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Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce

P.O. Box 5957, Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
(907) 225-3184 « FAX: (907) 225-3187

ARESOLUTION OPPOSING INCLUSION OF THE
TONGASS AND CHUGACH NATIONAL FORESTS IN THE US FOREST SERVICE'S
NATIONAL ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE AND REQUESTING
APPROPRIATE LEGAL ACTION TO STOP INCLUSION

WHEREAS, managed access to the natural resources in the Tongass and Chugach National
Forests, including timber, minerals, fisheries, water, and recreation opportunities is essential for
the, well-being ofnumerous communities within and adjacent to these forests; and

WHEREAS, after years of study, public comment, and spending millions of dollars, the US
Forest Service release ofthe revised Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP) in 1997 to effect a

detailed resource management plan; and

WHEREAS, the revised 1997 TLMP removed substantial amounts of natural resources from
future development status; and

WHEREAS, inan April 1999 TLMP Record of Decision, the US Department of Agriculture
unilaterally reclassified additional natural resource areas, thus making them ineligible for

development; and

WHEREAS, President Clinton issued his "Roadless Directive" to implement the removal from
development of "roadless areas" in notional forests; and

WHEREAS, the Forest Service is now completing a revision ofthe Chugach National Forest
Land Management Plan (CLMP); and

WHEREAS, the 1997 TLMP constitutes a substantially more complete analysis ofthe Tongass
National Forest than the proposed Directive's process; and

WHEREAS, any further restrictions to access and road building in the Tongass National Forest
as part of a nationwide ban are not appropriate due to the substantial recent management
decisions made by the US Forest Service, US Department of Agriculture; and

WHEREAS, any further reduction ofthe resource base in the Tongass National Forest will
increase the economic harm already felt by numerous Southeast aiaska communities; and

WHEREAS, the president has selected Alternative 3 (the most restrictive) as the preferred
alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for his Roadless Area Conservation

Rule: and
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RESOLUTION NO.1598-R

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PETERSBURG, ALASKA OPPOSING THE INCLUSION OF THE
TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST IN THE USDA FOREST SERVICE’S
NATIONAL ROADLESS AREA REVIEW

Whereas, Section 708 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Actof 1980
(ANILCA) resolved roadless issues in a compromise bill as well as established over five million
acresin 14 areas as Wilderness on die Tongass National Forest; and

Whereas, the Tongass Timber Reform Act of 1990 added 350,000 acres on the Tongass National
Forest in five new Wilderness areas and one addition (o an existing wilderness; and

Whereas, the Tongass Timber Reform Actalso designates almost 690,000 acres in 12 Congress
mandated roadless aroas to maintain their wildland characteristics; and

Whereas, the Record of Decision (ROD) signed by Undersecretary Lyons noted the Tongass
National Forestwould be exempt from roadless moratorium as the newly revised plan had the
benefit of considerable science and public involvement in the 12 year revision process forthe o

Forest Plan: and

Whereas, Mr. Lyons also noted that ho considered the roadless issue in his decision and
addressed it through changing land allocations to mostly natural Land Use Designations in 18

un-roaded. areas totaling 500.000 acres; and

Whereas, Mr. Lyons stated in the ROD that 90 percent or more of all currently un-roaded lands
on the Tongass will still be roadless at the time of the next forest plan revision; and

Whereas, only 3 percent of 17 million acres on the Tongass National Forest will be used to
sustain the timber industry over the next 10 years; and

Whereas, approximately \zof the current Tongass National Forest timber base is included in
areas which would remain un-roaded under the initiative; and

Whereas, Mr. Lyons, on September 28,1999 in Sitka, Alaska, stated at the Southeast Conference
of Mayors, that his decision on the Tongass Plan was made to “finally provide some certainty
with regard to future uses and management direction on the Tongass”, and also assured the

Mayors that “we have to move on"; and

Whereas, wc agree with the Governor of the Slate of Alaska that the inclusion ofthe Tongass in
the roadless review would be an outrage as assurances were provided that . j resolution ofthe

Tongass planning process would put an end to this issue; and



Whereas, the Tongass National Forest is essential in bringing stability and certainty to tho
economy of Southeast Alaska, providingjobs for many families dependent on such stability; and

Whereas, the implementation of the roadless initiative to the Tongass National Forest would
greatly diminish access to timber and other natural resources and may eliminate opportunities for
construction of future transportation or utility corridors throughout the Southeast Alaska region;

and

Whereas, any further diminishment of the timber base in the Tongass National Forest would
exacerbate economic harm to Petersburg and other Southeast Alaska communities caused by

previous changes in federal policy.
Now Therefore Be It Resolved by the City Council ofthe City of Petersburg as follows:

1. Hie City Council strongly opposes the inclusion ofthe Tongass National Forest in the
"roadless area" policy review; and

2. The Petersburg City Council opposes any unilateral action to modify the Record of
Decision as such action is contrary to proper resource planning and circumvents the

public planning process.

Passpd and Approved by the City Council ofthe City of Petersburg, Alaska this tjP day of
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Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce

P.O. Box 5957, Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
(907) 225-3184 « FAX: (907) 225-3187

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING INCLUSION OF THE
TONGASS AND CHIJGACH NATIONAL FORESTS IN THE US FOREST SERVICE'S
NATIONAL ROADLESS AREA CONSERVATION RULE AND REQUESTING
APPROPRIATE LEGAL ACTION TO STOP INCLUSION

WHEREAS, managed access to the natural resources in the Tongass and Chugach National
Forests, including timber, minerals, fisheries, water, and recreation opportunities is essential for

tire- well-being of numerous communities within and adjacent to these forests; and

WHEREAS, after years of study, public comment, and spending millions of dollars, the US
Forest Service release ofthe revised Tongass Land Management Plan (TLMP) in 1997 to effect a

detailed resource management plan; and

WHEREAS, the revised 1997 TLMP removed substantial .".counts of natural resources from
future development status; and

WHEREAS, in an April 1999 TLMP Record of Decision, the US Department of Agriculture
unilaterally reclassified additional natural resource areas, thus making them ineligible for

development; and

WHEREAS, President Clinton issued his "Roadless Directive" to implement the removal from
development of "roadless areas" in notional forests; and

WHEREAS, the Forest Service is now completing arevision ofthe Chugach National Forest
Land Management Plan (CLMP); and

WHEREAS, the 1997 TLMP constitutes a substantially more complete analysis ofthe Tongass
National Forest thao the proposed Directive’s process; and

WHEREAS, any further restrictions to access and road building in the Tongass National Forest
as part of a nationwide ban are not appropriate due to the substantial recent management
decisions made by the US Forest Service, US Department of Agriculture; and

WHEREAS, any further reduction ofthe resource base in the Tongass National Forest will
increase the economic harm already felt by numerous Southeast Alaska communities; and

WHEREAS, the president has selected Alternative 3 (the most restrictive) as the preferred
alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for his Rordless Area Conservation

Rule; and



WHEREAS, this selected P Dadless Conservation Area rule alternative will prohibit road
construction and reconstruction and seriously limit other management activities immediately
within the Chugach National Forest and will likewise limit development activities within the
Tongass National Forest, even prior to full implementation in 2004; and

WHEREAS, inpassing the Alaska National Interest lands Conservation Act in 1980, Congi”s
assented that the appropriate balance had been struck between development and conservation and
to that end included the 'NO-MORE" clauses that prohibit the formation of new conservation
units in Alaska without congressional approval,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce
strongly opposes the inclusion of Alaska’s two National Forests in the President’s Roadless Area

Conservation Rule: and

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce strongly
requests the Governor of Alaska and Alaska’s Congressional Delegation to work together to
develop an integrated strategy for altering the roadless policy andto take all appropriate actions,
including any appropriate litigation, to prevent the inclusion ofthe Tongass and Chugach
National Forests in die National Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Hereby adopted by the Greater Ketclitkan Chamber of Commerce on this 13th day of
December, 2000.

Signed: Dated:
Dick Coosc, President

cC: Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Representative Don Young
Governor Tony Knowles
Mayor Jack Shay
Mayor Bob Weinstein
Alaska Forest Association
Ketchikan Visitors Bureau
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KENAIPENINSULA BOROUGH
RESOLUTION 2901 ffi

A RESOLUTION OBJECTING TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FINAL
VERSION OF THE PROPOSED REVISED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN FOR THE CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST BEFORE A COMPLETE LEGAL

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

REVIEW OF THE PLAN CAN BE COMPLETED

the Draft Enviromnenfal Impact Statement and the Proposed Revised Lad tod
Resource Management Plan for the Chuga+ National Forest woe available for
public commentuntil December 14,2000, and the National Forest Management Act
o f 1964 regulations require each Forest Plan berevised every 10to 15yens; and

the planning areaencompassesover5.45 million jcies within the ChugachNational
Forest, which is the second largest forestin the United StatesN ational Forest System
and is subdivided into 3 administrative units, the Glacier, Seward and the Cordova

Ranger Districts; and

the Seward Ranger District of the Chugaidi National Forest encompasses a
significant portion o fthe Kenai Peninsula Borough and includes anumber o fKenai
Peninsula Borough communities such as Hop :, Cooper Landing, Moose Pass and

Seward; and

the "Situation Statements"o fthe Proposed Revised Land and Resource Management
Plan describes conflicting public interests and existing conditions that could be
improved by changing the 1984 Forest Plan, tnd dial one o f these conflicts was
identified as a conflict between cross-country aiders and cross-country snowmobile
operators thatwould be resolved by closing a numbero fexisting trails or fralUseads
to snowmabiles because o fthese major ccoiogiiad or social conflicts; and

the Forest Service las steted that they have not completed any scientific studiesto’
supportclosing anyoftfae existing trails ortraiSrads to snowmobiles becauseo fany

major ecological or social conflicts; and

the Proposed Revised Land and Resource ManagementPlan forthe 5.-45m illion acre
Chugach National Forest dees not allow for reasonable methods o f sngncrals
extraction as access to the minima! amount o facreage macks available for minerals
exploration within the Forestis severely restricted by the Proposed Revised Land and
Management Plan because the Revised Pland m notallow for any new roads to be
constructed to provide accessto newly surveyed inincral deposits within the Forest;

and

Rasotodoa 2001-005

Kenai Peninsula Borough. Alaska
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest
contains only minimal provisions forthe mitigation, harvesting and reforestation o f
atotal of3,343 acres per year out o fthe hundreds o f thousands o f acres o f forest
impacted by the Spnsre Bark Boetle infestation within the 5.45 miillion acre Chug*ch

National Forest, end

the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest
advocates the addition o fover2J million acresto restrictive clitsificsoocs suchas
Wilderness, Wild Rivers, ANILCA classifications, Backcountry, Scenic Riven,
Brown Bear Core Area, and Recreation-Reductd Noise, all o f winch may have
additionalrestrictions onnumerous usergroup* and resource developmentw ithin the

Chugach N ctkoal Forest; and

the Office o f General Counsel for the United States Forest Service has indicated to
the Forest Service planners that h would rake approximately one anda halfyean to
complete a legal review o fthe Proposed Revised Land and Resource Management
Plan for the Chugach National Forestto, inpart, conduct* legal determination o fthe
Proposed Plan for consistency with the legal provisions of the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act, or ANILCA; and

the Forest Service has no stated plans to conduct a legal review o f the Proposed
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forestto
provide a legal determination that the Proposed Revised Plan is consistentwith the

provisions o fANILCA; and

the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly has previously expressed its support for
continued public accessto ChugachNatLnal Forestfor all recreati onal users o fthe
forest through Kenai Peninsula Borough Resolution 2000-108; and

the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly has previously expressed its support for
provisions for expanded timber harvesting ami minerals exploration within the
Chugach National Forestsod has requested a complete legal review ofthe Proposed
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest
through Kenai Peninsula Borough Resolution 2000-112; and

the implementation of the final version of the Proposed Land and Resource
Management Plan forthe Chugach National Forestwithoutacomplete and thorough
legal review to assure that the Plan is consistsJ wiih the provisions ofANILCA
could cause serious harm to the economy and quality o flife enjoyed now, and in the
future, by the citizens o fthe Kenai Peninsuh Borough;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI
PENINSULA BOROUGH:

SECTION 1.

Thatthe Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly strongfy objects to the implementation
o fthe final version o fthe Proposed Revised Land and Resource Management Plan

Kcati Feeintala Borough. Alania

Rasctokw 2001-003
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SECTION 2.

SECTION 3.

for the Chugach National Forest and reserves its support until a complete and
thorough legal review of the final version o f the Proposed Revised Plan can be
completed that provides a legal determination stating the final version of the
Projxwed Revised Plan is consistent with the provisions o f the Alaska National

Interest Lands Conservation Act

That the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly specifically requests a complete cod
thorough legalreview by the Office o fGeneral Counsel forthe United States Forest
Service or other appropriate agency ofthe final version o f the Proposed Revised
Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest with the
objective to provide a detailed, written legal determination that the final version of
the Proposed Revised Planis consistent with the provisions o fdie Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Actand other appropriate federal laws.

That a copy ofthis resolution be sentto the members o fthe Alaska Congressional
Delegation, the members of the Kenai Peninsula Borough State Legislative
Delegation, the Govemor Cf the State o f Alaska, and to the United States Forest

Service.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH THIS 9TH
DAY OF JANUARY 2001.

ATTEST,;

Kenai Peninsula Beroufh, Alaska

-CX
Tim oth"srfre, Assembly President

Resolution 2001-005
Pags 3 of3
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Introduced by. Merkes, Brown, Popp, Flicher
Date: 1W/2/50
Action; Adopted
Vote: 9 Yes, 0 No

KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
RESOLUTION 2000-108

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING LEAVING ALL EXISTING TRAILS IN THE

CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST OPEN FOR EXISTING RECREATIONAL USES,
SUPPORTING IMPROVEMENTS TO AND MAINTENANCE OF TRAILS AND

PARKING LOTS, AND SUPPORTING BUILDING NEW CROSS-COUNTRY SKI

WHEREAS,

WHr.REAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

TRAILS

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Proposed Revised Land and
Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest arc available for
public comment until December 14, 2000, and the National Forest Management
Act of 15)64 regulations require each Forest Plan to be revised every 10 to 15
years; an

the planning area encompasses over 5.45 million acres in the Chugach National
Forest, which is the second largest forest in the National Forest System and is
subdivided into 3 administrative units, the Glacier, Seward and the Cordova

Ranger Districts; and

the Forest interdisciplinary team must consider the environmental conditions,
historic use and occupation, and other past and current data while conducting

many planning meetings; and

the “Situation Statements" describe conflicting public interests and existing
conditions that could be improved by changing the 1984 Forest Plan, and one of
these conflicts was identified as a conflict between cross-counny skiers and cross-
country snowmobilers; and

four public meetings have been held on the Kenai Peninsula to receive comments '
on the Draft Plan, and comments at the Suldoina meeting, which was attended by
over 200 people, overwhelmingly supported keeping all existing trails and
railheads open to both snowmobiles and cross-country skiers, with possible
opening ofadditional trails and parking lots; and

all user groups should be able to work out compromises so they can use the
existing trails and railheads at all times rather than for parts of a season or
alternating years, and RS 2477 may have already established easements for
traditional uses of both snowmobiles and cross-country 3kiers; and

Kenai Peninsula Borough, Alaska Resolution 2000-108

Page 10f2
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WHEREAS, the Forest Service has stated that they have not completed any scientific studies to
support closing any of the _existin?_trails or railheads to snowmobiles because of
any major ecotogical or social conflicts; and

WHEREAS, the Preferred Plan advocates considering adding over 2.5 million acres to
restrictive classifications such as Wilderness, Wild Rivers, ANILCA
classifications, Backcountiy, Scenic Rivers, Brown Bear Core Area, Recreation-
Reduced Noise, all of which may have additional restrictions on snowmobiles;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI
PENINSULA BOROUGH:

SECTION 1. That the Kenai Peninsula Borough assembly strongly supports the Forest
Service’s not recommending closing, or restricting to seasonal use, the use by
snowmobiles and skiers of any existing trails or trailheads in the Chugach
National Forest-Seward District.

SECTION 2. That the existing trails and parking lots be upgraded for use by both snowmobiles
and cross-country skiers in partnership with the federal, state, and local
governments. Intergovernmental agreements should be made regarding leasing or
exchanging land reasonably necessary to accomplish this goal.

SECTION 3. The Kenai Peninsula Borough also supports the federal government’s giving
grants or allowing private recreational groups to form partnerships with the
federal government to improve or build trails or parking lots.

SECTION 4, That the Forest Service Plan consider building new access trails forcross_-count_r?]/
skiers in appropriate locations in order to alleviate safety issues and conflicts wit

snowmobile use.

SECTION 5. That copies of this resolution be sent to the Alaskan Congressional Delegation,
the Kenai Peninsula Borough State Delegation, and to the Forest Service

Department.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH THIS 21ST
DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2000.

a A
Timothy NavefreTASSembly President
ATTEST:
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Introduced by: Popp, Mcrkes

Dates: 12/12/00
Action: Adopted
Vote: 7 Yes, ONo, 2 Absent

KENAIPENINSULA BOROUGH
RESOLUTION 2000-112

ARESOLUTION SUPPORTING NEW TIMBER HARVESTING AND MINERALS
EXTRACTION AS PART OF THE PROPOSED REVISED LAND AND RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST

WHEREAS, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Proposed Revis'xi Land and
Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forestare avail bic ft?-public
commentuntil December 14,2000, and the National Forest ManagementActof 1964
regulations require each Forest Plan to be revised every 10 to 15 years; and

WHEREAS, the planning area encompasses over 5.45 million acres in the Chugach National
Forest, which is the second largest forest in the National Forest System and is
subdivided into 3 administrative units, the Glacier. Seward and the Cordova Ranger
Districts; and

WHEREAS, the Seward Ranger District ofthe Chugach National Forestencompasses a significant
portion ofthe Kenai Peninsula Borough and includes a number of Kenai Peninsula
Borough communities such as Hope, Cooper Landing, Moose Pass and Seward; and

WHEREAS, hundreds of thousands of acres ofthe Chugach National Forest within the Seward
Ranger District have been infested by the Spruce Bark Beetle which has created a
substantial fire hazard for the many communities, residences, businesses and citizens
ofthe Kenai Peninsula Borough that reside within the Chugach National Forest; and

WHEREAS, the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest
contains only minimal provisions for the mitigation, harvesting and reforestation of
a total of 3,343 acres per year out of the hundreds of thousands of acres of trees
impacted by the Spruce Bark Beetle infestation within the 5.45 million acre Chugach

National Forest; and

WHEREAS, the lack ofa more comprehensive plan for mitigation, harvesting and reforestation
ofthe hundreds ofthousands ofacres impacted by the Spruce Bark Beetle will result
in the total loss of millions of board feet of potentially valuable trees and place
millions of dollars of private property and many citizens of the Kenai Peninsula
Borough atrisk from catastrophic wildfires within the Chugach National Forest; and

Kenai Peninsula SorougJi. Alaska Resolution 2000-112
Page i of3



WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

the “Preferred Alternative" proposed by the Forest Supervisor within the Proposed
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest
allows for less than 80 acres out of the total 5.45 million acres of the Chugach
National Forest to be surveyed forcommercial or recreational minerals deposits; and

the Proposed Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the 5.45 million acre
Chugach National Forest does not allow for reasonable methods, of minerals
extraction as access to any newly discovered mineral deposits within the Forest is
severely restricted by the Proposed Revised Land and Management Plau because the
Revised Plan docs not allow for any new roads to be constructed to provide access
to newly surveyed mineral deposits within the Forest; and

the Office of General Council for the United States Forest Service has indicated to
the Forest Service planners that it would take approximately one and a halfyears to
complete a legal review ofthe Proposed Revised Land and Resource Management
Plan for the Chugach National Forestto. in part, conducta legal determination ofthe
Proposed Plan for consistency with the legal provisions of the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act. or ANILCA; and

the Forest Service has no stated plans to conduct a legal review of the Proposed
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest to
provide a legal determination that the Proposed Revised Plan is consistent with the
provisions of ANILCA,; and

the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly has previously expressed its support for
continued public access to Chugach National Forest for all recreational users of the
Park through Kenai Peninsula Borough Resolution 2000-108; and

the Kenai PeninsulaBorough Assembly has concerns about the potential impacts that
many ofthe provisions ofthe Proposed Land and Resource ManagementPlan forthe
Chugach National Forest will h ive on the economy and quality of life enjoyed now,
and in the future, by the citizens of Kenai Peninsula Borough;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI
PENINSULA BOROUGH:

SECTION L

The Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly urges the United States Forest Service to
adopt more comprehensive provisions within the Proposed Revised Land and
Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest for the mitigation,
harvesting and reforestation ofthe hundreds of thousands of acres impacted by the
Spruce Bark Beetle infestation within the Seward Ranger Districtto prevent the loss
ofmillions ofboard feet o fpotentially valuable trees and reduce the possible loss of
millions ofdollars worth ofprivate property that is atrisk from catastrophic wildfires

within the Chugach Natien&I Fvrert SFWSffd PiStfWh

%%%2000-112 Kerul Pnintula Borough, ALirca
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SECTION 2. Thatthe Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly further urges the United States Forest
Service to adopt additional provisions within the Proposed Revised Land and
Resource Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest that will provide for
new road accessto newly discovered and existing mineral deposits thatwill allow for
viable commercial and recreational minerals extraction.

SECTION 3. That the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly requests that the United States Forest
Service perform a legal review of the Proposed Revised Land and Resource
Management Plan for the Chugach National Forest to provide a legal determination

that the Proposed Revised Plan is consistent with the provisions of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Act.

SECTION 4. That copies ofthis resolution be sent to the Alaska Congressional Delegation, the
Kenai Peninsula Borough State Legislative Delegation, the Governor ofthe State of
Alaska, and 10 the United Slates Forest Service.

SECTION 5. That this resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAIPENINSULA BOROUGH THIS 12TH
BAY OF DECEMBER 2000.

TImothy NavaFfe; Assembly President

ATTEST:

TRA v*'
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MY TURN
by Robert W. Loescher
President & CEO, Sealaska Corporation
Alaskans from across this great state need to join forces with Governor
Tony Knowles and the Alaska Congressional Delegation and keep the Clinton
Administration's "roadless policy" out of our Tongass and Chugach National
Forests. Here are four reasons why; @ The roadless policy totally ignores
the established forest land planning process. @ By fiat, the roadless policy
locks up so much suitable forest land that we can not sustain jobs and a
viable timber industry. (3) The roadless policy violates the clause in Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) that unequivocally said
no more public land would be locked up in Alaska. (4) It precludes rural
communities from Improving their core infrastructure needs including

drinking water and utility and transportation corridors.

Governor Tony Knowles staunchly supports the right of the Alaskan
public to participate in administrative and legislative actions that affect their
lives. He said that the roadless initiative is n£t a public process. He
understands that the roadless policy ensures that Alaska's forests will not

sustain a viable and economically Important timber industry. This policy will
hurt Alaska's urban and rural communities. Alaska and our forest-dependent

communities cannot abiorb more loss ofjobs and restricted access to land

for core community neeos that this policy will cause.

Alaska has a long history of responsible, public processes to
guide the management of our forests and forest ecosystems. They
were designed to protect wilderness, jobs and community well-
being. ANILCA struck the right balance between the reservation of
national conservation system units and those public lands necessary
and appropriate for more intensive use and disposition. ANILCA's "no

more" clause prohibited any further land withdrawals without the
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approval of the US Congress. The "no more" clause made sure that
voices of the small, forest-dependent communities were not drowned
out by the "postcard diplomacy" of well-financed corporate

environmental organizations and foundations.

Congress passed the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) in 1990 and
set aside another 1.2 millicn acres of national forest land. TTRA was a very
public process that fixed obvious oversights in ANILCA by adding small but
important ecosystems to conservation units. In this process, the voice of

Alaska residents was heard.

Unfortunately, the Clinton administration ignored the open and public
processes in ANILCA and TTRA that produced the revisions to the Tongass
Land Management Han (TLMP). The revised TLMP Plan, initiated in 1986,
and finally ratified in May 1997 allowed national public participation. Two
years later, US Dept, of Interior Undersecretary Lyons disregarded this
public process and significantly amended the 1997-revised TLMP. He cut the
annual allowable harvest from the Tongass National Forest by over 30% and

injured Alaskans' ability to sustain a viable timber industry.

This blatant disregard for the public process and the health of Alaska's
forest-dependent communities occurred after Undersecretary Lyons declared
his support for the public forest land management planning process. Lyons
said to the Southeast Conference that there would be no further significant
timber or other land withdrawals on the Tongass National Forest.
Undersecretary Lyon's unilateral actions demonstrate clearly why there was
a "no more" provision in the ANILCA: to stop Washington D.C. bureaucrats

from imposing their own misguided ideology behind closed doors.

The Clinton administration continues to steamroll the Alaskan public.
Undersecretary Lyons told us that the new national roadless policy would not

apply to the Tongass National Forest because the Tongass land planning



process had just been completed. In an about-face, the US Forest Service
EIS now recommends inclusion of the Tongass. This action reduces the
annual harvest from Tongass by 82% and destroys our forest industry. All
this without any meaningful site-specific considerations that the local
planning processes require. The key public official obligated to ensure public
participation in forest management decisions ignored the public's rights and
became an agent for the corporate national environmental organizations who
place ideology and perception above good science and the people’s right to

live.and work in this great land.

The roadless agenda is clear. The Clinton administration's threat to
implement its roadless policies is real. It will harm our communities, who
depend on access to the adjacent forests for drinking water, for cheaper

electrical power, and for basic safe and reliable transportation corridors.

We, as a State, must pull together and stop the economic
strangulation of our communities. | applaud the way Governor Knowles
stood up for Alaska and protested the preemption of the TLMP process.
Governor Knowles said in a letter to Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman, "I
remain firm in my opposition to any action that undermines the Tongass

plan through federal fiat."

The Congressional Delegation has been using its authority and prestige
in Washington, D.C. to urge Secretary Glickman to adhere to the National
Forest Management Land Planning process and not to apply the roadless
policy to the Alaska National Forests. The Governor and the Congressional
Delegation working together with Alaskans can influence the outcome.
However, lukewarm and measured responses to this threat will not prevail.
We must adopt an aggressive strategy that may include litigation,
congressional action and administrative challenges to prevent application of

the roadless policy to either the Tongass or Chugach National Forest.
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This is now a matter of survival. Alaskans treasure independence, and
take pride in self-reliance. If we fall to act, our communities and the
economies of the Tongass and Chugach National Forests will become

financially-dependent wards of the State and Federal government.
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sjdlcss Letter

Subject: Roadless Letter
Date: Sat, 20 Jan 2001 16:18:12-0900
From: "WilmaE Leslie" <wilina@alaskawaters.com>

To: <Jean_Ellis@legis.state.ak.us>

Dear Representative Wilson:

I am opposed to President Clinton"s Roadless Area Conservation rule. |
support the overturning of this inclusion by litigation, by congressional
action or by action of President Lush. The Roadless Area Conservation rule,
if enforced will have a devastating effect on more than just the Timber
industry. This Roadless Area Conservation rule is "THE DESTROYER OF
FAMILIES"™ Hliving in Southeast Alaska. This issue is a people issue not a
wilderness issue. |If initiated, the Roadless Rule will be the last nail in

Southeast Alaska®"s economic coffin!

The goal of all environmental groups has been and always will be to shut
down all Natural Resource based industries in Alaska. The timber industry
just happen to be the first casualty. Legislation limiting access to the
Tongass has already caused unnecessary hardship and grief for many families
who were previously employed in the timber industry. If we don"t stop this
Roadless Rule there will be more families that will be devastated.

I know that national preservationist groups as well as the Southeast Alaska
Conservation Council (SEACC) do not think that they have personally caused
anyone harm. They are wrong, they have. These preservationist groups
continue to cause the annihilation of small (rural) Alaskan communities by
supporting radical environmental legislation. They need to look into the
faces of the people who"s lives they are destroying. They need to be held

publicly accountable for their actions!

The only way to save Alaska from the whims of legislators in Washington
D.C. is to educate the rest of the Nation about Alaska. The real issues and
truths about Alaska are unknown to most Americans. Alaska is too far away
and the Alaskan®s lifestyle too '"foreign” for most people to grasp. Radical
environmental groups have used fear and misinformation to motivate these
same people to send in money and sway the vote for extreme and sometimes

absurd environmental legislation.

Alaska needs to initiate a scientifically based "Alaska Natural Resource
Education Program'. This program needs to be in all Alaska elementary,
middle and high schools. Hopefully, through educating our own citizens about

Alaska®"s natural resource based industries.

Alaska Women In Timber in cooperation with the U.S. Forest Service tried to
initiate a program called "Alaska"s Great Green Forest". Unfortunately,

their program did not address all Natural Resource Industries.

Industry was assured in 1990 by Congress and environmental groups
that no jobs would be lost if the Tongass Timber Reform Act was put in place
and 1.1 million additional acres set aside. This has turned out not to be
the case. Promises now about maintaining the existing industry ring hollow
when we are unable to redeem previous promises and more of the Tongass is
being withdrawn through the proposed Roadless Area Conservation rule.

The Timber

Wrangell®s economy and families depend on multiple use access to the
Tongass National Forest for their survival! Alaska®"s state legislators,
Alaska®"s governor and the Alaska congressional delegation need to make sure
that President Clinton"s Roadless Area Conservation rule is overturned!

Sincerely,

1/21/01 2:29 P
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FROM : SOLAR UIND  THE HERBRANDSONS PHONE NO. : SO? 772 4898 Jan. 21 2001 11:00f*1 PI

Gerald and Deloris Herbrandson
Solar Wind
P.O. Box 1374
720 Sandy Beach Road
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
(907) 772-4898

Jan. 21, 2001
Regarding HIR-6

Peggy Wilson - o o
My wife and | are very concerned that the Roadless legislation as being imposed upon

our countiy, through executive order, is not in accordance with the will of the people
and in many cases violates many of the public comment/check-and-balances which have

been built into proposed actions of our government.

It is my observation that the commnnities of SE Alaska have been sigr ificantly effected
by the management polices of the Forest Service. Through the 1970’s,80’s, and early
90% the communities staggered under a tremendous housing shortage caused by the
growth ofthe timber program and Forest Service employment. Hospitals, schools,
snpport services, and community housing were all expanded to meet the demands of a
growing economy. The cost of housing rose significantly as the communities tried to

react to housing shortages.

Beginning in the mid 90’ Forest Service policy changed. Timber programs were cut,
timber related industries closed, and Forest Service employment reduced. These
government actions (many ofwhich bordered being fraudulent and deceitful)
significantly effected the economy of SE Alaska. The communities found themselves
contenting with high unemployment, excess housing, declining property values, and

unmet budgets.

It is my feeling that the Federal Government, as the largest land owner of SE Alaska,
has a moral obligation to the economy of each community. This obligation is further
burdened when one understands that the communities were built-up to their current
condition in response to actions ofthe Federal Government.

For the Federal Government to arbitrarily close access to the natural resources that
these communities rely upon with out taken full responsibility for the loss of property
valle, loss of employment, loss of economic incomes is not acceptable.

It is promoted by some that tourism and recreation are the new economies o/SE
Alaska, Thissounds good bnthas no basis. Tourism provides employmentto a very
limited few for less than 12 months out of the year. No viable community can build it’s
economy upon tourism alone which can evaporate on the whims of public sentiment.
The economy of SE Alaska, as with our total Nation, must be diverse with segments
rooted in the development and wise management of natural resources.

Thank you for your support
Gerald and Deloris Herbrandson
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D.C. CUISINE

515 Front Street
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Telephone 907 225-15-48
Fax 907 225-1548
Email: kadccgalaska.kln.net

January 19, 2001

Representative Peg(]]y Wilson
Alaska State Capita
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Wilson,

My family and | applaud yours and Representative Williams” sponsorship of HIRe

opposing "resident Clinton’s Roadless Proposal. We also strongly support Governor
nowles’ decision to file suit against the proposal. This Proposal must be overturned by

whatever methods it can, be it litigation, congressional action, or Presidential order.

I have lived in Alaska all my life. My parents settled in Alaska and fought for statehood
over 50 years ago. My small family and myself currently reside in Ketchikan, where we
own our home and operate a business. Please do not be deceived by those who have no
stake in this area that the majority of testimonies at hearings were in favor of the Roadless
Policy. | testified at the hearings in Ketchikan, and only in Ketchikan. |am certain ifone
compares names of those who testified at the hearings one will find a pattern of
duplications. | have seen many of the same people soliciting ill guided comments from
unsuspecting visitors unfamiliar with the issues and the areas. In fact, they launched a
well-staffed and funded campaign in Ketchikan’s summer 2000 visitor season to solicit
20,000 comments in favor ofthe Presidential initiative. To claim that the majorily of
hearmg testimonies were in favor of the Roadless Policy truly emphasizes these people’s

methods of public deception.

This Roadless Policy action further handcuffs our state from ever being able to comply
with our Statehood omﬁactofutlllzmg our natural resources to fund State Government.
| believe the legislature should also re-consider former Governor Hickel’s lawsuit against
the federal government in breach of Alaska’s statehood contract.

Thank you again for your sponsorship of HJRe.
Sincerely yours,

K.A. Swiger
Owner



Chugach National Forest Alaska

CHUGACH NATIONAL FOREST
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Trade & Tourism

Sponsor Statement for HIR 7

Resolution Supporting Oil Exploration and Development in ANWR

The need for expanding Alaska's resource based industries remains imperative if we want to
maintain or increase the State's economic base. Although other sectors of the economy may
provide jobs, they more than likely would not be able to support the financial infrastructure of
state government to the extent that natural resource development does, especially the oil and

gas sectors.

Most reliable indicators show Alaska's North Slope oil production is in decline. Geologist
have indicated that one of the best prospects for new discoveries lies within the 1002 section of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge which has been left open by Congress for potential
exploration and development. It seems that a prudent course of action would be to open this
area of the Arctic Coastal Plain so that Alaskans can derive the economic benefits therein.

HJR 7is not a new piece of legislation. It has been introduced on numerous occasions in the
past and has alwa?/s enﬂ'oyed overwhelming support from the Governor and the Legislature, as
well as the general public. Alaska's chances of moving ahead on this project have been greatly
increased now that George W. Bush is President. We need to take advantage of this
opportunity and once again send our message to the Nation's Capitol.
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A CASE FOR OIL DEVELOPMENT IN ALASKA

* The U.S. imﬁorts over 55% of the nation's needed petroleum. These ol
imports cost more than $100 billion a year. These figures are rising and could
exceed 65% imports by the year 2020.

* Beneath a 1.5 million acre tract on the North Slope of Alaska is estimated to
be between 6 and 16 billion barrels of recoverable oil (between 11.6 and 315 hillion
barrels in-place). This area is a specially designated area within the 19 million-acre
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge FANW g known as the "Coastal Plain". This
region was designated by Congress in 1981 as requiring special study to determine
its'oil and gas potential and the effects of development on the environment, In 1987,
the Department of Interior recommended development Congressional and
presidential authorization is required for the Coastal Rain to be open.

*  ANWR production could replace imports of Saudi oil for over 30 years.

*  Prudhoe Ba?]/, located 60 miles to the west of ANWR, has been operatln? for
over 20 years and has produced in excess of 10 billion barrels of oil during that time.
It is among the most environmentally sensitive oil operations iu the world.” Present
output from Prudhoe Bay area fields has declined to 1.1 million barrels per day, and
Is continuing to decline.

*  The Coastal Plain of ANWR is America's best bet for the discovery of
another giant "Prudhoe Bay-sized" oil and gas region in North America. Many
economic benefits would result:

- The Coastal Plain could produce up to 1.5 million barrels per day for
at least 25 years - nearly 25% of current daily U.S. production.

- The U.S. would save $14 billion EL))eryear in 0il imports.

- Between 250,000 and 735,000 jobs are estimated to be created by
develo?mentofthe Coastal Plain. o

- Federal revenues would be enhanced by billions of dollars from
bonus bids, lease rentals, royalties, and taxes.

* Advancing technolo yhasgreat_I?/ reduced the "footprint" of Arctic oil
gz&elopnhent IfPrudhoe Bay were built today, the footprint would be 1£26 acres,
o smaller.

*  Qiland gas develogment and wildlife are successful(ljy coexisting in Alaska's
Arctic. Forexample, the Central Arctic caribou herd at Prudhoe Bay bas grown
from 3,000 to as high as 27,000 during the last 20 years.

* More than 71% of Alaskans favor explorationand production in ANWR.
Polling conducted in April, 2000.

*  The Inupiat Eskimos who live in and near ANWR strongly support onshore
oil development on rhe Coastal Plain.

For more information logon towww.anwr.orq or call 907-274-2697.

/29001
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. Governor George W. Bush i
A Comprehensive National Energy Policy
"America must have an energypolicy thatplansfor theJuture. but meets the needs oftoday. !

believe that we can develolo our natural resources andprotect our environment. We are \Wa g
asleeppricefor seven and a halfyears without an energy policy." - (Governor George

EXECU IVE SUMMARY
The CIInton Gere Administration has failed to developacomprehensrve energy poIrc It

has raised gasoline taxes, discouraged domestic production of gil and natu and aomi
Wes cauﬁ apping’ when ol Pces splped eaFr)Irrerthrs ear, |t has aﬂso tarlggs op?an fort e

Necho gacoeleratrng emand oreectrrcr nthrsAdmrnrstratronsvvatch US.
erZ)engenceo orer nailh Jrgn ed to 5 percet t ne% hest ercenta?e ever. In

urin teorl risis, UJS, depengence on toreign oil wes at oniy 36 percent. Overthe
Elast seven and ahalfyears ourrnternatronal 8redrbrlrty has been drmrnrshed and Saddam
Ussein's Iraq is now’a major oil supplier to die U

Governar Bush understands that ensurrn% US. ener ysecurr requrres }Presrdentral
leadership and a comprehensive national nergy P His p ICﬁ/ which inclucles more
than 2o Initiatives, helps low-i rncome horrsehod htherr energy bills, improves air quali
encoura%es the develo mento reneyvanle and ternaérveruels dreooo rno that alternafive
SOUICES uppy Jess than 4 percent ot U.S. energy needs, promotes access Yo foreign oil and the

development 0f U.S. oil, coal and natural gas réSources,

To Provide Ener Assrstance to Low-Iccome Households and Address Short-Term Supply

T reats Govern eg us will
%an the |Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAPE by seeking the release

£3155 mrllron and directing a portion o f oil and gas foyalty payments to the program,

costin 0N ovef ten years.
> Re?or %té’ Increase t[r andrn for the Weatfaerization Program and State Energy Program,

costing S1.4 hillion over ten ea
> Esta q? ﬁ sha prtr)vately managet/t Northeast Home Heating Oil Reserve and allocate $100

million over 10 yedrs.

> Use the Stra |cPetroe m Reserve only in times of war rmaordrsr n.in supply, and
B{OEt%%?e%Vr%tk% Iegls ation requrerrng ¥he Departmento Ene gy tonot ndp tty Congrggs)(rdﬁn

oMake Energ Securrt aPrrorrtyofUA Foreign Policy, GovernorBusherI

> Promo t)the %veo mentofa NortBAmerrcan ner ICX with Ca ﬂadl:aand exro

> Reest rsh In uen?eandcredr llity with oil-proaycing nations in the ~enian Gul

> Promote evelopment of energy resources in non- PEC countries, such as the Casplan Sea
an] d Western and Southerrn Africa.

> Esta IS an annual meeting of G-s Energy Ministers, or their equivalents, to encourage

international energy cooperation.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
70 Promote the Development of U.S. OHand Gas Resources, and To Meet the Electricity
NeesoteNechortrm GOV?mRIr?UShW/\l/”dHR t al "
non rcent of the Arctic Nati ildlife Re eoenvronmena responsible

E)x?oﬁoratro/n rcﬁ coul reIpacethe oﬁ ﬁ?ttheUS nov9 rmﬁorti (rom rﬁg yIEp

> Examing whether certain promisin natura gas reserves in federal fands should be opened to
environmentall responsrble and re%u lated ex%ratro

> [mprove the requlatory process to encourage more re nrno capacity.

> Re urrg elolﬁra requldtors to devel com re]hengrrfe ap IC fora ?vrn prpeme

> |nvest $2 |ono rﬁen ears to ftind resgarch In "clean coql” tec ? onover
ten years to establis ea ru es to elp etmicient utilities urc ase nucle ants, streamling
the fe- Ircen mo Process for groe eotrro rogects and.o pos the breachi mgo f dlams,
> Support federdl legislation re tructurrngt e lectric utrIr Industry

To Protectﬁh ﬁn\rrronmentan Develop Alternative ner ﬁources Governor Bush will:

> Pro ose egislation re uirin eIe fric U |I|t|es to regluce ha' “afill emissions; in contrast, Vice
PreSicent Gore has ad ocat on avoluntary program.

> (reate the" R%altres Conservatron Fund" bye rmark 4 epotentrall billions in royalties
rom new ol as ex oratronrnANWRto un conservation efforts.

> Earmark an es‘rmae q $1.2 hillion ot bid bonuses from apening up ANWR for funding
research Into alt rn?trve eneray resources.

> Stpnort tax cregits for electricity produced from renewable and alternative fuels at a cost of
SI.4 billion over ten years,
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February 212000

To:  AHresidents of Katovik
Re: . ANWR Survey

Dear Residents,

Here are the survey results that %ou helped Us conduct. The survey wes a questionnaire
about what local _peoPIe thought about the Possmle exploration and development for oil and gas
In.the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. It tried to adalress the Kaktovik people's concers about
oil and gas development, wildlife andl the environment and how each affects the other.,

V-, 1 e survey wes conducted hetween January 14r2000 and January 28, 2000 in Kaktovilc,
There were si -e|ght,geg eoglewho answered and returned the surveys. Thankcy?u ,

. your. assistance.” It'S important that other people elsewnere know what the local people here
thirkk about their land. .Some.of the questions add up to more than 100% becatise some people
checked more- than one answer on those questions.

- " The results are.also posted on the City'sweh site. Its address is: kaktovik.com. We hope
that}/]ou also enjoyed th: Kaktovik calendars.” We plan on doing another calendar next year, so I
you have some"good, clear pictures that you would like to sée:included on the next'calendar,

Blease bring the pictures to the City Office, We'll scan them in and give them right back to you.
nce again, thank you for your help on this survey.



Am dti ofi/u ffanuaiy 2000 mwiy of
£f(cJdoodi vr.itdtJih xzgaidojg c ¢ TW JA

1 Doyou participate In*hch»not of whale*, gome
and n«h to wwtaln your diet? o
7% A. Yes. My family ecilvcly participates in all
of the above.

16% B. Yes. My family hums game and fishes.
4%  C. Yes. My family participates In fishing.

%  D. No, M)(]femilyd_oes not harvest whales,
game or fish to sustain our dies.

2. PJeme estimate the pcneniage of your family'! fowl
thru come* from the harvest of whale, game & fish.
16% A. 100%— My family only consumes
harvested game.
34% B. 75%— My family eats mostly harvested
game.

24% C. 50%— My family cats some harvested
game and purchases the rest.

16% D. 25% — My family occasionally eats
harvested game.

7%  £. 10%— My family tats harvested gamed
when it is given to us.

4%; f. 0%— My family does nothunt or fish
- and we only eat food that is purchased.

3. Whatis the Durber ono advantage of il develo
ment c* the North Slope? 4
4\ A Improved schools
35% B. Improved health care .
53% C. Improved Job opportunities
21% * D. Improved recreation activities
4%  E. No advantage
8% R Other

4. The quality of life in Kaktovik will diminish If oil
development ceases.
31% A Strongly agree
40% B. Agree
15% C. Neutral
&% D. Disagree
6% E. Strongly disagree

5. A gipvernment spending combine* to decline, what
public lervietf do you fear most of loaiag?
44%  A. Municipal Services (running water, clean
cal service, sanitation, etc.)
30% B. Health care
16% C. Public Transportation
35% D. Education
7% E. Recreation activities
6% F. Other

6. Towhnt degree arc you sathfied with the environ-
mental practice! tif the oil Indnilry on the North

Slope?

0 A Very satisfied
40% 8. Somewhat satisfied
18% C. Neutral
4% D. Somewhat dissatisfied
1986 E.\Very dissatisfied

7. Please mark the advantages and dlsadvontogM you
see or opening ANWR to 0il and gas development.
Advantages:
68% 1. More jobs for local poople
26% 2. Will stabilize the economy
50% 3. Will help Kaktovik crow
26% 4. More business opportunities
13%  5.Other

Disadvantages:

22% J. Wifi increase population

31% 2. May hurt wildlife

25% 3. May hurt the environment

46% 4. Increased alcoho and drug abuse
5% 2 Other

g8 [fANWR Unot opened to oil and gas exploration,

what other.peso*rets arc available In Kaktovik that,
if developed, will hdp sustain our economy?

15%  A.Coal

35%  B.Tourism

38%  ClFishing

4% D. Arts & Crafts
15%  E.Other

o. Based on Ii/our Information about the Portupinc

Caribou Herd, will oil development in ANWR dimin-

ish the herd’s use ofthe core calving area?

18% A. Yes. The caribou will go away.

8% B. Itmightaffect their use, but the oil compa-
nies can stop drilling during calving season.

15% C. 1don't know.

15% D. More research is needed.

41% E. No. The caribou will not be affected.

0. The coastal ;I)Iain of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuga should be open to oil and gas exploration.

il /43% A Strongly agree
0" n

Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagree
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February 5,2001

Representative Beverly Masek
State Capitol, Room 128
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 \ =

Re: HIR 7, Endorsing ANWR leasing
Dear Representative Masek:

The Resource Development Council for Alaska, Inc., (RDC) is writing to
express its stroi , support for HIR 7.

RDC is a statewide organization made up of all resource sectors,
business associations, labor unions, Native corporations, tourism
providers, local governments and thousands of individuals. RDC’s
purpose is to expand the state’s economic base through the responsible
development of our natural resources.

With a new President in Washington, the time is now to press for
legislation in Congress to open the Coastal Plain of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) to oil and gas exploration, development and
production. As President George W. Bush has stated, industry has the
capability to develop potentially enormous oil prospects in,ANWR while
protecting the environment and wildlife. With innovative technology and
advanced environmental practices, development can coexist with arctic
wildlife and the subsistence lifestyles of local residents.

Only a small portion ofthe Coastal Rain would be directly impacted by
oil and gas exploration, development and production, yet the economic
benefits to Alaska and its Lower 48 neighbors would be staggering.
ANWR oail production would create tens of thousands ofjjobs, lower the
nation’s reliance on foreign oil and generate revenues to the state and

federal treasury.

Thank you for introducing HIR 7. You have RDC's full support.

Sincerely,

Tadd Owens
Executive Director



TO:

T0OW 2nd A #109, Anchorage AK 99501/ Ph. 907-258-6171 / Fax 907-258-6177
PQ Box 22151, Juneau AK 99802/ Ph. 907-463-3366 / Fax 907-463-3312 / unite@kvoice.org

HJR 7~ Opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

Senate Resource Committee

DATE: February 21,2001

Alaska Conservation Alliance and Alaska Conservation Voters are sister nonprofit organizations
dedicated to protecting Alaska’s environment through public education and advocacy. Our 44 member
organizations and businesses represent over 35,000 registered Alaskan voters. Like most Americans,
our members are concerned about the energy distribution problems in California and the effects such
problems have on the health ofour national economy. We do not, however, believe that opening the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil exploration and drilling is the answer to the cunrent situation. We
present the following information foryour consideration and urge you to vote “NO” onHJR 7.

Itis disingenuous to lead the American people to believe that we can drill our way to oil
independence. The amount ofoil under the Refuge is, at best, a geologic guess and, at worst, the
subject of much wishful overestimating. The most recent USGS assessment estimates that 3.2 to

5.7 billion barrels ofeconomically recoverable oil may lie underneath the Arctic Refuge - less than
one year’s worth of U.S. supply. While oil proponents choose to use inflated “technically” recover-
able reserve numbers, these numbers do not account for real-life scenarios. Residents ofthe
United States represent less than 5% ofthe world’s population, yet we use about 25% ofthe
world’s produced oil each year. The Unite i States holds only 2% ofthe world’s total oil reserves.
Our voracious appetite for oil will not be satisfied by domestic supplies.

Images of caribou rubbing themselves on the oil pipeline do notaccurately portray the
environmental impacts of oil development on the North Slope. Despite the reported increase
inthe Central Arctic caribou herd, ADF&G biologist Pat Valkenberg stated: “I dont tliink [the
data] tell us anything about caribouand oil development.” (ADN article 1/15/01) Studies showing
displacement of calving female caribou southward away from the Prudhoe areadocument that oil
development does impact these animals. Further, our concern should not focusjust upon the
caribou, but rather upon the potential disruption ofthe United State’s only intact Arctic ecosystem
that the Refuge encompasses. We currently do not know enough about oil development impacts
nor how to mitigate the impacts to put thisarea and its wildlife resources at risk for e to 12 months’

supply of ail.

Conserve Alaska. It’sOnly Natural,


mailto:unite@akvoice.org

Page 2, Line 1: WHEREAS oil and gas exploration and development of the coastal
plain of the refuge and adjacent land could result ir major discoveries that would reduce
our nation's future need for imported oil, help balance the nation's trade deficit, and

significantly increase the nation's security;

RESPONSE: While the United States consumes roughly 25% (one-quarter) of the
world’s produced oil, we control only 2% of the world’s total oil reserves within our
boundaries. Our rate of consumption is so voracious (despite comprising less than 5% of
the world’s population, we use 25% of its oil), no domestic drilling program could ever

produce energy independence.

Page 2, line 21: WHEREAS the 1,500,000-acre coastal plain of the refuge makes up
only eight percent of the 19,000,000-acre refuge, and the development of the oil and gas
reserves in the refuge's coastal plain would affect an area of only 2,000 t0 7,000 acres,
which is less than one-half of one percent of the area of the coastal plain;

RESPONSE: Biologists consider the coastal plain ofthe Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge to be the biological heart ofthe United State’s only complete Arctic and sub-
Arctic ecosystem. Despite claims of smaller foot-prints and roadless development,
drilling in the Refuge would involve full-scale industrialization, including pipelines, drill
pads, waste treatment facilities, and gravel mines.

Page 2, line 27: WHEREAS the oil industry has shown at Prudhoe Bay, as well as at
other locations along the Arctic coastal plain, that it can safely conduct oil and gas
activity without adversely affecting the environment or wildlife populations; and

RESPONSE: Although oil development in the Refuge will not completely eliminate the
Porcupine Caribou herd, based upon scientific studies at Prudhoe, it is reasonable to
expect significant and detrimental effects to the caribou that use the Refuge. Most of the
resident caribou herd in Prudhoe Bay has abandoned their traditional calving grounds due
to oil field activity and have been pushed further south, away from drilling activities.
While the coastal plain at Prudhoe Bay is over 150 miles wide, allowing caribou to move
south to calve, the plain in the Refuge is only 15 to 40 miles wide. Development on the
plain here would likely displace the caribou towards the foothills of the Brooks Range
where there are more predators and poorer quality forage, resulting in lower calf survival.

Susan E. Schrader, Conservation Advocate
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HJR 7~ Opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge

Senate Resource Committee

DATE: February 21,2001

Alaska Conservation Alliance and Alaska Conservation \Voters are sister nonprofit organizations
dedicated to protecting Alaska’s environment through public education and advocacy. Our 44 member
organizations and businesses represent over 35,000 registered Alaskan voters. Like most Americans,
our members are concerned about the energy distribution problems in California and the effects such
problems have on the health ofour national economy. We do not, however, believe that opening the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil exploration and drilling is the answer to the current situation. We
present the following information foryour consideration and urge you to vote “NO” onHJR 7.

Itisdisingenuous to lead the American people to believe thatwe can drill our way to oil
independence. The amount ofoil under the Refuge is, at best, a geologic guess and, at worst, the
subject of much wishful overestimating. The most recent USGS assessment estimates that 3.2 to

5.7 hillion barrels ofeconomically recoverable oil may lie underneath the Arctic Refuge - less than
one year’sworth ofU.S. supply. While oil proponents choose to use inflated ‘technically” recover-
able reserve numbers, these numbers do not account for real-life scenarios. Residents ofthe
United Stales represent less than 5% ofthe world’s population, yet we use about 25% ofthe
world’s produced oil each year. The United States holds only 2% of the world’s total oil reserves.
Our voracious appetite for oil will not be satisfied by domestic supplies.

Images of caribou rubbing themselves on the oil pipeline do notaccurately portray the
environmental impacts of oil development on the North Slope. Despite the reported increase
inthe Central Arctic caribou herd, ADF&G biologist Pat Valkenberg stated: “I don’t think [the
data] tell us anything about caribou and oil development.” (ADN article 1/15/01) Studies showing
displacement ofcalving female caribou southward away from the Prudhoe area document that oil
development does impact these animals. Further, our concern should not focusjust upon the
caribou, but rather upon the potential disruption ofthe United State’s only intact Arctic ecosystem
that the Refuge encompasses. We currently do not know enough about oil development impacts
nor how to mitigate the impacts to put thisareaand its wildlife resources at risk for 6 to 12 months’

supply ofoil.

Conserve Alaska. It’sOnly Natural,


mailto:unitc@akvoice.org

« Resources vital to the subsistence lifestyle and cultures of all residents of the
North Slope should be protected, whether those resources are marine-based,
such as the bowhead whale, or land-based, as the caribou. We should not
consider opening the Refuge until scientific evidence, proving that oil exploration and
drilling will not impact the caribou and other resources that the Gwich’in depend
upon, is collected, analyzed and defended. To put the resources necessary to the
Gwich’in people at risk for a short-term monetary benefit clearly makes the opening

ofthe Refuge a human rights issue.

ACV’s Responses to specific “Whereas” clauses of CS HIR 7 (RES) am

Page 1, Line 9: WHEREAS the oil industry, the state, and the United States Department
of the Interior consider the coastal plain to have the highest potential for discovery of
very large oil and gas accumulations on the continent of North America, estimated to he
as much as 10,000,000,000 barrels of recoverable oil; and

RESPONSE: Based upon the most recent USGS assessment, the average estimates of
economically recoverable oil is 3.2 billion barrels. While oil proponents choose to use
inflated “technically” recoverable reserve numbers, these numbers do not account for
real-life scenarios. According to the USGS, the correct 5% probability assessment for the
coastal plain is 11.s billion barrels. A field capable of that production has been
discovered only once on this continent: Prudhoe Bay. The mean estimate for technically
recoverable oil is considerably lower, and the figure for oil that is economically
recoverable is lower still. The USGS concluded that it would expect to find four fields
scattered across the refuge capable of producing, altogether, approximately 3.2 billion
barrels of oil, or less than 6 months’ worth of U.S. supply.

Page 1, LLie 13: WHEREAS the residents of the North Slope Borough, within which
the coastal plain is located, are supportive of development in the 1002 study area”;

RESPONSE: The Gwich’in of Interior Alaska and Canada are united in their opposition
to oil drilling in the calving grounds of the Porcupine caribou herd from which they
derive their subsistence livelihood. While many of the Inupiat residents of the North
Slope, whose subsistence activities are centered around marine mammals rather than
caribou, do support opening the Refuge, they are opposed to offshore exploration and
drilling that puts their subsistence resources at risk. The Inupiat Community of the Arctic
Slope, a federally-recognized regional tribal government, filed a petition in the Ninth
Circuit Court last December, challenging the Minerals Management Service’s approval
of Phillips exploration plan for the offshore McCovey project. Resources vital to the
subsistence lifestyle and cultures ofall residents of the North Slope should be protected,
whether those resources are marine-based, such as the bowhead whale, or land-based, as

the caribou.

HIR 7 Page 2



Page 2, Line 1: WHEREAS oil and gas exploration and development of the coastal
plain of the refuge and adjacent land could result in major discoveries that would reduce
our nation's future need for imported oil, help balance the nation's trade deficit, and
significantly increase the nation's security;

RESPONSE: While the United States consumes roughly 25% (one-quarter) of the
world’s produced oil, we control only 2% of the world’s total oil reserves within our
boundaries. Our rate of consumption is so voracious (despite comprising less than 5% of
the world’s population, we use 25% of its oil), no domestic drilling program could ever

produce energy independence.

Page 2, line 21: WHEREAS the 1,500,000-acre coastal plain of the refuge makes up
only eight percent of the 19,000,000-acre refuge, and the development ofthe oil and gas
reserves in the refuge's coastal plain would affect an area of only 2,000 t0 7,000 acres,
which is less than one-half of one percent of the area of the coastal plain;

RESPONSE: Biologists consider the coastal plain ofthe Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge to be the biological heart of the United State’s only complete Arctic and sub-
Arctic ecosystem. Despite claims of smaller foot-prints and roadless development,
drilling in the Refuge would involve full-scale industrialization, including pipelines, drill
pads, waste treatment facilities, and gravel mines.

Page 2, line 27: WHEREAS the oil industry has shown at Prudhoe Bay, as well as at
other locations along the Arctic coastal plain, that it can safely conduct oil and gas
activity without adversely affecting the environment or wildlife populations; and

RESPONSE: Although oil development in the Refuge will not completely eliminate the
Porcupine Caribou herd, based upon scientific studies at Prudhoe, it is reasonable to
expect significant and detrimental effects to the caribou that use the Refuge. Most of the
resident caribou herd in Prudhoe Bay has abandoned their traditional calving grounds due
to oil field activity and have been pushed further south, away from drilling activities.
While the coastal plain at Prudhoe Bay is over 150 miles wide, allowing caribou to move
south to calve, the plain in the Refuge is only 15 to 40 miles wide. Development on the
plain here would likely displace the caribou towards the foothills of the Brooks Range
where there are more predators and poorer quality forage, resulting in lower calf survival.

G T T

Susan E. Schrader, Conservation Advocate

HIR 7
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Don*t experiment with caribou herd
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CARIBOU AND OIL DEVELOPMENT ON THE NORTH SLOPE
An Overview by Ken Whitten, retired ADF&G Research Biologist

Each caribou herd has its own, discrete calving area. Other seasonal habitats for caribou
tend to be widespread, but the combined features of scarce predators and high quality
forage that characterize calving areas usually occur together on only a small portion ofa
herd’s overall range. Therefore calving grounds are considered to be critical habitats.
Prudhoe Bay and other operating oilfields on the North Slope are within the calving
grounds of the Central Arctic Herd. This herd was quite small (only about 5,000) when
oil development first started in the mid-1970s (Cam “ron and Whitten 1979), but impacts
from development were soon noted. Calving within the Prudhoe Field had already
largely ceased by the time oil first began flowing south (Whitten and Cameron 1985).
The dense network of pipelines, roads, oil wells, and production facilities at Prudhoe Bay
also blocked mid-summer movements along the arctic coast (Whitten and Cameron
1983). Cow and calf caribou avoided the Trans Alaska Pipeline Corridor (Cameron et al.
1979) but continued to cross it successfully from late summer through spring, when
calves were older and the herd was south of the intensely developed oilfields (Whitten

and-Cameron 1983).

In spite of these impacts, the Central Arctic Herd thrived during the early years of ol
development and grew to about 14,000 by 1983. By the time development expanded into
the Kuparuk area during the 1980s, the petroleum industry had begun to consolidate
facilities so that the newer oilfields disturbed less space. Also, some pipelines were
raised higher above ground and separated from roads with heavy traffic. These new
designs allowed caribou to move more freely than at Prudhoe Bay, and caribou continued
to use the Kuparuk and Milne Pt. Qilfields. Nevertheless, caribou with newborn calves
avoided developed areas, even when there was little traffic (Dau and Cameron 1986,
Cameron et al. 1992). Over time, the Kuparuk and Milne Fields became more heavily
developed, and caribou used them less and less (Cameron et al. 1992; Smith et al. 1994).

By the late 1980s, growth of the Central Arctic Herd slowed, and the population
stabilized at about 23,000. Harsh climatic conditions, including severe winters and dry
summer growing seasons, stressed caribou throughout much of Alaska during the early
1990s. Central Arctic caribou that spent more time in or near the oilfields gained less
weight during the summer growing season and had lower pregnancy rates and lower calf
survival that other members of the herd that seldom encountered development (Cameron
1995). Avoidance of roads and pipelines during calving was thought to be causing
abandonment of preferred habitats and overuse undisturbed habitats (Nelleman and
Cameron, 1996, 1998). Chronic disruh)tion of summer movements also exacerbated
exposure of caribou to insect pests. The Central Arctic Herd declined to 18,000 in 1993
and then grew slowly to about 20,000 in 1995.

By the late 1990s, the ever expanding oilfields were displacing even more caribou during
calving. Forage quality on newly occupied calving grounds south and west of the
oilfields was lower than in the former oilfield calving area (Wolfe 2000). Nevertheless,



favorable weather once again prevailed in the range of the Central Arctic Herd. Calf
productivity and survival recovered and the Central Arctic Herd once again increased
rapidly, reaching 27,000 in the year 2000.

The United States Congress continues to debate expansion of North Slope oil
development onto the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refl'ge. The potential
lease area within the Arctic Refuge lies within the calving grounds of the Porcupine
Caribou Herd. This large, migratory herd moves between the U.S. and Canada and is
vital to the traditional subsistence cultures of numerous Native villages in both countries.
Over the past 25 years, the Porcupine Herd has fluctuated between about 100,000 and
180,000 animals, with the current population about 120,000.

In determining whether to allow oil leasing within the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
Congress should consider that Porcupine Herd caribou are much more concentrated on
their calving grounds than the smaller Central Arctic Herd. Although calving has
occurred historically over a fairly large area of the North Slope in Alaska and the Yukon
Territory, most calves are usually bom in a smaller region that includes much of the area
being considered for oil development (Fancy and Whitten 1991). During late June and
early July, essentially all cows and calves and many bulls of the Porcupine Herd use the

potential development area every year.

Even during periods of relatively mild climatic conditions, Porcupine Herd caribou have
tended to have somewhat lower calf production and adult survival rates than most other
caribou herds. In contrast, calf survival in the Porcupine Herd has generally been very
high when females have been able to calve on the traditional calving area that includes
the potential oil lease area (Fancy and Whitten 1991, Whitten et al. 1992). As with other
caribou calving areas, rapid, nutritious plant growth often occurs in this area during
calving (USGS/BRD, unpubl.), and the coastal plain is also relatively free of predators.
Calfsurvival has been lower when late snowmelt forced Porcupine Herd caribou to calve
in nearby mountains and foothills where wolves, grizzly bears, and golden eagles abound

(Whitten et a. 1992).

Studies in the Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk oilfields show that larger groups (100 or more
caribou) have difficulty crossing roads and pipes (Smith and Cameron 1985). Porcupine
Herd caribou normally occur in much larger groups than Central Arctic Herd caribou.
Groups of several thousand caribou occur throughout the summer in the Porcupine Herd,
and from mid-June through July group sizes in the tens of thousands are common.

In summary, development of the Prudhoe Bay oilfield displaced caribou and disrupted
their movements. Similar long-term displacement now appears to be occurring
elsewhere, even in the “state-of-the-art” Kuparuk and Milne Pt. Oilfields. When climate
has been generally favorable, the Central Arctic Herd has been able to hold its own and
even increase, in spite of displacement from some of its favored habitats. In times of
environmental stress, however, Central Arctic caribou that regularly used the oilfields
fared poorly relative to other members of the herd that used areas away from
development. The entire population then declined. Mitigation measures that appeared to
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work fairly well in the early states of North Slope oilfield development may thus become
less effective as more and more of the Central Arctic Herd’s preferred habitats are
developed and more caribou are concentrated on the habitats that remain accessible.

We cannot be certain that even current state-of-the-art mitigation measures will guarantee
access to critical habitats for the larger, more densely aggregated Porcupine Herd.
Environmental resources at risk in development the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge are
considerable. The Porcupine Herd far exceeds the Central Arctic Herd in importance as a
regional subsistence resource. Preferred coastal plain habitats in the Arctic Refuge are
much narrower (10-40 miles wide) than in the range of the Central Arctic Herd (100-150
miles wide). Disturbance has so far only displaced Central Arctic caribou to other coastal
plain habitats with few predators. If similar spatial displacement were to occur in the
Arctic Refuge, however, caribou would be driven to foothills and mountains with more
abundant predators and/or lower quality forage. Consequently, the Porcupine Herd might
not fare as well as the Central Arctic Herd apparently did during the early years of
Prudhoe Bay. The Porcupine Herd might well experience adverse population level
impacts from development even during periods of mild weather. Any impacts that would
cause a long-term decline in calf survival could lower average population size over time,
with serious consequences for many residents in both Canada and tire U.S.
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December 11, 2000

The Honorable William J. Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We recentlyjoined over 200 of our colleagues in urging you to protect the coastal plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (Arctic Refuge). Our particular expertise is the
ecology and conservation of Arctic caribou. Because so much of the debate over the
future of the Arctic Refuge has focused on the Porcupine Caribou Herd, we wish to
provide the following additional information on caribou and Arctic oil development to
aid you in determining how best to protect the Refuge.

For nearly three decades, the Central Arctic Caribou Herd has been the subject of
intensive research on its calving and summer ranges, which lie on the North Slope west
of the Arctic Refuge, near Prudhoe Bay. Those studies clearly demonstrate adverse
effects of petroleum-related disturbance.

Female caribou with newborn calves have been extremely sensitive to surface
development and human activity. Their initial response was localized avoidance of roads
(even with little or no traffic), pipelines, and processing/support facilities. As production
proceeded, however, development became more extensive and maternal caribou faced
diminishing options for finding nonstressfiil habitats. Over time, calving caribou
gradually withdrew from the general oilfield area and sought acceptable habitats
elsewhere. Calving no longer occurs in the original Prudhoe Bay complex and is now
declining within the expanding Kuparuk complex to the west.

Cow caribou have been less sensitive to disturbance during midsummer when their calves
are slightly older and less vulnerable to environmental hazards, but they still avoid the
areas of most intensive development. Major caribou movements through the Prudhoe Bay
area, a common occurrence in the early 1970's, are rare now that the oilfield is more
intensively developed. Movements within and through the Kuparuk oilfield have also
been altered substantially. Large aggregations of caribou, particularly when under insect
harassment, tend to have difficulty crossing roads and elevated pipelines.

In spite of documented changes in caribou distribution and movements, industry
advocates often claim that disturbance from petroleum development has had no overall
adverse impact on caribou because the Central Arctic Herd increased after the oilfields
were discovered and developed. We believe such claims are misleading. Until the early
1980s the Central Arctic Herd was at low densit?/ relative to its overall range,
development occurred in only a small area, and local shifts in distribution of caribou were
of little consequence. The herd increased from about 5,000 to more than 23,000 caribou
by the early 1990s. By the mid-1990s, however, little calving occurred in any of the
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gradually withdrew from the general oilfield area and sought acceptable habitats
elsewhere. Calving no longer occurs in the original Prudhoe Bay complex and is now
declining within the expanding Kuparuk complex to the west.

Cow caribou have been less sensitive to disturbance during midsummer when their calves
are slightly older and less vulnerable to environmental hazards, but they still avoid the
areas of most intensive development. Major caribou movements through the Prudhoe Bay
area, a common occurrence in the early 1970's, are rare now that the oilfield is more
intensively developed. Movements within and through the Kuparuk oilfield have also
been altered substantially. Large aggregations of caribou, particularly when under insect
harassment, tend to have difficulty crossing roads and elevated pipelines.

In spite of documented changes in caribou distribution and movements, industry
advocates often claim that disturbance from petroleum development has had no overall
adverse impact on caribou because the Central Arctic Herd increased after the oilfields
were discovered and developed. We believe such claims are misleading. Until the early
1980s the Central Arctic Herd was at low density relative to its overall range,
development occurred in only a small area, and local shifts in distribution of caribou were
of little consequence. The herd increased from about 5,000 to more than 23,000 caribou
by the early 1990s. By the mid-1990s, however, little calving occurred in any of the



active oilfields. Caribou still used the less developed areas at other times of year, but
evidence began to accumulate suggesting that caribou in frequent contact with
development were faring poorly relative to those that had little contact. Calf production
and survival were occasionally very low near the oilfields, but consistently high
elsewhere, and oversummer weight gain for cows was lower near the oilfields. Recent
population counts and calf-productivity estimates indicate that the Central Arctic Herd
has declined and may be stabilizing at about 20,000 caribou. Hence, effects on the
Central Arctic Herd may have been negligible during early stages of development, which
happened to occur during a period when climate and forage conditions were favorable
and arctic caribou herds across North America were increasing. At the present time,
though, cumulative and extensive development appears to be negatively impacting the
nutrition and productivity of the Central Arctic Herd.

During development of the North Slope oilfields we learned that careful planning, timing
of activities, and/or placement of facilities could effectively mitigate impacts on caribou
and other wildlife. However, many of the most effective measures for mitigating
disturbance have proven practical only during the exploration and construction stages of
oilfield development. In producing oilfields, for example, it has not been possible to
enforce limits on vehicular traffic or seasonal restrictions on activities during critical
times of the year, such as calving. Oilfield development has tended to proceed
incrementally, with planning and mitigation done in a piecemeal fashion with little
opportunity to adjust strategies in relation to long-term or landscape-scale effects. We
believe it is prudent to more fully understand long-term and cumulative effects of Arctic
oil development hefore risking development of other, more sensitive areas than the
oilfields around Prudhoe Bay. In this regard, we are encouraged to learn that, at the
request of Congress, the National Research Council has established a committee of
experts to evaluate “Cumulative Environmental Effects of Alaskan North Slope Oil and

Gas Activities.”

The Porcupine Caribou Herd, which calves on the Arctic refuge coastal plain, differs
from the Central Arctic Herd in many ways. Currently at about 120,000 caribou, the
Porcupine Herd has numbered between 100,000 and 180,000 over the past 30 years. The
Central Arctic Herd remains on the North Slope in Alaska all year long. Only one Native
community, Nuigsut, lies in close proximity to the Central Arctic Herd’s range, and its
primary subsistence dependence is on fish, marine mammals, and a different caribou herd
that ranges west of the community. In contrast the much larger Porcupine Herd migrates
over a very large range in Alaska and northwestern Canada, and nearly a dozen villages

in Alaska and Canada depend on it.

In most years, one halfto three fourths of all Porcupine Herd calves are bom on the

Arr tic Refuge coastal plain, which makes up only about 1/4 of the overall Pcmupine
Herd calving are:. Since 1971, concentrated calving has taken place on the coastal plain
in all but four years when forage was unavailable because of late snow cover. Caribou
use the coastal plain even more consistently during the post-calving period. By the end of
June every year, all females and calves of the Porcupine Herd are on the Arctic Refuge
coastal plain. In most years, a majority of the bulls also join cows and calves on the
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coastal plain to seek out highly nutritious forage and ready access to areas offering relief
from harassment by abundant mosquitoes and parasitic flies.

Thus, the coastal plain of the Arctic Refuge is already fully utilized by the Porcupine
Herd during the calving and post-calving seasons. This is in sharp contrast to the situation
with the Central Arctic Herd during the early years of oil development. Whereas it took
many years for expanding development to substantially affect regional distribution and
productivity of the Central Arctic Herd, we could reasonably expect more immediate
Impacts in the Arctic Refuge. Development on the coastal plain would likely displace
Porcupine Herd caribou toward foothills and mountains with more predators and lower
quality forage, quickly resulting in lowered calfsurvival. Also in contrast to the Central
Arctic Herd, the Porcupine Herd regularly forms aggregations of tens of thousands of
caribou during the stressful insect season. Smaller aggregations of a few hundred to a few
thousand caribou of the Central Arctic Herd have had difficulty moving through the
Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk oilfields. Under conditions of oilfield development, we do not
believe that large aggregations of Porcupine Herd caribou could continue to move across
the coastal plain to take advantage of the new growth of important forage plants and to
gain access to insect-reliefsites on warm, calm days when the insects are most active.

In summary, state-of-the-art technology has not prevented displacement of calving from
even the newer oilfields on the North Slope, and no proven technology exists that would
ensure unrestricted passage through an oilfield of the large mid-summer aggregations of
Porcupine Caribou. Considering the high degree of uncertainty regarding mitigation of
oilfield impacts on caribou, ensuring the integrity of the calving grounds and early
summer range of the Porcupine Caribou Herd is a compelling reason for applying the
most precautionary management to the Arctic Refuge coastal plain. The Porcupine Herd
IS an international resource too important to put at risk.

Thank you for considering our concerns and recommendations.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Cooley

Regional Biologist Ann Gumn

Dawson City, YT Wildlife Biologist
Yellowknife, NW Territories

James L. Davis, M.S. _ _

Caribou Biologist David R. Klgin, Ph.D.

Alaska Dept, of Fish & Game, retired Professor Emeritus

Fairbanks, AK University of Alaska

Fairbanks, AK
Steven G. Fancy, Ph.D.

Monitoring Coordinator Fran Mauer, M.S.
Inventory and Monitoring Program Wildlife Biologist
National Park Service Fairbanks, AK

Ft. Collins, CO
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Frank Miller, M.S.

Research Scientist Emeritus Donald C.Thomas, Ph.D.
Canadian Wildlife Service Research Scientist Emeritus
Edmonton, AB Canadian Wildlife Service
Edmonton, AB
John Nagy _ _
Wildlife Biologist Debbie van de Wetering, M.S.
Inuvik, NW Territories Wildlife Biologist
Canadian Wildlife Service
Dan Roby, Ph.D. Whitehorse, YT, Canada
Associate Professor, Wildlife Ecology _
Oregon State University Kenneth R. Whitten, M.S.
Corvallis, OR Caribou Biologist

Alaska Dept, of Fish & Game, retired
Don Russell, M.S. Fairbanks, AK

Manager, Canadian Wildlife Service

Environment Canada

Whitehorse, Yukon
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November 1, 2000

The Honorable William J. Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President;

As scientists and natural resource managers from the United States and Canada with
many years of experience in ecology, wildlife and conservation biology, resource
management and cultural anthropology, we encourage you to secure permanent
protection for the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

The wildlands of the Arctic Refuge include the barrier islands and estuaries of the
Beaufort Sea, the Arctic coastal plain, the Brooks Range, and the boreal forest within the
upper Yukon River watershed. First set aside by President Dwight D. Eisenhower as the
Arctic National Wildlife Range in 1960, this is the United State’s only conservation unit
that encompasses an intact arctic ecosystem. Combined with the adjacent lvvavik and
Vuntut national parks in Canada, the Arctic Refuge represents one ofthe largest protected
landscapes in the world. Moreover, the Arctic Refuge’s coastal plain is a rare examﬁle of
an ecosystem where ecological and cultural processes continue to interact much as they
have for thousands of years. Unlike the adjoining refuge lands, that are designated
Wilderness, the coastal plain is not permanently protected from development.

When President Eisenhower established the Arctic National Wildlife Range, he had the
foresight and wisdom to include the entire ecosystem both south and north of the Brooks
Range, encompassing the biologically rich coastal plain considered essential to the
integrity of this ecosystem. In 1980, Congress enlarged the range to encompass additional
wildlife habitat and designated this unique area the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. The
refuge mission was broadened to include international research and management, as well
as support for subsistence uses that form the basis of Native cultural values. Most of the
original wildlife range was designated as a Wilderness. Only the 1.5 million-acre coastal
plain was omitted. And today, this oversight remains a significant concern.

Five decades of biological stud¥ and scientific research have confirmed that the coastal
plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge forms a vital component of the biological
diversity of the refuge and merits the same kind of permanent safeguards and
precautionary management as the rest of this original conservation unit. In contrast to the
broad (greater than 150 mi.) coastal plain to the west of the Arctic Refuge, the coastal
plain within the refuge is much narrower (15-40 mi.). This unique compression of



habitats concentrates the occurrence of a wide variety of species, including polar bears,
grizzly bears, wolves, wolverines, caribou, muskoxen, Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling,
snow geese, and more than 130 other species of migratory birds. In fact, according to the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the Arctic Refuge coastal plain contains the greatest
wildlife diversity of any protected area above the Arctic Circle.

The coastal plain provides essential calving and post-calving habitat for the Porcupine
Caribou Herd, the largest (at about 130,000 animals) international migratory caribou herd
in the world. The United States and Canada share the immense responsibility of
managing this herd and protecting the key habitats on which the herd depends. In 1987,
the two nations signed an international agreement to protect the Porcupine Caribou Herd.
Since then, the calving grounds on the Canadian side of the border have received full
protection, while the United States has not yet taken similar steps to adequately protect
this essential habitat within the coastal plain of the Arctic Refuge, where most calving
occurs. The Gwich’in Nation of Alaska and Canada depends upon the sustained
productivity of the Porcupine Caribou Herd and are justifiably concerned about its
security. Extensive research on the Central Arctic Caribou Herd at Prudhoe Bay indicates
appreciable losses of preferred calving and summer habitats in response to petroleum
development and the possibility of an associated decline in reproductive success.

Biologists also have identified conservation concerns with other wildlife populations in
the Arctic Refuge, including polar bears, muskoxen, and snow geese. Although many
polar bears den on the pack ice, the refuge’s coastal plain is the most important land
denning area for Beaufort Sea bears in Alaska. Muskoxen are year-round residents of the
coastal plain, and disturbance from industrial development, parti-ularly in winter, holds
the potential to increase energetic costs and result in decreased calf production. Also,
snow geese might be displaced from important feeding and staging habitats prior to
autumn migration, increasing energy expenditure and reducing their ability to accumulate
the fat needed for migration. The coastal piain serves many biological functions,
including nesting habitat for shorebirds, waterfowl, songbirds, raptors, and other

migratory birds.

The Interior Department predicts that oil and gas exploration and development would
have a major effect on water resources. Fresh water already is limited on the refuge’s
coastal plain, and direct damage to wetlands will adversely affect fish, waterfowl, and
other migratory birds. These potentially disruptive effects to fish and wildlife should not
be viewed in isolation, however. Arctic ecosystems are characterized by many complex
interactions, and changes to one component may have secondary but significant effects
on other parts of this fragile ecosystem. Based on our collective experience and
understanding of the cumulative effects of oil and gas exploration and development on
Alaska’s North Slope, we do not believe these impacts have heen adequately considered
for the Arctic Refuge, and mitigation without adequate data on this complex ecosystem is

unlikely.

Oil exploration and development have substantially changed environments where they
have occurred in Alaska’s central Arctic. Since the discovery of oil at Prudhoe Bay in
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1968, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service estimated about 800 square miles of Arctic
habitats have been transformed into one of the world’s largest industrial complexes. Qil
spills, contaminated waste, and other sources of pollution have had measurable impacts
on this environment. Roads, pipelines, well pads, processing facilities, and other support
infrastructure have incrementally altered the character of this ecosystem.

Thanks to your leadership, Mr. President, legislation that would have allowed petroleum
exploration and development on the coastal plain of the Arctic Refuge was defeated in
1995 and again this year. Nonetheless, we are concerned that vigorous and persistent
efforts to mandate oil development will be successful unless administrative or legislative
action provides permanent protection for this national conservation unit. Your
administration has the opportunity to ensure the conservation of this unique Arctic

ecosystem in perpetuity.

Please understand that we are not philosophically opposed to oil and gas development in
Alaska. Indeed, we all clearly recognize the need for balanced resource management.
But we also recognize the importance of maintaining the biological diversity and
ecosystem integrity of our nation’s Arctic. Nearly the entire Arctic Coast of Alaska north
of the Brooks Range is available for oil and gas exploration or development. The 110-
mile-long coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge encompasses 1.5 million
acres of key wildlife habitat vital to the integrity of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
Whether this unique area remains intact and protected is now in your hands. We urge
you, Mr. President, to permanently protect, for future generations, the biological diversity
and wilderness character of the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Thank you for considering our concerns and recommendations.

Sincerely,

Arctic Refuge Science Letter Signatories:
(list attached)
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Arctic Refuge Science Letter Signatories:

Kenneth P. Able, PhD. _
Professor, Department of Biological Sciences
University at Albany, SUNY

Albany, New York

Paul Alaback, Ph.D.
School of Forestry
University of Montana
Missoula, MT

Susan Allen-Gil, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Biology
|thaca College

Ithaca, NY

Fred Allendorf, Ph.D.
Professor of Blolo?y
University of Montana
Missoula, MT

George Amato, Ph.D.

Director, Science Resource Center
Wildlife Conservation Society
Bronx, New York

Dave Anderson, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Biolog
Wake Forest Unlver3|K/
Winston-Salem, NC

Robert Anthony, Ph.D.
Professor _
Dept, of Fisheries & Wildlife
QOregon State University
Corvallis, OR

Victor Apanius, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor _
Department of Biological Sciences

Florida International University
Miami, FL

Stthen Arthur, Ph.D.
Wildlife Biologist
Fairbanks, AK

Robert Askins, Ph.D.
Professor of Zoology
Connecticut College
New London, CT

Jonathan L Atwood, Ph.D
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Director

Conservation Biology Program
Department of Environmental Studies
Antioch New England Graduate School
Keene, NH

Matthew P. Ayres, Ph.D.
Assoclate Professor _
Department of Biological Sciences
Dartmouth College

Hanover, NH

Tom Bancroft, Ph.D.

Ecologist _
Vice President, Ecology & Economic Research

The Wilderness Society
Washington, DC

James C. Bednarz, PhD.
Associate Professor of Wildlife Ecology,
Arkansas State University

John Beecham, Ph.D. o
Wildlife Research/Management Specialist
Homocker Wildlife Institute

John L Behler

Curator, Department of Herpetology
Wildlife Conservation Soiciety

Chair, IUCN Tortoise and Freshwater Turtle
Specialist Group

Bronx, NY

Sandra Berg, Ph.D.

Department of Biology

%Jeen's University
Ingston, Ontario

Joel Berger, PhD.

Professor of Wildlife Ecology
University of Nevada

Reno, NV

Craig W. Benkman, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Biology
New Mexico State University
Las Cruces, NM

Keith L Bildstein, PhD.
Director of Research & Education
Hawk Mountain Sanctuary
Kempton, PA

Tim P. Birt, Ph.D.
Adjunct Asst. Professor
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%Jeen's University
Ingston, Ontario

Mary Anne Bishop, Ph.D.
Research Wildlife Biologist
Cordova, AK

Peter T. Boag, PhD.
Professor and Head of Biology
Department of Biology
%Jeen‘s University

Ingston, Ontario

P. Dee Boersma, Ph.D
Professor of Zoology
Dept, OfZOOIW _
University of Washington
Seattle, WA

Eric Bolen, Ph.D. _
Professor, Biological Sciences
University of North Carolina
Wilmington, NC

Terry Bowyer, Ph.D.

Professor _
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Christine M, Brady, M.S.

Professor of B|olo%y o
California State Polytechnic University
Pomona, CA

Carol Brewer, Ph.D.

Associate Professor
Division of Biological Sciences
University of Montana
Missoula, MT

Greg Brown, Ph.D.

Associate Professor

Environmental Science Department
Alaska Pacific University
Anchorage, AK

Stephen Brown, Ph.D.
National Coordinator
U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan

Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences

Joanna Burt};erl Ph.D.
Professor of Biology
Rutgers University
Piscataway, NJ

David A Bumey, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Dept, of Biological Sciences
Fordham University

Bronx, NY

Vemon Byrd, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist
Homer, AK

Paul P. Calle, VMD

Senior Veterinarian _
Wildlife Conservation Society
Bronx, NY

Michael L Cain, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

Ecolo'%’v _ o
New Mexico State University

Prassede Calabi, Ph.D.
Behavioral Ecologist
Winchester, MA

Ray Cameron, Ph.D.

Caribou Biologist

Affiliate Professor
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Archie F. Carr, lll

Regional Coordinator

Mesoamerica and Caribbean Program
Wildlife Conservation Society
Gainesville, FL 32609

Richard A Caulfield, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Jiquan Chen, Ph.D.
Associate Professor _
Landscape Ecology & Ecosystem Science
School of Forestry and Wood Products

Manomet, MA hoc and \
Ao Michigan Tech University

Eet(%r F. Brussard, Ph.D. Houghton, MI

rofessor :

Department of Biolo Robert Chip'ey, PhD.

Un?versity of Ne\l/adg g Director, US 'Ymportant Bird Area Program
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American Bird Conservancy
The Plains, VA

Debra L Clausen, M.S.
Habitat Biologist, Principle
Sundberg & Clausen
Seward, AK

Anthony P. Clevenger, Ph.D.
Research Ecologist

Adjunct Assistant Professor
Faculty of Environmental Design
University of Calgary

Calgary, Alberta

David R. Cline, M.S.

Wildlife Biologist

World Wildlife Fund _ _
Former Pew Fellow in Marine Conservation

Anchorage, AK

Joel E Cohen, Ph.D.
Professor of Populations

Rockefeller University and Columbia University

New York

Nancy Collins Johnson, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor _
Biology and Environmental Sciences
Northern Arizona University
Flagstaff, AZ

Joseph Cook, Ph.D.
Curator of Mammals
University of Alaska Museum
Fairbanks, AK

Dorothy Cooley
Regional Biologist _
Dawson City, Yukon Territory

Pete Coppolillo, Ph.D.
Landscape Ecologist
Wildlife Conservation Society

Marina Cords, Ph.D.

Professor of Biological Anthropology
Columbia University

New York, NY

Jim Corven, Ph.D.
Director _
Western Hemisphere Shorebird

Reserve Network o
Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences

Manomet, MA
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James A. Danoff-Burg, Ph.D. _
Environmental Research and Conservation
Columbia University

New York, NY

Jim Dau, MS.
Wildlife Biologist
Koizebue, AK

James L Davis, M.S.

Caribou Biologist _
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired
Fairbanks, AK

Frederick C. Dean, Ph.D. _
Professor of Wildlife Management, retired
University of Alaska Fairbanks

Fairbanks, AK

Terry D. DeBruyn, Ph.D.

Wildlife Biologist

Anchorage, AK

Adjunct Associate Professor
Michigan Technological University

Roman Dial, Ph.D.

Associate Professor _
Department of Environmental Science
Alaska Pacific University

Anchorage, AK

Eric Dinerstein, Ph.D.
Chief Scientist
World Wildlife Fund
Washington, DC

George J. Divoky, Ph.D.
Research Associate
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, AK

Heidi E. M. Dobson, Ph.D.
Associate Professor and Chair
Department of Biology
Whitman College

Walla Walla, WA

Richard J. DouPIass, Ph.D.
Vertebrate Ecologist
Butte, Montana

Charles M. Drabek, Ph.D. _
Arthur G. Rempel Professor of Biology
Biology Department

Whitman College
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Walla Walla, WA

David Duffy, PhD.

Professor ot Botany/Unit Leader

Pacific Cooperative Studies Unit (PCSU)
Department of Botany

University of Hawai'i Manoa

Peter W. Dunwiddie, Ph.D.
The Nature Conservancy
Seattle, WA

Katherine Egili _

Wildlife Biologist

Yukon Department of Renewable Resources
Whitehorse, Yukon Territory

Paul R. Ehrlich, Ph.D.
Professor, Biological Sciences
Stanford University

Stanford, California

Jacintha Ellers, PhD,
Center for Conservation Biology
Dept, of Biological Sciences
Stanford University

Stanford, CA

W. Hardy Eshbaugh, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus

Miami University

Oxford, OH

RD. Estes, PhD.
IUCN Species Survival Group
Peterborough, NH

Steven G. Fancy, Ph.D.
Monitoring Coordinator

Inventory and Monitoring Program
National Park Service

Sean Farley, Ph.D.
Research Biologist
Anchorage,

Bob Ferris

Vice President
Species Conservation
Defenders of Wildlife
Washington, DC

Christine Fiorello, DVM
Wildlife Veterinarian _
Environmental Research and Conservation

Columbia University

Arctic Refuge Letter

New York, NY

Thomas L Fleischner, Ph.D.
Professor of Environmental Studies
Prescott College

Prescott, Arizona

Erich Follmann, Ph.D.
Professor of Zoology
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Jesse Ford, Ph.D.

Professor _
Dept. Fisheries and Wildlife
Oregon State University
Corvallis, OR

Keyt Fischer, PhD
Director

The Christensen Fund
Palo Alto, CA

John W, Fitzpatrick, Ph.D. _
Director, Cornell Lahoratory of Ornithology
President, American Ornithologists Union
Cornell University

Ithaca, NY

Rob Florkiewicz, M.S.

Wildlife Biologist

Yukon Department Renewable Resources
Whitehorse, Yukon Territory

Edgar Folk, Jr., Ph.D. _
Professor of Environmental Physiology
University of lowa

Nancy R. Forsthoefel, M.S.
Research Scientist, Biology
Whitman College
Walla Walla, WA

Pat Foster-Turley, PhD
Biodiversity Specialist
Femandina Beach, FL

Thomas M. Franklin, M.S. CWB
Wildlife Policy Director

The Wildlife Society

Bethesda, MD

Vicki Friesen, PhD.
Associate Professor of Biology
%ueen’s University

Ingston, Ontario
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Kathryn J. Frost, M.S. _
Fellow, Arctic Institute of North America

Marine Mammal Biologist
Affiliate Professor

University of Alaska Fairbanks/Anchorage

Fairbanks, AK

Edward 0. Garton, Ph.D.
Professor of Wildlife & Statistics
University of Idaho

Shelton M. Gay I1l, M.S,
Research Oceanographer
Cordova, AK

Barrie Gilbert, Ph.D.

Senior Scientist _
Department of Fish & Wildlife
Utah State University

Bruce Gill
Wildlife Scientist
Fort Collins, CO

Frank Gill, Ph.D.

Science Director & Sr. Vice President
National Audubon Society

New York, NY

Joshua R Ginsberg, Ph.D.
Director, Asia Pro?ram _
Wildlife Conservation Society
Bronx, NY

Howard N. Golden, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist
Anchorage, A

Matthew E. Gompper, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor _
Environmental Research & Conservation

Columbia University
New York, NY

Laurie Goodrich, M.S,
Senior Naturalist

Hawk Mountain Sanctuary
Kempton, PA

Alejandro Grajal, Ph.D.
Latin America and Caribbean Program

National Audubon Society
Miami, FL

Brad Griffith, Ph.D.
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Associate Professor of Wildlife Ecology
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Andrew J. Gunther, Ph.D.
Executive Director

Center For Ecosystem Management
& Restoration

Oakland, CA

AnGunn
Wildlife Biologist
Yellowknife, NW Territories

William J. Hamilton 111, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
Certified Senior Ecologist
Ecological Society Of America
University Of California, Davis

J. Christopher Haney, Ph.D.

Wildlife Ecologist =

Ecology and Economics Research Department
The Wilderness Society

Rudolf Harmsen, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus of Ecology
Queen's University

Kingston, Ontario

Brian A. Harrington,. M.S.

Biologist o
Manomet Center for Conservation Sciences
Manomet, MA

Richard B. Harris, Ph.D.
Research Associate
Wildlife Biology Program
University of Montana
Missoula, MT

Jim Hawkings, M.S.
Biologist _
Canadian Wildlife Service
Whitehorse, Yukon Territory

John Hechtel, M.S.
Bear Biologist
Yukon Department Renewable Resources

Whitehorse, Yukon Territory
Andrew Hendry, Ph.D.

Biology Department
University of Massachusetts

Stephen Herrero, Ph.D.
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Professor Emeritus
Environmental Science
University of Calgary
Calgary, Alberta

Grant Hilderbrand, Ph.D.
Research Biollcégist
Anchorage, Al

Sue Hills, Ph.D.

Research Assistant Professor
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

R. J. Hoffman, Ph.D _

Scientific Program Director
Marine Mammal Commission, retired
Bethesda, MD

Stephen W. Hoffman, M.S,
Director of Bird Conservation
Penns%lvanla Audubon Society
Harrisburg, PA

Karen Holder, PhD

Center for Tropical Research
San Francisco State University
San Francisco, C\

Geoff Holyroyd, Ph.D.

Adjunct Professor

Department of Renewable Resources
University of Alberta

Research Scientists

Canadian Wildlife Service
Edmonton, Alberta

John L. Hoogland, Ph.D.
Professor of Biology
Appalachian Laboratory
The University of Maryland

Marshall A Howe, Ph.D.
Vertebrate Zoologist
Laurel, Marylan

Stephen Hunt, Ph.D.

Dept. Biology

%Jeen's University
Ingston, Ontario

Malcolm Hunter, Ph.D.

Libra Professor of Conservation Biology

University of Maine
Delbert W. Hutchison, Ph.D.
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Assistant Professor, Biology
Whitman College
Walla Walla, WA

Oscar W. Johnson, Ph.D.

Adjunct Professor, Department of Ecology

Montana State University
Bozeman, MT

Kent Jingfors, MS.
Director, Fish & Wildiife Branch

Yukon Department Renewable Resources

Whitehorse, Yukon Territory

Gayle Joslin, MS
Wildlife Biologist
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Paul Joslin, Ph.D.

Wolf Biolo?ist -
Director, Alaska Wildlife Alliance
Anchorage, AK

M. Philip Kahl, PhD
Vertebrate Zoologist
Sedona, AZ

Brendan P. Kelly, PAD.
Associate Professor of Marine Biology
University of Alaska Fairbanks
University of Alaska Southeast
Juneau,

James G. King

Waterfowl Specialist _
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Retired
Juneau, AK

Michael T. Kinnison, Ph.D.
Professor

Biological Sciences
Dartmouth College
Hanover, NH

Matthew Kirchhoff, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist
Juneau, AK

David R Klein, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Mark Kraus, PhD.
Director of Restoration Science
Florida Audubon
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Miami, FL

Paul Krausman, Ph.D.
Professor
Wildlife & Fisheries Science
University of Arizona
Tucson,

Stephen W. Kress, Ph.D _
Viice President for Bird Conservation
National Audubon Society

Ithaca, NY

Richard L. Lattis, M.S,
General Director

Living Institutions _
Wildlife Conservation Society

Geoffrey S. LeBaron, M.S.
Director, Christmas Bird Count
National Audubon Society
Williamsburg MA

Jack Lentfer, M.S.
Polar Bear Biologist _
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired

Homer, AK

William Lidicker, Jr., Ph.D.
Professor o
University of California
Berkeley, CA

Elizabeth Losos, Ph.D. _
Director, Center for Tropical Forest Science

Smithsonian Institution
Washington, DC

Lloyd Lowry, MS.

Marine Mammal Biologist _
Fellow, Arctic Institute of North America
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired

Fairbanks, AK

L Jack Lyon, Ph.D.

Scientist Emeritus _
Rocky Mountain Research Station
Missoula, MT

Jessica Mace _
Marine BIO|0£1IS'[ and Research Assistant
Environmental Sciences Group

Royal Military College

Kingston, Ontario

Terrence R Mace, Ph.D.
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Professor of Biology
Umveratw)f Puget Sound
Tacoma, WA

Bruce G. Marcot, Ph.D.
Research Wildlife Ecologist
USDA Fores." Service
Portland, OR

Dennis Marks, MS
Biologist
Anchorage, AK

Anne S. Marsh, Ph.D
Ecologist
Bethesda, MD

John Marzluff, Ph.D.
College of Forest Resources
Ecosystem Science and
Conservation Division
University of Washington
Seattle, WA

Fran Mauer, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist
Fairbanks, AK

Gary Meffe, PhD.
Editor, Conservation Biology
University of Florida

J.P. Meyers, Ph.D.
Director _
W. Alton Jones Foundation
Charlottsville, VA

Riley McClelland, Ph.D.
Professor, retired
School of Forestry
University of Montana

Dale R McCullough, Ph.D.
Professor of Wildlife Blolog)L
University of California, Berkely

Brad Meiklejohn, M.S.
Alaska Representative

The Conservation Fund
Eagle River, AK

Curt Meine, PhD.
Conservation Biologist
Prairie du Sac, M

Don J. Melnick, PhD



Professor o _
Anthropology and Biological Sciences
Columbia University

New York, NY

Vivian M. Mendenhall, Ph.D.
Wildlife Biologist
Anchorage,

E Charles Meslow, PhD _
Professor of Wildlife Ecology, retired
Oregon State University

Richard Myers, Ph.D. _
Professor of En\._ mmental Science
Alaska Pacific University
Anchorage, AK

Frank Miller, MS.
Research Scientist Emeritus
Canadian Wildlife Service
Edmonton, Alberta

Sterling D. Miller, Ph.D.
Senior Wildlife Biologist
National Wildlife Federation
Missoula, MT

Robert Montgomerie, Ph.D

Department of Biology

%Jeen's University
ingston, Ontario

Peter Morrison, M.S.
Executive Director
Pacific Biodiversity Institute
Winthrop, Washington

Patrice Morrow, Ph.D.

Professor _ _
Department of Ecology, Evolution and Behavior
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities

St. Paul, MN

Edward C. Murphy, Ph.D.
Professor of Zoology
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Louis G. Naranjo, Ph.D.

Director of Intérnational Programs
American Bird Conservancy

The Plains, VA

Wendy Nixon, MS.
Head, Wildlife Ecology
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Canadian Wildlife Service
Whitehorse, Yukon Territory

Elliott A Norse, Pnh.D. _
President, Marine Conservation Biology Institute
Redmond, WA

Reed Noss, Ph.D. o

Chief Scientist, Conservation Science Inc.
President, Society for Conservation Biology
Corvallis, OR

David R. Nysewander, M.S.

Marine Bird and Mammal Component

Puget Sound Ambient Montoring Program
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Olympia, WA

Mark O’Donoghue, Ph.D.

Wildlife Biologist

Yukon DeEartment_ Renewable Resources
Moyo, Yukon Territory

David Olson, Phd

Director, Conservation Science Program
World Wildlife Fund

Washington, DC

Michael Ort, Ph.D.

Dept, of Geology
Northern Arizona University
Flagstaff, AZ

Linde E T. Ostro, Ph.D.
Wildlife Biologist _
Wildlife Conservation Society
Bronx, NY

Riki Ott, Ph.D.
Marine Toxicologist
Cordova, AK

Laura X Payne, Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Wildlife Ecology
University of Wisconsin
Madison, W

Dennis Paulson, Ph.D. _
Director, Slater Museum of Natural History

University of Puget Sound
Tacoma,%VA !

JimPeek PnD,
Professor of Wildlife Biology
University of ldaho

Moscow, 1D
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Richard E. Phillips, Ph.D.

Professor Emeritus _ _
Department of Ecology, Evolution & Behavior
University of Minnesota

St Paul, MN

Dawn Pier

Biologist _
Environmental Sciences Group
Kingston, Ontario

Stuart L Pimm, PhD.

Professor of Conservation Biology
Environmental Research and Conservation
Columbia University

New York, NY

Dwight Platt, Ph.D.
Emeritus Professor of Biology
Bethel College

North Newton, KS

Alan F. Poole, Ph.D.
Editor, Birds of N. America
Philadelphia, PA

Ro?er_ Post, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist _
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired

Fairbanks, AK

Jeff Price, Ph.D.

Ornithologist _
Director of Climate Impact Studies
Amegrican Bird Conservancy
Boulder, CO

Robert Michael Pyle, Ph.D.
Biologist and \riter,
Gray's River, WA

Laurene Ratcliffe, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Biology
Sueen's University
Ingston, Ontario

John T. Ratti, Ph.D.
Research Professor _
Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources

University of Idaho
Moscow, ID

Mark Rauzon, MS.
Marine Endeavors
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Berkeley, CA

Justina C. Ray, Ph.D.
Faculty of Forestry
University of Toronto
Toronto, Ontario

Richard P. Reading, Ph.D.
Director of Conservation Biology
Denver Zoological Foundation
Denver, CO

William C. RefTalt, Chief
National Wildlife Refuge System
USFWS, retired

Albuquerque, NM

Arthur G. Rempel, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
Whitman College
Fellow, AAAS

Walla Walla, WA

Harry Reynolds, M.S.
Bear Biologist
Fairbanks, AK

Marin Robinson, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor of Chemistry and the
Environmental Sciences

Department of Chemistry

Northern Arizona University

Flagstaff, AZ

Dan Roby, Ph.D. -

Associate Professor, Wildlife Ecology
QOregon State University

Corvallis, OR

Olga V. Romanenko
Ornithologist
Anchorage, AK

Don Russell, M.S. _ _
Manager, Canadian Wildlife Service
Environment Canada

Whitehorse, Yukon

Carl Safina, PhD. _
Vice President for Marine Conservation
National Audubon Society

Islip, NY

Gerald A Sanger

Research Wildlife Biologist
US Fish & Wildlife Service (Ret.)
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Whittier, AK

George Schaller, Ph.D.
Science Director _
Wildlife Conservation Society
Bronx, New York

John W. Schoen, Ph.D.
Senior Scientist _
National Audubon Society
Affiliate Associate Professor
University of Alaska
Anchorage, AK

David Scheel, Ph.D. o
Assistant Professor of Marine Biology
Environmental Science Department
Alaska Pacific University

Anchorage, AK

Karl Schneider, M.S.

Wildlife Biologist _
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired
Anchorage, AK

Charles C. Schwartz, Ph. D,

Wildlife Biologist _
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired
Bozeman, MT,

John W. Senner, Ph.D.
Senior Research Analyst
Arkansas Dept, of Health
Little Rock, AR

Stanley E. Senner, M.S.
Executive Director
Alaska State Office
National Audubon Society
Anchorage, AK

Mark L Shaffer, Ph.D

Senior Vice President for Programs
Defenders of Wildlife

Washington, DC

Marilyn Sigman, MS.
Wildlife Biologist
Homer, AK

Miles R. Silman, PhD.
Assistant Professor of Biology
Department of Biolog

Wake Forest Umvers%y
Winston-Salem, NC
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Michael Soule, Ph.D.

Science Director

The Wildlands Project

Professor Emeritus

University of Califomia-Santa Cruz

Alan M. Springer, Ph.D
Professor

University of Alaska
Fairbanks, AK

Stuart Strahl, Ph.D. _
Vice President, National Audubon Society

Miami, FL

lain J. Stenhouse, M.Sc., doctoral candidate
Lecturer in Animal Behaviour
St.John's, Newfoundland

Glenn R Stewart, Ph.D.

Professor of Zoololgy
California State Polytechnic Univ.
Pomona, California

Daphne F. Stone, Ph.D
Botanist
Eugene, OR

Kimbal A Sundberg
Habitat Biologist, Principle
Sundberg & Clausen
Seward, AK

Lowell Suring, M.S. CWB
Wildlife Biologist
Eagle River,

Meg Symington, Ph.D.
Director _
Endangered Species Program
World Wildlife Fund

Bronx, NY

Andrew Taber, Ph.D..

Director, Latin American Program
Wildlife Conservation Society
Bronx, NY

Richard D. Taber, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
University of Montana
Missoula, MT

Donald C. Thomas, Ph.D.

Research Scientist Emeritus
Canadian Wildlife Service
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Edmonton, Alberta

Max C. Thompson, Ph.D.
Research Associate in Biology
Southwestern College
Winfield, KS

Carl Tobin, Ph.D. _ _
Assoc. Professor of Environmental Science
Alaska Pacific University

Anchorage, AK

Will Troyer
Wildlife Biologist

Refu%e_ Manager o
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, retired
Cooper Landing, AK

Paul Twardock, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor
Alaska Pacific University
Anchorage, AK

Jay Ver Hoef, PhD.
Ecologist & Statistician
Fairbanks, AK

Daniel M. Vemon, Ph.D.
Department of Biology
Whitman College
Walla Walla, WA

Donald (Skip) Walker, Ph.D.
Professor _
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Kenneth I. Warheit, Ph.D.

Research Scientist _ _
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Olympia, WA

Nils Wamock, Ph.D.

Director of Wetlands Research
Point Reges Bird Observatory
Stinson Beach, CA

John Weaver, PnD.
Carnivore Conservation Biologist
Wildlife Conservation Society
Missoula, MT

Bill Weber, PhD.

Director, North America Program
Wildlife Conservation Society
2300 Southern Blvd.
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Bronx, NY

Robert Weeden, Ph.D.

Professor Emeritus

University of Alaska Fairbanks
Salt Spring Island, British Columbia

Jeff Wells, Ph.D. _
Director of Bird Conservation
National Audubon Society
Ithaca, New York

George C. West, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
University of Alaska

Debbie van de Wetering, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist

Canadian Wildlife Service
Whitehorse, Yukon Territory

Robert G. White, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
University of Alaska Fairbanks
Fairbanks, AK

Kenneth Whitten, M.S.

Caribou Biologist _
Alaska Department of Fish & Game, retired
Fairbanks, AK

David S. Wilcove, Ph.D.
Senior Ecologist
Environmental Defense
Wiashington, DC

Eaward 0. Wilson, Ph.D.
Research Professor

Museum of Comparative Zoology
Harvard University

Cambridge, MA

G_eorgze Woodwell, Ph.D.
Director, The Woods Hole Research Center

Woods Hole, MA

Debra Wright, PhD

Ecologist _ _
Wildlite Conservation Society
Bronx, NY

John Wright, M.S.
Wildlife Biologist
Fairbanks, AK

Don Youkey, MS.
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Wildlife Biologist
Juneau, AK

Steve Zack, PhD
Conservation Scientist

North America Program
Wildlife Conservation Society

Kendra Zamzow, M.S.

Adjunct Professor o
Blplog)</,VChem|stry, and Microhiology
Prince William Sound Community College
Cordova, AK

Michael Ziccardi, DVM MPVM

Associate Wildlife Veterinarian
Wildlife Health Center/

Arctic Refuge Letter

Oiled Wildlife Care Network
University of California
Davis,

Steve Zimmerman, Ph.D. _
Assistant Regional Administrator, retired
National Marine Fisheries Service
Juneau, AK

(Note: The opinions of the scientists above do
not necessarily represent the policies or views of
the agencies or institutions with which they are
affiliated.)
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fscal Note Nunber:

K
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION' Bil Version: 1I-UR I0FSH)

(H) Publish Dete: 02/14/01

Revision Date/Time (Note If correction): Dept. Affected:
Title: Groundfish Fisheries and Steller BRU:
Sea Lion Component:
Sponsor: House Resources Committee
Requester.  Special Committee on Fisheries Component Number:

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment .
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 1 1 1 1

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 1 1 | |
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2001) cost: 0.0

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page If necessary)

Prepared by: ~ Katrina Matheny Phone

FY 2007

0.0

0.0

Division Special Committee on Fisheries Aide Date/Time 9/7/m
pprovedby: Date

O AT TR0k o ————

For distribution Information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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A laska State legislature

REPRESENTATIVE DREW SCALZI
State Capitol, Juneau
Alaska 99801-1182

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
(907) 465-2689; (800) 665-2689
Fax: (907) 465-3472
Email: Rcpresentative_DrCTV_Scalzi@legis.state.ak.us

HJR:10 Sponsor Statement

Relating to the management o fthe Bering Seal/Aleutian Islands and G uif o f Alaska ground-
fisheries and the protection and restoration o fthe Ste/iersea Hon.

The sharp decline of the Western Area Steller sea lion population from 120,000 to 25,000
animals in the past 30 years prompted a U.S. District Court Judge to impose a groundfish trawl
ban on Alaska's coastal waters effective August 2000. The judge stated that the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) violated the Endangered Species Act (ESA) by failing to write an
adequate biological opinion for protection of the declining sea lion population. The ban dry-
docked fishing fleets from waters within 20 nautical miles of sea lion breeding and resting
areas, encompassing approximately 100,000 square miles of prime fishing waters in the Bering
Sea and Gulf of Alaska from Prince William Sound to the Aleutian Islands.

Thanks to the direct efforts of Senator Ted Stevens, the August measures were suspended
through 2001 and forty-four million federal dollars were allocated to review the biological
opinion released by NVFS in November, 2000. Many industry and government experts feel the
opinion lacks adequate scientific basis for such restrictions. The North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council and the National Academy of Sciences will conduct an independent
scientific review of the NMFS biological opinion. Additionally the governor has formed a Steller
Sea Lion Restoration Team to assess factors affecting the decline of the species and the need
for fishery restrictions.

According to Senator Stevens, the impacts of a ban on this fishery are far-reaching:

$1 billion pollock and cod fishery at risk (1,000 boats)

$500-800 million dollar impact on fishing industry

one-half billion dollar impact on the entire state's economy

commercial fishing loan industry will lose billions of dollars

« lost tax base will make ghost towns in Western Alaska

 Native Alaskan development programs lose $50 million/year; thousands of Native jobs lost
» social impacts on communities include unemployment and related domestic problems; loss
of community infrastructure employment, i.e., teachers, police officers, government officials
national trade deficit raised by $250 million

Supporting Senator Stevens' measure to temporarily postpone fishery restrictions until the
NMFS biological opinion can be scientifically-reviewed means biology-based management
decisions can be implemented for both the protection of the Steller sea lion and Alaska's

important trawl fishery.

DS:ph 02/01/01
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February 26, 2001

The Honorable Drew Scalzi
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Drew:

Thank you for the copy of your letter to David Denton
concerning Steller sea lion research and the use of the Kodiak Near

Island Research Facility.

This sounds like a reasonable idea. It 1s my hope that the
increased funding and directives for Steller Sea Lion related
research included in the year end CJS Appropriations legislation
will assist NMFS i1n making more informed decisions based on

meaningful data.
As always, thanks for keeping me informed.
With best wishes,

Cordi Ily,

VENS

Supporting Documents



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street. Suite 110
Juneau, Alaska 99801 <1143
(907) 586-2820
February 14’ 2001 (907) 463-2545 Fax

E-Mail: ufa@ufa-fish.org
www.ufa-fish.org

Representative Drew Scalzi
Interdepartmental Mail Stop 3100
State Capitol,

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Scalzi,

United Fishermen of Alaska supports HIR 10. The management of groundfish
fisheries in relation to the Stellar Sea Lion is one of the most important economic issues
for the commercial fisheries and communities from the Bering Sea to Prince William

Sound.

United Fishermen of Alaska would like to thank you as the sponsor for bringing
forward this very important resolution, for the benefit of affected communities and the

State of Alaska.
Sincerely,

Tom Gemmell
Executive Director

MEMBEELfIFIGAMIZAIIfIM.S

Alaska Longlino Fisherman's Association ¢ Alaska Trailers Association * At-sea Processors Association ¢ Con

Cook Intel Aquacuiluro Association « Coppar River Salmon Producers Association « Cordova OisInc.

Konai Peninsula Fishermen's Association * Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ Kodiak Seiners Association
Northern Soutneasl Regional Aquaculture Association  Northwest Selnellars Association ¢ Old Harbor Fishermans Associate . .
Pnnce William Sound Aquaculture Corporation ¢ Purse Seine Vessel Owners Association « Soafood Pr S u p p ortin 9 D ocumentat:

Soutneasl Alaska Seiners Association ¢ Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Assoc

United Cook Intel Drill Association * United Salmon Association « United Southeast Alaska (


mailto:ufa@ufa-fish.org
http://www.ufa-fish.org
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%bruary 8,2001

Members | j
Alaska State House ofRepresentatives |
House Resources Committee ]
Jur|1eau Alaska j

Dear Committee Members:

"With this letter the Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation is going on record in
support of passage ofHouse Joint Resohitioa No. 10 relating to the management ofthe
Be ing Sea/Aleutian Islands and GulfofAlaska groundfish fisheries and the protection

am restoration ofthe Steller Sea Lion." j

Wlile the ongoing shift in population numbers of Steller Sea Lions merits concern,
attention and, ultimately, action, itis vetyumportant to base regulatory decision maklng

on sound science. >

The current Federal approach is dearly being driven legal and political pressure, rather
than a well-documented scientific assessment ofthe ecosystem. In the long run,
management actions taken for other than scientific purposes will resultin a complete loss
ofcredibility for the regulatory process. Ifthat regulatory process is perceivedto be
corrupt, the public will not support it and the “Failure ofthe Commons” is inevitable.

AF[I)'F was chartered over twenty years'ag'o to lead development of Alaska’s
underutilized seafood resources. Much ofour early work was focused on bringing the
groundfish industry into being. Itwould be tragic if all that has been built around
Alaska’ s groundfish abundance was to fail for such a faulty premise.

Sincerely,

Executive Director, Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation

900 West 5th Ave” Suite 400 - Anchorage, AK 99501 907-276-7315  fe 907-271-3450  afdf@cofflpuserve.com  wawinfaf.org
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Development Councll

121 W. Rreweed Lane, Suite 250, Anchorage, AK 99503

Phone (907) 276-0700 Fax (907) 276-3887
e-mail resources@akrdc.org http://wYvw.akrdc.org

Resource
for Alaska, Inc.

February s,2001

Representative Drew Scalzi
State Capitol, Room 13
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re: HJR 10, Groundfish Fisheries and Steller Sea Lion

Dear Representative Scalzi:

Th(*RWO®cFDevelopmerif Council forAUsJcn»-Jbe., (RDC) is wrpgjftstpt* itMED” g ugpgn
'fec(HJR Hood p (RDC) is wr"pgjftstp g*ugpg

RDC is a statewide organization made up ofall resource sectors, business associations, lahor
unions. Native corporations, tourism providers, local governments and thousands of individuals.
RDC’s purpose is to expand the state’s economic base through the responsible development of

our natural resources.

RDC supports the economies of local Alaskan communities which are deﬁen_dent onthe
groundfish fishery. To this end, RDC endorses HIR 10, which supports the independent
scientific review ofthe November 30,2000 hiological OPlnlon for the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands and Gulfof Alaska groundfish fisheries. RDC also applauds Senator Stevens”
legislation which delays implementation ofthe alternatives contained in the biological opinion

until the independent scientific review is complete.
Thank you for introducing HIJR 10. You have RDC’s fill I support.

Sincerely,

f *
Tadd Owens
Executive Director


mailto:resources@akrdc.org
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‘Fishermen, fish processing piants and communities from
Cordova to Dutch Harborhave survivedand thrived despite
earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, freezing sprayand
fluctuations in fish and shellfish abundance. The question
now is can the communities from Cordova to Dutch Harbor
survive the Endangered Species Act or wili once
thriving communities become ghost towns?"

Sea lion

restrictions

cripple fishing industry,
coastal communities

By Chris Blackburn
Alaska Fish Data Bank

When the third quarterly pollock
fishery in the Gulf of Alaska opened
August 20, more than half the fleet
stayed tied to the dock. Out of the 41
vesselsthat make upthe Kodiak pollock
fleet, 15vessels stayed atthe dock. Of
the 52 vessels in the Sandpoint area

fleet, 35 stayed atthe dock. The tie-up
was not due to price, but to safety
considerations.

The vessels that remained at the
dock had been displaced from their
fishingareas nearshore by Ninth Circuit
Judge Thomas E. Zilly who, on July 19,
issued an interim injunction effective
August8which prohibited trawling within
20 nautical miles (NM) of the shore

- The ban on hottom fishing could reduce the tax base for local communities by as much

as 60to 70 percent

* The fishing industry stands to lose well in excess of S100 million annually from
prohibitions on trav.irg in Steller sea lion critical habitat areas. ,
* Fishermen will face substantially higher risk factors as the ban forces theirsmaller boats

further oft shore Into dangerous Seas.

* The economic base of Coastal communities depend heavily on fish. Revenues from

fishing funds schools, hospitals, roads, and local merchants.”
*The area closed to trawlln? IS current(l)y atleast50,000 square miles of near-shore ocean

from St. Elias to AttiJ. a disfance of 2,
to Key West. Florida is 1,800 mites.

00

miles. The distance from the Canadian border

Many local residents in Kodiak have hard
feelings toward environmental ﬂroups
Fressmgforan_endtotrawllnglnSte ersea
on critical habitat areas.

under the authority of th- Endangered
Species Act (ESA),

The Gulf of Alaska trawl fleet is
mainly composed of vessels less than
60 to 100 feet in length - vessels
designedto fish nearshore. Toventure
20 NM out is exceedingly dangerous.

The vessels that did try to fish the
thind pollock season fo Ind littie pollock
outside the 20 NM barrier and actually
spent more money looking for pollock
than the value ofthe small amounts of
pollock they were able to find.

It is the 30-year decline of Steller
sea lions in the Central and Western
Gulfand Bering Sea/Aleutiansthat has
broughtthe ugly realities ofthe ESAto
the Alaska fishing industry. Between
1976 and 2000, the Western Area
Stellersealion population has declined
from 120,000 animals to 25,000 ani-
mals.

According to National Marine Fish-
(Continued topage 4)



RDC Board
visits Kodiak

Community O utreach
Septem ber2000

Anchorage Mayor George Wuerch watches
KodiakHarbormasterMarty Gwen navigate
hisvessel The Sea Breeze'alongKodiak's
waterfront.

Steller Sea lion
protection measures
draw fire in Kodiak

Continued from page 4)

RDC Board member AlBurch ofthe Alaska
Draggers Association leads an RDC
delegation to the fleet's docks in Kodiak.

RDC board members pose before the U.S. Coast Guard Cutter Imnwood. The RDC board
touredthe U.S. Coast Guardbase at Kodiak. The base IS the largest Coast Guard facility

inthe U.S.

RDC board members were treated to a
waterfront tour of Kodiaks port by
Harbormaster Marty Owen.

biological opinion as required by the
ESA, Judge Zilfy granted the plaintiffs'
interim injunctionwhich banned trawlmg
withinthe critical sea lion habitat define

as the 20 NM from the snore. The
interim injunction remains in effect until
NMFS f)ropluces a satisfactory
b|o|o%|ca opinion. The opinion is due
October 31. And No one knows how
long the Judge will take to make his
decision.

Meanwhile, many boats inthe Gull
of Alaska vH remain at the dock when
the D season pollock fishery opens
October 1ratherthan risk fishing more
than 20 NM from shore. Whet the
boats can't fish or cannot find fish,
there will be no work for processing
workers, many ofwhich are year-roun
residents of their communities.

The economic base for Alaska
coastal communities is fish. When the
pollock C season opened August 20,

John Lucas descnbes the wine-making
process at his Kodiak winery.

j there was 23,000 MT of pollock quota

available. Because mostofthe pollock
biomass was within the 20 NM critical
habitat, the boats that did fish were only
able to catch 9,620 MT before the sea-
son closed. The 13,413 MT left in the
waterwasworth 52.217,169 ex-vessel.
AJso lost was the severance tax and
raw fish tax which is a significant part of
a coastal community’s income base.

Fishermen, fish processing plants
and communities from Cordovato Dutch
Harbor have survived and thrived
despite earthquakes, volcanic
eruptions, tsunamis, freezing sprar and
fluctuations in fish and shellfish
abundance. The question now is can
the communitiesfrom Cordovato Dutch
Harborsurvivethe Endangered Species
Act or will once thriving communities
become ghost towns?

October 2C00 / RESOURCE REVIEW / Page 5



FYO1 Steller sea liton-Groundfish
Budget
$43.15 million



Studies Identified In
Steven’s Rider



“Endowed Organizations”

Organization Funding Level FYO1

NMFS $7.85 million
Alaska SealLife Center $6.0 million
ADFG . $2.5 million

Univ. of Alaska $1.0 million
NPUMMRC $0.8 million
OAR/PMEL $6.0 million
NOS $2.0 million
NPFMC $2.0 million
Commerce $15.0 million

Total $43.15 million



