 1980 ana includes in law the agreement between Congress
and the Carter White House Administration that any runner ccnssrvSucri nDii
decisions inAlaska would be under the sole purview of Congress.

President Clinton’s original announcement of the withdrawal or
to encompass some -10 million acres His inclusion., of the Tongass and of additional
smaller nop.-Inventoried unroaded areas may push that number to higher then SO
million acres. How much iand is actually being considered in this policy decision and
how much of that area is in Alaska? If the public is to evaluate the effect of this policy
proposal, it needs to know with some precision vvhsrs the areas in question are located
To make the scoping puriod meaningful and effective, the Forest Service should
produce maps showing where the roadless areas UiO located, and should extend the
public scoping comment pence? to aiiow sufficient iims for ihe mapped information to be
reviewed by the public. At a minimum, me extension sncusc <23110j i<Cv \ulll!! IcSlv
April 2000).

At a recent Senate hearing the Forest Service will not requesl a reprogramming of
funds to do this roadless analysis. !ne Lores: Service has said they will use existing
funding to pay for the initiative Inthe House hearing they stated that “  ntf:?;fadd
estimated to cost JS million and the agency will pay for it out of land management
planning funds. What planning activities in Region 10 will go unattended to offset the
money and time devoted to the roadless initiative?

In summary, we would like rc-slatc cur opposition to this roadless policy and in
particular the inclusion of the Tongass Nationgl Fores* inthe policy. Our national
+\iiSJITS 3LiGi¢ uu imUtraged lllaccuiuanuu Wﬁ]existing federal laws. The comment
period should be extended — the sixty u™ay winniesit period winCrt affects S7 states arid
40 60 million awes of forest land does not ailow sufficient time for the public to
comment. To date, the forest service Iras not identified the specific parneix of iand to
be included wi nur essentially asks the public to make uninformed comments on this
proposal. That situation tends to make s person fee! that this isa pre determined
decision and iuai you ere "*“tending to solicit public comments. We hope that we are
wrong.

United Southeast Alaska Gillnetter? Association «* a nnn-nrofjt group representing
Southeast Alaska drift gillnet fishermen since 1978.

Please count this testimony as our formal comments on the Roadless Froposal

Sincerely,

Kathy Hansen

CC: Congressional Delegation, Governor Knowles, Lt. Governor Ulmer
Alaska Forest Association, United Fishermen o f Alaska, Alaska Trollers Assoc.,
Southeast Alaska Seiners, Petersburg Vessel Owners Assoc.
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ALAS KA WO MEN N TIMBER

111 STEDMAN ST.
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901
PHONE/FAX: (907) 247-2948

STATEMENT OF SUPPORT

The Board of Directors of Alaska Women In Timber would like to go on
record in support of House Joint Resolution No. 54.

Our national forests should be managed in accordance with existing federal
laws. The proposed roadless withdrawal is bad public policy, which is being
pursued for purely political reasons. It is not appropriate on all national
forests and it is particularly unacceptable in the case of the Tongass National
Forest. After an extensive plan revision period that lasted more than eleven
years and cost the public more than $13 million dollars, more than half of
the land previously available for development in the Tongass was
withdrawn. Additional roadless withdrawals would be economically
devastating to the communities of the region.

The elected representatives of Alaska have spoken with rare unanimity on
this issue - this is a blatant double cross by the federal government. The
years of planning and millions of dollars spent to craft the Tongass Land
Management Plan and the planning currently taking place for the Chugach
National Forest will all have been for nothing.

Inclusion of Alaska’s Tongass and Chugach National Forests in this roadless
proposal denies the rights of those most affected by policy changes to play
any sort of significant role in the decision making process.

Alaska Women In Timber urges the full support of the Alaska State
Legislature for HIR 54.



Testimony of Alaska Center for the Environment on HJR 54

Contact: Rion Schmidt phone: 274-3674

Alaska Center Ibr the Environment believes it is appropriate for Alaskan forests to be in-
cluded in the roadless initiative, particularly the Chugach, as it is our area of primary focus For
years, citizens have cited their concerns about the damaging effects of road building, and tire use
of taxpayer dollars to subsidize corporate development interests on our national forests. Clearly,
public sentiment has moved towards the protection of our public resources, rather than the ex-
ploitation of them.

In HIR 54, the issue of timber dependant economies is brought forth as reasoning for ex-
clusion of Alaskan forests in the President’s policy. On the Chugach the reality is quite different
from the position put forth in this resolution, [I'here are no timber dependant communities on the
Chugach, logging has never provided a substantial economic base for any of the areas in ques-
tion, and the small amount of logging that does occur could still continue in un-inv entoricd areas.
In fact, by maintaining the Chugach’s roadless areas, rural economics are likely to enjoy greater
economic benefits through a continued diversification of their economies. Tourism, recreation,
Watchable Wildlife programs, outdoor guiding and sightseeing, cabin industries, local busi-
nesses, and enhancement of property' values, arc some of the ways in which local communities
would benefit from this policy.

The next argument that HIR 54 makes on behalf of exclusion is the assertion that the
Roadless Policy would be a violation of ANILCA. We strongly disagree. Section 1326(b) of the
Alaska Lands Act provides: “No further studies of Federal lands in the State of Alaska for the
single purpose of considering Ihe establishment of a conservation system unit, national recreation
arc?., national conservation area, or for related or similar purposes shall be conducted unless
authorized by this Act or further Act of Congress.”

This section does not prohibit the continuing Forest Service review' and planning for
roadless area management. This process is not being conducted to consider the establishment of
a conservation system unit or any other new congressionally designated “dcfactc wilderness
area”. The Forest Service review is only a process for the Forest Service to decide how to man-
age the lands under its jurisdiction. The process is not a study for the single purpose of estab-
lishing new protected areas by Congress.

In recent surveys conducted by Alaska Pacific University, Alaskans have indicated that
they want the Chugach National Forest managed as it has been traditionally: for the protection of
fish and wildlife and for low impact recreation/tourism uses. In these surveys, Alaskans have
clearly staled that their prosperity and quality of lilt are closely linked to scenic values, habitat
integrity, roadless ureas and biological diversity on the Chugach. Local economies are directly
tied to these values through: subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering of resources, as well as
commercial and sport fisheries.

ACE's 9,7(10 members, including a thousand members who reside in Southeast, also sup-
port inclusion of the Tongass in the policy

Please reconsider your opposition of the National Forest Roadless Policy. The Chugach
and Tongass National Forest should be considered for management under the roadless policy,
and our public land is a treasure that should not be diminished by outside corporate dominated
exploitation interests.



P.0.Box 110001

Tony Know les

Governor AU SSIN Juneau. Alaska 99811-0001
@govitale.ok
govemor@govjtale.okus : (907)465-3500 *
State of Alaska T« (907)455-3532
O ffice of the Governor v Ws°vs,a,e’akut

Juneau

October 12,1999

Mr. George Frampton, Chair
Council on Environmental Quality
722 Jackson Place

NW Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Frampton:

It is our understanding the White House may be considering a directive to the U.S. Forest
Service to include the Tongass National Forest in the services' national roadless area
review. Ifso, I would consider this to be an outrage and a doublecross.

It would be an outrage because we were assured previously that the Tongass would not
be included in this review because of the finalization of the Tongass Land Management
Plan (TLMP). In fact, Undersecretary Jim Lyons recently visited Southeast Alaska and,
to our knowledge, said nothing about the Tongass' inclusion in national roadless

planning.

TLMP took 15 years and millions of dollars to complete, and was one of the most
elongated and thorough resource planning processes in the history of the nation. The
public was involved on numerous occasions. The roadless area review, together with
harvest cycles and other relevant matters, was very much a part of this process.

A purpose of TLMP was to bring stability and certainty to the economy of Southeast
Alaska. Many jobs and families, not only in the timber industry, are dependent on such

stability.

When | brought all the mayors of Southeast Alaska to speak with White House Chief of
Staff Leon Panetta on this subject, we were assured that TMLP would be concluded with
finality to provide that needed stability to the families of Southeast Alaska. A change
now in that course and direction would constitute a doublecross of the citizens ofthe

State of Alaska.



Mr. George Frampton
-October 12,1999 o'
Page 2

Application ofanew roadless area policy in the Tongass w.ould constitute a major
modification of the current management plan. If modifications are deemed necessary for
this or any other reason, they should be accomplished through the structured and well-
established process for amending a forest plan.

My Administration has long advocated the "'doing it right* principle of resource planning
and management. This approach involves sound science, prudent management, and an
open and fair public process. A unilateral decision by the White House to include ihe
Tongass in the Forest Service's roadless area review would be a complete repudiation of

this policy.

Accordingly, as Governor, | would be compelled to do everything within my power to
protect the famines of Southeast Alaska.

Sincerely,

cC: John D. Podesta
Chiefof Staffto the President



Alaska Forest Association, Inc.

111 STEDMAN SUITE 200
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 09901-6599
Phonu 907-225-6114

PAX 907-225-5920

February 16,2000

The Honorable Bill Williams
Alaska House of Representatives
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801

He: House Joint Resolution 54

Dear Representative Williams:

Thank you for introducing HJR 54, urging the exclusion of national forests in Alaska from President
Clinton's proposal for withdrawal of roadless areas in the national forest system. The Alaska Forest
Association fully supports I1JR 54 because Alaska will be disproportionately banned if the federal
government imposes the President's proposed roadless withdrawal on the Tongass and Chugach

National Forests.

As you arc well aware, the Tongass Land Management Plan was revised in 1997 after the Forest
Service spent 11 years and SI 3 million on the revision. In 1999, Under Secretary of Agriculture Jim
Lyons unilaterally amended the plan under the guise of granting appeal points to some radical
environmental groups. Whether his action was legal under federal laws and regulations is presently
the subject of a complaint filed in federal district court by the AI'A, the Mctlakatla Indian
Community, Coffman Cove, Wrangell, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, Southeast Conference,
Concerned Alaskans for Resources and Environment (C.A.U.E.) and some individuals. The result
of Mr. Lyons’ decision was a plan that is able to produce a maximum annual offering level of only
153 million board feet of timber, and is likely to produce much less, based on historic Forest Service
performance. As a point of reference, existing sawmills in Southeast Alaska (including some that
are currently closed) have a normal annual operating capacity of 355.5 million board feel.

If the roadless policy is applied to the Tongass, the land available for scheduled timber sales will
likely be reduced to approximately 183,000 acres, from the 576,000 acres presently available. If this
occurs there will certainly be more mill closures and loss of employment in the region. Given the
dramatic decline in timber-related economic activity in Southeast Alaska over the past dcendc, it is
time Alaska said “enough is enough™ to these unnecessary and unacceptable federal preservation

actions.

Aside from the immediate harm that will accrue to the industry and communities of Alaska’s coastal
region, the roadless policy should also he opposed by the State of Alaska because of the promises
embodied in ANILCA. As HJR 54 clearly spells out, ANILCA contains provisions which were
intended t> prohibit the very kinds of actions that are at issue here. Whether the Clinton
Administration chooses to call these roadless withdrawals "wilderness”or nor, it amounts to the same
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tiling. As 11JR 54 states, these new areas will be tiefacto wilderness, the designation of which, or
even the study of which, is prohibited by ANILCA.

With respect to the Chugach National Forest, 98 percent of that forest is presently inventoried
roadless. Application ofthe President’s proposal would prohibit all new transportation infrastructure
in that forest without the benefit of a public piaiming process specific to the Chugach. The Chugach
Land and Resource Management Plan is presently undergoing revision under terms set forth in the
National Forest Management Act of 1976. AFA and several other user groups have been very
actively involved in the Chugach planning process. That is the proper venue for land use allocation
decisions to be made in the Chugach, as it is with all the other national forests in this country. Such
decisions should not be made through a national supcr-FJS initiated for the purposes of establishing
an “environmental legacy" for the President and furthering his political aims.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

ce: The 1Umorable Tony Knowles, Governor of Alaska



A laska Conservation A lliance / A laska

Conservation V oters
P.O. Box 22151
Juneau, AK 99802
Phone: 907*463-3366
Fax: 907-463-3312
Email: sue@akvoice.org

FAX ™M EMO

TO: House Resources Committee Members
Rep. Masek 465-4822
Rep. Hudson 465-2273
Rep. Cowdery 465-2069
Rap. Barnes 465-4565
Rep. Harris 465-3799

Rep. Morgan 465-2197
Rep. Whitaker 465-2070
Rep. Joule 465-4586
Rep. Kapsner 465-4589

FROM: Sue Schrader, Conservation Advocate

DATE: February 16, 2000

RE: HJR 54: relating to the exclusion of the Tongass and Chugach
National Forests from the Roadless Proposal of President
Clinton

# of Pages: 2

MESSAGE: We hope you will take a few minutes to read this editorial that
appeared in the Anchorage Daily News and in the Juneau Empire. Written by two
highly-repected Alaskan scientists, 1provides the firm scientific basis that
Representative Williams suggested was lacking in President Clinton’s Roadless
proposal.

Please contact me if you have any questions.


mailto:sue@akvoice.org
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Sitka Conservation Society

P.O. Box 6533
Sitka, Alaska 99835

(907) 747-7509 Phone
(907) 747-6105 Fax
sitconsv@ ptialaska.net E-mail

House Resource Committee:
For hearing Wednesday February 16,2000 1PM on
HR 54: resolution against including the Tongass and the Chugach in

Clintgn's roadless policy

Dear Committee Members:

The Sitka Conservation Society has a diverse membership of Si:ka and area residents who
take their living and enjoyment from the waters and lands of Southeast Alaska. We believe the state
of Alaska should not oppose the Forest Service in continuing their analysis of the benefits and costs
of forest roads. The decision to include the Tongass and Chugach in the analysis will provide the
legislature with additional information to use in their evaluation of forest policy. The draft EIS will
be structured with multiple alternatives, and the legislature would have an opportunity to comment
at that point in the process.

Currently, the Forest Service has a huge deficit in maintenance funds for roads already built.
Non-maintained roads cause continuing damage to fisheries habitat, forest productivity, and
wildlife. It does not make sense to build new roads without the funding to maintain them once built.
The roadless policy would simply acknowledge that undamaged watersheds should remain that
way. Healthy watersheds are the key to maintaining commercial and sport salmon fisheries, guided
bear huntirig, deer and other wildlife populations, and tourism opportunities.

While the acreage of roadless lands in Southeast is great, it should be remember that on
average, less than a third ofeach roadless area is actually forested. The bulk of the landscape is
muskeg, alpine areas, and other unproductive regions. Ofthe forested acreage, much of that is not
commercially viable. The reality of the history of the timber industry in Alaska is that the premier
value timber was harvested first, which also constituted the most critical wildlife habitat.
Undisturbed watersheds now are-critical to maintaining our wildlife populations. We are just
beginning to see the impacts of previous clearcuts as the canopy closes and understory forage plants
can no longer receive light to grow.

10 billion board feet of timber remain within the 1/2 mile buffer of existing Forest Service
roads. It is not necessary to incur the extensive costs of new road building to access timber.

In summary we cannot support the proposed resolution. We believe it is not in the best
economic interests of our membership to discourage this analysis from moving forward.

Sincerely, .

Page Else, GIS Analyst 1
For the SCS Board


mailto:sitconsv@ptialaska.net

Dear Committee Members,

My name is Caleb Wardlaw. | have lived in Sitka, Alaska for five years. | believe that there are far more
reasons to include the Tongass in the new Roadless policy than to exclude it. Reasons to include it include
environmental and economic whereas the reasons to exclude it only include economic. However, the
economic benefits that would result from the inclusion o f the Tongass into the new policy far outweigh the
economic benefits that would result should the Tongass be excluded.

| moved here to attend school at Sheldon Jackson College and quickly came to appreciate the rarity of this
pristine place in today’'s world. In the lower 48 here are no forests as pristine as the Tongass. In fact,
everyday pristine forests become scarcer and scarcer. Pristine forests offer incomparable recreational
experienced and valuable fish and wildlife habitat. These qualities will soon be recognized as golden. In
other words the Tongass, if Ieftgristine, will be a gold mine. The Tongass would be the largest unroaded
expanse of forest in the United States. That means it will be a commodity unequalcd anywhere in the

United Sates.

Recycling is an increasing practice, science is constantly finding cheaper substitutes for wood products.
This is not to say that the future does not hold a demand for timber, simplﬁ that there will be less demand
than today. However, the Tongass road system already access’s up to 10 billion board feet o f timber. With
diversification and an increase in value added products Southeast Alaska could be incurring greater
economic benefits than it does todayjust from harvesting along this road system. This being considered,
why would we convert our gold mine (a pristine Tongass) to a silver mine (a not as pristine Ton?ass). The
future is in tourism, commercial fishing, and a value added timber industry. The combination o these
industries can best be met if the Tongass is included in the new roadless policy.

Thank you.
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A Report on Forestry issues Irom the Aim-n<

Proposed Planning Rule
Comment Period Extended 30 Dnyn

The Forest Service has extended the public com-
ment period on its proposed planning rule by JO
days; the new deadline is Feb. 3, 2000 (AF&I'A
and many others had requested a 120-day exten-
sion). Extra time is needed due to the complexity
of this proposal to completely rewrite the national
forest planning regulations that have been in effect
since 1982, not to mention a complete rewrite of
the statutory purposes of the National Forest
System. At the same time, the Forest Service also
sought comments on the scone of its proposed
environmental impact statement on President
Clinton’s roadless area initiative. The timing of
these two major proposals and EPALs proposed
TMDL rule, with overlapping comment periods,
has generated considerable confusion not only
with the public but also within the agency. To pro-
vide the Forest Service with your concerns about
the proposed redirection of forest management, use
the electronic comments under the Washington
Watch icon on the AF&PA website, www.afand-
pa.org. For more information, contact cither Bob
Bierer at .202/463-2753 or Mary Coulombe at -2752.

Continue Commenting
on Roadless Areas Proposal

The deadline for comments on the Forest Sendee’
Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmen-
tal impact statement (E1S) on the Administrations
Roadless Initiative was Dec. 20. However, Forest
Service officials have been advising the public that
the scoping process continues through preparation
of the E1S. Therefore, if you missed the deadline,
you should still send comments urging the agency
to provide more information on the specific location
of the affected areas, if not in a new NOI then at
least in the draft E1S. A quick way to provide your
comments is to use the Washington Watch icon on
the AF&PA website, www.afandpa.org. For more
information, contact Mary Coulombe at 202/463-
2752 or Bob Bierer at -2753.

SOUICES ~

an luirsi s htpn Asson.iiion

December 13-20, 1999

Third Pnrty Verification
Opportunity on WA Public Lands

' he Washington Stale Department of Natural
Resources hits Issued a "Request for Proposal” to
conduct a preliminary evaluation of the Depart-
ment’s forest management in regards to sustainable
forest certification. The project will cost approxi-
mately $20,000 and will be conducted over a
two-month period. Proposals arc due by 2:00 pm
January 11, 2000 and should be sent to the
Department of Natural Resources, 1111 Washington
St., SE, Olympia, WA 98504-7011. Ann: Ms.
Peggy M. Murphy, RFP Coordinator. The contact
phone number is 360/902-1393 and the fax is
360/902-1783.

This may be an excellent opportunity to implement
the Sustainablc Forestry Initiative (SFI)3Mprogram
on public lands in the Western United Stales with
third-party verification. The SF13Mteam encourages
AF&PA members and Si ! program licensees to
forward this information to interested parlies and
certification/verification contractors they work with
as soon as possible. It would be a very positive
step for the SFI program to have the Washington
Stale Department of Natural Resources choose the
SFI program and verification process as the vehicle
to certify sustainable forestry on their forestlands.
For more information, contact Rick Cantrell at
202/463-2432.

AF&PA Honors
Champion's Dick Porterfield

Champion International Corporation's Dick
Porterfield is the recipient of AF&PA3Y “Outstanding
Leadership and Service Award” for 1999. AF&PA
Board of Directors Chairman, Rick Holley, presented
the award on behalf of AF&PA membership, the
CFO Forestry Executive Committee, and the
Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI)Mprogram
during AF&PA's 1999 President's Forum. The
award recognizes Dick's outstanding leadership in
the development, implementation, and evolution
of the SF13Mprogram. Dick has been with the SFI
Lnvii<shmcnl Today®
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Alaska Forest Association, Inc

111 STEDMAN SUITE 200
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901'-6599

Phone 907-225-6114
December 20, 1999 FAX 907-2-25-5920

USDA Forest Service-CAET
Attn: Roadless Area NOI
P.O. Box 221090

Salt Lake City, UT 84122

Via email, facsimile and Certified U.S. Mail

Dear Project Team Leader;

The letter constitutes the comments of the Alaska Forest Association in response to the Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS), published at Federal Register
Volume 64, pages 56306-56307, on October 19, 1999. The NOI seeks comments on ” 1) the effects
ofeliminating road construction activities in the remaining unroaded portions ofinventoried roadless
areas on the National Forest System; and 2) the effects of establishing criteria and procedures to
ensure that the social and ecological values, that make both inventoried roadless areas and other un-
inventoried roadless lands important, are considered and protected through the forest planning

process.”

The Alaska Forest Association is the trade association for the forest products industry in Alaska.
A statewide organization, the AFA represents approximately 90 regular and 180 associate member
companies doing business in the forest products sector throughout Alaska. Regular member
companies are loggers, roadbuilding firms, sawmills and other primary manufacturing facilities,
secondary' wood products manufacturers, forest landowners and others directly engaged in the forest
products industry. Associate member companies are businesses having some interest in or
association with AFA regular member firms, such as vendors, lending institutions, and other related
businesses. Nearly all AFA members (regular and associate) are small business firms.

The AFA. its members, their employees and the timber dependent communities of Alaska depend
on the Forest Service to provide economic timber sales ofsufficient volume to meet the needs ofthat
portion of the Alaska timber industry that relies, either direct); or indirectly, on purchases of timber
from the Tongass and Chugach National Forests. Under the recently adopted Tongass Land
Management Plan, a significant portion of the projected timber offerings must come from currently

unroaded areas, some of which are RARE Il inventoried areas.

In addition, some AFA members own private timberlands that are surrounded by. or are adjacent to.
national forest lands. Roads across "remaining unroaded portions ofinventoried roadless areas may
be necessary to provide access to these private lands. These private landowners are entitled to the
reasonable economic uses of their lands which could be precluded by the proposed rulemaking.

AFA's Scoping Comments on the Roadless NOI Page 1



AFA members also have a direct interest, both aesthetic and economic, in the health of the national
forest lands in Alaska. Inthe Chugach National Forest particularly, this interest also includes public
safety because of the increased fire hazard associated with heavy fuel loading. The proposed
roadless action, particularly Part 1, would have a detrimental effect on forest health by limiting the
agency’s access to NFS lands for management purposes.

‘S’ For these reasons and otners, AFA and its members are directly affected by, and have an interest
in, the roadless area rulemaking proposed by the subject NOI.

The Public Scoping Process is Flawed
1 Violation of NEPA and NFMA regulations

The public scoping process implemented by the Forest Service under the NOI is inadequate and is
contrary to provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its implementing
regulations. It is also contrary to provisions of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and
its implementing regulations. NEPA regulations require “an early and open process for determining
the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed
action.” (40 C.F.R. 1501.7). NFMA regulations, developed under 16 U.S.C. § 1604(d), require the
agency to provide for meaningful public participation in the development, review or revision of a

forest plan. (36 C.F.R. 219.6).

Contrary to both these regulations, the Forest Service has failed to provide adequate information to
the public for the public to meaningfully participate in the scoping process and to have any ability
to help define the alternatives to be considered in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS).

The Forest Service did not, in the NOI nor in any subsequent forum of which the AFA is aware,
provide information on the location of lands within the NFS that will be affected by Part 1of the
proposed roadless rule. While some maps may be available for some forests, there apparently are
no comprehensive maps available which would allow the public to get a clear indication ofthe extent
and location of the areas which would be affected by the proposed rule. In fact, at a Senate
Subcommittee on Forests and Public Land Management hearing, held on November 2, 1999, Forest
Service Chief Mike Dombeck said he was not sure how many acres would be directly affected by
the rule. He indicated it could be anywhere from 40 million to 60 million acres, but said he did not
know the actual number. Yet, without more accurate information than this, the public is expected
to meaningfully participate in a scoping process that will set the direction for management of huge
areas of public land. The public cannot meaningfully suggest an appropriate ra-:ge of alternatives
when it does not even know where the affected lands lie.

Additionally, the Forest Service has not made available to the public information that would help
it understand the relationship between the proposed entry restrictions on roadless areas and those
parts of the National Forest System that are at high risk of catastrophic fire. According to Forest
Service figures, there are approximately 39 million such acres. As of November 3, 1999, the Forest
Service did not have maps showing the overlap between those acres and the inventoried and un-
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inventoried roadless areas that would be subject to Part 1 of the NOI. according to testimony
provided before the Senate and House hearings on November 2 & 3, 1999. AFA has still not seen
such maps and. so far as we can determine, they were not made available at any public meetings held

during this scoping period.

The Forest Service has also failed to provide other information important to the public’s ability to
comment on the proposed policy. This includes the status of lands on which existing roads have
been or will be decommissioned. The Forest Service has been actively abandoning. obliterating,
decommissioning and otherwise removing roads on several national forests, including those in
Alaska. Given the definitions contained in the handouts provided at public meetings during this
scoping process, the public is left with legitimate unanswered questions as to the status ofsuch lands.
Without knowing that these lands might be included in the un-inventoried roadless areas discussed
in the NOI, the public may be unlikely to consider this issue in its scoping comments.

Finally, the Forest Sendee has left an important term undefined. While a list of definitions was
distributed to the public at the “listening sessions” and other public meetings, the term “protection”
remains undefined. This is an important omission, since to some people the active management
techniques generally associated with commercial timber production are “protective” activities with
respect to insect and disease control and fire management. The point could also be made that all
areas within the National Forest System are “protected” by virtue of their inclusion in the NFS (i.e.,
they are protected for multiple use forest purposes and cannot be converted to non-forest land use).
Thus, in the absence ofa definition of“protection,” the Forest Service cannot know with any degree
of certainty what a particular commentor might mean by saying he or she wants roadless areas
“protected.” Without a definition of the term “protection” many of the public comments received
by the agency have been rendered meaningless or at least are open to various subjective

determinations as to their meaning.
2. Unexplained relationship to other rulemaking

So far as the AFA can determine, the Forest Service has yet to clarify the intended relationship
between the roadless proposal (both pans) and the proposed changes to the rules governing the
National Forest transponation system (36 C.F.R., Part 212). Nor has the Forest Service clarified the
relationship between the proposed roadless policy and the proposed amendments to the NFMA
regulations which were announced in Federal Register Volume 64. page 54074, on October 5,1999.
To ask the public to set forth scoping issues on the roadless proposal without clarifying for the public
the interrelationship between these clearly connected actions frustrates the purpose of scoping as

envisioned by both NEPA and NFMA.

The public scoping process set forth in the NOI is. for all the reasons stated above, fatally flawed
and should be withdrawn. Comments resulting from this process can be expected to be skewed by
the lack of information (or possibly in some cases the provision of misinformation) made available
to the general public during the scoping period. Efforts to get the Forest Service to extend the
comment period to correct these flaws have fallen on deaf ears, so the AFA has no choice but to

insist that the NOI be withdrawn.
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National venue improper for dealing with roadless issues

In 1982. the Forest Service demonstrated that it had learned something from the frustrating
experience of RARE | and RARE Il (both of which failed NEPA tests). Because issues relating to
roadless areas are complex and are interrelated with other decisions affecting the use and
management of nationai forests, decisions on roadless area management are properly made in the
context of individual forest plans. Thus, 36 C.F.R. 219.17 sets forth the proper venue for roadless
area planning. The action contemplated under this NOI is inappropriate on a nationwide basis.

Decisions about the status of inventoried and un-inventoried roadless areas should be made through
the forest planning process at the national forest level as envisioned in NFMA and its implementing
regulations. A rulemaking process that will affect all roadless areas on all national forests through
asingle nationwide decision cannot address the unique forest conditions ofindividual roadless areas.
The AFA therefore strongly opposes the unilateral decision to "protect” all roadless areas of the
NFS, as set forth in the NOI. Ifthe Forest Service persists in the present action under the NOI, it will
frustrate the public’s expenditure of countless man-hours in developing individual forest plans on
forests where plans have been recently adopted or are in the process of being revised.

«a* For all the above-stated reasons, the AFA urges the Forest Service to withdraw the NOI and
reconsider the decision to deal with unroaded areas in the National Forest System on a nationwide,
rather than a forest-bv-forest basis. If the agency is determined to go forward, it should take steps
to make the public scoping process meaningful by providing needed information to the public prior
to seeking the public’s comments on the proposed action. This likewise will necessitate canceling

the NOI and beginning a new public scoping period.

The proposed roadless policy should not be applied in Alaska

Notwithstanding the AFA's position that the proposed roadless policy (especially Part 1) is
inappropriate on a national basis, the Association asserts that the policy will be particularly egregious
if it is applied in Alaska. This is true for the following reasons:

1 The terms of the NOI make the proposed policy illegal to apply in Alaska

The NOI calls for a review of non-roadea areas in national forests with the purpose of determining
the appropriateness of limiting or prohibiting road access and other development activities. The NOI
specifically states that one possible alternative for the DEIS would be an alternative "prohibiting the
implementation ofall activities, subject to valid existing rights, that do not contribute to maintaining
or enhancing the ecological values of roadless areas in remaining unroaded portions of inventoried
roadless areas.” If applied in Alaska, this would constitute a statewide review of roadless areas
under Forest Service control. The roadless policy is therefore illegal in Alaska because it involves
a statewide analysis of roadless areas in Alaska intended to create new set-asides, an action which
is specifically and expressly prohibited by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of
1980 (ANILCA). ANILCA states that the need for set-asides for conservation system units and other
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special restricted areas is met by ANILCA and that there shall be no more withdrawals in Alaska,
except by act of Congress.

This was stated in Section 101(d) as an over-arching guideline for the entire Act:

(d) This act provides sufficient protection for the national interest in the scenic, natural,
cultural and environmental values on the public lands in Alaska, and at the same time
provides adequate opportunity for the satisfaction of the economic and social needs of the
State of Alaska’s people; accordingly, the designation and disposition ofthe public lands
in Alaska pursuant to this act are found to represent a proper balance between the
reservation of national conservation system units and those public lands necessary and
appropriate for more intensive use and disposition and thus Congress believes that the
need for future legislation designating new conservation system units, new national
conservation areas or new national recreation areas has been obviated thereby.

(Emphasis added.)

ANILCA also specifically and individually addressed administrative closures and studies by federal
agencies. Section 1326(a) states specifically that administrative closures of more than 5,000 acres
can no longer be used in Alaska and that if a larger area is administratively withdrawn,

(s)uch withdrawal snail terminate unless Congress passes a joint resolution of approval
within one year after the notice of such withdrawal has been submitted to Congress.

Moreover, and especially applicable to the current roadless initiative, ANILCA Section 1326(b)
states that federal agencies are not even allowed to study lands for consideration for CSUs or
other similar restrictive designations unless Congress specifically authorizes the study:

(b) No further studies of Federal lands in the State of Alaska for the single purpose of
considering the establishment of a conservation system unit, national recreation area,
national conservation area, or for related or similar purposes shall be conducted unless
authorized by this Act or furthe' Act of Congress. (Emphasis added.)

2. The Tongass National Forest merits exemption because of its peculiar circumstances

With respect to the Tongass, the NOI specifically solicits comments as to whether the Tongass
National Forest should be included in the proposed Part 1 of the policy. Alaska's elected
representatives have spoken with unanimity on this issue. The Governor, the Alaska Congressional
delegation, members of the state legislature and many city councils and community leaders have
spoken out against the application of the roadless policy to the Tongass. Governor Tony Knowles
went so far as to distribute a press release and a letter addressed to CEQ Chairman George Frampton
saying that it would be "a double cross” and "an outrage” were the proposed policy to be applied to

the Tongass.

There is good reason for this. The Tongass hasjust gone through an extensive, 11 year plan revision
process which cost the .American taxpayers more than S13 million. The 1997/99 Flan withdrew
more than halfofthe land previously available for development in the Tongass. leaving such a small
amount of acreage available for timber harvest that a further decline in industrial timberjobs in the
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region is a virtual certainty. Atagathering of Southeast Alaska mayors and other community leaders
in Sitka in late September, Under Secretary Jim Lyons stated that the 1999 Record of Decision
(ROD) for the Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP) was the final action of this Administration
with respect to Tongass management. According to Mr. Lyons’ statement, every effort from this
time forward was to be made toward implementation cf the new plan. Yet, a mere four weeks later
the President announced the initiative which is reflected in the subject NOI. That'initiative, if
applied to the Tongass, would obviate the land allocations arrived at in the development of TLMP,
and directly contradict Mr. Lyons’ statement to the Southeast Conference.

AFA points out that it is currently in litigation with the Forest Service over the legality of the revised
TLMP as adopted in the 1997 ROD, and as amended by Mr. Lyons’ 1999 ROD. We believe that
the revised TLMP (pursuant to either the 1997 or 1999 ROD) will ultimately be enjoined and
remanded to the agency by the Courts. Those facts notwithstanding, given implementation of the
revised TLMP presently governing the management of the Tongass, it is completely inappropriate
for the government to further reduce the available land base and force an additional reduction in the
Allowable Sale Quantity by application ofa national roadless policy to the Tongass National Forest.

We therefore agree with Governor Knowles that application of the proposed roadless policy to the
Tongass would amount to a .buble-cross, and urge the Forest Service to specifically exempt the
Tongass from any further consideration of roadless "protections” under any nationwide action. As
stated previously in these comments, the only appropriate venue for considering land allocations on
any national forest isthrough the NFMA-mandated individual forest plans in which all multiple use
considerations and social and economic impacts must be considered.

Most of the non-roaded areas of the Tongass are already under some form of protection (even prior
to the 1999 TLMP ROD). These include Wilderness, Congressionally designated LUD Il areas,
administrative land use designations for non-development such as "remote recreation,” and Wild and
Scenic River designations. The only roadless acreages actually under consideration for protection
in this proposed policy are those few areas currently left open for resource (primarily timber)
extraction. Forest Service data indicate that approximately 403,000 acres of the 938,000 presently
listed as "suitable and available™ under the Forest Plan would fall under the terms of the NOI. After
application of the Management Implementation Reduction Factor (MIRF), this would likely force
the agency to reduce the area open to timber harvest down to a mere 183.000 acres. It is impossible
to believe that this small land base could produce more than a third of the current NIC 1 ASQ of 153
MMBEF. It is further impossible to justify a reduction in the suitable land base because it will only
further frustrate the Tongass Timber Reform Act’s § 101 directive to the Forest Service to seek to

provide a supply of timber to meet market demand.

Finaliv. irshould be noted that Mr. Dombeck told Congress that the Forest Service will not request
a reprogramming of funds to do the roadless analysis required under the NOI. He said the agency
would use existing funds to pay for the initiative. Mr. Dombeck stated the initiative is estimated to
cost S6 million and the agency will pay for it out of land management planning funds. Given the
promises made to Southeast Alaska at the time TTRA was passed by Congress, statements made by
former Region 10 Regional Forester Phil Janik to the Senate Energy Committee during the TLMP
revision process, and the recent declarations by Mr. Lyons in Sitka, the Forest Service simply cannot
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reasonably take money from timber planning allocations in the Tongass and use them to perform a
roadless review which has as its purpose (or at least its result) the further reduction of available
timber from the Tongass. This is ail the more true in light of the fact that the action is illegal under
ANILCA, as detailed previously in these comments.

m*The AFA, while again noting its objection to the intent of the NOI as a whole, urges' the exclusion
ofthe Tongass from any and all alternatives which may be developed under the proposed DEIS. The
provisions of ANILCA and the unique circumstances of the Tongass and its recent plan revision
demand this exclusion. Such an exclusion would also be in line with the expressed position of the
Western Governor's Conference (including Alaska’s Governor Knowles) which recently passed a
resolution urging the Forest Service to exclude from the proposed roadless initiative anv forest with
a recently completed forest plan or a forest plan which is projected to be completed bv the end of

2000.
3. The Chugach National Forest merits exclusion

The Chugach National Forest is afforded the same protection as the Tongass under ANILCA and
therefore the establishment or study for establishment ofroadless area withdrawals under the present

NOI should not be considered for the Chugach.

Additionally, the Chugach is presently suffering from a pandemic of spruce bark beetles which has
devastated more that 30.000 acres of Forest Service land on the Kenai Peninsula. An arbitrary ban
on road construction in areas along the Seward Highway which qualify as "roadless” (whether
inventoried or un-inventoried) would preclude some management options presently available to the
Forest Service to deal with the extremely high forest mortality that has resulted from this insect
problem. At this time, ecological and silvicultural considerations argue strongly against foreclosing
options until the extent of appropriate management techniques can be fully assessed.

Furthermore, as is often the case throughout Alaska, there are private land access issues which must
be considered with respect to the Chugach National Forest. The CNF has a long history of
frustrating the attempts by private landowners with holdings adjacent to the forest to establish
permanent access to their lands. Any permanent "protections” afforded to roadless areas in the

Chugach will only exacerbate this problem.

Finally, the Chugach Land Management Plan Revision has been in process for more than two years
and is now at the stage of finalizing alternatives for the draft EIS. The Alaska Forest Association
and several other user groups and individuals have spent countless hours working with the IDT on
the Plan revision process. As with the Tongass. including the Chugach National Forest in national
roadless policy would make asham ofthe Forest Service planning process established under NFMA.

cs? The AFA therefore urges you to exclude the Chugach National Forest from all alternatives
developed for the DEIS under the NOI. The provisions of ANILCA and the unique management
challenges and access issues indicate that it should not fall under the aegis of the proposed policy.
As with the Tongass, such an exclusion would also be in line with the expressed position of the
Western Governor’s Conference which recently passed a resolution urging the Forest Service to
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exclude from the proposed roadless initiative any forest with a recently completed forest plan or a
forest plan which is projected to be completed by the end of 2000.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the roadless NOI. Should youhave anyquestions
concerning any of these comments, please contact me at (907) 225-6114.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

cc: The Honorable Tony Knowles
The Honorable Ted Stevens
The Honorable Frank Murkowski
The Honorable Don Young
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Feb. 23,2000

Rep. Carl Morgan
Alaska Slate Legislature
State Capital

Juneau. AK 99B01

Dear Rep. Morgan:

The Alaska Trappers Association has about 1200 members statewide. We arc a
group that supports humane and effective trapping and wc stand up for rrappers rights.
Thus wc arc very happy that you have introduced House Joint Resolution 56 to finally
stop the ce wtant attacks by the Animal Rights groups that are trying to take over game.

raanagsft.;at in Alaska.

As we saw in 1996, the wcll-fbndcd groups like Friends of Animals cau put a lot
of money Into an Alaskan campaign in a short period of time. And there is no truth in
advertising. They ran ads on television that med©people think that (hey were voting to
outlaw AERIAL wolfhunting, Itworked. The initiative to stop "same day airborne
trapping was passed handily. They came back in 1998 to tty to stop all wolf snaring and
wearing wolf fur, but luckily trappers started the CAWJL group and wc were able to stop

them.
But we do no'; have the'moiwy to keep fighting this bottle every two years. That

3 why your bill is so important, We need to stop them. They canjust use the BOG
process like everyone else. They complain that this system docs not work (for them) but

| suggest that it DOES work. The fact that every goofy proposal they put in DOES NOT
Plss, is proof that our systemworks!

With your help, we will show them that you do notjust circumvent the process
and BUY Alaskan wildlife policy. Again, thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Joe Mattie, Board Member
Alaska Trappers Association
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Coalition for the Alaskan Way of Life (CAWL) Ben Hopson, Jr. Co-Chair
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ALASKA NATIVE
HARBOR SEAL COMMISSION

February 28, 2000

Representative Carl Morgan

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

VIA FAX: 1-907-465-2197

REFERENCE: IN SUPPORT OF HJR-56, CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT ON WILDLIFE INITIATIVES

Dear Representative Morgan:

_|feel that it's extremely important that we utilize all means to protect
wildlife and wild areas from special interest ?roups outside Alaska in order to
Protect future generations’ use of those wildlife resources. HJR-56 will protect
hose wildlife resources by preventing these special Interest ?roups from using
the initiative process to make wildlife policy in'Alaska, policy that could be very
detrimental to Alaska’s subsistence users.

It has been proven over the years that Alaska’s system of wildlife
management has worked very well. ADF&G, along with'the Board of Game and
the state legislature, has ensured preservation of Alaska’s wildlife for everyone to
enjoy. ADF&G hiologists have been trained in sound scientific methods and the
professional manaqement of Alaska’s wildlife resources, which have served
Alaska’s people well. We do not need “Ballot Box Biology" as advocated by

animal rights groups.

We should not have to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to defend
our traditional hunting and trapping rights at the ballot box every few years, HJR-
56 would ensure that wildlife issues could no longer be a Fa_rt of the initiative
process, and therefore protected from the whims of animal rights groups.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment in favor of: HIR-56.

Sincerely, ,

'TTlaytx'cx; nu>d*JL fioc)

Harold Martin, Chairman, ANHSC

Cordova, Alaska 99574 « (907) 424-5882 + Fax (907) 424-5883 « Toll Free 1-88"424-5882
Conserving and sustaining the harbor seal for our cultural xoell-being
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COALITIONFOR TUB ALASKAN WAYOF LIFE
P.0. BOX 60954
FAIRBANKS, AK 99706

February 26,2000

Representative Carl Morgan, It.
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Dear Representative Morgan;
Kb: HIK56

On behalf of out coalition, I want to thank you for yout introduction
of this important measure. Your resolution proposing a Constitutional
Amendment to finally stop these animal rights groups from abusing Alaska's
democratic game management systemis an important first step in bringing

sanity back to the process.

As you know, our group is extremely diverse. Beginning with the
fight over Proposition 9 (Wolf Snaring) on the 1998 ballot, we were able to
get a wide array of interests to come together to fight this common enemy.
Urban and rural. Trapper and hunter. Village trappers and urban sport
hunters. We have all agreed to put aside other differences and help fight
this assault on our way of life. \WWe are very appreciative of your efforts to
solve, the problem.

Do not hesitate to call on us, We stand with you in defense of
Alaska’s wildlife and peoples.

Sincerely,

Ben I_—i_opson, Jr, CoCharr
Coalition for the Alaskan way of Life
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Joe & Candie Caraway
Beluga River
Beluga, Alaska 99516

February 28, 2000

Rep. Carl Morgan
House District 36
Aniak, AK

Dear Carl,

The State of Alaska has been under attack by outside animal rights groups for too long. The "anti” interest groups
have attempted to dictate how we manage our renewable fish and wildlife resources. Our governor seems all too

interested In catering to these uninformed, non-Alaskan voices.

Because of this unhealthy perspective that is being fostered by our administration, it is now necessary to take steps
to protect our Alaskan way of life and many Alaskan traditions. Your House Joint Resolution No. 56 isjust the

remedy?

The State of Alaska has a fish and wildlife management system in place that allows for public imput at every level.
When it is allowed to function without political pressure-it is an incredible process. One, we should all be involveo
in and proud ofas Alaskans. Our current administration is constantly thwarting the decisions of the Board of
Game; and powerful money has made it's way to our state to fight Alaskans for the consumptive use of our
resources. \We must recognize that allowing issues dealing with fish and wildlife management to be voted on by
all residents ofthe state is inappropriate. Management can not and should not be dealt with on an emotional

level. Too ofien the issue is misrepresented to the uninvolved and uneducated voter. Often these same voters,
when voting to stop the use of a wildlife resource feel they arc paying homage, and are “doing their part”. Users
of Alaska resources do not have the time or monies to dispute each issue as it is comes before us-clcction after
election. Carl, for these reasons, and many others not mentioned, your bill Is so badly needed.

We thank you for your efforts on behalfof Alaska’s renewable resources; and we pray for your success.

Most sincerely,

.01
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HJR 56~ Constitutional Amendment: Wildlife Initiatives

TO: House Resources Committee Members
FROM: Susan Schrader, Conservation Advocate
DATE: February 28,2000

Alaska Conservation Voters, formerly Alaska Conservation Voice, is a not-for-profit organization dedi-
cated to protecting Alaska’s environment through public education and advocacy. Our 40 Alaskan
organizations and business members represent over 22,000 registered Alaskan voters. We have consis-
tently opposed efforts by the legislature to limit Alaskan’s constitutional right to participate directly in the
law-making process through the initiative process. HJR 56 is yet another attack on that right.

We are opposed to HIR 56 for the following reasons:

¢ While this proposed amendment to the constitution appears to be limited to initiatives dealing with
wildlife, on a more fundamental level it represents an erosion of public access to government. We can
debate the “ballot box biology” issue endlessly, but when one group of Alaskans are denied an oppor-
tunity to address an issue they strongly believe in by the initiative process, the freedom of all Alaskans
to express their will through direct democracy is threatened. Public policy issues addressed by the
initiative process receive far more discussion and debate than many of the hundreds of bills passed by
the legislature every year. The process is out in the open as contrasted to the often clandestine route
bills can take to become law.

¢ Supporters ofthis resolution endorse placing the scientific process of wildlife management back into
the hands of the ADF&G and Board of Game. Yet ADF&G takes direction from the legislature and
the legislature essentially chooses the members of the Board of Game. Thus, the initiative process is
an important check on the power of the legislature. Alaskans are being asked to relinquish their right
to vote on wildlife management issues on the grounds that we are not competent enough to do so.
Instead, we are being told to trust the decisions resulting from a unbalanced process that currently
promotes the principles of intensive game management and the values of consumptive users to the
near-exclusion of other users.

¢ Our constitution’s sustained yield and multiple use provisions have served all Alaskans and our wildlife
very well - it protects the interests of all beneficial users. Those same framers of our constitution
who were wise enough to put Article VIII into it also included the initiative process. They had a faith
in thr ability of Alaskans to make informed decisions when voting - a faith that evidently is not shared
by this legislature. As the passage of SB 74 last year exemplifies, the legislature has the power to
amend or completely negate a citizen-passed initiative after two years. Thus, it is within the
legislature’s power to correct any legitimate problems that might result from the initiative process.
Clearly, the system is not broken - the wildlife of Alaska will not be “safer” if this tool of democracy

is taken away from the citizens of Alaska.

Susan E. Schrader

Conserve Alaska. 1t’sOnly Natural.
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Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc

122 First Avenue, Suite 600
February 22,2000 Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 -4897

Phone 907/452-8251 e Fax 907/459-3850

Representative Carl Morgan
State Capitol Building, Suite 409
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Morgan:

The Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc would like to express its support for HIR 56, which
would remove wildlife management issues from the ballot initiative process.

When wolves enter into a village not because they are lost, but because they are hungry,
there is a definite problem in how the wildlife is being managed. Ifthere were enough
moose and caribou out there the wolves would not come so close to a community. In
January the children go to school inthe dark and go home in the dark. This is also the

time the wolves go out on their nightly hunt for food.

This is no longer an issue forjust putting food on the table, it is now an issue for the
children’s welfare and safety. To manage fish and game resources by ballot initiative is
not a sound methri for wildlife management. The resources should be managed through
the direction that the Board of Game assigns to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Through many of the public testimonies that were given by representatives from all over
Alaska at the McGrath Rural Summit in McGrath, nobody spoke of totally eradicating rhe
wolves. People spoke of how important tire wolfis in their respective cultures. The
problem is there are just too many wolves and nor enough moose or caribou to feed them.

Because the terrain is so billy and rough, it is difficult for the local trappers to
successfully catch any wolves. The only way the wolf population can be controlled is by
aerial hunts. An aggressive predator control program needs to be implemented.

Again, the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc supports HIR 56, because Alaska’s resources
should notte managed by outside special interest groups. Rather they should be
managed based upon sound scientific principles. Thank you for your advocacy on this
issue of importance to interior Alaskans.

Sincerely,

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE, INC.

President



ALASKA TRAPPERS ASSOCIATION
POST OFFICE BOX 82177
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99708

Feb. 23, 2000

Rep. Carl Morgan
Alaska State Legislature
State Capital

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Rep. Morgan:

The Alaska Trappers Association has about 1200 members statewide. We are a
group that supports humane and effective trapping and we stand up for trappers rights.
Thus we are very happy that you have introduced House Joint Resolution 56 to finally
stop the constant attacks by the Animal Rights groups that are trying to take over game

management in Alaska.

As we saw in 1996, the well-funded groups like Friends of Animals can put a lot
of money into an Alaskan campaign in a short period of time. And there is no truth in
advertising. They ran ads on television that made people think that they were voting to
outlaw AERIAL wolf hunting. It worked. The initiative to stop "same day airborne
trapping was passed handily. They came back in 1998 to try to stop all wolf snaring and
wearing wolf fur, but luckily trappers started the CAWL group and we were able to stop

them.

But we do not have the money to keep fighting this battle every two years. That

is why your bill is so important. We need to stop them. They can just use the BOG
process like everyone else. They complain that this system does not work (for them) but

I suggest that it DOES work. The fact that every goofy proposal they put in DOES NOT
pass, is proof that our system works!

With your help, we will show them that you do notjust circumvent the process
and BUY Alaskan wildlife policy. Again, thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Joe Mattie, Board Member
Alaska Trappers Association
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South Central Chapter

of
ALASKA TRAPPERS ASSOCIATION
P.0. Pox 201175
Anchorage, AK 99520-1175

February 25, 2000

L jr Representative Morgan,

On behalfofthe South Central Chapter ofthe Alaska Trappers Association (SCCATA) |
want you to know that | support your efforts to put wildlife issues off- limits to the ballot
initiative process. The intitiative process has pioven to be no friend ofthe trapper in many other
states. We don't have the financial resources to confront these professional protesters every time
we turn around. We believe in leaving these things to the professionals and that the Board of
Game process allows for ample public participation.

Allen Dubord
Chair SCCATA
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Alaska Outdoor Councll

PO Box 73902
Fairbanks, AK 99707-3902
TEL/FAX: (907) 455-4A0C (4262)
e-mail; outdoor@pofamet.com
web: www.alaskaoutdoorcouncil.org

February 25,2000

The Honorable Carl Morgan
State Capitol, Room 409
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Morgan:

The Alaska Outdoor Council strongly supports HIR 56, your measure
proposing a constitutional amendment to restrict use of the initiative process in wildlife

management.

Alaska currently enjoys a very open, democratic, and accessible system for
development of policies and regulations to manage wildlife. Based on our constitution
(among the best in the Nation for wildlife conservation and allocation), Alaska's
statutory framework, and the Board and Advisory Committee structure, there is so
much opportunity for puolic involvement that it is consistently underutilized. Putting
wildlife management off limits to the initiative process will not diminish meaningful
public opportunity to participate in Alaska’s rigorous and rational wildlife management
decision-making process, in fact, it may encourage it.

The initiative process, by contrast, has been used in Alaska and elsewhere to
avoid the critical professional and public review of wildlife management proposals.
Instead, the initiative process has been abused by promoting “Ballot Box Biology," a
technique that markets an emotionally pitched and simplistic action to promote a
single interest. Through clever advertising paid for by the single interest supporters,
“Ballot Box Biology" takes advantage of a misinformed public to win issues based on
the "majority of the moment." Professional management and the values held by
people with different Interests are simply ignored or dismissed.

"Ballot Box Biology" is not the way to manage renewable resources. The Board
and Advisory Committee system works, as evidenced by the fact that the Board of
Game most often rejects “Ballot Box Biology” demands. We applaud your efforts to
head off further abuse of the initiative process and attempts to "end-run" the
outstanding Alaskan system for managing our incomparable wildlife. Again, thank you
for your efforts and we look forward to working with you on this important issue.

Sincerely,

Dick Bishop
lalVice President


mailto:outdoor@pofamet.com
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COALITIONFOR THE ALASKAN WAY OF LIFE
P.0. BOX 60564
FAIRBANKS, AK 997106

February 24, 2000

Representative Carl Morgan, Jr.
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Morgan;

RE: HJR 56

On behalf of our coalition, | want to thank you for your introduction
of this important measure. Your resolution proposing a Constitutional
Amendment to finally stop these animal rights groups from abusing Alaska's
democratic game management system is an important first step in bringing

sanity back to the process.

As you know, our group is extremely diverse. Beginning with the
fight over Proposition 9 (Wolf Snaring) on the 1998 ballot, we were able to
get awide array of interests to come together to fight this common enemy.
Urban and rural. Trapper and hunter. Village trappers and urban sport
hunters. We have all agreed to put aside other differences and help fight
this assault on our way of life. We are very appreciative of your efforts to

solve the problem.

Do not hesitate to call on us. We stand with you in defense of
Alaska's wildlife and peoples.

Sincerely,

Gabriel K. Sam, Co-Chair
Coalition for the Alaskan Way of Life
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February 26,2000

Representative Cari Morgan, Jr.
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Moragan:

Re: HIR 56

On behalfof Scientific Management of Alaska's Resource Treasures (SMART),
we want to thank you for your introduction ofthis important measure. Your
resolution proposing a Constitutional Amendment to finally stop these extreme
groups from abusing Alaska’s democratic game management system is a
significant first step m bringing sanity back to the process.

“Ballot Box Biology" is not the way to manege Alaska’s natural resources!
Alaska has an extensive open and public process by wliich to determine wildlife
management policies and regulations. Alaskans should use this system rather
than deciding these critical issues on the basis of emotion from 30-second sound

bites.

Do not hesitate to call on us. We stand with you in defense of Alaska’s wildlife
in the reasonable and sytematic management oftime tested established methods.

S.M.A.R.T. President



Peter R. Bnist
Box 71561
Fairbanks, AK 99707

February 23, 2000

Representative Carl Morgan
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Carl,

| enjoyed meeting with you in McGrath in early February. |
wish to take this olgportunity to personally thank you for your
Introduction of HIR 56. As you know | have spent a lot of time over
the past few years working to get hunters and trappers to come
together on this important issue that is common to both urban and
rural hunters and trappers. It is an IMMEDIATE threat and | am most

appreciative that you have risen to the occasion.

In 1996 we lost "same day airborne" because we were
unprepared. In 1998, we won the wolf snare initiative, but it was
terribly expensive. | do not believe it is fair to ask Alaska's hunters
and trappers to keep coming up with hundreds of thousands of
dollars every two years to fight these big Outside groups. The worst
of it is that even when we work hard, raise the money and spend it on
a campaign, WE DON'T GAIN AN/THING! «All we get is the status

quo. That is not fair to Alaskans!

This effort that you have started is very much appreciated. It
will be a tough fight, but we will win. Again, thank you very much for

"taking the initiative!"

Yours truly,
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Dear Rep. Morgan, February, 26 2000

My name is Tom Lessard and I live in CImgiak. | am sending this note to voice my
support of IUP; 56. | think it is good to add wildlife issues to the list in the Constitution ofitems
that are not allowed to be placed on ballot initiatives. The animal rights/antis have severely
hobbled consumptive users around the country by selling their emotional campaigns to city folks
largely ignorant ofthe issues. We as trappers and hunters simply do not have the financial
resources to repeatedly defend ourselves against these attempts to hog-tie consumptive users. |
think these decisions are best left to the professional biologists and the Board of Game after
looking at all sides ofthe issues. They dont call it fish and game for nothing. Ifthe antis want to
have wildlife viewing areas all to themselves, they've already got it in the big National Parks and

such.

Thank You for Your Consideration,

Tom Lessard
21670 Snowflower Loop
Chugiak, AK 99567



i support ofHJR 56

Subject: In support of HIR 56
Date: Thu, 17 Feb 2000 08:28:49 -0900

From: "Alex Whiting" <sheep@ ptialaska.net>
To: <Representative_Carl_Morgan@ legis.state.ak.us>
Dear Representative Morgan,
I want to thank you very much for introducing HIR 56. | have been waiting a long time trying to see such a bill
introduced. | hope you are finding support for this bill and | will be writing Rep. Ogan, Rep. Bunde and Rep. Joule, all

whom know my position when it comes to ballot box management, and express my support for this possible
legislation. If there are any other legislators | should contact or any way | can help, please let me know.

Thank you very much and best wishes to you.

Sincerely,

Alex Whiting
Kotzebue, AK

X1 2/17/00 1:36 PN
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Subject: HIJR 56
Date: Thu, 24 Feb 2000 20:30:40 -0900
From: "Alan & Brenda Jones" <acjones@mosquitonet.com>
To: <Representative_Carl_Morgan@ legis.stale.ak.us>

Thank you! Thank you! Thank you! Thank you for introducing this
legislation to make Fish and Game matters exempt from Ballot Initiatives.
feel strongly that the ballot initiative process is a good idea. It"s just
that it has no place in matters best handled by biologists and other Fish
and Game experts. At present, a few mis-informed people can tell lies to
people in the major population centers like Anchorage and Fairbanks and use
emotions to get enough signatures to get an initiative on the ballot. Fish
and Game issues are often charged with emotion and it is relatively easy to
gather enough signatures from greenies to get the initiative on the ballot.
This adversley affects the people who know better and the people who rely on

a particular resource. Again | thank you!

Alan C. Jones
acjones@mosquitonet.com

2/25/00 8:04 AN
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Feb-25-O00 12:55P REDI ELECTRIC, INC.

1-907-563-8467

I (zlectric.ZIn.
ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR

C>151 A Street * Anchorage, Alaska 99510 - To/ophone (907) 561-2323

Date: 2-25-00

To: I he Honorable Carl Morgan
Stale Represenlalive

Alaska Stale Legislature

State Capitol ( MS3100 )
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Good afternoon Mr. Morgan,

' Fa*(907)563-8467 or (907) 2G1-3299 * TIN *)92-00'S8392

1would like to express my support Tor your House Resolution Bill 11JR 56.

Thank you,

Jim E. Gallagher
Direct 261-3237

"WE STAY REDI

« ER THAN MOST GET”

P

.0l
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February 24, 2000

Representative Carl Morgan

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

VIA FAX: 1-907-465-2197

REFERENCE: IN SUPPORT OF HJR-56, CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
ON WILDLFE INITIATIVES

Dear Representative Morgan:

Having grown up on Spruce Island, near Kodiak, | know what it's like to be
de_loendent upon wildlife resources for food. | feel that it's extremely important that we
utilize all means to protect wildlife and wild areas from special interest groups outside
Alaska In order to protect future generations’ use of those wildlife resources. HJR-56
will protect those wildlife resources by preventing these special interest groups from
using the initiative Erocess to make wildlife policy in Alaska, policy that could be very
detrimental to Alaska’s subsistence users.

It has been proven over the years that Alaska's system of wildlife management
has worked very well. ADF&G, along with the Board of Game and the state legislature,
has ensured preservation of Alaska’s wildlife for everyone to enjoy. ADF&G hiologists
have been trained in sound scientific methods and the professional management of
Alaska’s wildlife resources, which have served Alaska’s people well. We do not need
"Ballot Box Biology” as advocated by animal rights groups.

~We should not have to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to defend our
traditional hunting and trappln? rights at the ballot box every few years. HJR-56 would
ensure that wildlite issues could no longer be a part of the initiative process, and
therefore protected from the whims of animal rights groups.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment in favor of HJR-56.

Sincerely,

Carol Torsen


mailto:Ctor5CH@alAjlcA.Hct
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ink, Alaska 99557
one: 907-675-4413

Representative Carl M. Morgan, Jr.
District 36

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 56
Constitutional Amendment
Wildlife Initiative Process

This legislation removes wildlife management from the ballot initiative
process in Alaska. The framers of our Constitution restricted the ballot
initiative process in Article XlI, Section 7 of the Alaska Constitution.
Section 7 exempts certain subjects from the ballot and referendum process. |
believe wildlife management is an appropriate subject for exemption.

Our wildlife interests are best managed in Alaska by Alaskans. Removing
wildlife from the ballot and referendum process will ensure that wildlife
decisions are made in Alaska based on sound science, prudent management,
and in an open and fair process. The alternative is a repeat of the last two
elections where special interest groups from the Lower 48, using emotion
and political agendas, attacked Alaska’s outstanding wildlife management

system.

Alaska is not alone in this fight. In 1998, the citizens of Utah and Minnesota
passed constitutional amendments to protect wildlife management and
hunting in their states. Presently, there are constitutional amendments to
protect wildlife management and traditional wildlife uses working their way
through the state legislatures of Arizona, Idaho and North Dakota.

Legislative counsel has advised that the Legislature possesses the power to
amend the Alaska Constitution subject to a vote of the people, but does not
have the power to make sweeping revisions that radically alter the powers of
governmental branches. Counsel believes HIJR 56 amounts to an
amendment of the Constitution, not a revision, and within the power of the

Legislature.
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of a borough or cily of the first class shall pro-
videthe procedure for the preparation and adop-
tion or rejection of the charter. All charters, or
parts or armendrrents of charters, shall e sub-
mitted to the qualified voters of the borough or
atty, andshall becone effective if gpproved by a
mgjority of thosewho vote on the specificques-
tion.

SECTION 10. EXTENDED HOVE RULE
The legislature may extend home rule to other
boroughs and cities.

SECTION 11. HOME RULE POMERS. A
horme rule borough or city may exercise all legr
islative powers not prohibited by lawor by char-
ter.

SECTION 12. BOUNDARIES. Alocal bound-
ary commissionor boardshall beestablishedby
lawin the executive branch of the state govern-
ment. The commission or board may consider
any proposed local government boundary

change. Itmeypresent proposed changesto the
legislature during the first ten days of any regu-

lar session. The change shall becorre effective
forty-five cays after presentationor at theend of
the session, whichever is earlier, unless disap-
proved by a resolution concurred in by a rrgjor-
ityof the mermbers ofeach house. The commis-
sion or board, subject to law; may establish pro-
cedures whereby boundaries may be adjusted by
local action.

SECTION 13. AGREEIVENTS, TRANSHER
OFPOWERS. Agreaments, including thosefor
cooperativeor joint administration of any func-
tions or poners, may be mede by any local gow
emnmentwith any other local govermment, with
the State, orwith the United States, unlessother-
wiseprovided by lawor charter. Acitymaytrans-
fer to the borough inwhich it is located any of
its powers or functions unless prohibited by law
or chafer, and may in like manner revoke the
transfer.

SECTION 14. LOCAL GOVERNVENT
ACENCY. Anagencyshall beestablished by law
inthe executive branch of the state government
to advise and assist local governiments. It shall
reviewtheir adtivities, collect and publish local
government information, and perform other
duties prescribed by lan

SECTION 15. SPECIAL SERVICE DIS-
TRICTS. Special savicedistrictsexistingat the
time a borough is organized shall be Integrated
with the governiment of the borough as provided
by law

ARTICLE XI.
INITIATIVE, REFERENDUM, AND
RECALL

SECTION 1. INITIATIVEAND REFEREN
DUM The people mey prapose and enact lans
bythe initiative, andapproveor reject adts of the
legislature by the referendum

SECTION 2. APPLICATION An initiative
or referencumisproposcd byan applicationcon-
taining the bill to be initiated or the act to be
referred. The applicationshall besigned bynot
less than one hundred qualified voters as spon-
sors, andshall br tiledwiththe lieutenant gover-
nor. ithe findsit t1proper formhe shall socar-
tify. Denial of certification shall be subject to
judicial review

SECTION 3. PETITION. After certification
of the application, a petition containing asum-
mery of the subject matter shall be prepared by
the lieutenant governor for circulation by the
sponsors. Ifsigned by qualified voters, equal in
number to tenper cent ofthosewhovoted Inthe
preceding general electionand resident in at leest
two-thirds of the election districts of the State, it
may be filedwith the lieutenant govermor.

SECTION 4. INMATIVE ELECTION. An
initiative petition may be filedat any tine. The
lieutenant governor shall prepare a ballot title

and propositionsummarizing lireproposed law
and shall place themon the ballot for the first
statewide election held more than one hundred-
twenty days after adjournment of the legislative
session following the filling. I, before the elec-
tion, substartially the same measure has been
enacted, the petition isvoid

SECTION 5. REFERENDUM ELECTION
Areferendum petition may be filed only within
ninety days after adjournment of the legislative
session at which the act wes pessed. The liew
tenant govermor shall prepere a ballot title and
propositionsummerizing the act and shall place
themon thebballot for the first statewide election
held nore than one hundred-eighty days after
adjournment of that session.

SECTION6. BENACTIVENT. Ifamgjorityof
the voles cast on the proposition favor its adop-
tion, the initiated measure isenacted, ifama-
jority of the vates cast on the proposition favor
the rejectionofan act referred itisrejected. The
lieutenant governor shall certify'the election re-
tums. AnInitiated lawbecomes effedtive ninety
dhys after certification, isnotsubject toveto, and
may notberepealedbythe legislaturewithin two
vears of itseffective dte. It may be amended at
anytime. Anact rejected by referendumisvoid
thirty days after certification. Additional proce-
dures for the initiative and referendum may be
prescribed by lav

SECTION 7. RESTRICTIONS. The initia-
tiveshall not be used todedicate revenues, meke
or repeal gppropriations, create courts, cefinethe
jurisdiction ol courts or prescribe their rules, or
enact local or special legislation. The referen+
dum shall not be gpplied to dedications of rev-
enue, to appropriations, to local or special legis-
lation, or to lans necessary for the inmediate
preservationofthe publicpeace, health, orsafety.

SECTIONS. RECALL. Allelectedpublicoffi-
cials inthe State, exceptjudicial officers, aresub-
jeettorecall by thevoters of the State or potitical

subdivision fromwhichelected. Proceduresand .
grounds for recall shall be prescribed by the leg-
islature.

ARTICLE XIS,
GENERAL PROVISIONS.

SECTION 1. STATE BOUNDARIES. The
State of Alaska shall corsist of all the teritary,
together with the territorial waters appurtenant
thereto, included in the Territoryof Alaska upon
the dale of ratification of this constitution by the
peopleof Alasa.

SECTION2. INTERCOVERNVENTAL RE-
LATIONS. The State and Itspolitical suodivi-
sions ey cooperate with the United States and
its territories, andwith other states and their po-
litical subdivisions on retters of common intex-
est. The respective legislative bodiies may meke
appropriations for this purpose.

SECTION 3. OFFICE OF PROFIT. Senvice
in the amred forces of the United States or of the
State isnot an office or position of profit as the
termis used in this constitution.

SECTION 4. DISQUALIFICATION FOR
DISLOYALTY. Nopersonwhoadvocates, orvwho
aids or belongs to any party or organization or
association which advocalcs, the ovarihrow by
forcecrviolence ofthe government of the United
State or of the State shall be qualified to hold
anypublicofficeoftrust orprofit under thiscon-
stitution.

SECTION5. QATHOF OFFICE. Al public
officers, before entering upon the duties of their
affices, shall take and subsc ibetothe folloning
ocath or affirmetion: "I do solermly swear (o
affirm) that I will support and defend the Con
stitution of the United State and the Constitu-
tion of the State of Alaska, and that 1 will faith-
fully discharge myduties as tothe best



UTAH CONSTITUTON 2/3RPS AMENDMENT LANGUAGE

PASSED NOVEMBER 1998;
ARTICLE VI, SECTION 1 [Power vested in Senate, House and People]

In the people of the State of Utah, as hereinafter stated:

The legal voters or such fractional part thereof, of the State of Utah as may be provided
by the law, under such conditions and in such manner and within such time as may be
provided by law, may initiate any desired legislation and cause the same to be submitted
to the a vote of the people for approval or rejection, or may require any law passed by the
Legislature (except those laws pass by a two thirds vote of the members elected to each
house of the legislature) to he submitted to the voters of the State before such laws shall

take effect. LEQislation initiated to allow, [imit or prohibit the taking of W|Id||fe or
the season for"or method of taking wildlife shall be adopted upon approval of two-

thirds of those voting.

ARIZONA PROPOSED WILDLIF<7 CONSERVATION AMENDMENT

To be voted on November of 2000:

This State shall conserve and manage Wlldllfe in Publlc trust for the people using
sound scientific and blooqlca principles and no faw or a m|n|strat|ve rule ma

Bermltne mana?emento wildlife that will reduce the éJopu lation of any speciés
elow a level that s essential to its continued health an eX|stence An |nitiative or
Referendum regarding the conservat|on or management of wildlife that permits,
limits, or roh|b|ts thé takin Olg of wildlife or the méthods or seasons thereof shall not
become aw unless approved by at least two-thirds of the votes cast on the

proposition,







FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
2000 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO.

Revision Dale: Dept. Affected
Title pfUCA- tALM 11 po 4 BRIf
h.es ACH- ’ Component_

Sponsor:— Mu.rt L qha _
Requester: t] —R r*. Component Serial No.

Expenditures/Revenues

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 01 FY 02 FY 03

Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPEN

DITURES ! !

CHANGE IN REVENUES | ] I
(Thousands of Dollars)

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program

Receipts

1037 GF/Menlal Health

1091 Designated Program Receipts
TOTAL

0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY98) cost:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:

Frepared by

(Attach a separate page il necessary)

|)Q ImptC'/-

hoGalj W dr.Q) ft-ReScuLocte Aid*

Papl o

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 04
0.0

0.0

0.0

Phone

Phone

Date

FY 05
0.0

0.0

0.0

3~90

'O

FY 06

0.0

0.0

0.0



Don Young, Ghairman

sH& House of Hepresentatiues
Committee ou ficsourceg
Mnsijmgton, ©C 20515

March 14, 2000

Representative Beverly Masek N AN 2(ID
State Capitol, Room 128
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Masek:

Thank you for supporting my bill, H.R. 3671, the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration
Programs Improvement Act of 2000. It is my intent to rectify the abuses of the Pittman-
Robertson and the Dingell-Johnson Acts. | am committed, with the bi-partisan coalition behind
my bill, to ensuring that money collected from sportsmen and sportswomen is not spent

wastefully or in ways that are not authorized by law.

H.R. 3671 will benefit Alaskans as well as other sportsmen and women nationwide who
pay federal excise taxes on hunting and fishing equipment. This bill will ensure that the money
collected will be passed on to the states to be used for on-the-ground fish and wildlife restoration

projects.

I am certain that by introducing House Joint Resolution 59, you have aided in the passage
of my bill. Again, thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

http:/Amnv. houso.gov/rasourcos/
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A laska State Legislature

H ouse R esources C om m itte e

Co-Chair Bill Hudson
(907) 465-6890

FAX (907) 465-2273
Committee Meetings
MAV/F 1- 3 p.m.

Co-Chair Beverly Masek
(907)465-3715

FAX (907) 465-4822
Capitol Building, Room 124
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Members: Vice Chair John Cowdery, Representatives: Ramona Barnes,
John Harris, Carl Morgan, Jim Whitaker, Reggie Joule, and Mary Kapsner

SPONSOR STATEMENT

House Joint Resolution 59 "SuPEortmg the passage by the United States Congre ss 0f H
3671, the Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs Improvement Actof 2000."

HJR 59 demonstrates the Legislature's support for proper use and management of money used to
administer the Pittman-Robertson, and Dingell-Johnson Trust Funds.

HR.

The Dingell-Johnson Trust Fund was established in 1950. This fund levies a 10% tax on sport-
fishing equipment, motor boat fuel, and some boat imports. The Pittman-Robertson Trust Fund,
established in 1938, levies an 11% excise tax on sporting arms, ammunition, and other equipment
and a 10% tax on handguns. Both acts mandate that the money generated by these taxes be
reapportioned back to the states in the form of grants for programs that "benefit fish and wildlife."

In 1999 Congressman Don Young requested the General Accounting Office to audit the Pittman-
Robertson administrative fund. Uncovered was waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement.
Instances include expensive foreign travel junkets and large bonuses for U.S. Fish and Wildlife
(USFWS) employees. One career USFWS employee testified before the House Resources
Committee that he was pressured to approve hand-outs of Pittman-Robertson money to so-called
"animal rights™ groups who are actively working to destroy hunting.

Last year, about 15% of Alaskans purchased hunting licenses, and about 30% purchased sport-
fishing licenses. This minority deserves the benefits of the Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-

Johnson Trust Funds to protect their rights and interests.
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Subject: NRA News Release on Pittman-Robertson

The following news release is being distributed to the national news

media.
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February 17, 2000 Publie Affairs, (703) 267-3820
NRA VOICES SUPPORT FOR HR 3671

(WASHINGTON, DC) — James Jay Baker, chief lobbyist for the National

Rifle Association, today expressed the organization®s strong support-
for H.R. 3671. The Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Programs
Improvement Act of 2000 has been introduced by Rep. Don Young. (R-AK),
Chairman of the House Resources Committee, to protect the interests of
sportsmen and address on-going abuse and mismanagement of money used
to administer the Pittman-Robertson Trust Fund.

In 1999, at Rep. Young®"6 request, the General Accounting Office
audited the Pittman-Robertson administrative fund and uncovered waste,
fraud, abuse, and mismanagement involving tens of millions of
sportsmen®s tax dollars. Instances include expensive foreign travel
junkets and large bonuses for U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS)
employees. One career USFWS employee testified before the House
Resources Committee that he was pressured to approve hand-outs of
Pittman-Roberteon money to-so-called "animal rights'-groups who are
actively working to destroy hunting. Even worse, another US5FWS
employee testified that she was directed by high-level Clinton-Gore
bureaucrats to destroy computer records that could have shed light on
these abuses and on chose responsible.

"The administrative abuses uncovered by Representative Young
constitute a fundamental breach of trust between America®"s sportsmen
and their government, if not outright illegality,” said Baker. "l
want to thank him for introducing this important legislation and for
his diligence on this issue. Opening day of hunting seasons in
America this past year caw nearly twelve million men, » men, and
children take to the nation®s farms, fields, hills, and mountains in
active participation in a heritage that is alive and well. The
Pittman-Robertson Trust Fund deserves much of the. credit for hunting’s



