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January 18, 1990 

Dear Reader: 

The Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas w as established in 
1981 by the Alaska State Legislature to protect the rights of Alaskans to 
continue their traditional uses of federal lands throughout the State. The 
need for an official State agency to oversee the management of federal 
lands in Alaska w as created primarily by the passage of the Alaska N a­
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act (AtHLCA) in 1980. AN ILCA placed 
104 r1illion acres of land in Alaska into federal conservation units, and 
outlined specific use requirements and restrictions for those areas. 

The changes in land status and the statutory requirements for the use 
and management of federal lands often conflict w ith the traditional activ­
ities to w hich Alaska's peoples have become accustomed. The Commission 
is charged with the responsibility of researching issues and determining 
the impact of federal statutes, regulations and management decisions on 
the citizens of Alaska in order to minimize or resolve potential conflicts. 
Through the development and maintenance of a good w orking relationship 
w ith the various federal agencies, the Commission has been effective in 
assuring that land management decisions are consistent with both statuto­
ry language and Congressional intent and in protecting the interests of 
Alaska's citizens. This document represents the Commission's annual 
report to the Governor and the Alaska State Legislature as required by 
AS 41.37. 080(f). 

COMPOSITION 

The Commission is composed of sixteen members, eight appointed by the 
Governor and eight by the Legislature. The Commission officers until 
mid-1988 were: Chairman, Ms. Dorothy Jones (Talkeetna) and Vice­
Chairman, Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp (Fairbanks). The Chairman, 
Vice-Chairman, Phil Holdsworth (Juneau), Palmer (Anchorage , and 
Bob Pederson ( the Executive Committee. N ew officers 
were elected at the s June 23 in 

for the 1989 w ere: Chairman, �1r. Lew 
(Ketchikan) and Shaub (,Juneau), with 

(Juneau), ) , and Senator B 
( Executive Committee. 
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There are currently tw o staff positions for the ComrYlission: an executive 
direr:tor and an administrative assistant. The offil'e is located in 
Fairbanks. 

GOALS 

The Commission objective of w orking to nassure that Alaskans' rights are 
protected from federal encroachment, and that the stated congressional 
intent of refraining from interrupting traditional Alaslcan activities (fish­
ing, hunting, mining, camping) be continued to the best extent practica­
ble" has been carried out by meeting the past year's goals as stated in 
the 19 88 annual report. These same goals are projected for 1990. The 
Commission w ill continue to function as a vehicle for citizen input to the 
executive, legislative, and local/municipal decision-making processes with 
respect to federal management areas in Alaska. 

Specifically: 

The Commission w ill continue to oonitor federal agency 
planning, management activities and implementation efforts. 

Review of any federal/public lands proposed for exchange 
w ill also be continued. 

Commission research on special projects mandated by 
ANILCA or other federal statutes will continue. 

The Commission w ill continue its involvement at the earliest 
stages of planning activities for the conservation system 
units established or expanded by ANILCA. 

Commission efforts to resolve conflicts between land oanag­
ers and land users w ill b e  emphasized. 

The Commission will help to assure that the best interests 
the State of Alaska are brou into the decision making 

process. 

oent 
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The Commission has developed and majntained good working relationships 
w ith federal and State agencies and w ith individual and organizational 
contacts by thoroughly analyzing issues before subnitting comments and 
recomnePdations on land management issues. Although the Commission's 
primary role is advisory, it has the authority to recommend suit by the 
State's Attorney General against any federal agency which fails to act 
w ithin the bounds nf congressional intent or w ithin the limits of the law . 
For the first time in 1987, the Commission exercised this authority and 
recommended, through the Governor's office, that the State file suit 
against the Department of the Interior and the National Park Service over 
that agency' s final regulations on the use and construction of cabins and 
other structures in the national parks in Alaska. Final action by the 
U . S. District Court on the State's lawsuit in this issue is still pending. 

COMMISSION ACTIVITIES IN 1989 

1989 w as the seventh full calendar year of operation for the Commission. 
The year's objectives w ere divided between reviewing and commenting on 
federal agency planning documents and regulations, investigating citizen 
complaints and w orking to ensure maximum levels of public participation in 
all stages of planning for the management of federal lands in Alaska. 
Following is a brief discussion of the major issues in w hich the Commis­
sion w as involved during this past calendar year. Detailed minutes, as 
well as tapes, of all Commission meetings held during 1989 are available if 
any reader desires more detailed information on any issue. Additionally, 
copies of all resolutions or recommendations made by the Commission are 
also available from Commission staff upon request. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Same-day Airborne Wolf Hunting 

In November, 1988 the National Park Service implemented a temporary ban 
on the practice of same-day airborne hunting of wolves w ithin the national 
preserve units in Alaska. The NPS cited management and law enforce­
ment problems and uncertain biological consequences as the primary 
reasons for implementing the temporary ban. The agency had submitted a 
proposal to the Board of Game in September, 1988 asking the Board to 
close the national preserves to this practice. The Board declined to act 
on the proposal because the w as not scheduled for consideration 
until the November, 1990 meeting. The Board was not prepared to 
ate from that schedule because no biological had been iden-
tified. 
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and the extent of the state' s authority to manage fish and game on fed­
eral lands. N o  resolution of this issue was reached, Blthough the Board 
of Game agreed to change its schedule and consider the NPS proposal at 
its November, 1989 meeting. N evertheless, the NPS indicated its inten­
tion to move forward w ith a permanent btm on the practice of same-day 
airborne w olf hunting. 

In June, 1989 draft regulations w hich w ould permanently ban same-day 
airborne w olf hunting in the national preserves w ere released for a sixty 
day public review period by the National Park Service. Sixteen public 
hearings on the proposal w ere also scheduled throughout Alaska and in 
Washington, D. C. The permanent closure regulations w ere scheduled to 
go into effect in November, upon expiration of the temporary ban. While 
the proposal received w idespread public support, many people encouraged 
the National Park Service to utilize the Board of Game process rather 
than implementing separate federal closure regulations. 

Still others objected to the proposal and saw the NPS efforts to implement 
its own regulations as a violation of both the Master r.'Jemorandum of 
Understanding for management of fish and game between the state and 
federal governments and the provisions of ANILCA. 

At its October 27, 1989 meeting the Commission took up consideration of 
this issue. Testimony w as given by the National Park Service, the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the Board of Game and the public. 
Following extensive discussion and debate of this issue, the Commission 
passed, on a 6 to 4 vote, a resolution urging the Board of Game to adopt 
regulations prohibiting the practice of same-day airborne hunting of 
w olves in the national preserve units in Alaska. The resolution also 
asked the N PS to defer any action on their proposed regulations until the 

Board of Game had an opportunity to act. 

The Commission also directed staff to request clarification froP.l the NPS 
on certain portions of the proposed regulations that appeared to improp­
erly change the procedures and criteria for implementing future closures. 
The portions in question appear to allow permanent closure to subsistence 
activities, w hile the ANILCA only allows for temporary closures under 
certain criteria. S w orked w ith the Attorney GeneraPs office and the 
governor's Washington, D. C. office to prepare a letter requesting clarifi­
cation of this portion of the proposed regulations. At the time of this 
report, no response clarifying the potential effects of the regulations on 
other has been 

The 

by 

to discuss the 

s resolution w as 
The Board 



Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas 
1989 Annual Report Page 5 

Des_ ite action by the Alaska Board of Game, the Citizens1 Adviso-ry 
Commission on Federal Are s recog.rrizes that the federal government may 
still have justified concerns over the issue of same-day airborne wolf 
hunting. 

Mining in the National Parks 

In Spring 1989 the NPS released three draft environmental impaet state­
ments (DEIS) for Denali National Park and Preserve, Wrangell-St. Elias 
National Park and Preserve and Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve. 
The agency was directed by the federal courts in 1985 to prepare these 
studie in order to determine the cumulative impacts of mining activities 
on the resources of these three park units. 

Commission staff reviewed the three DEIS's and identified a number of 
sifmificant deficiencies which bring into question the objectivity and 
utility of these documents. The primary deficiency staff found in the 
studies \Vas the methodology used to identify and assess the cumulative 
impacts of past mining activity within the park units. 

The eumulative impact methodology developed by the National Park Service­
utilized a predetermined percentage of habitat acreage for certain target 
resources ns the basis to assess impacts. Staff identified several prob­
lems with tltis approach. 

First, rather than considering each of the units in their entirety, the 
NPS chose to delineate "study areas" within the three parks. By analyz­
ing only the "study areas", which actually constitute a small percentage 
of the units in question, staff was concerned that the documents tended 
to magnify the perception of impacts fro past mining, as well as poten­
tial impacts from future activities. 

Secondly, prohibitively excessive resource protection goals for the study 
areas were established. The resource protection goals are a prede­
termined percentage o habitat acreage for targeted resources. which must 
be met before future mining activity will be allowed. In most instances 
the proposed resource protection goals have already been exceeded and it 
appears unlike! that future mining plans of operation will be approved. 

Final . analysis of the th e ocuments found that they lacked adequate 
eological and econoMics data. In addition. there appeared to be in uffi­

cient biological data on the sel cted target species within either the 
identified stud. areas or the p rl� units as a whole. The absenc of 
adequate data to supoort th findin s in th se documen s brin s into 
q uesti 1 their u till _ to obj ti ely assess impacts from past mini g activ­
ities on urJt resources o · utu ' level of advers impacts if mining is 
allow t continu . 



Citizens' Achrisory Commission on Federal Areas 
1989 Annual Report Page 6 

In another mmmg related issue, the National Park Service proposed 
changes in the regulations governing mining and mining claims within the 
national parks. The current regulations contain language regarding the 
use of water for mining operations that could prove to be a "catch-22" for 
mine claimants. One interpretation of the regulations requires that the 
mine claimant have a perfected water right before they can use water for 
their mining operation; however, to secure a perfected water right, the 
claimant must first use water. 

The proposed change would allow claimants to follow state law regarding 
the use of water in connection with mineral development within a national 
pari{ unit. At its June 2 3  meeting the Commission endorsed the proposed 
regulatory change, with the understanding that the proposal would elimi­
nate possible complications regarding the appropriation and use of water 
for mining activities and provide adequate protection for any federal 
reserved water right that may exist within a park unit. 

Interim Hunting Guide Perr1itting Program 

In early 1989, in response to the Owsichek decision which eliminated the 
state system used to assign exclusive guide areas for big game hunting 
guides, the NPS implemented an interim program for permitting guide 
activities within the national preserve units. The interim program was 
implemented because of concerns that the elimination of the exclusive 
guide area system could result in a significant increase in the number of 
hunting guides operating within the preserves. 

The interim program, which uses a concession permit system, allows the 
agency to limit the number of guides permitted to operate within a given 
area. The previously used system of commercial use permits does not 
allow for these types of limits. The effect of the interim program allows 
the NPS to maintain the number of guides operating within a preserve 
unit at the pre-Owsichek level. In the event that a guide chose not to 
apply for the new concession permit, that area would not be assigned to 
another guide during the interim. Failure of a guide to apply for a 
permit under the interim program would not affect their ability to apply 
for a concession permit in the future. The N PS has indicated that the 
interim program will remain in place until December, 1990 or until the 
state develops an acceptable program for allocating guide areas through­
out the state. If the state is unable to develop an acceptable system, the 
concession permit system will become permanent, with guide areas as­
signed using a competitive bid process. 

first , several contacted 
concerns about some of the elements in the 

was contacted several legislative offices 
Alaska of & Game who had 

decided to conduct a survey of hunting 
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guides operating on the national preserves to identify specific concerns 
and potential problems with the interim prograo. 

Some of the concerns that were identified included: 1) An increase in 
fees from an average of $ 10 0  per year to $500 for 1989 and $10 00 for 
1990. Future fees, if the prograr:1 is adopted permanently by the NPS, 
would likely be a percentage of gross revenues. 2) Limits on the num­
ber of clients that a guide may take into an area. The limit is based 
upon the average number of clients over the last 3 years. 3) A signifi­
cant increase in reporting requirements for each guide operation. The 
concession permit system requires that all incor.1e and expenditures be 
reported in detail. 4) All rates and prices charged for services are 
subject to regulation and approval by the NPS. 5) A number of addi­
tional permit stipulations, such as requiring a list of employees and 
advance notification and approval of the locations of hunting camps. 

Even though a number of the guides indicated some concerns about the 
interim program, they were generally pleased that the interim program 
maintained the status quo within the preserve units for at least the next 
two years. Several guides, however, indicated concern about the com pet­
itive bid process which would be utilized to award concession permits and 
assign areas if the interim program is adopted on a permanent basis. 

Commission staff presented the concerns identified to that point to the 
Legislative Task Force on Guiding and Game at its October 5 meeting. 
Subsequent contact with other guides indicates similar concerns. It 
should be pointed out that the NPS has been flexible in modifying a 
number of the permit stipulations for individual guides and has demon­
strated a willingness to make the interim program fair and equitable. 
Although the Commission has not developed any recommendations to ad­
dress the problems or concerns with the NPS interim program identified 
by various guides, staff will continue to work with guides and the Na­
tional Park Service to identify and help correct any additional problems 
which may arise. 

U. S. FOREST SERVICE 

Tongass National Forest 

Begun in 1987, revision of the Tongass Land Management Plan ( TLl\1P) 
continued throughout 1989. The U. S. Forest planning team has 
developed 24 draft mana!!ement area prescriptions and standards and 
guidelines which will be used in the plan. Management area 

what r.1 will be on 
The 

what 
will be 

the four Land Use 
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At the Commission's January 28 meetiPg, members were briefec! by Forest 
Service personnel on the draft Manag·ement area prescriptions being 
developed for the revision. Commissinn members were concerned that 
there was not a management area prescription d eveloped for subsistence 
and, as a result, thought subsistence activities might not receive ade­
quate protection. Subsequentlv, at the Commission's June 2 meeting when 
consideration was given to requesting the Forest Service develop a sepa­
rate management prescription for subsistence, Commission members were 
assured that subsistence was a priority use on all federal lands in Alaska 
and would be given full protection. In addition, it was recognized that 
the state, not the Forest Service manages subsistence activities on forest 
lands and it was not necessary for the agency to develop a separate 
management prescription. 

The Forest Service planning team has recently completed the Analysis of 
the Management Situation for the Tongass. Now that this analysis is 
coMplete, the next step is the development of alternatives w hich will then 
be evaluated in the draft environmental impact statement for the TL!\IP 
rev1s1on. The draft EIS is scheduled to be released for public review 
and comment in June, 1990. The Commission will continue to monitor the 
progress of the TLMP revision. In keeping with our stated goals for the 
coming y ear, we will try to ensure that the public is involved in the 
planning process at every possible step, by encouraging the agency to 
continue to solicit comments and input from the public and to hold public 
meetings in each community in Southeastern Alaska. 

Proposed Federal Legislation 

During 1989, work continued on a number of bills in Congress designed 
to amend certain sections of ANILCA which guide the management of the 
Tongass National Forest. At present the forest is managed under the 
provisions of the Tongass Land Management Plan (TUliP) , the National 
Forest r•lanag-ement Act, and ANILCA. Section 705 (a) of ANILCA estab­
lished an annual $4 0 million Tongass Timber Supply Fund and directed the 
U. S. Forest Service to offer for sale 4 50 million board feet of timber per 
y ear. The Timber Supply Fund was intended to help maintain the timber 
supply from the Ton to dependent industry at the rate of 4. 5 billion 
board feet per decade, or an average of 4 50 million board feet per 

In recent the provisions in ANILCA 
coMe under 

necessary to 
areas on the 

Alaska. 
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to sustain current harvest levels without detrir:Jent to the other re­
sources. 

The major bills debated in Congress during 1989 were H. R. 987- "Tongass 
Timber Reform Act", introduced by Congressman Robert r.1razek; S. 346, 
also entitled "Tongass Timber Reform Act", introduced by Senator Tim 
\'/irth; and S. 237- 11 A bill to reform the Tongass Timber Supply Fund", 
introduced by Senator Frank Murkowski. Each of these bills, as 
proposed, would amend the ANILCA and change management of the 
Tongass National Forest to varying degrees. 

H. R. 987 (Mrazek) , which passed the House of Representatives in July, 
1989 would change management of the Tongass in a number of ways. The 
House bill would amend ANILCA by eliminating the annual $4 0 million 
timber supply fund and the mandated 4 .  5 billion board feet per decade 
harvest level. It would also cancel the 50 year contracts with the two 
largest timber companies in Southeastern Alaska and designate 23 wilder­
ness areas totalling approximately 1. 8 million acres. There are presently 
5. 4 million acres of designated wilderness on the Tongass. 

S. 34 6 (Wirth) contains essentially the same provisions as II. R. 98 7, with 
one significant exception. The Senate bill, rather than desig-nating the 
23 additional wilderness areas, would place a moratorium on timber sales 
and harvest in these areas, pending completion of the TLMP revision. 

S. 237 (Murkowski) would eliminate the annual $4 0 million Tongass Timber 
Supply Fund established under ANILCA 705(a) . It would direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture to implement a management prograr:1 that would 
ensure the "availability of a sufficient supply of timber to achieve an 
allowable sale quantity of 4 .  5 billion board feet per decade. n The bill 
further directs the Secretary to offer for sale or release timber volumes 
based upon an estimate of the annual demand of dependent industry and 
the sustained yield capacity of the forest. 

The Commission monitored the progress of the various bills considered in 
Congress during 1989. At its June 23 meeting Commission members, in 
debating the merits of the various bills, chose not to endorse or support 
any specific bill. Rather, members decided that the proposal developed 
by the Southeast Conference should be endorsed by the Commission and 
recommended for serious consideration b-.r Congr�ss. Commission members 
felt that the policy position the Southeast Conference, developed 

numerous public represented a compro-
of the to satisfying the 

concerns the 
In its action, 

the Southeast 
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!n letters to the Chairoen of the House Rules Coomittee and the Senate 
Energy anc i!atural Resources C<,r::mittee, the Conp-:ress 
to ar!opt Tong-ass legislation which r'1ost closel-:;r followed the policy position 
of the Southeast Conference. 'I'hat policy desig-red to accomplish the 
following: 

. 

--Clarify the mission of the U.S Service in the to include 
an allowable harves� of up to 4. 5 billion board feet per decade, depending 
upon m arket conditions and subject to multiple use values of the Tongass 
:t'·Iational Forest. 

--Establish a specific intensive management fund to ensure that the Forest 
Service is able to make marginal timber stands viable sales for the indus­
try and sustain other values. 

--Set aside 12 areas from logging due to the high values of fish and 
wildlife production in those areas. 

--Establish an economic diversification fund of grants and loans to pro­
vide opportunities to strengthen the Southeast economy. 

--Provide for renegotiation of the hvo long-term timber sale contracts as 
pecessarv to ensure employr:1ent stabilization; fair and reasonable competi­
tion within the timber industry; full consistency with the Tongass Land 
Use r,7anagement Plan, as periodicaU:r revised; fair and reasonable com­
pensation to contract holders for any taking; consideration of the inter­
ests of the diverse cor:1munities in Southeast Alaska; definition and com­
mitment of tir:1ber available to the contract holders through the remaining· 
contract period in the revised forest plan; and clarification of the author­
ity and responsibility of the Forest Service to protect fish and wildlife 
resources and habitat. 

Shortly after the Commission's recommendations were provided to Con-
' the House of Representatives passed H. R. 987. The Senate, 

however, p assed no bill on the Tongass during 1989, although public 
hearings were held in Ketchikan and Sitka to discuss the proposed legis­
lation. In p ast years the Commission had encouraged Congress to hold 

in Alaska prior to r:1aking changes to the ANILCA. 
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in the creation of authentic> handicrafts. Initially, there was a 60 day 
public comment period for review of the regulations, but no 
public meetings were scheduled. The Comoission joined the State of 
Alaska and various Native groups in requesting an extension of the 
cor:1ment period and that public meetings in affected areas be scheduled. 
The comment period was subseauently extended until November 30, 1989 
and public r1ectin held in ten Alaska ccr:1munities during October, 1989. 

The regulations were proposed by the Fish & Wildlife Service in response 
to a recent decision in the U. S. District Court in Alaska which called for 
a thorough admir:istrative review of the taking of sea otters. The Service 
made the finding that sea otters were not being taken for the purpose of 
creating clothing or handicrafts at the time of passage of the rJarine 
r.lammal Protection Act (�.11\JPA). The agency further maintained that the 
clear ir.tent of Congress in passing the MMPA was to preserve existing 
Native use of r:1arine mammals rather than to promote the expansion of 
Alaskan arts and crafts industries or the creation of r..ew industries. As 
a result, the Service deterr:1ined that because the use of sea otters for 
dothing and handicrafts did not occur at the time of passage of the 
!\IMP A, the provisions of the act and existing regulations prohibited the 
taking of sea otters by Alaska Natives for these uses. The proposed 
regulations were designed to "clarify" the provisions of the statute and 
existing regulations. 

During the public review period it became clear that many individuals and 
organizations felt that the Fish & Wildlife Service had CJisinterpreted both 
the Mf..1PA and congressional intent in preparing its proposed regulations. 
It was also argued that the agency had ignored a considerable body of 
evidence and documentation which demonstrates an historical use of sea 
otters for these purposes. 

Commission members considered the proposed regulations at the October 
27 meeting- in Anchorage. Testimony was given by representatives from 
the Alaska Sea Otter Commission, the North Pacific Rim, the Burerm of 
Indian and the U. S Fish & Wildlife Service. In addition to their 
testimony outlining opposition to the draft regulations, the Alaska Sea 
Otter Commission asked for our Comr.1ission 's support of their proposal to 
the U. S. & Wildlife Service fer development of a comprehensive sea 
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Federni ents or re nlaticns 
�is ··a. during 

Drru:t Environmental Impact Statements- Cumulative Impacts 
Denali e.tional Parl anc Preserve 
\'rangell-St. Elias 1ational Park nnd Preserve 
Yukon-Charley Rivers ational Preserve 

Proposed Regulations: 
36 CFR Part 9- Mining and inin� Claims ( Rights) 
36 CFR Part 13- Hunting i.n Alaska Park Units (Prohibition on 

Same-da� Airborne Wolf Hunhng) 

Final Regulations: 
36 CFR Part 13- Fis)ling Regulations-Katm_ai National Park & 

U.S. Woz•ld Heritage �omination Process: Calendar 1 

U. S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Draft Environmental lmpact Statement- �anagement of the National Wildlife 
nefug-e!ji 

Draft Fisheries lanagement Plan- Tetlin National \'Jildlife Refuge 
Draft Fisheri s · anagement Plan- Yukon Flats Naticmal Wildlife Refuge 
ReviseG Draft Policy for Cabin r.1anagement on National Wildlife Refuges in 

AI ska 

Prop s c! et:rul tions: 
50 CFR Par 18- Marine .lammals- Tative Exemptions (8 a Otters) 

Final E1 vi nment 
1989-94 0 

ig sl 

U.S. FOREST SEBVICE 

Pulp Co. Term Sale Area 
b tion al Fore- t 

Co e iver/Ru e River & Co tr ller a Ar as-
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BUREAU OF LAHD riAtTAGEf'.1E�TT 

Final Environmen tal Impact Stater:1en t & Proposed Resource �.Ianageoent 
Plan- Pipeline Utility Corridor 

AtJILCA Section 1001 Report- Findings and Recomrr:endaticn s 

CTFER 

Alaska Suboerged Lands Act of 1988 Report 
Recor:Jr:Jendations of the Fire i.Janageoent Policy Teao 
ANILCA 1201 Report- Alaska Land Use Council 
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Ir: the nine years since the passage of AtHLCA, scores of management 
plans, policies and regulations have been proposed or implemented. The 
icpacts to the citizens of this state have been considerable. As the 
federal agencies continue their implementation and plan ning efforts. 
impacts vrill also continue. A review of the proposed planning schedules 
for the federal land management agencies strongly indicates the need for 
continued monitoring and citizen participation in the process. Now that 
most of the general or conceptual plans for the conservation system units 
are essentially complete, more specific resource management plans and 
unit specific regulations are being prepared. 

In 1990 the National Park Service and the U. S. Fish & Wildlif� Service are 
continuing their development of res ource management or " step- down!! 
r;;anager:1ent plans. For example, the Fish & Wildlife Service is currently 
developing public use managemen t plans for the Togiak, Kodiak, Alaska 
Peninsula, Becharof and Tetlin National Wildlife Refuges. The Service is 
also developing fisheries management plans, river plans, furbearer and 
big game management plans for these and several other refuges. In 
addition, the agency is preparing a regional seabird plan. 

The Nation al Park Service, in consultation w ith state agencies has devel­
oped a resource manag-ement plan for the Yukon- Charley Rivers National 
Preserve. In 1989 they also began the preparation of a similar plan for 
Gates of the Arctic N ational Park & Preserve. In February, 1990 prelimi­
nary scoping work on management plans for the Noatak National Preserve, 
Kobuk Nation al Park and Cape Krusenstern National l\'lonunent will 
begin. 
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The Buremt of Land Management is currently preparing a resource man­
plan for 5. 9 million acres under their r:umag-ement in Southcentral 

Alaska. The implementation of their management plan for the Pipeline 
Utility Corridor will also begin in 1990. 

In the coming year, the Commission will continue to advocate for maxir:mm 
levels of public involvement in the planning process for all the federal 
agencies and for the protection of customary and traditional uses of the 
federal lands in Alaska. As competition for resources increases, coop­
eration between user g roups will be critical to successful management of 
these areas. At the same time, the federal agencies must recognize the 
ir:1portance of citizen participation in the process and provide the oppor­
tunities for that participation. The Comr:1ission will strive to work toward 
these goals during 1990. 

Sincerely, 

Lew Williams, Jr. , Chairr:1an 
CITIZENS' ADVISORY COl\!r,JISSION 

ON FEDERAL AREAS 

By: Stan Leaphar 
Executive Director 
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