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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BSWI PLANNING PROCESS 

The Bering Sea-Western Interior (BSWI) planning process began with the Federal Register publication of 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)’s Notice of Intent to develop the a Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) in July 2013. The BLM will replace the existing 
Southwest Management Framework Plan (MFP) with the BSWI RMP/EIS. A portion of the 1986 Central 
Yukon RMP that falls within the BSWI planning area will also be replaced by this plan.  

Since beginning the planning process, the BLM conducted ten public scoping meetings in late-2013 and 
held 12 group presentations for other meetings and organizations in 2013 and 2014. A scoping report was 
released in 2014. The planning team developed preliminary alternatives for the planning process, based 
on the issues identified during scoping. These preliminary alternatives were presented to the public during 
outreach efforts in 2015. This report documents the public outreach process and public comments 
received on the preliminary alternatives through June 5, 2015. 

1.2 CHANGE IN BOUNDARY OF THE BSWI RMP PLANNING AREA 

The BSWI planning area extends south from the Central Yukon watershed through the Kuskokwim River 
watershed, including all lands west of Denali National Park and Preserve to the Bering Sea. It covers 62.3 
million acres of land, including 13.4 million acres managed by the BLM. Figure 1 depicts the BSWI RMP 
planning area. 

The BLM adjusted the boundary of the BSWI RMP planning area in January 2015, just prior to the 
preliminary alternatives outreach period. The BSWI boundary adjustments resulted from changes in the 
lands managed by the BLM Anchorage and Central Yukon field offices. The eastern portion of Nulato 
Hills moved to the BSWI planning area. The Nulato Hills were previously under the Central Yukon field 
office’s jurisdiction. The change was made to allow for contiguous land management in western Alaska, 
and mirrored landscape habitat boundaries. The BLM also removed the islands of Saint Lawrence, Saint 
Matthew, and Nunivak from the BSWI planning area after determining that the few remaining acres of 
BLM lands are selected by two (Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act) ANCSA village corporations. 

The BSWI RMP/EIS will not apply to private lands, lands conveyed through the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act (ANCSA), state lands conveyed through the Alaska Statehood Act, federal National 
Wildlife Refuge lands managed by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, nor National Park Service lands. 
The BLM manages lands selected by the State of Alaska or Alaska Natives that have not yet been 
conveyed. Land status may change over time with the ongoing adjudication of State-selected and Alaska 
Native-selected lands through the Alaska Statehood Act and ANCSA. 
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Figure 1. Revised BSWI Planning Area 
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1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES OUTREACH PROCESS 

Federal regulations, including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), have requirements for public involvement during the land use 
planning process. While the final decision to select a preferred alternative remains with the BLM, the 
importance of involving cooperating agencies and interested public in the evaluation of alternatives is 
discussed in the BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook, H-160-1 (BLM 2005). The preliminary 
alternatives outreach period for the BSWI RMP/EIS will satisfy both NEPA and FLMPA requirements 
for public involvement. 

The BLM engaged in a collaborative outreach and public involvement process during the preliminary 
alternatives outreach period that included Federally Recognized Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, city, 
state, and federal agencies, non-governmental organizations, and the general public. A preliminary 
alternatives outreach period does not have the same formal requirements as scoping and the release of the 
Draft RMP/EIS. The BLM conducted outreach for the BSWI RMP/EIS between the scoping period and 
the release of the Draft RMP/EIS with the goal of gaining information useful in further refining 
alternatives for analysis. 

1.3.1 BSWI Online Open House 

In spring 2013, the BLM launched a BSWI project website (www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi). The 
website provides background about the BSWI RMP, information about the planning process, and several 
reports, maps, and documents available for download. The website was employed during the scoping 
period, and likewise was used as a communication tool during the preliminary alternatives outreach 
period. 

The BSWI project website used an online open house format to post materials during the preliminary 
alternatives outreach period, including: meeting times and locations, reports, maps, GIS shapefiles, 
meeting summaries, comment form, postcard, newsletter, information updates, and the comment period 
deadline. Meeting and issue summaries from scoping remained on the BSWI website to provide 
connections to earlier outreach efforts in the planning process. 

1.3.2 BSWI Project Mailing List and Focused Mailings 

The BLM developed a mailing list when it established the BSWI project website. This list includes 
Federally Recognized Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, federal government, state government, and 
local government within the planning area. Non-government organizations, media, and other interested 
parties and citizens are also part of the project mailing list. The mailing list was maintained and edited as 
necessary during both scoping and the preliminary alternatives outreach period, and will continue to be 
used throughout the planning process.  

Postcards were sent to the BSWI mailing list on February 12, 2015, that announced dates and locations 
for all preliminary alternatives outreach meetings. The mailing included about 550 unique addresses. 

The BLM sent eNews updates to people on the mailing list with an email contact during the BSWI 
preliminary alternatives outreach period. Emails were sent weekly while meetings were being held in 
communities. The eNews updates were also sent after meetings were held to remind those on the BSWI 
mailing list of the public comment deadline, and to showcase information added to the online open house 
website. The online open house website was also referenced in the updates, including direct links to 
specific reports or maps available for comment. 
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Newsletter #2 for the BSWI RMP discussed the upcoming preliminary alternatives outreach period and 
opportunities to comment. This newsletter was mailed to addresses on the mailing list and posted on the 
project website in February 2015. 

1.3.3 Press Releases, Newspaper Advertisements and Affidavits, Radio Public Service 
Announcements 

The BLM issued a press release on February 22, 2015 to print and broadcast media in the BSWI planning 
area and in Anchorage announcing public meetings and the online open house for the preliminary 
alternatives outreach period. 

Display advertisements announcing dates and locations for the preliminary alternatives meetings were 
placed in the following regional newspapers in the BSWI area: The Tundra Drums, The Nome Nugget, 
and The Delta Discovery. The Tundra Drums is a Bethel-based weekly newspaper that serves 
southwestern Alaska communities, including many in the BSWI planning area. Display ads were placed 
in The Tundra Drums on February 19 and February 26. The Nome Nugget serves northwest Alaska, and is 
published weekly. Display ads were placed on February 19 and February 26 in The Nome Nugget. The 
Delta Discovery is published weekly with circulation in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, which overlaps 
with the BSWI planning area. Display ads were placed on March 4 and March 11. An event calendar 
notice listing the meetings was printed in the Anchorage-based Alaska Dispatch News on March 4. A 
digital event calendar notice for the Anchorage meeting was placed on March 13 to the Alaska Dispatch 
News website. 

Requests to read public service announcements announcing preliminary the alternatives meetings were 
sent to radio stations. Public service announcements were sent to KNSA-Unalakleet, KICY-Nome, 
KIYU-Galena, KSKO-McGrath, and KSKA-Anchorage. 

Flyers were mailed for posting in communities with scheduled BSWI RMP preliminary alternatives 
meetings. Most often, the flyers were mailed to the individual with whom phone contact had been made 
to schedule the meeting in the community. Flyers were sent with a posting request to the city, Federally 
Recognized Tribe, Alaska Native Village Corporation, or other local entity as appropriate to each 
community. 

Photo 1. Flyer posting in Aniak 
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In addition, notices about the BSWI preliminary alternatives meetings were posted to the What’s Up 
email list. The email list is sent weekly, and includes information about upcoming environmental, 
planning, and community events in Alaska. 

In two communities, Aniak and McGrath, postings were also made to the local online message board. A 
staff member with the City of McGrath made an additional post to the McGrath online message board 
announcing the BSWI preliminary alternatives meetings. 

1.3.4 Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Meetings 

The BLM developed a list of 15 communities within the BSWI planning area as potential locations to 
hold preliminary alternatives meetings. These communities included Anchorage, Aniak, Bethel, 
Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, Grayling, Holy Cross, Kalskag, Kaltag, Lime Village, Lower Kalskag, 
McGrath, Nikolai, Russian Mission, and Unalakleet. This list was developed after the BLM’s 
consideration of population centers, and proximity to BLM lands, major watersheds with subsistence 
uses, the Iditarod National Historic Trail, and the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River. 

All 15 communities accepted the BLM’s request and invited the BLM to present information on BSWI 
RMP preliminary alternatives. Communities chose dates, times, and locations for meetings in February 
and March of 2015. The meeting in Lime Village was scheduled, but then was cancelled at the request of 
the community. Meetings in Nulato and Unalakleet were rescheduled because of poor travel weather for 
the former, and conflicting community events for the latter.  

The Anchorage meeting included a teleconference number for remote attendees. The final list of meetings 
that took place in 14 communities during the preliminary alternatives outreach period is listed in Table 1. 

Table 1. Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Meetings 

Community Location Date Number of 
Attendees 

McGrath Village Council Meeting Room February 23, 2015 4 

Holy Cross Community Hall March 2, 2015 20 

Kaltag Community Hall March 4, 2015 13 

Grayling New Tribal Building March 5, 2015 24 

Bethel Yup’iit Picirayarait Cultural Center March 10, 2015 10 

Kalskag Tribal Office March 11, 2015 16 

Lower Kalskag Town Hall March 11, 2015 17 

Russian Mission School Commons March 12, 2015 7 

Aniak Community Hall March 16, 2015 15 

Crooked Creek Tribal Office March 17, 2015 21 

Chuathbaluk Tribal Office March 18, 2015 14 

Anchorage Campbell Creek Science Center March 19, 2015 17 

Nulato Recreation Center March 24, 2015 14 

Unalakleet Myles Gonangnan Aaron Paneok 
Memorial Hall 

March 26, 2015 13 
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Attendance at the McGrath meeting was low, primarily due to unforeseen timing conflict with the Iron 
Dog Race. The meeting was scheduled approximately the same time as teams were departing McGrath. 
The community did not request to reschedule, but to potentially follow up with teleconference 
discussions. Several community members that had previously attended the scoping meeting for the project 
had since relocated from McGrath. 

Photo 2. Anchorage Meeting, 3/19/15 

 

 

The preliminary alternatives meetings generally included a presentation by the BLM that allowed for 
questions, comments, and dialog with community members. Interactive sessions with community 
residents using maps of BLM lands were held prior to and after the presentations. 

The BLM provided printed materials for each community meeting. These included maps, copies of 
presentation slides, a description of the proposed preliminary alternatives by resource, and resource 
reports. All of the printed materials were also available online for download on the BSWI online open 
house website, including: 

1. Preliminary Alternatives Concepts: This report summarizes two differing sets of management 
alternatives for consideration for the 21 different resources managed on BLM lands. The BLM 
requested input in developing a set of alternatives that represents the best balance of uses and 
allocations for resources in the planning area. 

2. Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Report: This document is a record of the assessment of 
lands found to have wilderness characteristics in the planning area: Chapter 3, Next Step: 
Determine Lands Proposed for Protection of Wilderness Character. The BLM requested review 
during the preliminary alternatives outreach period of the inventory/Chapter 3. Substantive 
comments and detailed reasoning were requested in regard to particular subunit inventory areas. 

3. Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report: This document is a record of the assessment of the 
eligible waterway study process in the planning area: Chapter 5, Next Step: Phase Three, 
Suitability Assessment. The BLM requested review of the eligibility determination process and 
summary (Chapter 5). Substantive comments and detailed reasoning were requested in regard to 
the suitability of particular river segments. 

4. Visual Resource Inventory Report: This report is an assessment of visual resources in the 
planning area: Chapter 8, Next Steps: Visual Resource Management Classes. The BLM requested 
review of the visual resource inventory (Chapters 1-7), Chapter 8, and the maps in the appendix. 
Substantive comments and detailed reasoning were requested in regard to the particular visual 
resource management classes. 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

Page 7 

5. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Report on Relevance and Importance: The full 
report analyzed 25 existing and nominated ACECs and found 16 ACECs to meet the relevance 
and importance criteria. These 16 ACECs will be carried forward into the alternatives for the 
Draft RMP where a determination will be made whether the ACECs will require special 
management attention and on how many acres the special management attention would be 
applied. Review of Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Next Steps was requested by the BLM. Reviewers 
were asked to comment on whether special management would be required to protect the 
identified relevant and important resource and at what scale (acreage) across a range of 
alternatives. The BLM requested review of the relevance and importance criteria analysis tables 
in Chapter 3 and the summary of findings in Chapter 4. Substantive comments and detailed 
reasoning were requested in regard to the relevance and importance evaluations, in addition to 
ideas on whether future special management attention would be required to protect those ACECs 
that contain a resource(s) found to be relevant and important. (Errata note: Section 3.3.3 
Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC, Table 3, page 127 should indicate NO for importance.) 

6. Maps: Including ACECs, Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (LWC), Wild and Scenic Rivers 
(WSR), Visual Resource Inventory, Public Land Orders (PLO), and Locatable and Leasable 
Mineral Development Potential. 

Photo 3. Chuathbaluk Meeting, 3/18/15 

 

Comment forms were available at each meeting. The comment deadline for the preliminary alternatives 
period was originally March 20, 2015. This deadline was extended to May 31, 2015, in response to 
requests for a longer comment period and to allow for a sufficient comment period after all resource 
reports were released. Comments could be submitted to the BLM at meetings in verbal or written form, 
and could be submitted outside of meetings through email, mail, fax, or telephone. 
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Photo 4. Kalskag Meeting, 3/11/15 

 

1.3.5 Consultation with Tribes and Alaska Native Corporations 

Federal policy issued on August 10, 2012, instructs agencies to “consult with Alaska Native Corporations 
on the same basis as Indian tribes under Executive Order No. 13175” when taking Departmental action 
that has a “substantial direct effect” on corporations organized under ANCSA.  

Federally Recognized Tribes and ANCSA Corporations in Aniak, Bethel, Chuathbaluk, Crooked Creek, 
Grayling, Holy Cross, Kalskag, Kaltag, Lime Village, Lower Kalskag, McGrath, Nikolai, Russian 
Mission, and Unalakleet were contacted by telephone in February 2015. Tribes were invited to participate 
in public meetings and were also offered a separate government-to-government consultation meeting. 
Public meetings were held in all of these communities, except for Lime Village, which was cancelled at 
the request of the community. In most communities, tribal representatives attended the public meeting, 
and did not feel the need for a separate government-to-government consultation. Government-to-
government consultations separate from the general public meetings were held in Bethel and Unalakleet. 
Table 2 summarizes the entities who attended these meetings and their dates. 

Table 2. Government-to-Government Consultation Meetings 

Community Tribe or Corporation Date 

Bethel Orutsararmiut Native Council March 10, 2015 

Unalakleet Native Village of Unalakleet, Unalakleet 
Native Corporation 

March 26, 2015 

 

Government-to-government and ANCSA Corporation consultation and coordination is not limited to 
public comment periods, and will continue throughout the planning process to ensure consideration of the 
concerns of Tribes and ANCSA Corporations during development of the BSWI RMP/EIS. 
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2.0 COMMENT SUMMARY  

2.1 METHOD OF COMMENT COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

This report documents BSWI RMP/EIS comment submissions received on or before June 5, 2015. The 
BLM will consider comments received during the BSWI RMP/EIS process when preparing the Draft 
RMP/EIS.  

The BLM received a total of 32 written comment submissions during the preliminary alternatives 
outreach period. Table 3 summarizes how written comments were sent to the BLM, which included 11 
emails, 12 letters mailed via U.S. mail, 6 completed comment forms, and 3 phone calls. Phone 
conversations were documented and considered a written submission. Additional comments came from 
summaries created by BLM staff or contractors who attended the 14 public meetings, and formal 
government-to-government consultation with the Native Village of Unalakleet, Unalakleet Native 
Corporation, and the Orutsararmiut Native Council. 

Table 3. Summary of Written Submissions 

Format Number 

Comment Form 6 

Email 11 

Letter 12 

Phone 3 

Total 32 

 

Once the BLM received and documented the comment submissions, each submission was reviewed to 
identify substantive comments. Each substantive comment was coded with an issue category (Section 
3.2). Coded comments were sorted into the tables provided in Appendices A, B, and C, and the comments 
in each issue category were summarized (Section 3.3). Appendix D is an index of written comments 
organized by comment ID number. In total, there were 893 individual substantive comments identified 
from the written submissions, public meeting summaries, and government-to-government consultations as 
shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Tally of Individual Comments by Community and Format 

Community Government-to-
Government 

Public 
Meeting 

Comment 
Form 

Email/Letter/ 
Phone call Total 

Anchorage 0 18 0 207 225 

Aniak 0 19 1 0 20 

Bethel 12 39 0 1 52 

Chuathbaluk 0 48 0 1 49 

Crooked Creek 0 84 0 0 84 

Grayling 0 20 1 0 21 

Holy Cross 0 30 0 2 32 
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Community Government-to-
Government 

Public 
Meeting 

Comment 
Form 

Email/Letter/ 
Phone call Total 

Kalskag 0 24 0 0 24 

Kaltag 0 44 0 0 44 

Lower Kalskag 0 37 0 0 37 

McGrath 0 5 0 0 5 

Nikolai 0 0 0 10 10 

Nulato 0 49 0 0 49 

Russian Mission 0 39 2 0 41 

Unalakleet 20 73 12 0 105 

Other/Unknown 0 0 0 95 95 

Total 32 529 16 318 893 

 

2.2 WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS BY AFFILIATION  

Table 5 shows the number of written comment submissions the BLM received from each type of 
affiliation. The BLM considered submissions as representative of an organization if they were signed with 
an official agency title or printed on business, agency, or organization letterhead. The BLM considered all 
other written submissions as individuals, including completed comment forms sent to the BLM or given 
to staff at the community meetings. 

Table 5. Submissions by Commenter Affiliation 

Affiliation Number of 
Submissions Commenters 

State 2 Alaska Department of Natural Resources, Citizens' Advisory Commission 
on Federal Areas 

Local 1 City of Nikolai 

Tribal 4 Holy Cross Tribe, Nikolai Edzeno Village Council (2 submissions), 
Koyukuk Tribal Council 

ANCSA Regional 
Corporation 

4 Calista Corporation, Cook Inlet Region, Inc., Doyon Limited,  
The Kuskokwim Corporation 

Industry 
Organizations 

3 Alaska Miners Association, Donlin Gold, Resource Development Council 

Interest Groups 4 Alaska Track Association, Association of Village Council Presidents, The 
Center for Water Advocacy, The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Individuals 14 Unidentified (3 submissions), Anchorage (3 submissions), Unalakleet (2 
submissions), Aniak (1 submission), Chuathbaluk  
(1 submission), Fairbanks (1 submission), Grayling (1 submission), 
Nikolai (1 submission), Russian Mission (1 submission) 

Total 32  
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3.0 ISSUE SUMMARY  

3.1 ISSUE DEVELOPMENT 

The comments received during the preliminary alternatives outreach period were compiled, and discrete 
issues were identified. The issues refine input from the planning processes into key topics and focus areas. 
Section 3.3 summarizes each of the issue categories, and includes a summary of associated comments 
received from individuals, agencies, elected officials, businesses, and organizations. The BLM will use 
the issues and comments from the preliminary alternatives outreach period as well as the planning criteria 
and other information collected in the early planning, scoping, and preliminary alternatives phases of the 
RMP process to formulate a reasonable range of alternative management strategies for evaluation in the 
BSWI RMP/EIS. 

3.2 ISSUE CATEGORIES 

An issue is a concern over resource management activities, allocations, or land use that is well-defined or 
topically discrete, and entails a range of alternative management strategies. The BLM identified issue 
categories internally as well as externally through the comments that were received. The issue categories 
are preliminary and based on the best information available to date. Each overarching issue category has 
sub-topics, issue questions, and management concerns that address more specific uses and resources. 
Some issues were raised more frequently than others by commenters. The Draft RMP/EIS will address 
issues based upon their significance, and not by the frequency of comment. 

Issue categories for comments received during the preliminary alternatives comment period include the 
following: 

Management of Natural Resources 

Issue 1: Fish and Aquatic Resources 

Issue 2: Wildlife 

Issue 3: Grazing 

Issue 4: Forestry 

Issue 5: Trapping 

Issue 6: Climate Change 

Issue 7: Non-Native Invasive Threats 

Issue 8: Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 

Issue 9: Cultural Resources 

Issue 10: Visual Resources 

Management of Resource Uses and Activities 

Issue 11: Travel Management 

Issue 12: Outfitter Guides 

Issue 13: Illegal Harvest 

Issue 14: Minerals and Mining 

Issue 15: Permits for Personal Use 
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Issue 16: Wildlife Management and Habitat 

Issue 17: Spill Prevention and Response 

Issue 18: Alternative Energy/Biomass 

BLM Land Ownership, Management, Access, and Use 

Issue 19: BLM Land Ownership, Management, Access, and Use 

Special Designation of Lands 

Issue 20: National Trails 

Issue 21: Wildlife Conservation Areas 

Issue 22: Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Issue 23: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Issue 24: Riparian Conservation Area 

Public Outreach and Agency Coordination 

Issue 25: Public Outreach and Government-to-Government Consultation 

Issue 26: Interagency Coordination 

Subsistence, Social and Economic Features, and Public Safety 

Issue 27: Subsistence 

Issue 28: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Issue 29: Public Health and Safety 

Regulatory Authority 

Issue 30: Regulatory Authority for BSWI Contents 

Plan Development 

Issue 31: Plan Development 

Editorial 

Issue 32: Editorial Comments 

Acknowledged 

Issue 33: Acknowledged 

These categories encompass the many issues and concerns from the public identified during the public 
comment period; however, the list is not all-inclusive. Some issues are presented as questions and will be 
addressed in the BSWI RMP/EIS.  

3.3 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS BY RESOURCE ISSUE CATEGORY 

See Appendices A, B, and C for a comprehensive register of the public comments that relate to all of the 
following issues. These appendices do not included comments collected during formal government-to-
government consultations. Table 6 summarizes the number of comments for each issue category. 
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Table 6. Summary of Comments by Issue Category 

Issue Number of Comments 

Issue 1: Fish and Aquatic Resources 60 

Issue 2: Wildlife 58 

Issue 3: Grazing 9 

Issue 4: Forestry 70 

Issue 5: Trapping 3 

Issue 6: Climate Change 10 

Issue 7: Non-Native Invasive Threats 2 

Issue 8: Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 28 

Issue 9: Cultural Resources 7 

Issue 10: Visual Resources 4 

Issue 11: Travel Management 118 

Issue 12: Outfitter Guides 34 

Issue 13: Illegal Harvest 3 

Issue 14: Minerals and Mining 65 

Issue 15: Permits for Personal Use 3 

Issue 16: Wildlife Management and Habitat 19 

Issue 17: Spill Prevention and Response 3 

Issue 18: Alternative Energy/Biomass 7 

Issue 19: BLM Landownership, Management, Access, and Use 59 

Issue 20: National Trails 12 

Issue 21: Wildlife Conservation Areas 3 

Issue 22: Wild and Scenic Rivers 49 

Issue 23: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 90 

Issue 24: Riparian Conservation Area 3 

Issue 25: Public Outreach and Government-to-Government Consultation 35 

Issue 26: Interagency Coordination 8 

Issue 27: Subsistence 58 

Issue 28: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 14 

Issue 29: Public Health and Safety 3 

Issue 30: Regulatory Authority for BSWI Contents 18 

Issue 31: Plan Development 17 

Issue 32: Editorial Comments 10 

Issue 33: Acknowledged 11 
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In some instances, a question, comment, or remark at a meeting prompted a response by BLM for 
clarification. To maintain context for the intent of the comment, BLM responses are included, in italics. 

3.3.1 Management of Natural Resources  

Issue 1: Fish and Aquatic Resources 

Comments in this category identified a need to protect local fisheries, particularly in light of salmon 
declines, commercial fishing, water quality, and climate change. 

Comments questioned the 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams, noting that the state only requires a 
100-foot buffer from the ordinary high water level. However, commenters agreed on the importance of 
setting a buffer for protection of riparian areas and limiting how much disturbance can occur at any given 
time. 

Commenters suggested cooperation with other local organizations, agencies, Native entities, and Canada 
for management of estuaries and river ecosystems, stating that environmental dynamism is central to 
sustaining native species diversity and ecological integrity in rivers and other ecosystems, and 
coordination is necessary to protect and restore a river’s natural flow variability. 

Residents of Kaltag wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic resource 
rating, and discussed its importance to Kaltag. Commenters noted that the Nulato River System has some 
of the most diverse and plentiful fish which are used for subsistence in the area, and suggested that the 
BLM may be underestimating the local importance of the Nulato River System. 

Comments questioned the Watershed Analysis Framework (WAF) and modeling. Regarding the WAF, 
comments suggested that there is some indication of a bias towards non-use of these areas as a 
management priority. For example, the “systematic approach” omits reference to the guidance to maintain 
both ecological balance and multiple-use relationships. The BLM’s duty to protect resources requires a 
holistic, ecological perspective on water management that is needed to guide society’s interactions with 
rivers. To manage the watershed from this perspective, the BLM would need to make policy changes. 
Comments also suggested the WAF should incorporate the impacts of climate change into watershed 
planning and management. 

Comments in this category were also received from residents who feel that there are currently too many 
regulations on fishing, and expressed concern about further regulation implementation. 

Regarding modeling, comments stated that while modeling is important, assumptions and professional 
judgment may be required due to the size, remoteness, and limited field data for the planning area. It was 
mentioned that the conclusions based solely on modeling should be clearly acknowledged. It was 
requested that the BLM provide the scoring tables for waterbodies that received high scores for “Unique 
or Rare Fishery Resource or Habitat,” since it relies on professional judgment. 

There was concern that the BLM is implying they have authority to manage fishery populations; the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) is responsible for the management and sustainability of 
all fish and wildlife regardless of land ownership or designation, and manages on the sustained yield 
principle.  

Comments and questions expressed at the community meetings or sent to the BLM related to Fish and 
Aquatic Resources are grouped by subject in the following sections regarding proper flow maintenance 
and priority fish species.  
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Maintaining Proper Flow 

• Most rivers are highly modified, and the greatest challenges lie in managing and restoring rivers 
that are also used to satisfy human needs. Recognizing the natural variability of river flow and 
explicitly incorporating the five components of the natural flow regime (i.e., magnitude, 
frequency, duration, timing, and rate of change) into a broader framework for ecological water 
management will be important in the BSWI RMP/EIS. 

• Management would constitute a major advance over most present management, which focuses on 
minimum flows and on just a few species. 

• Water uses such as hydroelectric power, mining, petroleum production, water supply (including 
out of state water export), forestry, and agriculture have the potential to change both the riparian 
and aquatic habitat conditions needed to support productive fish and wildlife populations. These 
developments may adversely impact fish production and passage unless sufficient amounts of 
water are maintained within water bodies during appropriate time periods to provide for 
important habitat functions and waterway access. 

• The BLM should focus on restoring specific components of the flow regime that will benefit the 
entire ecosystem and the natural river system should be allowed to repair and maintain itself. This 
approach is likely to be the most successful and the least expensive way to restore and maintain 
the ecological integrity of the flow-altered Susitna River. The WAF, therefore, should focus on 
how restoring specific components of the flow regime will benefit the entire ecosystem and how 
the natural river system should be allowed to repair and maintain itself. 

• The BLM should synthesize existing scientific knowledge to argue that the natural flow regime 
plays a critical role in sustaining native biodiversity and ecosystem integrity in rivers. 

Priority Fish Species 

• For priority fish species, where does the Unalakleet River rank? Looking at the small population 
of the Unalakleet, it is very unique. We have about eight or nine species here. 

• The “priority” fish species include most of the fish found in the planning area. This may 
accurately follow the BLM’s discretionary standard, but renders the word “priority” meaningless. 
Artificially heightened scores can lead to undue establishment as a Riparian Conservation Area or 
a High Priority Restoration Watershed, which accompany more restrictive management under the 
preliminary alternatives. Without an approach that judiciously identifies “priority” status, 
increased management will be employed in a larger area than is warranted by current conditions. 

• Recreation should be added to the Priority Status for chum salmon. During this period of low 
Chinook salmon abundance, chum salmon are becoming more important to anglers. 

• References in the ACEC report imply that the BLM places importance on the presence within 
BSWI of all five Pacific salmon species native to Alaska. The BLM should explain its reason for 
not including pink and sockeye salmon on its priority fish species list for the WAF. 

Issue 2: Wildlife 

Many comments in this category were local observations regarding rise and decline of populations of 
bear, beavers, caribou, lynx, moose, muskoxen, rabbits, and wolverines, and habitat locations for moose, 
waterfowl, and muskoxen. Commenters also noted the locations where certain communities hunt. 
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Wildlife comments included concerns about predator control (bear and wolf), bird nesting in the Andy 
Smith Lake area, effects of a fire by Crooked Creek, protection of wildlife habitat, and caribou 
populations, particularly the Western Arctic Caribou Herd. 

Comments were favorable concerning the reintroduction of wood bison because they do not compete with 
moose and will provide a food source for subsistence hunters. 

Comments suggested that wildlife migration corridors and wintering and calving areas should be 
determined for the moose and caribou herds that use the BLM land in the region. The areas should be 
identified and provided protections in the BSWI RMP/EIS with special consideration for the Western 
Arctic Caribou Herd, Beaver Mountains Caribou Herd, Sunshine Mountains Caribou Herd, Farewell-Big 
River Caribou Herd, Mulchatna Caribou Herd, Nushugak Peninsula Caribou Herd, Nelchina Caribou 
Herd, Denali Caribou Herd, and moose wintering habitat. 

Residents of Unalakleet expressed interest in agencies hiring local community members to help enforce 
hunting regulations. 

Issue 3: Grazing  

Comments in this category expressed that many communities had no interest in reindeer grazing, but 
some communities noted that they had considered it. There was a comment regarding how the areas for 
grazing would be determined that suggested the concept seemed too restrictive against reindeer grazing 
opportunities, especially with areas that could be Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. 

Issue 4: Forestry  

Comments in the “Forestry” category were primarily community meeting discussions about the 
alternatives for timber harvest permits, and concerns about wildland fire. During the community 
meetings, several residents noted where firewood is currently gathered, and stated the importance of 
driftwood as a source of timber. There was concern for responsible timber harvesting to protect wildlife 
habitat and ecosystems. 

Timber Harvest Permits 

Several questions were asked during the meetings about the specifics of what the permitting program 
would be like for both personal and commercial timber harvest; where/how permits would be acquired, 
what activities would require a permit, and which seasons the permits would cover. When asked about 
current timber harvest on BLM lands, many residents stated that the location of the BLM lands is unclear, 
and any permit system would need maps showing the boundaries. A need for more firewood in local 
communities was acknowledged.  

One commenter from Unalakleet mentioned that a firewood permit might cut down on trespass. However, 
other commenters from Crooked Creek, Lower Kalskag, and Unalakleet were concerned that a permit 
system would create an additional burden to residents, as well as the potential for unnecessary penalties. 
More justification was requested regarding a permit system to harvest forest products and firewood for 
personal use.  

Suggestions included a request that timber harvest not be limited to winter, and that personal use 
harvesting in the Iditarod National Historic Trail (INHT) corridor be allowed. It was also suggested that 
just one rule be developed for the area, and not a “mish-mash of distances.” The rule should be easy to 
understand and not require permits. It was recommended that the BLM review National Park Service 
(NPS) and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) subsistence regulations, which allow this use without a 
permit, and consider whether the BLM has the resources to administer a permit system. Also, the BLM 
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should consider being consistent with the timber management policies of adjacent landowners to 
minimize regulatory burdens on local residents.  

Regarding current commercial use of timber, commenters noted that there are sawmills in Grayling and 
Crooked Creek, and some commercial harvest out of Bethel. There is not enough timber in the Kalskag 
area for commercial harvest. Other commenters stated that it would be good for commercial harvesters to 
have a permit, but commercial harvest should not be allowed in the INHT corridor. Commercial harvest 
should only be allowed if it meets criteria for preservation of Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) values 
in Fisheries Alternative 1.  

Wildland Fire 

Comment regarding wildland fire included concern over prescribed fire threatening wildlife habitat or 
communities. Residents expressed concern about agency funding for firefighting, stating that in dry 
seasons, villages do not have the capacity to provide labor or funding. There was some clarification by the 
BLM on what the State of Alaska and the FWS manage, and what the BSWI RMP/EIS would include. 
Another commenter noted that the Alaska Interagency Fire Administrator’s Guide outlines procedures 
that require land managers and fire agencies to discuss a plan of action through the Wildland Fire 
Decision Support System that meets the goals and objectives as presented by the BLM; this flexibility 
should be maintained in the RMP/EIS. There was one suggestion that as part of the Wildland Fire 
Decision Support System, the BLM follow retardant use guidelines for state lands to limit potential 
introduction of contaminants to fish bearing waters. 

Issue 5: Trapping  

Comments in this category expressed an interest in increasing trapping activity by community members 
in Chuathbaluk. 

Issue 6: Climate Change 

Comments in this category expressed concern and reported observations potentially related to climate 
change. Comments and questions expressed at the community meetings or sent to the BLM related to 
climate change included: 

Questions and Comments 

• Coastal erosion due to climate change – what are your plans for that? What are you going to do to 
protect your lands that are eroding into the ocean? There is a lot of erosion up there by St. 
Michael’s and Unalakleet? Some studies show that in 50 years, that whole area will be covered in 
water.  

• The most significant short-term risks from climate change to the public land resources in the 
watershed are mining and road development. These activities exacerbate issues from industrial 
and other development activity that the planning area is already facing. The BLM can mitigate the 
impacts of such activities on subsistence resources through its agency role of permitting oversight 
for mineral exploration and for new roads in the watershed. 

• Regarding Vegetation Alternative 3: The effect of permafrost thaw may or may not be 
compounded by additional surface disturbance, depending on site specific conditions. This 
management alternative may displace activities from areas of thaw to other areas of intact 
permafrost—a displacement which may not be desirable in all circumstances. Also, are there 
recent surveys that project current permafrost and vegetation composition to measure and 
compare change over time? 
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Observations 

• The river freezes later than in past years, and there is open water earlier. 

• There is gunk in the trees. 

• Last year was a bad year for berries. There have been dry winters and dry springs. In higher 
elevations there is deeper snowpack, so that is are where there are berries. 

• There are earlier breakups and later freeze-ups. 

• Sometimes there are second breakups. In November of 2014, the river froze, thawed, and then 
refroze. 

• With earlier breakups, later freeze-ups, and refreezing, the river has a rougher surface and is more 
dangerous. We do not get to travel to get medical care or to stores. More things must be flown 
here. 

Issue 7: Non-Native Invasive Threats 

There were two questions during the community meeting in Kaltag regarding the Issue 7 “Non-Native 
Invasive Threats” category: 

• Invasives? Are you talking about spruce beetles? BLM: That topic refers to any type of invasive 
species, including weeds. 

• Are you seeing invasive species move more north and west? BLM: They go where people go, and 
we are looking at ways to prevent dispersal of seeds. For example, for the Iditarod race, they 
haul in lots of straw for dog bedding. We require them to bring in weed-free straw so that weeds 
are not introduced along the race route. 

Issue 8: Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 

Comments in the “Lands with Wilderness Characteristics”(LWC) category were concerned about the 
selection process that the BLM used, questions and suggestions about allowed uses, and general approval 
of the LWC concept. Protection of these lands enables protection for other things, like cultural resources, 
subsistence uses, and biodiversity. However, some commenters were in favor of Alternative 3 (to manage 
no parcels as lands proposed for management of wilderness character as a priority over other uses), or 
stated that Alaska does not need more lands managed for LWC. 

Comments noted that many areas where wilderness characteristics would be maintained are adjacent to 
private land, and/or are selected for conveyance, which raised concerns about access for landowners and 
the effectiveness of the BLM land management as proposed. 

The BLM was asked to give clarification about the limited land use in the area. BLM: Specifically, limited 
access and 17(d)(1) withdrawals may be contributing factors, but the number of villages and other 
federally designated lands in the area, remoteness, resource potential, and other factors would also be 
considered. Clarification was also requested about surface occupancy leasing with no exceptions.  

Specific comments about allowed uses suggest the specific bulleted list of activities that would be 
allowed where wilderness characteristics are maintained should include: jet boats, new and existing public 
use cabins for public health and safety, trapping cabins, subsistence wood cutting, recreational Off 
Highway Vehicle (OHV) [also referred to as All-Terrain Vehicle (ATV)] use on existing and BLM 
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managed trails, OHV weight limits that are consistent with requirements on adjacent state lands, 
subsistence OHV use, and administrative use of helicopters. 

Comments regarding the LWC selection process included: 

• While the identification of areas suitable for designation is consistent with Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) Section 1320, every Secretary of the Interior for the 
past three decades has refused to exercise this option in deference to the protracted, sensitive 
negotiations involving all interest groups which led to a balanced amount of designated 
wilderness in Alaska. 

• Regarding de facto wilderness, there is opposition to restrictive Wilderness Act provisions, 
especially where uses are ongoing or capable of expansion. At a bare minimum, a detailed case-
by-case analysis should be performed to reasonably evaluate whether detrimental impacts to 
wilderness characteristics will manifest if a use is authorized or allowed to continue. Blanket 
prohibitions on uses and infrastructure, simply owing to the existence of wilderness 
characteristics, is inappropriate and inconsistent with the BLM’s mandate to provide for multiple 
use and sustained yield on federal public lands. 

• We understand the intent is to not rule out lands with existing uses that are largely unnoticeable, 
but analysis must first consider whether certain uses or activities are allowed by ANILCA in 
designated wilderness.  

• We understand the inventory of wilderness characteristics is separate from management actions. 
However, equating wilderness characteristics with the ideals of the Wilderness Act, without 
qualifying that wilderness character in Alaska is modified by statutory allowances in ANILCA to 
accommodate the unique Alaska context, results in proposed management prescriptions 
inconsistent with ANILCA or inappropriate for Alaska. 

• Designated wilderness is defined by ANILCA as a Conservations System Unit (CSU); therefore, 
any provision in ANILCA that applies in a CSU should be considered when determining uses that 
can be maintained when managing to protect wilderness characteristics. 

• Should the BLM propose a new withdrawal to prohibit mineral entry for the purpose of protecting 
wilderness characteristics, ANILCA Section 1326(a) would apply and Congressional approval 
would be needed.  

• Prohibiting subsistence OHV use except for existing trails is a closure to an allowed use provided 
by Section 811 of ANILCA.  

• For perspective, from 2012 data, the BLM manages 72,958,757 total acres in Alaska. This 
equates to more than 18 percent of the land that the BLM manages in Alaska is now being 
considered for wilderness protection in this RMP alone. 

Recommendations for the category “Lands with Wilderness Characteristics” included: 

• We recommend strong protections for important lands identified as having wilderness 
characteristics, especially those also considered for ACEC or RCA status. Examples of land use 
plan decisions that could protect lands with wilderness characteristics include, but are not limited 
to: withdrawal from mineral entry; close to leasing or allow leasing only with no surface 
occupancy with no exceptions, waivers, or modifications; designate as right-of-way exclusion 
areas; close to construction of new roads; designate as limited to motor vehicle use on designated 
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routes; close to mineral material sales; exclude or restrict with conditions certain commercial uses 
or other activities; and retain public lands in federal ownership. 

• Provide a range of alternatives regarding the protection of lands with wilderness characteristics, 
including an alternative that protects all identified LWCs supporting important subsistence uses. 

• For lands determined to be managed for protection of wilderness characteristics, apply strong 
management prescriptions, including layered administrative allocations to retain wilderness 
qualities and subsistence productivity. 

Issue 9: Cultural Resources 

Comments in this category gave suggestions on how the BLM should protect cultural resources and 
designate ACECs. It was noted that some of the cultural resources identified by the BLM are early 1900’s 
roadhouses that no longer exist. Cultural resources that should have been considered include the Farewell 
Airport and associated jeep/OHV trails, and mining, which is a significant historic and cultural value not 
only in the planning area but also is an integral part of Alaska’s history and economy. 

Comments suggested that many of the proposed ACECs have not likely been surveyed for cultural 
resources, and recommended the BLM focus on protection of known sites and resources, and evaluate 
other sites and resources as they are discovered. In addition, the Koyukuk Tribal Council invited the BLM 
to visit the village so they can provide information concerning traditional cultural importance of the land. 

It was further suggested that the BLM conduct a thorough review under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to afford protections of traditional landscapes used to sustain culture in 
subsistence activities. The BLM should: 

• Consult with the local tribal government to determine whether there are sites or specific areas of 
particular concern, including landscapes, supporting culturally important subsistence resources or 
sites of traditional religious and cultural significance. 

• Determine the sites or areas that are most vulnerable to current and future impact and adopt 
management actions necessary to protect, conserve, and restore cultural sites and landscapes. 

• Complete a Cultural Resource Management Plan that coordinates with the objectives of the RMP, 
provides an appropriate proactive inventory process for cultural resources (including landscapes 
supporting culturally important subsistence resources), makes determinations of eligibility for the 
National Register, and nominates eligible properties to the National Register. The RMP should 
establish a timeline for completing the Cultural Resources Management Plan, and prioritize areas 
to be inventoried for cultural resources. 

• Outline specific management actions, withdrawals, or closures to protect, conserve, and restore 
cultural resources where appropriate. 

Issue 10: Visual Resources 

Comments in the “Visual Resources” category pertained to what was included in the Visual Resource 
Inventory Report. Specific comments included: 

• This report provides a very clear explanation of how visual resources are identified and 
inventoried and the variables supporting classification. What is not clear in the report, but which 
will hopefully be explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, is what those classifications truly mean in 
terms of resource management. Without more explanation, the holistic, table-top exercise 
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described in this report, performed by one individual during a single summer, may not provide 
sufficient support for certain management decisions intended to preserve visual resources. 

• The distance zones are excessive and appear designed for the North Slope or another area that 
generally lacks trees. A person standing on the INHT in the Farewell Burn area would have a 
very difficult time seeing any distance from the trail due to the dense black spruce and the 
relatively flat terrain. The Alaska Range to the south is visible primarily due to the elevation gain. 

• The INHT, the Rohn area, and the Denali National Park and Preserve are not in the Lime Hills 
Unit. 

• We question the extensive area classified as highly sensitive, since the overall sensitivity level 
rating for the Tanana-Kuskokwim lowlands is low and the highest rating in the table is a medium. 
It appears that the area is highly sensitive only due to its proximity to the INHT. 

3.3.2 Management of Resource Uses and Activities  

Issue 11: Travel Management  

Comments in the “Travel Management” category were associated with concerns expressed regarding the 
use of tundra trails, access over the tundra, weight and width limits of tundra vehicles, OHV use, and 
seasonal restrictions. In addition, comments described the need for new infrastructure or maintenance of 
existing routes. There were discussions about trails and roads between communities and historic trails and 
river routes used to access subsistence resources. Comments were also received regarding assess to 
Alaska Native corporation lands through the ANCSA Section 17(b) easements. 

Improved Mapping Effort Required for RMP/EIS 

One commenter noted that improved mapping is needed within the planning area. Trails, roads, and 
routes, including RS 2477 rights-of-way and 17(b) easements are not depicted on maps or adequately 
discussed in the existing documentation. These are broad data sets that are available and have legal or 
management implications to transportation. The commenter requested that the BLM include these 
existing transportation routes on maps and in documentation because it would improve the ability of land 
managers to anticipate the impacts of transportation decisions within the planning area. It would also 
improve coordination of transportation decisions in the RMP/EIS. Another commenter noted that it is 
important that easement identifications are made on the ground. Commenters remarked that they are 
aware in the communities of certain restrictions with lines going different ways, but do not think they are 
too familiar with the different ownerships; it would be helpful to have this mapped.  

Tundra Travel and Trail Use 

Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion at community meetings. Several community members 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes and restricting the weight and width of 
vehicles. They noted that the trails are connected community to community. Some residents advocated for 
more traditional access, and suggested walking from designated travel routes to protect tundra vegetation. 
Continued access to subsistence resources is extremely important to many commenters. Some residents 
were wary of limits to OHV access. Specific comments included: 

• From Kaltag to Paimiut and from Kaltag to Russian Mission, the trails are used and the safety and 
marking of those trails is important. 

• There may be a need for a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between certain communities 
to educate people to work together on use of the trails that are interconnected.  
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• Some people use trails that family members have used for generations.  

• Use the routes that are already made and do not make new ones.  

• There is a need to map the interconnected routes so people can see them visually and educate one 
another, including the younger generation of hunters. Maybe BLM could work with the hunters. 
These trails are all fairly connected. 

• The old trails are connected. If something happens in the Holitna River or the George River, it 
affects us, too. 

• The trails made are for local use, and some people indicated that they like to keep the surrounding 
country a bit of a secret. 

• Some people use aircraft, boat, snowmachine, and a variety of wheeled OHVs. Whatever 
technology is available, it will be used. 

Discussion included several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter trail use: 

• The old trails – we use those with snowmachines to go subsistence hunting. If we do not use the 
same trails, we will get lost. 

• Everyone usually follows the same trails. We have not gotten into the problem of big vehicles. In 
summertime, we see there are different trails. I like how it is now, where snowmachines and 
OHVs are allowed but not big trucks. 

• Trails are used for hunting and subsistence uses. 

• One meeting attendee in Russian Mission mentioned to the BLM that the winter has changed so 
much in recent years and that sometimes there is no snow now. Using months instead of seasons 
as restrictions would be better in terms of setting restrictions on winter trail travel.  

At the Kaltag meeting, one commenter asked the BLM to describe how to make improvements to local 
trails, but not necessarily on BLM lands. In particular, the attendee asked the BLM if there is any other 
way to enhance trails aside from federal resources similar to what had been done near Big Lake for the 
INHT? The BLM noted that there may be some funding through the Tribal Transportation Program and 
that a BLM Iditarod specialist has been out there and other areas to work with communities and discuss 
maintenance. 

Once commenter noted that for stream crossing monitoring [as mentioned in Section 3.2 Fisheries, in the 
Preliminary Alternative Concepts - Actions Common to All Action Alternatives; River Crossings] [that 
requiring three years data], the data and timeframe requirements are too stringent and requiring this level 
of monitoring for all crossings may inadvertently reduce the resources available to monitor crossings that 
are truly a concern. Proposed stream crossings should be managed on a case-by-case scenario rather than 
blanket regulations. 

Potential Road Routes and Corridors 

The potential development of roads and corridors in the planning area was discussed at many of the 
community meetings, including how roads crossing BLM lands would be subject to BLM management. 
Attendees asked specific questions and inquired as to the impacts of potential roads to their communities, 
and the need for new routes in some areas. Potential roads brought up in the meetings included the 
Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) proposal for a road from Paimiut Slough to Kalskag 
and Lower Kalskag, Unalakleet Wild River Corridor near Kaltag, the proposed Ambler Road, a road to 
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Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Meeting participants also asked how the RMP would affect 
decisions where roads may be necessary for oil, gas, mineral, or natural resource development.  

Inquiries were made as to whether BLM lands would be affected by the proposed AVCP road routes from 
Paimiut Slough to Kalskag and Lower Kalskag, and whether the BLM would designate a transportation 
corridor in the BSWI planning area. The BLM noted that from Paimiut Slough to the vicinity of Holy 
Cross, they had seen four different possibilities, but not a specific proposal. BLM cannot analyze a 
specific route when they have not received an application, and that an EIS would likely need to be 
prepared for the project. At the Bethel meeting, one attendee noted that the communities are looking at a 
potential road in partnership with the barge companies for back hauling of recyclables, and there are 
already plans to possibly use that corridor for this activity. Conex units would be stored in that area with 
lead acid batteries, Freon, and other contaminants. The units would be removed from the villages, and it 
would be important to consider potential risks associated with that road. 

In the Kaltag area, the possibility of a road to Unalakleet along the Unalakleet Wild River Corridor was 
discussed by Kaltag residents who would like to see road infrastructure improvements. The BLM noted 
that although Kaltag could build local roads on corporation lands or other areas not owned by the BLM, 
they could not put roads on BLM lands without prior approval. The BLM remarked that it is very hard to 
get a road permitted along a Wild and Scenic River like the Unalakleet River, and that perhaps a road 
could be built along the hills. A participant at the Kaltag meeting remarked that the AVCP proposed road 
is far downriver from Kaltag, but Kaltag could see more traffic along the Yukon River if this would be 
built since more barges would be coming from Fairbanks.  

The Ambler Road Project was discussed at the Nulato meeting, along with the road to Nome from 
Fairbanks and a road to Tanana. Nulato residents are concerned about the impacts to fisheries from these 
road proposals. They stated that the Nulato Tribe opposes the Ambler Road because it would cross five 
anadromous fish spawning creeks, only one of which has data. Up to one third of silver salmon spawning 
creeks could be affected by the road, and silver salmon are important to Nulato and other villages 
particularly with the lack of Chinook/king salmon in recent years. The BLM indicated that at present the 
proposed Ambler Road is in an uncertain status. 

Off-Highway Vehicles 

Tundra travel using OHVs was a topic of extended discussion. Participants at several community 
meetings strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes. Participants noted that continued 
access to subsistence resources is extremely important, and inquired about OHV impacts to streams and 
water. Some residents were wary of limits to OHV access and use restrictions on BLM lands.  

At the Aniak meeting, one participant commented that they were concerned about OHV trails in the 
Russian Mountains. They noted that the community wanted gravel on these trails because vegetation is 
getting torn up, and users should stay on the trail. At the Russian Mission meeting, one attendee thought 
that hovercrafts should not be allowed on the tundra.  

An attendee at the Unalakleet meeting had concern for increasing levels of resource damage from OHV 
use. Management techniques for OHV use were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use 
areas. Specifically, the community asked if they could go anywhere, or only along established routes.  
BLM: For casual use, there are a wide variety of alternatives. One is to stay on existing roads and trails. 
We are working to define that. We are looking at weight limits, and existing roads and trails. Again, the 
greatest impacts we see are associated with unmanaged off-highway vehicle use. 

The state commented that Alternative 1 [3.2 Fisheries, in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help the BLM achieve the objective(s) [OHV section of Alternatives Table] would be less 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

Page 24 

restrictive and more consistent with a development site within a designated watershed, but outside of the 
300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams. This would be consistent with goals outlined in Section 3.6 of the 
Preliminary Alternatives Concepts. 

Tundra Damage 

Many concerns were expressed regarding use of OHVs and damage to tundra and subsistence resources. 
Commenters noted they are concerned about tundra damage because locations where they harvest 
subsistence foods, as well as some access routes and trails, are becoming scarred. They noted that they 
can use designated trails in tundra areas to lessen the impacts of overland travel. Discussions included 
limiting the use of motorized vehicles on the tundra to protect subsistence use areas. Meeting attendees 
stated it was important to educate people about staying on designated trails because many people do not 
understand the damage they are causing to the tundra and vegetation. Some people advocated walking to 
subsistence use areas instead of using vehicles. One commenter noted that when the tundra is damaged 
they will lose the geese that lay their eggs, and then the geese will not come back. 

Travel Restrictions 

Several members of the communities strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as 
well as weight and width restrictions, because they have observed damage occurring to the tundra from 
vehicles. They stated that continued access to subsistence resources is extremely important, and that some 
residents were wary of limits to OHV and snowmachine access. Specific comments included: 

• Stay on established routes and do not make new ones. Sometimes there might be obstacles, and 
we will have to go around. 

• Vehicle use in this area is pretty much determined by season. The land around Nulato is mostly 
wetlands. Argos makes more sense than a side-by-sides to facilitate water travel. I worry about 
damage to the land from Argos. We do see damaged areas. The land is alive just like us, and we 
do not want to kill the land. 

• A Nulato resident brought up an idea to have certain routes where travel would be restricted. 

• Change the wording on summer subsistence cross country travel for berry picking and moose 
hunting about 4-wheelers, 6-wheelers, and 8-wheelers. Make it for all-terrain vehicles only. 

Commenters noted that snow levels have an effect on determining which type of vehicle is used. For 
motorized vehicle use in winter, it would be beneficial to take advantage of the codified definition at 43 
CFR 36.11 for “adequate snow cover” to eliminate potential confusion and/or conflicts between the law 
and management proscriptions. The standards proposed in the preliminary alternatives are variable. 
Having a consistent standard, especially one used by other federal land management agencies, would be 
informative for all users about expectations. Moreover, if the standard proposed in the RMP were more 
restrictive than the existing regulatory standard, then procedures in 43 CFR 36.11(h) would need to be 
followed where applicable. 

A meeting participant at Lower Kalskag asked about the use of motors on the rivers as they had observed 
that sport fishing guides have 250 horsepower motors, and sometimes two of them on one boat. They 
noted that they did not have jet units; the rivers they are using these motors on would not be navigable. 
BLM: They may be going places that are not listed as navigable, due to equipment available nowadays. 
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Weight and Width Limits 

The BSWI RMP could establish policy in the planning area for weight and width limits of vehicles used 
on the tundra as a seasonal management tool that would limit the damage to tundra and vegetation. One 
commenter noted that amphibious types of vehicles that can travel on waterways and then go to otherwise 
inaccessible areas should not be allowed. Another commenter remarked that the proposed weight and 
width rating is too much. Additional comments stated that the weight size limits for winter OHV use 
while the ground is protected are lower than those for summer OHV use. The BLM stated that their 
agency recommended a 2,000 pound gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) rating to acknowledge 3, 4, 6, 
and 8 wheel vehicles, and that they want to manage and allow common vehicles used for subsistence. The 
greatest impact on BLM lands is occurring from unmanaged OHV use. The BLM remarked that they 
would like to be consistent with the OHV management policies of neighboring landowners. 

Comments that recommended specific changes to vehicle weight limits included:  

• Pounds per square inch (PSI) must be the standard for OHV use. A vehicle’s PSI should also be 
considered for trail use. For example, the primary vehicles that the Alaska Track Association 
members utilize are Snow Trac vehicles. Snow Tracs were produced from 1958 to 1981 in 
Sweden. The vehicles are constructed mostly of aluminum, and thus have an extremely light 
weight when distributed from the track surface to the ground. There are many tracked vehicles 
used in Alaska and have been for many decades. 

• Vehicles which weigh less than 2,500 PSI, or vehicles with a lighter footprint than a 4-wheeler, 
should be allowed to use the trails. Revise wording to include light footprint because the average 
4-wheeler which has a ground pressure of approximately 8 PSI, and a Snow Trac tracked vehicle 
has a ground pressure of less than 1 PSI. The Alaska Track Association understands the intent of 
this wording as a method to reduce impact on Alaska's trails. However, it is our opinion that 
stating a less than weight misses a critical issue of how much impact a vehicle has on the ground. 

Enforcement 

Techniques for travel management enforcement were discussed at several community meetings, but a 
clear preference was not identified. Commenters expressed concerns regarding enforcement of policies, 
difficulties of enforcement in such large areas, fines for non-compliance, and the importance of 
maintaining access to traditional use areas. One commenter stated that he found boat inspections to be 
intrusive. 

At the Unalakleet meeting, a participant asked the BLM if they could enforce polices above Chirosky. 
The BLM noted that in those areas their jurisdiction is above 10 Mile Creek and uplands are their 
responsibility. Another Unalakleet meeting attendee suggested that there should be heavy consequences 
for a commercial operator violating travel management rules because they have a greater responsibility to 
the resource and resource management. The BLM remarked that with a permitted use, they have 
discretion for whether or not they issue the permit. If there is a violation, we can suspend or terminate, 
and the operator has to follow certain stipulations.  

Aircraft Restrictions 

At the Crooked Creek meeting, participants voiced opposition to proposed aircraft altitude regulations in 
the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts for flightseeing and sport hunters utilizing BLM lands. Specific 
comments included:  

• Leave the planes alone—we need them to get in and out.  
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• People depend on planes for things, and we do not want them to go away. We do not want flight 
operators to be hassled. 

• The proposed flight regulations for aircraft transporters do not seem to be enforceable. If you fly 
around to enforce them, then the enforcing plane is a disturbance. 

• We do not want regulations on the height that aircraft may fly; it seems like this regulation would 
be pointless. 

• We would spend money trying to enforce something we cannot do much about. Most people will 
fly at a high height, but at times you need a plane to fly lower for safety. Most people would fly at 
proper height because they use the resources, too. 

• We are worried that all operators would be hassled. The intent of the regulation would not occur. 
We are worried that enforcement would be broad and overreach the intent. It is best to not have 
an official regulation and maybe just educate people about flying at a proper height. 

• Initial regulation could lead to more rules in the future. 

Transportation Alternatives 

One commenter suggested that the BLM should study transportation alternatives as a part of the planning 
process. This is an important component to the BLM lands as well as adjoining landowners, including the 
state, Native Corporations, private parties, and other federal agencies. Federal and state funded 
transportation studies have already been completed in the area and would help in this analysis. 

Road Access for Natural Resource Development  

Comments were received expressing concerns that restricting activities for access and development along 
non-contiguous state and private parcels within the planning area could result in reduced access for 
exploration, development, and transportation of natural resources. The patchwork of land ownership in 
the planning area makes access to all lands an important consideration in land and resource management 
planning. The adoption of ACECs, without the consideration of all existing and future travel routes and 
needs, would make access in the area difficult. Travel management should be fully considered, and it 
should be made clear how adjacent landowners would be impacted or how access would be obtained to 
specific parcels. In many places, it looks like access to non-BLM managed lands would essentially be 
blocked if many of these ACECs in the RMP are adopted. 

In addition, it was suggested in comments that access for transportation and utility infrastructure 
associated with mineral developments be implemented in the RMP. The BLM should allow transportation 
corridors at right angles to trails for safe crossings. AVCP requested that the BLM incorporate their 
Yukon-Kuskokwim Freight and Energy Corridor Plan into the BSWI RMP and review new relevant 
information to the inventory, report, or alternative concepts. 

The State of Alaska noted for rights-of-way (in Section 3.2 Fisheries, in the Preliminary Alternatives 
Concepts Alternatives to help the BLM achieve the objective(s) Right of Way Exclusion Areas, 
Alternatives Table) in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts, the distinction between exclusion and 
avoidance areas is unclear. The state thought the action seemed to be strictly targeted at a single proposed 
utility right-of-way and was not consistent with goals outlined in Section 3.6 of the Preliminary 
Alternatives Concepts. 
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Issue 12: Outfitter Guides  

Comments in this category were issues that were related to use of the planning area by guides and 
transporters and the implications for local communities. Some residents in the planning area expressed 
concern that sport hunting was resulting in competition for resources that are used for subsistence.  

Competition for Resources 

At the Anchorage meeting, an attendee asked for clarification of the difference between a guide outfitter 
and a guide transporter. There is a perception in the villages that transporters take subsistence resources 
from communities and do not contribute to economic activity. BLM: A transporter moves clients, 
typically by boat, plane, or horse. The State Troopers sometimes are confused about their authority to 
regulate transporters. The BLM does require permits for transporters in the Squirrel River area. Please 
let the BLM know if you have another area where transporters should be placed under permit, and we 
can place limits. 

Participants at the Holy Cross meeting noted that increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or 
independent) are causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a 
broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but buffering around the Alaska Native corporation 
lands surrounding the community. They remarked that “the people were asking to have restricted use 
areas extended to the hills to take care of our birds. We do not want planes to come and land for the 
weekend and take what they want and go back to town.” Meeting participants have observed that no meat 
is donated to the communities from these hunts and that they see antlers shipped out. Meeting attendees 
stated that “up the river in the Koyukuk area, all moose antlers must be cut off the head. That stopped the 
sport hunting in that area.” The BLM remarked that this information should be shared with the state. 

A participant at the Kaltag meeting mentioned that he had heard Koyukuk had a lack of moose meat, and 
Fairbanks guides were competing with subsistence users along the Koyukuk River. There was also a 
discussion about a Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide, and that guiding provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from other areas where 
sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. The community asked the BLM what the agency does 
about people going across BLM lands to access their own lands. BLM: The BLM authorizes for guide use 
areas. The BLM is proposing to manage a certain number of guides per use area to alleviate pressure 
amongst sport hunters and between sport and subsistence hunters when the guide use area is on BLM 
lands. 

Guides and Transporters 

At the Aniak meeting, an attendee noted that there were outfitter guides in the Aniak area. At the Nulato 
meeting, residents reported they see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. They observed that guides 
in Kaltag may go after grizzly bears in the Nulato Hills where there is BLM land, but they do not 
traditionally hunt bear. 

A participant at the Holy Cross meeting described how increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or 
independent) are causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a 
broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but buffering around the Alaska Native corporation 
lands surrounding the community. The participant asked the BLM to clarify that their agency does not 
allow guides to fly out. The BLM responded: There are guides that accompany hunters and there are also 
transporters. Transporters are not guiding, they are just dropping people off. We do not presently 
manage transporters; all they provided is a flight. Some transporters also provide equipment (such as a 
camp). If the pilot is a licensed guide, then they are under a permit. 
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Guide Limits 

Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. The BLM is proposing allocation limits on 
guide operator access permits and guide and transporter use restrictions near communities as alternative 
management strategies. At the Anchorage meeting, a participant asked if the BLM would create a guide 
use system similar to how the FWS and NPS structures work. The BLM stated that they are proposing an 
allocation limit on operators. The allocation numbers were determined from the ten-year average of 
BLM-permitted guide numbers. The goal is to reduce conflicts through these allocations. The BLM is not 
proposing recommendations for how many clients a guide outfitter may have. 

The BLM is also proposing guide and transporter use restrictions near communities. A participant at the 
Anchorage meeting asked the BLM to clarify the implications of this if the Alaska state legislature passes 
a guide concession program. The BLM remarked that these are only recommendations for BLM lands. A 
state guide concession program would give guide allocation limits for state lands. 

Nulato residents mentioned that they see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. The BLM was asked for 
specific details of who has guide permits for BLM lands in their area. They reported that hunters that got 
pressed out of other areas are now in Kaltag and Galena. BLM noted that some guides are regulated by 
the state, but BLM has talked about limiting guides and transporters on BLM lands. 

Written comments noted that the Unalakleet Native Corporation has a right to say whether or not guided 
hunters would be allowed on their Alaska Native corporation lands. 

Exclusion Areas 

At the Holy Cross, Aniak, Anchorage, and Unalakleet meetings, interest was expressed in creating broad 
exclusion zones around the Alaska Native corporation lands, but not around the communities. Specific 
comments included:  

At the Holy Cross meeting, a participant noted that there should be a BLM officer with every guiding 
camp. The BLM mentioned an option they were considering is an exclusion area for guide activities to 
include a 25-mile radius around the community. The community remarked they would prefer a 25-mile 
radius around Alaska Native corporation lands. 

Comments from the Aniak meeting were in regard to the impacts of jet units on the rivers. A participant 
asked if the BLM could stop the sport fisherman from operating over spawning habitat at areas such as 
Salmon River, Aniak River drainage, East Fork, Kichuk, head of Buckstock, and all tributaries that drain 
into the Aniak River, which drains into the Kuskokwim River. 

At the Anchorage meeting, attendees asked BLM if they were looking at specific areas to regulate 
transporters outside of the Squirrel River area. The BLM stated that they are recommending a no-
operating radius of 25 miles around communities for operators and transporters. This distance is a 
number for consideration, and it is open to suggested changes. The BLM mentioned that it would be 
helpful if the commenter requested the BLM to make a map that visually displays this proposed 
recommendation. This restriction is only for BLM lands, and often BLM lands are not located near 
communities or further than 25 miles out. 

Attendees at the Unalakleet meeting asked the BLM to limit the number of sport hunting guides and sport 
fishing guides in their area. The BLM responded that they have the authority and can consider limiting 
the number of guides, but most fishing regulations are managed by the state and they do not have 
authority over much fishing. The BLM elaborated that they are considering having outfitter guide 
limitations similar to other federal agencies, and they will only authorize a certain number of guides on 
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BLM lands within the Game Management Units(GMUs) identified by the state. One commenter noted that 
there should not be guides allowed. An attendee remarked the proposed exclusion zones were a start, 
noting that at the end of the season many of the moose are close to the community. 

Special Recreation Permits 

Nulato residents reported that they observe a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. They remarked that they 
often see guided hunting in refuge areas where there are not supposed to be guides. The refuge does not 
enforce guide regulations, and they have had difficulties working with the federal agencies on this issue. 
They noted that the refuge is only 50 miles away from Nulato. They asked the BLM how to deal with 
guided hunting impacts to subsistence hunting since they do not have any legal authority over refuge 
lands. Nulato participants mentioned to the BLM that they had prior communications with the Koyukuk 
National Wildlife Refuge Manager, who flew over the area in a plane. Nulato residents asked BLM 
representatives to follow up with the refuge manager about guide permit enforcement. 

At the Unalakleet meeting, the management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement and compliance. Attendees made the following suggestions for 
enforcement:  

• Requested that the BLM have staff to check permits during king salmon season when they have 
observed guided boats go far up the North River.  

• The BLM should work with guides who rent boats to unguided visitors as they have observed that 
recreational users do not follow the fishing limits or stay out of the way of subsistence fishing. 
Limits for visitors are difficult to enforce, and visitors are uninformed by the operators renting the 
boats about the fishing limits.  

• The community thought it was important for river guides to follow some kind of etiquette, and 
their own operation and safety plans. 

• A suggestion was made to restrict guided king salmon fishing.  

Unalakleet Native Corporation told the BLM they would like to help enforce regulations on parts of the 
river, particularly close to the community. They remarked that they would be willing to assist during king 
salmon or silver salmon fishing through a cooperative agreement. Unalakleet Native Corporation stated 
that their land is limited, and inquired if there a restricted number of guided sport hunting permits on the 
corporation land. The BLM responded: The state manages guides on state lands, but Native Corporation 
land is privately owned. Unalakleet Native Corporation reflected that guides on their lands would then be 
trespassing, and that their corporation has a right to say whether the state can allow guided hunters on 
corporation lands. The BLM clarified that the state or the BLM would not authorize guided activities on 
private lands, such as Native Corporation lands or Native Allotments. The BLM provided as an example 
that the Doyon Corporation allows people on their lands, but requires a fee for a permit granted by the 
corporation. Three percent of gross commercial fees come back to the office to cover administrative costs 
of the permit system. 

Issue 13: Illegal Harvest  

Comments in this category were issues that were raised at the Holy Cross and Unalakleet community 
meetings. Both communities noted that there is little patrolling or enforcement of game being taken out of 
season. At the Unalakleet meeting, one attendee noted they had observed moose being taken out of season 
and nothing was done about it. A commenter at the Holy Cross meeting remarked that the BLM could 
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take over the waterways for fisheries management. They had observed that “horns go and the meat stays 
to rot in the woods,” and this was not the way Alaska Natives use the land for subsistence or traditional 
practices.  

Issue 14: Minerals and Mining 

Comments in the “Minerals and Mining” category were issues related to historic mining activities and 
restoration, and current minerals exploration and natural resource development. Commenters had concern 
for placer mining and potential coal mining in the planning area. One commenter asked if gold panning 
was allowed on BLM lands. Other comments were directly related to the development of the Donlin Gold 
Project and the implications of the BSWI RMP/EIS to that project in particular.  

The State of Alaska commented that there is little mineral potential for BLM lands in the planning area. 
Lack of infrastructure and the high cost of logistics for a mining operation in western Alaska make 
mining operations expensive. The BLM should keep all of its lands in the planning area open to mineral 
entry. Costs of operation and the low potential for profit returns will keep mining activity low in the area. 
There are already regulations in place to guarantee environmental safeguards, such as the Clean Water 
Act, without additional restrictions for BLM lands. The locatable and leasable mineral studies conducted 
for the BSWI planning area are helpful for indicating possible developments in the near term. However, 
they are based only on known occurrences, and do not consider mineral potential. The BLM should be 
required to include a USGS-prepared report and maps on the geology and undiscovered mineral potential 
of the region for the BSWI area, as well as an analysis of the USGS minerals report included and 
referenced where appropriate during the planning process. Considering the huge land area and the 
geologic potential for minerals, additional minerals-focused exploration work and information are 
necessary to make valid management decisions. In addition, airborne geophysical studies (e.g. 
aeromagnetic, conductivity) would assist in this planning effort and provide worthwhile information. 

The state further commented that construction material resources are required for the development, 
maintenance, and expansion of critical infrastructure including roads, pipelines, airports, businesses, 
residences, utilities, communication facilities, and similar types of projects are prohibitively expensive to 
transport over any significant distance (e.g., more than 1,000 feet from an existing road) within the BSWI 
planning area. Thus, lack of material sites within a reasonable distance from projects effectively prevents 
maintenance and development activities that are necessary and/or desirable. Recognizing the critical need 
for construction material resources wherever infrastructure is present or proposed, the Department of 
Natural Resources, Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys strongly recommends that the 
RMP/EIS explicitly address the issue to facilitate appropriate development and maintenance activities. 

A Russian Mission meeting participant remarked that materials needed for construction in the 
communities may be located on lands within the BSWI planning area. The City of Russian Mission is 
working with Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium (ANTHC) to relocate the dump and needs rock, 
but does not have much information on resources in the area. Many villages are expanding and need more 
gravel resources. Russian Mission meeting attendees also noted that they are trying to get a road built to 
Keiko Mine and need to locate waste rock.  

Alternatives 

Concerns were expressed in support and in opposition of the alternatives for Locatable Minerals that 
would withdraw lands in the planning area from mineral entry. Specifically: 

• The state remarked that Alternative 3 is preferred and most consistent with the goals. Alternative 
1 would be a step towards the goals outlined in this section. However, any new closures under 
newly established Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA) or ACEC designations should be subject 
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to prior existing rights. Withdrawing RCA watersheds in their entirety is not consistent with some 
of the alternative actions.  

• The Alaska Miners Association (AMA) stated they strongly oppose Alternative 1 – 
“Withdrawals,” [Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Withdrawals – (p. 27). AMA supports 
Locatable Minerals Alternative 3 – “Withdrawals – Open all BLM lands to mineral entry”] that 
would close all designated ACECs and RCAs to mineral entry. The need for the blanket closure 
of all ACECs and RCAs is not explained or justified.  

• AMA remarked they oppose Alternative 3 [Leasable Minerals Alternatives 1 and 3 – (pp. 30 and 
31).] that closes all coal deposits to leasing. AMA supports Alternative 1 where it states that all 
coal deposits would be open for leasing, although we oppose the no surface occupancy 
requirements as these would make surface coal mining impossible in those areas. We note that the 
provisions for leasing in the Galena Basin Coal deposit appear to be reversed in the alternatives 
table on p. 31. Alternative 1 stated on p. 30 that all coal deposits would be open for leasing, but 
then says Galena Basin is closed in RCAs. Alternative 3 (on p. 31) says all coal deposits are 
closed, but on p. 32 says Galena Basin is open in RCAs.  

• AMA also stated [Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas Alternatives – p. 31] that they oppose the 
Leasable Minerals Alternative 1 that closes all RCAs, critical moose calving and wintering 
habitats, critical caribou calving and wintering habitats, Nulato Hills Lichen, Caribou and 
Sensitive Plant Conservation Areas to oil and gas leasing. Many of these resources can be 
protected through directional drilling and seasonal restrictions. The No Surface Entry 
requirements for oil and gas in Alternative 1 are also excessive and overly restrictive. AMA 
supports Alternative 3 for oil and gas leasing. 

• The Pew Charitable Trusts stated that protection of existing and proposed ACECs and RCAs by 
prohibiting mining, oil, or gas development must be a priority in the BSWI planning process to 
achieve the vision and goals of the RMP. They recommended prohibiting development, subject to 
valid existing rights. The BLM should retain existing or institute new withdrawals to prohibit 
mining, oil, and gas development within BSWI ACECs or RCAs to protect important values and 
proceed to “segregate” the land recommended for withdrawal until the withdrawal process is 
complete. 

Other comments received on Alternative 1 – [No Surface Occupancy, Alternatives Table Alternative 1] of 
the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts remarked that it would allow mineral development of locatable 
minerals within watersheds, but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams. This would be 
consistent with goals outlined in Section 3.6 of the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts. 

Comments on Alternative 3 in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts noted that it would be less 
restrictive and more consistent with allowing mineral exploration, development, and mining within 
watersheds, but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams. This would be consistent with goals 
outlined in Section 3.6. One commenter asked if Alternative 3 No Surface Occupancy would include all 
types of suction dredging. Suction dredging, depending on hose size, can be authorized by a general 
permit, or may require an annual application; these users do not have valid existing rights. This should 
exclude areas of state-owned and navigable waters. 

The state noted in their comments [3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) - Cumulative effects of placer mines] regarding the 
Preliminary Alternatives Concepts "No cumulative effects restrictions" as an alternative is most consistent 
with goals outlined in Section 3.6 of the proposed alternatives. Placer gold, particularly in the planning 
area, occurs in clusters of drainages. Some sixth level Hydrological Unit Codes in the region would be 
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more intensively mined because that "is where the gold is", while the majority of the larger Hydrological 
Unit Codes would be untouched because there are no commercial concentrations of gold. 

Exploration  

The AMA was concerned that continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs would 
either result in seasonal or permanent restrictions on access for mineral exploration. All existing and 
potential ACECs propose to either close areas to mineral location and entry under federal mining laws, or 
retain existing withdrawals that close these areas. AMA was concerned the BLM has ignored the mineral 
values of the proposed ACECs, and has not provided an explanation of how mining presents an 
irreconcilable conflict with the ACEC values. This organization also stated that the RMP must have 
alternatives that provide for opportunities to develop locatable and salable mineral resources on public 
lands to meet national, regional, and local needs while ensuring the long-term health and diversity of the 
land. Exploration of public lands should be encouraged to define potential mineral resources of national 
strategic interest, minerals to support green technology development and carbon reduction technology, 
and minerals economically crucial for state and local communities. 

Historic and Proposed Mines  

Discussion focused on several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed mines. Plans for 
future large-scale mines were discussed at the Bethel and Unalakleet meetings, noting affected 
communities must have adequate notification regarding policies and steps for proposed mining plans. 
Concerns were raised about management of water quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-
up of contaminated sites. A commenter at the Bethel community meeting noted the former Nyac mine site 
near Tuluksak has had a lot of restoration work, but for a long time there were no fish in that river.  

At the Russian Mission meeting, a participant remarked that they are worried about pollution. The Keiko 
Mine, on the Stuyahok River about 14 miles inland and 6 miles upriver, operated for about 30 years. 
“They dug the ground out and all of that stream upriver eroded. Can BLM do water samples and tell the 
public if it is safe?” The BLM responded that monitoring water quality is the responsibility of the State of 
Alaska, Division of Mining. Other comments at the Russian Mission meeting expressed concern about a 
platinum mine near Goodnews Bay. The BLM mentioned that they had indicted someone for 
abandonment of a mine in that area and are hoping to get someone else to come in and re-mine the 
tailings, and re-establish the stream as they go. That would help to decontaminate and restore the site. 

Chuathbaluk residents discussed an abandoned mine in the Mission Creek area from the 1880s. The 
Hazardous Materials Specialist in Chuathbaluk has been up there to see if there are hazardous materials. 
He shared photos of the abandoned mine with BLM staff before the meeting. 

Mining Impacts 

Mining impacts to the environment were a topic of concern at community meetings in Bethel, Crooked 
Creek, Chuathbaluk, Lower Kalskag, and Russian Mission. Discussion was mostly in general terms, but 
covered the proposed Donlin Gold Mine Project and the former Red Devil Mine. They noted that mines 
would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are worries about 
impacts to natural resources and the community. Concerns included mining or development in moose 
habitat and the surrounding lands, the impacts to fish and water, and impacts to nesting birds and effects 
from tailing ponds. Residents also noted that they were worried about the increase in air traffic and boat 
traffic that mining projects could bring. At the Lower Kalskag meeting, a participant noted salmon 
spawning grounds are in the Aniak area and wanted buffers for mining to stay away from streams.  

At the Chuathbaluk meeting, one participant remarked that they were opposed to mining because it can be 
destructive, and had concerns for how mining impacts would be studied. The commenter was also 
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worried that other areas may become developed for minerals, and about the downriver effects from 
mining to Chuathbaluk, noting in particular the 2014 dam failure at the Mount Polley mine in Canada. 
Another participant at that meeting remarked that recycling and reusing materials would mean less mining 
would be necessary. Improved guidelines for mines were noted as being needed.  

Reclamation and Restoration 

Reclamation and restoration post-mining were discussed at community meetings in Chuathbaluk, Lower 
Kalskag, and Russian Mission. Meeting participants asked about reclamation and what was required of 
the mining companies at closure. Meeting participants at Lower Kalskag remarked that reclamation could 
be done concurrently with mine operation. They also inquired as to what is done with tailing ponds when 
mining is complete. At the Russian Mission meeting, participants asked about cleanup activities that have 
occurred at the Red Devil Mine for mercury. Meeting participants at the Chuathbaluk meeting expressed 
similar concerns and stated they had seen fish dying several years ago. The BLM responded: The site is a 
Superfund area and has had sampling that showed elevated methyl mercury and arsenic levels. The BLM 
broadened the sample area to include soils. Tailings will be pulled out of the creek. Consumption 
guidance recommends limiting bigger, older pike that has been in the water longer and absorbed more 
mercury. Young people and women of child-bearing age should limit their consumption.  

Coal Deposits 

The potential for using coal from deposits in the Kaltag area was discussed at the Kaltag community 
meeting. Kaltag residents described coal deposits near Kaltag, but noted the coal does not burn well and 
has a low potential for commercial development. Commenters mentioned that there are known oil and gas 
deposits in the Galena Basin, but potential for commercial development is very low. BLM: The Kaltag 
area has a very low potential for mineral development. The majority of mineral deposits is much further 
south of Kaltag and reported to be downriver, such as the Stuyahok Mine near Russian Mission. One 
participant discussed a historic mine near the Bonasila River.  

Meeting participants at Grayling also reported coal outcrops along the river which are very close to 
Grayling. They do not want to see it developed and noted that this coal does burn. Similarly, Nulato 
meeting participants discussed local sources of coal deposits near their community on Native Allotments 
and Alaska Native corporation lands, and were concerned that large-scale development would change 
their community and lifestyles.  

Issue 15: Permits for Personal Use 

Comments in the “Permits for Personal Use” category were issues raised at the Grayling community 
meeting: 

• A commenter asked about the proposed free permit to collect resources for personal use on BLM 
lands. 

• Clarified with the BLM that a permit would be required to collect house logs on BLM lands.  

• Questions were asked about the potential permitting and reporting process, such as necessary 
paperwork. BLM staff described as being a simple one-page paper that is easy for keeping track 
of use. 

• Another commenter noted that many rural people do not have email access, and there would be a 
lot of unreported use if the form was electronic or required Internet access to submit. There could 
be people who would use BLM land, but not bother with permitting or reporting as a result of 
electronic reporting. 
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Issue 16: Wildlife Management and Habitat 

Comments in this category were issues raised at the community meetings and from written comments in 
regard to hunting pressures, predator control, locations and placement of fish weirs, and regulations and 
impacts from restrictions in some areas where mineral leasing could occur.  

Hunting Pressure 

At the Bethel meeting, residents raised concerns about other Alaskan residents getting permits to hunt in 
local areas. They remarked that local people should have priority over people who live in other parts of 
the state, and were concerned about non-locals taking resources from one area when they live in another. 
At Crooked Creek, a commenter noted that they had been told of transporters who said they were sharing 
expenses, and they were able to get into Unit 19A. Concerns were also noted about regulating sport 
hunting to the extent that it would affect subsistence hunters.  

Regulations 

A request was made for a revision at Section 3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts of the 
Preliminary Alternatives Concepts [Actions Common to all Alternatives – Alternative 3; No Surface 
Occupancy] regarding the statement that the BLM has the authority to set annual harvest levels. It was 
requested that the language acknowledge the Alaska Board of Game and Federal Subsistence Board’s 
authority to set harvest, season, and bag limits. Another commenter noted that what was in place for 
harvest regulations was working and should not be changed.  

Disease Transmission 

A commenter at the Anchorage meeting questioned the potential for disease transmission between 
domestic sheep/goats and wild Dall sheep, and asked if the BLM would identify areas of concern for 
wild/domestic sheep and goats? The BLM responded that their agency would work with ADF&G to 
improve map coverage of herds. The BLM would not allow domestic goats anywhere in the planning area 
because of the potential for disease transmission. 

Habitat Areas 

Concerns were expressed by the AMA in support of the minerals provision of Wildlife Alternative 1 that 
allows mineral leasing in critical moose calving and wintering habitat. However, the AMA noted they 
disagreed with the prohibition on all right-of-way construction in May and June and November to 
February, and that construction should be determined on a case-by-case basis as year-round construction 
could be necessary for major right-of-way developments. The AMA objected to the provisions of 
Alternative 3, particularly the absolute prohibitions of aboveground right-of-way in moose and caribou 
winter and calving habitat, and the provision of no right-of-way in critical land bird nesting habitat or 
waterfowl areas. The AMA commented that these prohibitions could make it impossible to access other 
BLM, state, or private lands where development may be proposed. 

AMA recommended general timeframe guidelines with site-specific, case-by-case requirements for 
habitat areas. There should be flexibility to address the times when caribou are actually or likely to be in 
specific areas rather than set time periods. This comment applied to all blanket time period restrictions in 
the alternatives. 

For “Section 3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Alternatives to help BLM achieve the 
objective(s)”, AMA commented that “Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of locatable 
minerals within designated habitat areas with stipulations,” and this would be consistent with goals 
outlined in Section 3.6 of the Preliminary Alternative Concepts. 
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Predator control 

At the Unalakleet meeting, a commenter asked if the BLM could address predator control in the plan as 
there is a rapid decline occurring in the caribou population north of Shaktoolik. The BLM noted that their 
agency works with ADF&G. The BLM manages the habitat and ADF&G manages the wildlife 
populations. At the Anchorage meeting, another commenter inquired as to how the BLM worked with the 
Federal Subsistence Advisory Council and Board regarding predator control.  

Weirs 

At the Nulato meeting, it was noted that a proposal had recently been submitted to ADF&G to get a 
fishing weir on the Nulato River with ADF&G on village corporation land through Tanana Chiefs 
Conference (TCC). Questions regarding use, placement, and studies related to fishing weirs discussed at 
the Chuathbaluk meeting included:  

• Where are fish weirs and does the BLM work with them? BLM: There is a weir in Unalakleet 
where we partnered with ADF&G. We intercepted every anadromous fish over a six-week period 
and wanted to know why king (Chinook) salmon populations have declined. 

• Do the weirs affect the spawning of the fish? BLM: ADF&G are responsible for weirs. Weirs do 
funnel fish and that gives some stress, but it is very minimal impact to those going upstream. 

• Were there more fish after the fish weir? BLM: Chinook runs are still less and less each year. 
There are many theories for why, but we do not know for certain why they have declined. 

• Why are they using the weir? In past there were no weirs; why use them now? BLM: The state 
did use sonar in the past, but it cannot travel the distance of a very broad river mouth. A weir is 
inconvenient to local people because they need to use a special gate. Scientists feel there is a 
tradeoff from the inconvenience vs. the knowledge gained from the weir. In some places, they feel 
the knowledge outweighs the inconvenience. 

Issue 17: Spill Prevention and Response 

Comments in this category were issues raised at the Kaltag and Russian Mission meetings about spill 
regulations and oil spills.  

Residents in Kaltag asked if the BLM had regulations for a spill and what kind of a response might be 
required. They noted that the area between Kaltag and Paimiut is important to them. Concerns were raised 
about a road between the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers, and what kind of spill response would be 
available if fuel was being hauled along this road. The BLM responded by noting that when a proposal is 
made that involves transporting or storing large quantities of fuel, the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) requires a spill plan. The spill plan focuses on how to prevent spills, and if a spill occurs, how to 
handle it. The BLM noted that their agency requires a plan to be in place before it permits activities. A 
spill plan requires reporting to the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) and is an 
established program.  

A commenter at the Russian Mission community meeting voiced concerns regarding oil spills. This 
commenter noted that ghost ships or abandoned vessels at sea sink and the oil can then spill.  

Issue 18: Alternative Energy/Biomass 

Comments in this category were issues raised at the Grayling, Kaltag, McGrath, and Russian Mission 
meetings in regards to energy supply, energy costs, and the use of local biomass as a potential fuel source. 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

Page 36 

Energy Supply 

Energy supply concerns, ideas, and limitations that were noted in McGrath included:  

• Commercial peat was investigated in the area years ago and resources were identified, but it was 
not determined economical for development.  

• The Donlin Gold Project could develop a pipeline in the area, but fuel would not be available to 
the community unless an independent party was identified as a utility. 

• Long distance transmission lines to import power were identified as a potential means of 
supplying power to the region. 

Biomass 

During the community meetings in Grayling, Kaltag, and Russian Mission residents expressed an interest 
in using local biomass as a heat source for boilers in their communities. At the Kaltag meeting, residents 
described using local timber as a fuel source. They noted that the community is interested in biomass 
energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but most of the trees in the area are small black spruce that 
mostly grow in bogs. Trees near Kaltag are not very marketable for timber or suitable for biomass energy. 
One commenter in Kaltag noted that the black spruce in the area that is not marketable for timber or 
suitable for biomass should be managed for wildfire by the BLM. 

Residents in Russian Mission noted that their community is interested in developing and using biomass 
for heating. They commented that wood is frequently used for home heating, but residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries nearby. Residents are interested in forest management that would 
also in turn protect the watershed that supplies the community’s water.  

3.3.3 BLM Land Ownership, Management, Access, and Use 

Issue 19: BLM Land Ownership, Management, Access, and Use 

Comments in the “BLM Land Ownership, Management, Access, and Use” category pertained to specific 
locations of BLM-managed land, current and future management practices, potential access restrictions, 
and current land use. Residents at community meetings expressed that land ownership is complex. There 
was concern over the amount of regulations on public land and the difficulty in interpreting and following 
them. One resident expressed concern regarding the BLM’s commitment to provide permit notification to 
affected communities, relative to commerce and development projects which may occur in the future. 

Ownership 

During the community meetings, some residents asked the BLM questions or commented about where 
BLM-managed land is located, who manages 17(b) easements, what coastal areas are managed by the 
BLM, and if the BLM manages offshore lands. The BLM provided clarification and answered land 
ownership questions. There were inquiries about the possibility of villagers acquiring more land or 
trading land with the BLM. BLM: In this planning effort, we could identify land for exchange in the 
future. We usually do not identify much land for sale or exchange. We will exchange lands to resolve an 
issue, or provide some other benefit to the government. There were further questions about whether the 
BLM is planning for state-selected BLM lands in this RMP/EIS, and if these lands would be called out 
separately. BLM: The BLM is planning for state-selected lands in this RMP/EIS; this land is considered 
BLM land until conveyed. When the BLM gets a permit application, there must be concurrence for state-
selected lands and consultation for Native-selected lands. 
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Management 

The community meetings were a forum for discussing the change to the BSWI planning area boundary, 
proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, and mineral leasing potential. BLM discussed PLO area 
withdrawals that allows for selection conveyances to take place without encumbrance. Communities 
asked if they should recommend retaining those withdrawals or lifting them. BLM: Most conveyances are 
complete and we have recommended removing the withdrawals. The Secretary of the Interior has not 
taken action on those within recent years. For example, if a high mining potential area was on BLM land, 
there may be a push to remove those withdrawals. 

Specific comments regarding land management included: 

• The BLM Eastern Interior RMP/EIS said there was a very low potential for development, and 
opened up a lot of the land for leasing. This does not make sense to me. The land should be open 
to leasing or closed to leasing based upon what is right for the area, and not based upon mineral 
potential. BLM: Around Grayling there are some withdrawals that close certain uses. Lands 
closest to Grayling are closed to mining. A little further out from Grayling, lands are open to 
mining and mineral leases. 

• If there are lands with overlapping or connected multiple resources, are these areas a higher 
priority for management? BLM: There is a lot of overlap of resources on BLM lands. Sometimes 
lands have a unique characteristic BLM would want to manage differently. For instance, sheefish 
spawning creeks on the Kuskokwim River provide special habitat that is important to protect. 

• Generally, managing for BLM lands should allow for flexibility and creative solutions, rather 
than directing absolutes. Communities have a better sense than the government sometimes. 
Preserving more and more land or trees may not save species or land value. Too much wanton 
waste of resource has occurred by not taking into consideration human needs or the resource.  

• Regarding restricted uses and exclusive uses, a resident commented that he did not want to see 
management actions that would prohibit development in the area. 

• The old Alaska Roadhouse trail system had roadhouses about 20 miles from each other, the 
distance a person could travel in a day. Locations of trapping cabins should be on a case-by-case 
basis. This seems designed to limit to the greatest extent possible the ability of anyone to build a 
trapping cabin. Thirty miles is a long way to travel in a day and set traps. 

• The alternatives and actions common to all alternatives focus on restrictions and permits to 
protect various resource values. We request the BLM reconsider whether there are any related 
“on-the-ground” issues that require management attention and clearly explain the need for 
proposed management prescriptions in relation to existing resource conditions, existing 
management, existing use, and reasonably expected future use. 

Access 

Comments expressed concern about preserving access to private lands, stating that ANILCA includes 
provisions to guarantee that landowners would have access to inholdings. The Draft RMP/EIS should 
address this provision as it applies to future access needs for the State of Alaska, Native Corporations, and 
other private landowners within the BSWI planning area. Comments noted that most ACECs could 
restrict or prohibit access to other federal, state, or Native Corporation lands with resource development 
or transportation corridor potential. Commenters also suggested that the RMP/EIS provide information on 
historic and present rights-of-way, RS 2477s, anthropogenic trails, airstrips, river access, etc., and existing 
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access restrictions should be assessed to determine if they are still needed for resource protection or 
management purposes.  

Realty Alternatives 

Specific comments regarding Realty Alternatives 1 and 3 include: 

• Withdrawals: Alternative 1 is most consistent with goals outlined in Section 3.6. 

• Right-of-way exclusion and avoidance: Alternative 1 is most consistent with goals outlined in 
Section 3.6. 

• Right-of-way exclusion and avoidance: Alternative 1 is not a realistic alternative. Most of these 
items are not realistic. 

• Right-of-way exclusion and avoidance: For underground utilities where there are "permafrost and 
highly erodible soils," Donlin questions just how large a portion of the planning area would 
trigger this exclusion. If the potential presence of permafrost were to prohibit any underground 
utilities, this could dramatically restrict the public's ability to develop resources on nonfederal 
land both within and around the planning area. Such a sweeping prohibition would contravene 
one of the two explicit regulatory principles that should be guiding the BLM's planning efforts, as 
set out in 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8: consideration of how the BLM's RMP might impact "local 
economies and uses of adjacent or nearby nonfederal lands.” 

• Right-of-way exclusion and avoidance: AMA opposes Realty Alternative 1 as it pertains to right-
of-way avoidance and Alternative 3 as it pertains to right-of-way exclusion areas. AMA does not 
support blanket right-of-way exclusion or avoidance areas as they are not justified. Right-of-way 
impacts on these various areas can be mitigated by siting and design. We also fail to understand 
the difference between exclusion and avoidance; both terms imply that rights-of-way will not be 
allowed in these areas. BLM needs to define these terms in order to receive meaningful comments 
on these two alternatives. Regardless of definitions, both alternatives appear to prohibit or 
substantially restrict a right-of-way within the INHT corridor, Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority 
Area, Riparian Conservation Areas, Unalakleet WSR corridor, lands managed for wilderness 
character, areas with BLM sensitive plants, six “unique ecosystems”, and the footprint of public 
shelter cabins. These alternatives will essentially make it impossible to ever build any 
underground or surface communication line, pipeline, road, or trail in the planning area. 

3.3.4 Special Designation of Lands 

Issue 20: National Trails 

Comments in the “National Trails” category covered the INHT. Commenters asked about INHT crossings 
for roads, other trails, and utility corridors, and offered suggestions for other trails of historic importance. 
The BLM confirmed their status as the designated Trail Administrator to coordinate federal and state 
agency efforts for the entire INHT. 

Iditarod National Historic Trail 

Comments and questions from the Unalakleet meeting included:  

• There is another trail between the INHT and Egavik and Chirosky, and “all the way down to the 
river [Yukon].” 
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• Is there any potential for roads to come through the trail, like between Unalakleet and the Yukon? 
Is there planning to use the easements? How does that work? BLM: The easements for the 
Unalakleet River and the INHT were set up for those kinds of uses. The state has lots of stripes 
across BLM land, where they had recommendations for potential roads. We can consider utility 
corridors and roadways in this plan. 

• What about high tension lines and utilities? Can it be done today, like between here and Powers 
Creek, for example? BLM: Yes, but we do not really own that land. 

• Everyone nowadays follows the road behind the slough. The current water/utility system is on the 
ocean side. If there were a way to use the utility corridor from Powers Creek to Unalakleet, it 
would potentially help the City of Unalakleet with their disaster plan. It would help to get the 
water line above sea level. BLM: That particular land we do not manage. Let’s look at a 17(b) 
easement map. 

Another commenter noted that more markers on the INHT stating its status as a National Historic Trail 
would be unnecessary. Written comments from Unalakleet noted that the city has the right to use the 
INHT for setting a water line above sea level. 

National Historic Trails Designation 

Designations for other historic trails were raised at the Kaltag meeting. The attendees at that meeting 
confirmed the historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and noted the community pride in the INHT. 
Community members noted Kaltag Portage is was used in the 1925 Iditarod Serum Run and the Gold 
Rush. The BLM discussed that the RMP/EIS would likely withdraw the Kaltag Portage from potential 
mining leases. At the meeting, attendees asked who to contact for possibly designating National 
Historical Trails. The BLM remarked that Congress designates them, and trails can be recommended in 
the planning process. Kalskag to Russian Mission and Kalskag to Paimiut were commercial routes used 
for commerce before statehood and before territorial days. There are remnants of travel from those days. 
Some of these trails are really in need of repair. BLM: Some of those historic trails that are not part of the 
INHT may be suitable as historic trails. The INHT is not just the Iditarod race route. It is part of a 
network of trails. We will look at these routes to see if they are connected. We could see other trails being 
historic. 

Issue 21: Wildlife Conservation Areas 

Comments in the “Wildlife Conservation Areas” category were concerns that were raised at the meetings 
in Lower Kalskag and Bethel. Additional written comments on applying stipulations in conservation areas 
were also received.  

At the Bethel meeting, attendees remarked that there is a proposal to create a Wildlife Conservation Area 
in the Innoko Bottoms area. Meeting participants expressed support for stipulations to restrict cutting of 
willows or browse for moose in the Innoko Bottoms. 

Attendees at the Lower Kalskag meeting noted that they want to preserve the Kilbuck Mountains near the 
refuge and further from the Bethel area. 

Written comments also discussed mineral leasing in critical moose calving and wintering habitat with 
standard stipulations. Comments stated that BLM managers can monitor mining activity and its effects on 
animal behaviors, and judge how to manage mining activity and subsistence hunting. Rights-of-way in 
critical moose and caribou winter and calving habitat should be designed to allow safe movement for 
humans and animals. Safe movement is not a new concept in Alaska or other states and countries, and this 
should be standard in the BLM's management plan for BSWI. Wildlife Alternative 1 is best- No Wildlife 
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Conservation Area. BLM land is for mixed uses and can simultaneously be managed for wildlife and 
other uses. 

Issue 22: Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comments in this category were concerns regarding the rivers that were identified as eligible in the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Eligibility Report, and how the BLM will recommend designations in the RMP. At 
present, the Unalakleet River is the only river in the BSWI planning area with this designation.  

Regulations 

Written comments noted that existing statutory and regulatory authorities are more than adequate to 
protect all rivers and waters within the planning area, making any additional designations redundant and 
unnecessary. However, similar to comments on proposed wilderness, commenters described how 
ANILCA very explicitly intended to provide Alaskans with finality regarding river designations. One 
commenter at the Crooked Creek meeting noted that they were worried about the spillover of regulations 
from other rivers to their river, and did not want the rivers they use to become non-motorized areas. 

Meeting participants at Unalakleet asked the BLM to clarify the advantage of a Wild and Scenic River 
designation. BLM: It provides additional protection. There could be more labor and funds dedicated to 
the area for management. The important features, like subsistence, cultural, and fish resources would be 
protected and enhanced now and into the future. Unalakleet meeting attendees noted that they have a 
BLM administrative site due to the Unalakleet River. Additional comments at the Unalakleet meeting 
asked how to make recommendations. The BLM discussed the preliminary alternatives comment period 
deadline, and clarified that community members can make the recommendations for designation to 
Congress. A meeting participant asked how to un-designate the Unalakleet River. BLM: Congress would 
have to take the designation away. One commenter remarked that Unalakleet is a high quality watershed. 
The Unalakleet River is already an important watershed, designated as a Wild River that is co-managed 
with the local tribe and corporation. 

Eligibility 

Comments from the State of Alaska regarding eligibility are described in detail: 

• [Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] The report indicates several of the rivers 
determined to be eligible are within an existing ACEC designation. We [the state] assume that is 
considered additional justification for a river’s eligibility determination, although that is unclear. 
We [the state] request BLM consider these designations separately. Layering designations is 
redundant and is likely to cause unnecessary confusion when considering the hierarchy associated 
with any competing authorities and management prescriptions. Further, the eligibility report lacks 
the detailed information necessary to independently evaluate a river’s eligibility.  

• [Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] Each of the 22 rivers considered eligible 
identifies fish resources as an Outstandingly Remarkable Value, and the fish resource was the 
sole value identified for 17 of the rivers. However, the vast majority of the descriptions lack even 
a brief description of the fish resources beyond saying the river is “crucial fish habitat.” The 
descriptions for the following 15 rivers lack any identification of the fish resource or why it is 
outstandingly remarkable, and make no mention of species, habitat type, or any other fisheries-
related information: Page 13, 2.2.2 Bear Creek (Nikolai); Page 14 2.2.4 Black Water Creek; Page 
14 2.2.5 Canyon Creek; Page 14 2.2.6 Khuchaynik Creek; Page 16 2.2.9 Middle Fork of the 
Kuskokwim River; Page 16 2.2.10 North Fork Unalakleet River; Page 16 2.2.11 Otter Creek 
(Aniak); Page 16 2.2.12 Otter Creek (Anvik); Page 17 2.2.13 Pitka Fork Middle Fork 
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Kuskokwim River; Page 17 2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai); Page 17 2.2.15 Sheep Creek; Page 17 
2.2.16 Sullivan Creek; Page 18 2.2.17 Swift River (Anvik); Page 18 2.2.19 Theodore Creek; Page 
20 2.2.21 Yellow River. The state requested that the BLM briefly describe the fish resource and 
why it is outstandingly remarkable for each of the eligible rivers. 

• [Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] Section 2.2, Explanations of the Eligibility 
Determination for 22 Waterways, indicates that numerous waterway descriptions simply identify 
“fish resources” as outstandingly remarkable values, yet fail to describe how the fish resources 
are outstandingly remarkable. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] Pages 8-10. “Table 1. Preliminary Alternatives Outreach 
Meetings” lists whether the river is located partially within an ACEC, which is unrelated to river 
segment eligibility under Wild and Scenic River classification. The inclusion of ACEC status 
within this table is confusing, and such references should be removed. 

• [Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] The only historic resource identified in the 
report is the INHT. It is unclear why the presence of the INHT constitutes an Outstandingly 
Remarkable Value for these rivers, considering the INHT crosses a myriad of waterways over its 
2,300-mile length. 

Proposed Designations 

Comments received from Doyon Corporation, residents of Nikolai, and Donlin Gold, expressed concerns 
for recommending additional river segments to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Doyon 
Corporation stated that it generally opposes recommending additional river segments for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic River System as that recommendation and designation imposes significant 
restrictions on the use access of surrounding lands. Recommendation and designation of additional river 
segments reviewed in connection with this planning effort could prevent Doyon from reasonably 
accessing its lands and enjoying the full economic benefit of those lands as intended by ANCSA. 

Nikolai residents who own Native Allotments have established hunting and fishing camps on several 
drainages (the Salmon River, Pitka Fork, or other Upper Kuskokwim) that are proposed to become Wild 
and Scenic Rivers. The Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council (through resolution) stated they oppose the 
designation of Wild and Scenic Rivers for the proposed area near their community and also oppose the 
1,100 square mile ACEC immediately south of Nikolai. The Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council described 
through a resolution that the Kuskokwim king salmon fishery populations have declined to almost 
nonexistent in recent years and a WSR classification on the rivers may cause them to be run over by 
people and destroy the king salmon species altogether. They expressed concern that setting onerous 
regulations for activities on these rivers and drainages can only cause serious adverse consequences, 
noting these drainages are more placid than wild. They noted that if the BLM really wants a wild river it 
should designate the South Fork of the Kuskokwim from Rohn to Nikolai. At medium or high water, a 
raft, canoe, or kayak trip down that stream would encounter several sweepers and that could potentially 
overturn boats. It was also noted that the views of the Alaska Range (weather permitting) are truly scenic, 
unlike the proposed rivers that pass through alder jungles and muddy banks with little scenic views. 
Additional human use of these drainages may also scare off what wildlife now exists. 

Another commenter from Nikolai described how people do not understand the label Wild and Scenic and 
expressed concern that this designation could affect the area where they go salmon fishing on the Salmon 
River. The commenter also pointed out that council members with allotments on the river are concerned 
about what the impact would be to their allotments. 

Donlin Gold commented that designations of new WSRs may cause the BLM to avoid authorizing new 
rights-of-way within the WSR boundary. Through appropriate land use planning processes and project-
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level reviews, the BLM could exercise its discretion to deny applications for right-of-way grants in WSRs 
if the BLM determines through appropriate environmental analysis that the right-of-way proposal is not 
compatible with the river's classification. Given the BLM's written policy, Donlin Gold remained wary of 
any WSR classification on river segments that overlap Donlin Gold's proposed pipeline corridor. 

Management Options 

One commenter described management options for the BLM to consider, and made recommendations on 
WSRs. The commenter suggested the following protective allocation management options for the stream 
segments found to be suitable for WSR designation: 

• Withdrawn from mineral entry; 

• Visual Resource Management Class I or Class II areas; 

• Right-of-way exclusion areas; 

• Subject to remedial actions to ensure sensitive species habitat is maintained or enhanced; 

• Subject to extensive and reliable no-surface-occupancy stipulations for all activities; 

• With related ACECs closed to mining, oil and gas exploration and development; and 

• Other appropriate measures. 

Another commenter remarked that the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires agencies to address potential 
WSRs in all planning efforts. Even if a BLM specialist correctly concluded that certain river segments did 
not meet the statutory criteria, by leaving Outstandingly Remarkable Value columns blank in Table 3 of 
the report, the public is not provided the opportunity to review the criteria used by the specialist in 
making these determinations as contemplated by Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Comparative Analysis  

A commenter requested the BLM describe its area of consideration for comparative analysis per BLM 
Manual 6400. The table [in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts] often simply states “Regional” 
without describing the boundaries of what is considered regional. Also, some areas of comparative 
analysis appear too small, such as using the Unalakleet River as the area of consideration for evaluating 
the North Fork of the Unalakleet River. 

Yukon River 

Comments were received from Doyon Corporation and the State of Alaska regarding the implication of 
designating the Yukon River a WSR which included the following remarks: 

• In its Eligibility Report, the BLM explains that the Yukon River has been found eligible and was 
assigned a tentative classification of wild. The relevant factors that the BLM has identified for 
consideration as part of a suitability evaluation do not support a suitability determination for the 
Yukon River. Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges the BLM to determine the Yukon River non-
suitable for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

• [BLM Manual, 6400- Wild and Scenic Rivers -Policy and Program Direction for Identification, 
Evaluation, Planning, and Management (Public), pp. 3-4 (BLM July 12, 2012).] These 
considerations should weigh heavily against any finding that the Yukon River may be suitable for 
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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• In addition, designation of the Yukon River as a WSR would adversely impact historical and 
important uses of the river. As the WSR Eligibility Report states, "[t]he Yukon River is a major 
watercourse of northwestern North America." Id., pp. 10, 21. As the Report states, "[t]he villages 
along the Yukon have historically and continue to rely on salmon for their cultural, subsistence, 
and commercial needs." Id., pp. 10, 21. However, these small, isolated communities have 
historically relied on and continue to rely on the Yukon River for far more than that. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.22 Yukon River, page 21. The Yukon River is navigable 
from its mouth to the Alaska/Canada border. We [the State] question the inclusion of the Yukon 
River in this report, as it is a heavily used international river. 

Kuskokwim River 

Doyon Corporation also noted that the Kuskokwim River is not suitable for designation as a WSR 
because it would adversely impact historical and important uses of the river. As stated in the Eligibility 
Report, the Kuskokwim River currently provides a "useful" and ''viable transportation route for many 
types of watercraft, as well as road vehicles during the winter when it is frozen over." (WSR Eligibility 
Report, p. 8, 15). They noted that similar to the Yukon River, the Kuskokwim River serves not only as an 
important source of subsistence resources, but also as a critically important transportation route for 
remote, isolated communities along the river. The road and rail system in Alaska is extremely limited, and 
this is particularly the case in western Alaska. The BLM has determined the entire length of the 
Kuskokwim River to be navigable from its mouth to the confluence of its North and South Forks (Jack 
Frost to AA-086371, p. 6). Furthermore, Doyon remarked that the BLM has stated that "[t]he navigability 
of the Kuskokwim River is not in question due to the wealth of information available about use of the 
river for commerce and the travels of its many users throughout its history." That history of the river's use 
as a highway for travel and transportation is summarized in a 2013 BLM memorandum summarizing the 
federal interest in lands underlying the river. 

A commenter from Nikolai observed that the Kuskokwim River king salmon run is in serious jeopardy 
today. Much of the river was closed to fishing last year [2014]. Any additional pressure on the resource 
could hasten its decline. Classifying Salmon River, Pitka Fork, and other drainages as WSRs probably 
would so overrun these rivers with people that it may be the final straw that totally destroys the king 
salmon run. 

The State of Alaska commented in detail stating:  

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.7 Kuskokwim River, page 15. The entire length of the main 
stem of the Kuskokwim River is navigable from its mouth upstream to Medfra where it splits into 
the North, East, and South Forks. The State of Alaska has a Recordable Disclaimer of Interest on 
file for the main stem of the river, with the North, East, and South Forks of the Kuskokwim also 
navigable. The Kuskokwim River has been determined navigable and the BLM only manages 0.4 
percent of the total uplands. We request that BLM take a hard look to determine if the outstanding 
remarkable fish resource value occurs on BLM lands in sufficient quantity to qualify as an 
Outstandingly Remarkable Value.  

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.9 Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River, page 16. 
Determined by the BLM to be navigable up to the mouth of the Pitka Fork in Section 22, T. 33 
N., R. 29 W., SM. based on “Alaska’s Kuskokwim Region a History” (1985). In an August 11, 
1981 determination, the Middle Fork was determined navigable upstream to its “juncture with the 
Windy Fork.” However, the Iditarod National Historic Trail is not within the boundary of the 
Middle Fork Kuskokwim River where BLM manages the uplands, and the historic trail is not 
directly related to this river, nor does it owe its location or existence to the presence of the Middle 
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Fork Kuskokwim River. We request the historic and Outstandingly Remarkable Value be 
removed from the Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River. 

Navigable Waters 

Regarding navigable waters, one commenter remarked that the BSWI RMP/EIS needs to address 
navigable waters issues before contemplating additional reserves such as WSRs. This will have a bearing 
on land ownership and access. State ownership of waters should also be cited and acknowledged by the 
BLM in its documents. 

The State of Alaska provided detailed comments on the WSR Report on the navigability of the following 
rivers, forks and creeks:  

• [Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] The description of the Anvik River, which 
has ORVs for cultural and historic values, only states “This river corridor which appears to 
provide important access and fishery resources suggest a moderate to high potential for the 
discovery of cultural resources.” The Middle Fork Kuskokwim and Sullivan Creek have a historic 
value, but the only justification is that the INHT is within the area of those rivers. We request the 
BLM further describe why these historic and cultural resources are outstandingly remarkable, and 
describe its area of consideration for comparative analysis beyond simply stating “Regional.” 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.2 Anvik River, page 13. The state file on the Anvik River 
indicates that the state considers this river to be navigable.  

• [3.19 Wild and Scenic Rivers Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Alt 3; 22 eligible...] Anvik River 
No data in BLM's Spatial Data Management System; state says navigable up to approximately 
river mile 150, upper limit of navigability not well defined. There is a Native Allotment (AKAA 
083173A) on the Anvik in K023S008W30. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.3 Big River, page 14. Tributary to the Kuskokwim main 
stem. BLM records show the Big River is navigable 38 miles, while state records indicate the 
river to be navigable upstream to approximately river mile 137. The description mentions that the 
Big River is a salmon spawning stream and a foraging area for brown bears, but makes no 
mention of sheefish, despite BLM’s proposal to designate 700,000 acres for an ACEC because of 
the Big River’s sheefish spawning habitat. The description also incorrectly describes the Big 
River mouth as reaching the Pacific Ocean; the Big River flows into the Kuskokwim River, not 
the Pacific Ocean directly. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.4 Black Water Creek. Tributary to the Middle Fork of the 
Kuskokwim; confluence with MF in Section 11. T. 33 N., R. 30 W., SM. In an August 11, 1981 
determination the Black Water Creek was determined navigable upstream to NE¼SE¼ Section 
32, T. 33 N. R. 30 W. SM. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.10 North Fork Unalakleet River. Currently designated WSR. 
Administratively determined navigable within the designation from its confluence with the 
Unalakleet River upstream to the northern boundary of Section 26, T. 17 N., R. 7 W., KRM. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak). The Tuluksak River is navigable 
upstream of the confluence with Otter Creek, but there is no navigability data for Otter Creek. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.13 Pitka Fork, page17. Tributary to the Middle Fork , 
navigable from the confluence with the Middle Fork upstream to S032N028W06; may be 
navigable further upstream to S031N028W14 but BLM records just go to S032N028W06. 
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• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai), page 17. A Tributary to Pitka 
Fork, confluence in S032N028W05; BLM data show a short segment, approximately 3.5 miles, 
of the Salmon River is navigable from confluence with Pitka Fork up to the forks in 
S032N028W03. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.18 Tatlawiksuk River, page 18. In an August 25, 1982 Final 
Easements for The Kuskokwim Corporation the Tatlawiksuk River was determined to be both a 
major waterway and navigable. On August 18, 1988, the BLM determined the lower reaches 
within T. 21 N., R. 38 W., SM. navigable. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.20 Unalakleet River, page 18. State records indicate the 
Unalakleet River is navigable up to the confluence with Tenmile Creek in K016S005W22. We 
question the inclusion of the Unalakleet River in this eligibility study since it is already been 
identified by Congress under Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as a designated wild 
river. The eligibility study contained in this report is the first step in the evaluation of rivers for 
possible inclusion in the National System and should not be applied to designated rivers. 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] 2.2.21 Yellow River, page 20. Tributary to the Anvik River; 
confluence in S033N060W28. There are no navigability records in the Spatial Data Management 
System; however, there is a Native Allotment on the river in S034N059W32. The records indicate 
the allotment has been surveyed. The case file number is AKFF 013797. A Native Allotment on a 
river is a good indication that the water body may be navigable because the landowners usually 
use boats for access. 

Issue 23: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Comments in the “Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” category concerns regarding the general 
process by which an ACEC is nominated and designated, implications of FLPMA and ANILCA, and 
responses to the areas nominated within the BSWI planning area. 

General comments made at the community meetings and in written comments ask what an ACEC 
designation does and how it applies to the planning process. Some communities noted that they were in 
favor of a non-landscape wide ACEC designation for fish protection that was specific to an important 
area. For instance, one participant at a meeting at Kalskag asked about protection for whitefish spawning 
areas as the ACEC areas are concentrated on sheefish instead. The BLM clarified that the designation of 
an ACEC does not necessarily put restrictions or prohibitions in an area, but that eventually the BLM 
could apply special management restrictions through a public process. 

The Pew Charitable Trusts commented on the need for ACEC designation on BLM lands to protect 
anadromous streams and nearshore habitats important to salmonids and other wildlife. The PEW 
Charitable Trusts suggested that the BSWI RMP/EIS should identify key habitat for rare and imperiled 
species within the planning area, and create ACECs to protect their critical habitat. Consideration should 
be given to ACEC designation on BLM land adjacent to anadromous streams in the planning area to 
protect the Kuskokwim and Yukon River drainages as they intersect with BLM land. Such ACEC 
protections on the BLM land adjacent to the Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers and their tributaries could 
help king salmon runs as this declining population trend over time is a serious conservation concern. 
ACECs should be established to provide protections for nearshore rearing habitat for fingerling and smolt. 
Given the importance of subsistence resources to the region, ACECs should be established to protect 
anadromous fish habitat, as well as caribou calving, wintering, foraging, and migration habitat.  

Some comments were received regarding current ACECs for peregrine falcons, and whether they should 
be carried forward into the new RMP/EIS. For example, Doyon Corporation stated that significant 
portions of the existing Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC, among others, are no longer in federal 
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land status, and should be removed formally from the ACECs to the extent they are otherwise maintained. 
Other areas within the ACECs may no longer be appropriate for continued designation because of the 
status of adjacent lands or for other reasons. Doyon noted that they strongly support the BLM's proposal 
not to carry forward the Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC in the Draft RMP/EIS. As explained in 
the BLM's ACEC Report, with the recovery of the species and its delisting under the Endangered Species 
Act, the peregrine falcon no longer meets the importance criteria required for ACEC designation. 
Moreover, as stated in the ACEC Report (p.18), ''raptor nest sites can be protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, as well as through land use authorization permit terms and conditions that provide 
buffers around active nests." 

Outreach 

The Pew Charitable Trusts remarked that outreach to tribal organizations was an important process in 
nominating ACECs. They suggested that the BLM should dedicate staff time to visit the tribal council of 
each nominating tribe to make sure information provided in the nomination paperwork sufficiently 
described the nominated area’s local significance and values, especially for cultural values. The Pew 
Charitable Trusts stated that cultural and historical values on BLM-managed lands can be protected 
through establishment of ACECs. In addition to protecting historical or cultural resources, ACECs can be 
designated to protect culturally important subsistence resources. The BLM should consider areas where 
traditional subsistence activities occur in Alaska as eligible for designation as an ACEC. 

Areas to Consider and Reconsider 

The Holy Cross Village passed a resolution in support of creating an ACEC that would protect the 
watershed of the Yukon River, including traditional watersheds containing harvest lands and waters used 
by the Holy Cross Village along the Yukon River extending down to Paimiut Slough, up the Innoko 
River, Koserefaki River, Deer Hunting Slough, Stuyahok River, and Reindeer/Albert/Stevens Lake and 
tributaries. This resolution asked the BLM to create a designation as the members of Holy Cross have 
traditionally hunted, fished, and gathered necessary foods and other natural products from the lands and 
waters in their area of the Yukon River for thousands of years. They noted that all of the Yukon River and 
its surrounding land provide important moose habitat, pike habitat, and spawning areas for whitefish and 
cisco. The Yukon watershed is also a major spawning area for sheefish and four species of salmon, 
provides habitat for ducks, geese, grouse, and ptarmigan, and is a source for berries, greens, and firewood. 

The Holy Cross Village resolution supports: 

• The protection of the watersheds of the Yukon River and its tributaries through designation as 
ACECs on BLM lands in the BSWI planning area.  

• All the areas within the watersheds of these rivers and their tributaries regardless of the status of 
land ownership and management. 

• The continuance of the existing ACECs within the Holy Cross Tribe's traditional hunting fishing, 
and harvesting areas, as well as the habitat associated with these. 

The Koyukuk Tribal Council noted that they appreciate the findings by BLM planners that the Gisasa and 
Kateel Rivers should be further considered as important and relevant nominations for ACECS. However, 
they disagreed with the BLM’s determination that the Honhosa River should not be included because it 
does not meet the importance criteria for fish. The Koyukuk Tribal Council challenges the approach by 
the BLM of comparing these various rivers and the finding that the Honhosa River is not significant. The 
natural variability and differences between watersheds changes over time, but all the rivers are critical for 
supporting the habitat and genetic diversity of native fish species and the biological richness of all the 
local species, many of which are depended upon for survival. The BLM's fish biologist's finding that the 
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species and habitat of the Honhosa River are ''typical of the area and only locally important" disagreed 
with the tribal council. They noted that this approach misses their point that this is where they live, hunt, 
harvest, and fish, and where their ancestors have done the same for thousands of years. The tribal council 
believed their nominations fit the FLPMA ACEC definition: "areas within the public lands where special 
management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no development is 
required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish 
and wildlife resources, or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from natural 
hazards." The Koyukuk Tribal Council requested that the Honhosa River ACEC nomination be 
considered in the Draft RMP/EIS. 

Justifications for New ACEC Areas 

The State of Alaska raised several points regarding the justifications of ACECs that are being created and 
carried forward into the plan. They point out that to be designated an ACEC, an area must require special 
management attention to protect its important and relevant values (43 CFR 1601.0-5(a)). The state noted 
that several of the ACECs to be carried forward are existing ACECs for which the BLM has never 
implemented special management provisions and it is unclear whether special protections are even 
necessary. The state expressed concern that it is difficult to envision the full impacts of the alternatives to 
existing uses because there is no information regarding potential special management of the vast ACECs 
being carried forward per the report. The state went on to comment specifically:  

• Special management to protect historic or cultural resources is inherently different from special 
management to protect fisheries. Therefore, we object to appending areas that contain the INHT 
to fisheries-based ACECs, particularly when doing so incorporates adjacent land that contains 
neither the INHT nor special fisheries resources.  

• We request that all proposed ACECs carried forward to the Draft RMP/EIS on the basis of 
fisheries resources be compared to the typical conditions (water quality, fisheries, productivity, 
escapement, etc.) throughout the BSWI planning area and elsewhere in Alaska. Some of the 
proposed ACECs have escapement data for fish species, but there is no comparison with fisheries 
in other river systems in regards to species composition/diversity or abundance. Such a 
comparison is needed to justify that the fisheries resource is unique, important, and/or significant 
either locally or more than locally. Also, while the wildlife resource evaluations generally state 
that the wildlife species within the nominated ACEC are common locally and exist throughout the 
region and state, similar comparative statements are lacking for the fisheries descriptions and 
should be provided. In particular, they noted that they disagree with the BLM regarding the North 
River having has sensitive, rare, and irreplaceable habitat for all five Pacific salmon species 
native to Alaska waters as such habitat is relatively common throughout Alaska.  

• [Specific ACEC Comments] Table – Overall, the ACEC table is both inconsistent and confusing, 
and the justifications for which several ACECs are being carried forward are unclear. The first 
sentence under the “Carry forward…” title seems to state the reason the ACEC is being carried 
forward (e.g., cultural resources), yet the discussion that follows often includes additional 
resources which are identified as relevant and important, but which were not previously 
mentioned. The relevance and importance conclusions are sometimes contradicted by the earlier 
information in the same table under the relevance and importance sections. Especially for the 
various existing and nominated Unalakleet ACECs which overlap, it is difficult to determine for a 
particular geographic area what resources are relevant and important and which resource is the 
justification for carrying forward the nomination. 

Another commenter noted that they felt that the ACECs appeared to be a blanket closure to mineral entry, 
and lacked justification and explanation for closures. 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

Page 48 

Criteria 

One commenter remarked that it begs the question of “uniqueness” when over 4.3 million acres are 
placed into 16 large ACECs. If a relevant and important characteristic or value requires from thousands to 
hundreds of thousands to over a million acres to be determined “unique,” the issue of scale should be a 
factor in considering whether designation is genuinely warranted or whether this is just a segregation of 
the planning area according to common landscape specifics. Concerns with the overall size of newly 
nominated ACECs that will be carried forward in the RMP are not comparative to the existing ACECs in 
BSWI, which are typically narrow and follow river corridors. The ACEC Report’s justifications do not 
explain the tie between the large size of the ACECs and the intended protections to the resources. A 
commenter stated that many of the ACECs are based on fisheries resources, but the report does not 
explain the need to encompass entire watersheds and adjacent watersheds. The ACEC document 
prematurely concludes that over a third of the planning area meets the criteria for ACEC designation (4.8 
million acres out of 13 million acre planning area). These ACEC proposals are made without regard to 
competing resource values of the areas, such as mineral potential or transportation/access needs. In 
addition, the criteria used for ACEC designation in this planning area are far more liberal and deviate 
greatly from the criteria used in other BLM planning efforts in Alaska.  

AMA noted that their organization had previously submitted specific comments on the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria” 
and in AMA’s previous comments as part of the ACEC nomination process (letter dated August 29, 2014) 
and questioned the need for most ACEC designations. They stated that while the BLM dutifully and 
accurately summarizes AMA’s concerns, the BLM still fails to respond to these concerns. The BLM does 
not explain why existing state and federal laws and regulations are not adequate to protect the resources 
that the BLM uses to justify the additional restrictions of an ACEC designation. They noted that the BLM 
fails to explain inconsistencies in use of ACEC designations between these new plans and previous plans 
in other areas of Alaska. AMA went on the remark that in previous comments they had specifically 
requested that the BLM explain “why existing protections do not adequately protect these areas and why 
their fisheries resources are particularly unique.” These existing authorities include state and federal 
regulations of waters under the Clean Water Act, ADF&G regulation under Alaska Statutes Title 16, and 
stipulations the BLM can already place on permits, leases, and rights-of-way without the need for an 
ACEC designation. AMA states that the BLM does not address neither the issue of inadequacy of existing 
regulations nor why on either a state or national level. The fisheries resources in these watersheds require 
or justify a restrictive land use designation.  

Another commenter remarked that the RMP should not propose the designation of any new ACECs or 
ACECs that would occupy lands selected by Doyon under ANCSA or surrounding lands that already have 
been conveyed to Doyon. Such ACECs are unlikely to meet the regulatory criteria for designation of 
ACECs. They remarked that in the event that the BLM proposes designation or continued designation of 
lands that surround or are adjacent to Doyon lands as ACECs, the RMP should not propose designation of 
those ACECs as right-of-way avoidance areas. Over the life of the plan, Doyon may require access across 
ACECs in order to use its lands. 

The State of Alaska remarked that while it has concerns about the criteria for new ACECs, it does support 
justified restrictions on activities where there is a demonstrated need to conserve fish, wildlife and their 
habitat, or other important resources, such as historic, cultural, or scenic values. However, the state noted 
that at this stage of the planning process, millions of acres of land and water are being nominated for 
protection without adequate justification or affected use considerations. They are concerned that such 
extreme, broad-scale protective oriented designations will diminish the importance of mitigating project-
specific impacts across the planning area as a whole. 
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The Department of Natural Resources Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas mentioned that 
for potential special management attention in proposed ACECs, the Draft RMP/EIS will need to describe 
a sufficient connection to the criteria identified in this report. According to BLM Manual 
1613.2.22(B)(1), no designation is warranted where the use(s) being proscribed “could not result in 
harmful effects to the important and relevant resource values[.]” For example, with respect to mineral 
entry, the only guaranteed restriction accompanying ACEC designation is that notice level operations 
would become plan level operations. Closure of an ACEC to all mineral entry is thus a deliberate choice 
and must describe the nexus between that closure and any perceived impact concerns requiring special 
management. 

Layering Administrative Designations  

The Department of Natural Resources Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas commented on 
Layering Administrative Designations, writing that nothing prevents the BLM from overlapping 
administrative designations, such as RCA, ACECs, and WSR segments with mineral withdrawals. These 
overlapping administrative designations ensure that the BLM protects both the relevant and important 
values associated with the ACECs while maintaining the health of the watershed. They recommended that 
to achieve management goals identified in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts for BSWI planning area, 
the BLM should create management allocations and consider layering these designations to conserve 
important habitats and subsistence values, especially within ACECs. 

Thresholds to Evaluate before ACEC Nominations 

One commenter noted that it is premature for the BLM to draft restrictions on activities within proposed 
ACECs, as that would pre-determine the threshold question of whether any "special management 
attention is required." The BLM should first evaluate whether other federal and state agencies are already 
protecting resources (such as sheefish spawning), before the BLM decides to restrict land uses across 
broad areas designated as ACECs. The underlying premise that sheefish spawning grounds require 
additional protection by the BLM through restricting activities in a designated ACEC is mistaken. State 
law already protects the water quality needed to support sheefish spawning under the Alaska Water 
Quality Standards found at 18 AAC 70, administered by the Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation. Any new restrictions must have meaningful, specific, and sufficient justification to warrant 
any restriction that might significantly inhibit the development of natural resources by Alaska Native 
Corporations. 

FLMPA 

A major concern of the Alaska Department of Natural Resources regarding the ACEC Report is that 
several ACECs appear to rely primarily on existing statutory designations, such as National Trails System 
and WSR designations, as justification for ACEC designations. These statutory authorities and the BLM’s 
general authority under FLPMA to apply stipulations to permitted activities, as well as other state and 
federal agencies’ existing regulatory authorities (e.g., ADF&G Alaska Statute Title 16, U.S. Army Corp 
of Engineers and EPA Clean Water Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act ), already provide multiple layers of 
protection for important resources. The report needs to fully demonstrate why ACEC designations are 
necessary in light of these existing statutory and regulatory authorities available for management of lands 
administered by the BLM. 

The Alaska Department of Natural Resources Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas stated to 
sufficiently justify special management, as required under FLPMA and implementing regulations, the 
Draft RMP/EIS needs to fully consider existing federal and state laws as well as the BLM’s present 
capacity to “protect and prevent irreparable damage” or to “protect life and safety” within the proposed 
ACECs. The characterization of this step in Section 2.3 of the report and in Section 1613.02 of the BLM 
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Manual notably lacks an examination of external tools and the statutory authorization’s severity that are 
emphasizing presence over uniqueness. This commission also noted that they believe the designation of 
ACECs in Alaska is operating well beyond FLPMA’s intended use of this management tool. They 
remarked that the Additional Information’s description and application of the criteria for ACEC 
designation appears highly subjective and unjustified, particularly considering the reduced availability of 
enormous areas of public lands for multiple and non-conflicting uses.  

ANILCA 

Comments were received from Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated (CIRI), AMA, the State of Alaska, and 
The Department of Natural Resources Citizens' Advisory Commission regarding the implications to 
ANILCA from the creation of new ACECs. Comments from CIRI observed that imposing such limits on 
lands will limit the future selection opportunities available to the corporation. CIRI requested that these 
proposed ACECs be withdrawn. 

The AMA claimed that the acreage being considered for ACEC designation, as well as potential WSR 
designations, are federal land withdrawals that violate ANILCA. AMA believes that the ACEC and WSR 
proposals being considered in the BSWI RMP that would close more than 5,000 acres of public land to 
mineral entry, mineral leasing and other uses, or keep existing closures in place, constitute de facto land 
withdrawals under FLPMA. The BLM has made no effort in the past, or commitment in the BSWI 
RMP/EIS, to abide by the requirements of ANILCA Section 1326(a) before making these proposed 
withdrawals. AMA described how the BLM issued on May 21, 2015, a two-page ACEC “Information and 
Status Update” that states: “ACECs are not withdrawals, however, an ACEC may have an associated 
withdrawal. Associated withdrawals over 5,000 acres require congressional approval.” The BLM does not 
define “associated withdrawal” and provides no analysis to support its statement that the ACECs 
themselves are not withdrawals under FLPMA and ANILCA. 

The Department of Natural Resources Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas noted that in 
reviewing the preliminary reports, especially the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts and Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern Report, they found discussions and proposals regarding existing and future 
withdrawals were fragmented and insufficient. In many instances, reference is made to existing 
withdrawals (e.g., prohibitions on mineral entry) when, in actuality, a new or modified withdrawal would 
need to be imposed because, for example, a use is newly withdrawn or coincidentally withdrawn under a 
withdrawal which has “outlived” its purpose. For Alaska, ANILCA required action by legislature in 
addition to the administrative decision that a large scale withdrawal is warranted. The use of d-1 
withdrawals to limit or close areas to use, and limitations or closures without an existing withdrawal, will 
require substantially more detailed discussion in the Draft RMP/EIS. The commission suggests the BLM 
consider including a separate appendix that addresses the issue of withdrawals, how existing withdrawals 
will be handled in the various alternatives, and whether new or additional withdrawals are proposed in 
one or more of the alternatives.  

The Alaska Department of Natural Resources Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas expressed 
further concern that the designation of ACECs in Alaska is operating beyond FLPMA’s intended use of 
this management tool. They noted that any restrictions to access guaranteed and protected under ANILCA 
cannot be accomplished simply through the designation of an ACEC. Where applicable, any restrictions 
on these statutory grants of access require specific findings and public engagement subsequent to the 
planning process. 

Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC  

A majority of the comments received on the establishment of this ACEC expressed concern and 
opposition to its nomination, as the size the proposed Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC would have 
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impacts to subsistence users in Nikolai, negatively impact natural resource development in the area for the 
Donlin Gold Mine Project, and hamper the right-of-way placement of underground utilities. Several 
comments stated the state law already protects the water quality needed to support sheefish spawning. The 
Alaska Water Quality Standards found at 18 AAC 70 provide a comprehensive regulatory scheme 
administered by the DEC. They noted that unless the BLM has reason (and supporting evidence) to 
question DEC’s ability to effectively administer state law, there is no basis for the BLM to presume that 
any additional protection for sheefish spawning is needed. 

In particular, commenters noted the following about the proposed Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC: 

• Despite BLM's acknowledgement of the two-stage process for establishing and administering 
ACEC's, BLM is already proposing specific restrictions on activities and uses within the 
proposed Sheefish Spawning ACEC. Those restrictions, described further below, appear to pre-
determine the threshold question of whether any "special management attention" is even required 
in that ACEC. BLM's premature discussion of restricted activities within the proposed Sheefish 
Spawning ACEC violates the sequential deliberative procedure contemplated under FLPMA and 
BLM's regulations. 

• “The analysis fails to explain why existing state (under Alaska Statute Title 16, and federal 
authorities (Clean Water Act, BLM permit or lease stipulations) do not adequately protect 
sheefish spawning areas. In addition, even if additional protections were warranted, there is no 
justification provided for protecting all BLM lands in the watershed. BLM’s proposal states 
‘sheefish spawn in relatively small and specific locations, and a 20 kilometer section of the Big 
River located south of McGrath has been identified as a well-known spawning area for sheefish.’ 
The rationale on page 34 says ‘80 percent of the sheefish spawning in the Kuskokwim River 
spawn in a 15.5 mile section of the Big River.’ The commenter thought the proposal seemed 
questionable because of the map in Figure 4 of the Appendix. Virtually all of the mapped, 
documented sheefish spawning areas shown on the map are downriver from BLM lands; it 
appears that barely two miles of documented sheefish spawning occurs in waters adjacent to 
BLM lands. Even more questionable is the inclusion of over 200,000 acres of BLM land in the 
northeastern portion of the proposed ACEC that shows NO documented sheefish spawning in the 
Sullivan Creek, Bear Creek and Pitka Fork drainages. “BLM cannot justify a 1,091 square mile 
ACEC based upon a resource that is primarily concentrated along 15.5 miles of the Big River, 
most of which is not BLM land. We also find it dubious to use as rationale that “on one day in 
July 1968, seven plane loads of fishermen were fishing at the mouth of the Holitna River,” as that 
information (page 35) is dated by 47 years!” 

• One proposed alternative would be a right-of-way "exclusion area for underground utilities would 
be established in the Sheefish RCA"-an area of nearly 700,000 acres, which includes watersheds 
that neither contain nor drain into sheefish spawning areas. As such, the proposals in the 
Preliminary Alternatives Concepts document to either avoid or exclude underground utility 
rights-of-way in the proposed ACEC are “overbroad, unsupportable and extremely troubling”: 
BLM's land management must conform to principles set out in FLPMA and governing 
regulations. 

• The fish resources cited are sheefish spawning areas and are not an endangered species, and less 
than half the spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai residents rarely encounter 
sheefish and have not speared or netted them in decades. Creating this ACEC will do very little 
for the sheefish, but will put of restrictions on boats, motors, snowmachines, airplanes, four 
wheelers and other OHVs and ultimately hurt the residents in the area. 
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• “The Sheefish ACEC encompasses an extremely large amount of land compared to the relatively 
small areas identified as sheefish spawning areas in the Big River drainage. We recommend BLM 
describe the reasons that such a large area upstream of the identified sheefish spawning areas is 
needed and why narrower riparian corridors would not be sufficient. We also request BLM 
explain the discrepancy between the ACEC rationale and the WSR eligibility report, which only 
describes the Big River as a salmon spawning stream and a foraging area for brown bears. That 
the sheefish resource was omitted from the WSR report raises questions about the ACEC report’s 
evaluation of important resources. It is also unclear why the proposed Sheefish ACEC includes 
BLM lands east of the known sheefish spawning areas, including a portion of the INHT. Because 
the Sheefish ACEC is being carried forward for fisheries resources and the historic resources are 
limited to the INHT, an area already protected as a Conservation System Unit, it was request the 
eastern areas that include the INHT but not downstream sheefish spawning habitat be removed 
from the proposed ACEC.” The Sheefish ACEC should be sized to provide the necessary 
protections to the identified sheefish spawning areas, and that adequate justifications must be 
provided. 

Anvik River Watershed ACEC 

Specific comments regarding the establishment of the Anvik River Watershed ACEC included: 

• [Anvik River – Section 3.3.1 ‐ On pages 10-11], the “Important Value – More than locally 
significant” is that the Anvik River drains into the Yukon River, and the Yukon is internationally 
significant due to the 2002 Yukon River Salmon Agreement. Using this logic, all BLM lands in 
the entire Yukon River drainage could qualify as an ACEC, which clearly is not the intent of 
FLPMA. As AMA previously noted, BLM has failed to explain what makes the Anvik River 
unique on a state or national level, and why these resources cannot be protected under existing 
state and federal regulations. 

• We do not agree that “the Anvik River produces many of the fish that escape into the Yukon 
River, contributing to an internationally significant fisheries resource” (p. 12). Summer chum 
from the Anvik River do not contribute to the escapement of fish into Canada. 

• The rationale for determination on page 44 for fish or wildlife resources mentions wood bison as 
a species important to subsistence users in the area. While the recently re-introduced wood bison 
is culturally important and may eventually become an important food resource for local area 
residents, we request the sentence be revised to accurately portray its current status. 

• The Anvik River Watershed ACEC analysis acknowledges potential significance of cultural sites, 
if they were to be evaluated, but then the document states that they are not important values, even 
though this remains unknown. We question BLM’s intent and application of the ACEC criteria 
for this area. 

Anvik Traditional Trapping Area ACEC 

Two comments regarding the establishment of the Anvik Traditional Trapping Area ACEC included: 

• This area was nominated for wildlife resources, with no reference of cultural resources by the 
nominators. In its evaluation, BLM found that habitat and species diversity did not meet the 
importance criteria under its wildlife evaluation, but did propose to carry the ACEC forward 
under cultural resources criteria, using the INHT and WSR Act, even though there is no 
designated WSR within the ACEC. We disagree with repurposing an area nominated for one 
resource (wildlife) without sufficient justification for another (cultural). 
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• This area was nominated for wildlife which BLM found does not meet the importance criteria. 
BLM then concluded it does meet the cultural resource criteria because of a spur (Iditarod-Anvik 
Connecting Trail) of the Iditarod National Historic Trail. If this is already part of a National 
Historic Trail, we fail to see why an ACEC is necessary and oppose this proposal going forward. 
For an example of how such as designation could impair future mineral development, elsewhere 
the planned Donlin Creek natural gas pipeline would pass through a portion of the Iditarod 
National Historic Trail. A restrictive ACEC designation likely in that area could prevent 
construction of this proposed pipeline. 

Old Anvik Village Area & Egavik Creek Watershed ACEC  

One specific comment was made regarding the establishment of the Old Anvik Village Area & Egavik 
Creek Watershed ACEC: 

• The Old Anvik Village Area ACEC and the Egavik Creek Watershed ACEC may be more than 
locally significant. We do not know since sites within those areas have yet to be evaluated for 
NRHP-eligibility. Also, the analysis states that the areas are not fragile, sensitive, rare, etc. 
However, if the village site were found to be eligible for the NRHP as a traditional cultural 
property, it could be characterized as such in the document. It would be considered a property of 
traditional and religious concern to tribes, which would heighten its significance under NEPA and 
NHPA. 

Kateel River 

One specific comment was made regarding the establishment of the Kateel River ACEC: 

• The justification does not describe any negative impact from the lack of mineral closures in the 
existing ACEC since it was nominated, and we are not aware of any negative effects. Adequate 
justification must be provided to move this ACEC forward, particularly given its significant size. 

Nulato River  

One specific comment was made regarding the establishment of the Nulato River ACEC:  

• “Significant climate change in the Nulato arctic renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources 
vulnerable to adverse change” (page 119), is a blanket statement that could be made about any 
area. ACEC designation would not change the potential effects of projected climate change. 

Tagagawik ACEC  

One specific comment was made regarding the establishment of the Tagagawik ACEC: 

• Recommendation on Tagagawik ACEC: BLM should allow a refined submittal on the Tagagawik 
nomination by The Pew Charitable Trusts within 60-days for further consideration by BLM. 

Tenmile River 

Specific comments made regarding the establishment of the Tenmile River Watershed included: 

• The rationale statement on page 73, “Projected climate change in the Unalakleet Arctic renders 
all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change”, is a blanket statement 
that could be made about any area. ACEC designations would not change the potential effects of 
projected climate change. 
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• We do agree that there is value in the spawning areas for Chinook and Coho salmon, whitefish 
and other fish, but these values are not unique to the area and such habitat is common throughout 
Alaska. 

• A portion of the Tenmile Watershed is within the Unalakleet National Wild River. BLM has not 
provided justification as to why it is necessary to add additional layers of protection through 
ACECs to this area. 

• The table for the Tenmile River Watershed ACEC contains conflicting statements. Based on 
BLM’s analysis, it appears the table should state that cultural resources are fragile, sensitive, rare, 
etc. (table says “No” at present). The same is applicable for whether the cultural resources 
warrant protection. Based on the analysis presented, it appears they should have been found 
relevant and important (table says “No” at present). 

Unalakleet River Watershed 

Specific comments made regarding the establishment of the Unalakleet River Watershed: 

• BLM’s analysis of the nomination essentially concludes that it provides no new reasons that 
would justify expansion of the existing or proposed ACECs that overlap portions of this 
nomination. Therefore, rather than consider an additional, massive 1.5 million acres ACEC, BLM 
should reject this proposal. Many of the resources listed under the section “[m]ore than locally 
significant importance” on page 79 could describe virtually any lowland, hilly or valley area in 
Central or Southern Alaska (e.g.; high vertebrate species richness, moderate surface water 
availability, moderate vegetation, community diversity, moderate topographic complexity, high 
landscape naturalness). 

• Drainages of the Unalakleet River - We question the relevance of using the WSR designation as 
justification for an additional ACEC designation: “The designation of the Unalakleet River as a 
National Wild River by Congress in 1980 recognized the value of designating the area for 
protection.” Congress’ designation indicates its desire to protect the Unalakleet River under the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, subject to applicable provisions in ANILCA, but does not indicate 
an additional need for an overlaying ACEC designation. The existing ACEC was designated for 
fisheries resources. The report’s evaluation also describes cultural resources as relevant and 
important. It is unclear whether the ACEC would be managed for both fisheries and cultural 
resources. The Kaltag Portage, as part of the INHT, is already a Conservation System Unit and 
the commenter requests to BLM explain why additional protection is necessary. 

• The rationale statement on page 59, “Projected climate change in the Unalakleet Arctic renders 
all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change”, is a blanket statement 
that could be made about any area. ACEC designations would not change the potential effects of 
projected climate change. 

• This proposed 1.5 million acre ACEC, one of the largest nationally, meets the relevance and 
importance criteria for cultural resources and fisheries resources per the table. However, most, if 
not all of the identified cultural resources are already within the Unalakleet WSR and the INHT 
Conservation System Unit and are afforded protections through those designations. The 
evaluation of importance states that no locally, or more than locally, significant fisheries qualities 
have been identified. The rationale states that fisheries are not sufficient to carry forward this 
ACEC however, the “Carry forward…” section states that fisheries are relevant and important, 
despite other information stating the fisheries resource does not meet the importance criterion. 
We question BLM’s justification for this ACEC under either cultural or fisheries resources and 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

Page 55 

request adequate justification for carrying forward and clarification of the multiple conflicting 
statements. 

Bonasila River Watershed ACEC 

Specific comments made regarding the establishment of Bonasila River Watershed ACEC included:  

• The report states that the 291,136 acre ACEC is justified based on its cultural resources. The two 
cultural resources areas are Bonasila Dome and Bonasila winter village. Although no acreage is 
given in the report, the AMA questions why a 291,136 acre ACEC is necessary to protect two 
specific sites. If an ACEC is truly necessary to protect these areas, it should be confined only to 
the actual sites. 

• Rather than stating that the sites do not warrant protection, should state that they need to be 
evaluated for National Register of Historic Places eligibility, the results of which would inform 
whether they warrant protection. 

• [Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – on page 50] under “Carry forward….” It states that 
“[n]o the area does not meet both the relevance and importance criteria for any resource”, but 
then it says it does meet the relevance and importance criteria for cultural resources. One of these 
statements is in error. 

Issue 24: Riparian Conservation Areas 

Comments in the “Riparian Conservation Areas” category were concerns that were raised in relation to 
Fisheries Alternative 1 and 3 and how withdrawals under those proposed alternatives would impact 
mineral entry, oil and gas development, and rights-of-way, as raised and opposed by the Alaska Miners 
Association. 

Specifically the Alaska Miners Association voiced the following concerns:  

• The Preliminary Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary 
Alternatives Outreach Period): Fisheries Alternatives 1 and 3 – Riparian Conservation Areas 
(RCA) (p. 11) and Withdrawals (p. 12). Reading these two sections together, it appears that under 
Alternative 1 and 3, RCA watersheds will be withdrawn from mineral entry, staking and oil and 
gas development. It also appears there is No Surface Occupancy allowed in RCAs under 
Alternatives 1 and 3. AMA opposes these withdrawals and prohibitions. According to the table on 
page 11 of the Preliminary Alternatives Concept document, these prohibitions and withdrawals 
would encompass 37 percent of the watersheds in the planning area under Alternative 3 and 20 
percent under Alternative 1. Alternative 3 goes on to say there would be no surface entry for non-
mineral permitted actions and for valid existing rights – this appears to be an absolute prohibition 
of any surface occupancy (development) on 37 percent of the planning area’s watersheds. This is 
a totally unreasonable and unjustified prohibition. Note – on page 11 (alternative 3) and page 12, 
alternative 1, BLM specifically refers to this as a “withdrawal,” which under ANILCA requires 
Congressional approval if greater than 5,000 acres. Also, regarding alternative 3, on page 11, 
under “No Surface Occupancy” section, it says “in RCAs withdraw watershed to mineral entry 
and leasing,” while on page 12 under Withdrawals, it says “No withdrawals.” One of these 
statements is in error. 

• Preliminary Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary 
Alternatives Outreach Period): Fisheries Alternative 1 and 3 – ROW Exclusion/Avoidance (page 
13). Alternative 1 establishes a right-of-way avoidance area for underground utilities in the 
Sheefish RCA while Alternative 3 establishes right-of-way exclusion. We could not find where 
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the difference between exclusion and avoidance is explained. We question why either exclusion 
or avoidance is justified, as an underground utility should have no impact on sheefish habitat if 
properly constructed. We are especially concerned about this proposal as the extent of the 
sheefish RCA is not defined. If it is same as the Sheefish ACEC, this alternative would preclude 
construction of the proposed natural gas pipeline to the Donlin Creek mine. Again, we find this 
prohibition is unjustified, unnecessary and excessive. It should be removed from any alternative. 

• Preliminary Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary 
Alternatives Outreach Period): Note: On page 34, at the top of the Alternative 1 column it reads 
“Riparian Conservation Areas would NOT be withdrawn from mineral entry,” while at the 
bottom of the same Alternative 1 column it reads “FLPMA withdrawals would be placed to 
withdraw the following areas from locatable, salable, leasable mineral entry: … Riparian 
Conservation Areas….” Regardless, AMA opposes the blanket closure of RCAs to mineral entry 
and mineral leasing 

3.3.5 Public Outreach and Agency Coordination 

Issue 25: Public Outreach and Government-to-Government Consultation 

Comments in this category pertained to the purpose and location of community meetings, the material 
presented for comments, and the importance of and suggestions for government-to-government 
consultation. Commenters expressed appreciation for the opportunity to attend and provide comments. 

Community Meetings 

During the community meetings, residents asked about the timeframe for submitting comments, and if or 
when the BLM would be back to hold more meetings. Commenters in Kaltag and Lower Kalskag 
recommended that if the BLM conducts more meetings in the area, they should combine communities 
along the Yukon River (for instance, having a meeting with Grayling and Kaltag in the same day or with 
Kalskag and Lower Kalskag in the same day), and stay longer in the community. One commenter asked if 
the Yukon River Watershed Council had been invited to comment. BLM: They are on our stakeholder 
list; we will check. Residents in Bethel asked for clarification on the purpose of the meetings, asking what 
the BLM is expecting to hear from the tribes regarding management. BLM: What we have now is an old 
framework plan and it does not touch on issues that people care about. One commenter recommended 
meetings be scheduled and published online and through local radio at least 20 days before meetings.  

There was a recommendation for the BLM to train staff in cultural differences for presentations in Alaska 
Native communities. Agency staff making presentations in remote rural communities should understand 
the practice of silence during conversation and allow time for input from meeting attendees. It was also 
suggested that the volume of information provided during this review period is overwhelming for the 
public and interest groups to comprehend and is often confusing. In the past, rural residents have testified 
that due to the document size and complexity, it was very difficult to develop an understanding of a 
3,000-page draft plan, despite the residents’ best efforts to squeeze learning about the plan into busy lives. 
One suggestion would be a series of teleconference meetings or webinars to introduce complex 
information a section at a time. 

Government-to-Government Consultation 

Commenters stressed the importance of the BLM's obligation to consult with the Alaska Native 
Corporations regarding the plan. The multi-agency driven permitting process often authorizes activities 
on federal lands under a state process that fails to consider Alaska Native rights under federal law. 
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Impacts to subsistence resources usually takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that such impacts 
are occurring. 

Recommendations given regarding the BLM’s method include: committing additional staff resources to 
consultation for purposes of Resource Management Planning in Alaska by establishing a staff position in 
each field office; establishing local agency positions in key communities to build long-term relationships; 
expanding the Tribal Liaison staff at the state office level and establishing a third-party ombudsman; 
committing resources to developing an Alaska-specific consultation policy; and creating a link for tribes 
on the BSWI website where information can be obtained about consultation and identifying the Tribal 
Liaison Officer. 

CIRI requested formal consultation. 

Issue 26: Interagency Coordination 

Comments in the “Interagency Coordination” category requested clarification on the BLM’s work with 
other agencies during the planning process, and suggested reviewing other management plans for 
consistency or hiring a contractor for ANCSA issues.  

Specific comments include: 

• Questions about who owns the water near Red Devil Mine. How is the BLM working with the 
state and The Kuskokwim Corporation in determining what to do with the lands at Red Devil? 

• One tribal member suggested the BLM consult with Larry Lau in determining options for the land 
selection at Red Devil Mine. Mr. Lau has been involved in ANCSA issues for a very long time, 
and has expertise in ANCSA land management. 

• Is the state going to know what your plan is? BLM: Yes, so are the refuges, the Native 
Corporations, just like the public.  

• What kind of relationship do you have with the National Wildlife Refuge System? BLM: They 
have a different mission and their own planning efforts. They are a partner with us on this 
planning effort, paying attention to buffer areas, where their land is close to ours. 

• Since ADF&G doesn’t allow fishing in the ocean, can they stop sport fishing? Will the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service take over management of the kings? Can you say something to them? BLM: 
We do attempt to coordinate with other management agencies. At the end of the day, there is still 
a difference in what they are responsible for and what we are responsible for. 

• Many of the parcels in the planning area are state selected. It is in the public interest that the 
management transition be as seamless as possible when conveyance occurs. We ask that the BLM 
carefully review DNR area and management plans, to ensure that the BLM lands are managed 
consistently with adjacent landowners, to the extent possible. 

• As a cooperating agency, the state requests the opportunity to assist the BLM in the final 
determination of any special designation that will be proposed in the planning area. We further 
request that the state be included in the WSR suitability technical working group. 
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3.3.6 Subsistence, Social and Economic Features, and Public Safety 

Issue 27: Subsistence 

Comments in this category stressed the importance of the subsistence lifestyle to rural communities. The 
cost of food and fuel in rural Alaska is high, and hunting, fishing, and wood gathering become even more 
important because of the high costs of goods. There was concern about the decline of subsistence 
resources (specifically berries, salmon, and moose), and the need to travel further to find resources as a 
result of development. Comments also discussed competition with recreational and commercial 
harvesters. Residents gave locations of important areas of subsistence use, and asked for clarification on 
subsistence permitting. 

Commenters expressed concern about continued access to subsistence areas that have been traditionally 
accessed, and stated that Title VIII of ANILCA protects subsistence use and access, not just access as 
noted. BLM: We are serious about honoring ANILCA and the current rules and rights. There are different 
rules for subsistence, mining, and recreation transportation. ANILCA requires reasonable access. Who 
can define reasonable? Are you hungry? It was requested that Fish Subsistence Resources Alternative 3 
include ANILCA provisions for subsistence. 

Conflict with recreational harvesters was expressed; subsistence harvesters often look at harvesting in a 
different manner than recreational users. The villages use almost everything and have found kills with the 
head gone and the meat gone to waste. Is there something the BLM could do to educate recreation users 
and get meat into villages? BLM: The BLM only approves access, not hunting. The state oversees hunting, 
and waste is a state game violation. It is still considered a waste violation if the meat is spoiled by the 
time it is donated to a community. The BLM does notify State Troopers when they see violations, and 
recommends reporting if people observe wasted harvests. Education outreach is the state’s responsibility. 
If meat is handled better, it could help local villages a lot and reduce conflicts between user groups. Sport 
hunters can chase game from a plane, but subsistence hunters cannot. 

Comments regarding the importance of the subsistence lifestyle include: 

• Your vision statement is very urban. Wilderness is our home. We are the fourth world. We are not 
rural; we are in bush Alaska. People in urban areas make these things without living out here. If 
you really want to understand our subsistence way of life, you have to live out here, and use those 
experiences for the rest of your life. BLM: We do not live out here. Coming out to visit is one of 
the ways that we can begin to understand how you use the land. We have a responsibility to 
figure out how to manage these areas as best we can. We will do our best to incorporate your 
input. 

• We want to be able to feed ourselves. We want to eat wild foods, and do not want to eat beef or 
chicken. Our lifestyle is important. All our food is off the land—organic and free range. We do 
not have to worry about pesticides. 

• When we see your actions, when you begin to implement some of our comments, we will begin 
to build the trust. We need to get the relationship back. We need you to start listening. We know 
what sustains life here.  

• In living here all my life, I’ve seen a lot of changes. The State of Alaska abolished the Coastal 
Management Program a few years ago, which protected subsistence resources. The program was 
an attempt at keeping the air, water, and land clean. Whatever we harvest and eat, that goes into 
our body. It would be good if you could work that in under the subsistence category, because it is 
a historic subsistence economy. 
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• I am indigenous to this land. I was here before it became a state. We cannot afford vehicles like a 
Ford, and have Ford tracking over our land. We do not like to invite you. Stay in Nome, where 
the miners and gold diggers are. We live off the land, not in the land. 

• When we last met, we said it was very important to preserve our land and our Native culture. We 
are saying it again. 

• There are two issues relative to operations of programs. We need to identify indigenous 
traditional use for subsistence to be mapped for each community, showing for historic and 
customary indigenous use. We need to keep this context for the next 20 years, the life of this plan. 

• There needs to be a strong position for indigenous peoples’ right to live in this land. We have 
been here from time immemorial. My grandmother was born likely at the time of the civil war. 
She was trained in an oral tradition. We have always been here. There is a creator. Our job is to 
make sure it continues. Our culture and lifestyles have to be acknowledged. We have one foot in 
western civilization and one foot here. There is not reciprocating respect. We have to respect 
tribes. It is in the federal constitution, but it is not in the state constitution. When we are dealing 
with global affairs, we must respect indigenous people. This is an opportunity to do that. One 
thing that stands out in my mind, we embrace all in our culture. We have to take care of everyone 
so that no one is left behind. 

• In addition, Alaska Native tribes and government entities can utilize traditional knowledge as a 
primary adaptation and mitigation strategy to address climate change, food security, economics, 
holistic wellness, and energy issues related to water quality and quantity in the watershed. 

Issue 28: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Comments in the “Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice” category pertained to local hire and 
concern that villages are disproportionally impacted. 

Socioeconomics 

Residents of Unalakleet suggested that the BLM hire locals for permit compliance, enforcement, 
monitoring, surveying, and clearing easement corridors. They noted they have a lot of tribal members 
who are college graduates, and offered office space. Another commenter suggested that the BLM 
planning documents speak little or nothing about local human communities, aside from traditional 
subsistence animals, culture, and hunting. Rural Alaska is not exempt from living in a modern cash 
economy and would benefit from creative ideas for developing their local cash economies. 

Some comments expressed concern that the restrictions in the proposed ACESs and their proposed 
restrictions on uses could impact projects on non-federal land, such as the Donlin Gold Mine Project, that 
could bring economic opportunity into communities. A discussion between the BLM and all affected 
stakeholders, including owners of property within and adjacent to the BSWI planning area, is critical to 
ensure that the RMP/EIS does not unreasonably impair property rights or economic opportunities for 
shareholders and families in the region. 

Environmental Justice 

Specific comments about disproportionate community impacts included: 

• Orutsararmiut Native Council urged the BLM to be cautious about making regulations that could 
impact economically depressed regions such as the Yukon-Kuskokwim. Local communities are 
struggling to feed their families, and do not need additional regulations that impact their access to 
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subsistence resources. Don’t pass rules and regulations that might make “criminals” of people 
seeking to hunt and fish to sustain their families and communities. 

• Do no harm to the people who live here. 

• I was trying to get them to sponsor a law for Alaska Natives to take a test in their own language, 
so they would meet a similar standard for guides. It would be a special guiding permit for Alaska 
Natives. It lasted one year, and then was abolished. People running the government do not 
consider people that live here, without cash jobs, living via subsistence. We have been trying to 
give our people opportunities for success in the cash economy and the subsistence economy. Both 
sides are right. There’s nothing wrong with either side. But in these communities, the 
opportunities for delivering services are small. 

• Technology. We get 5th class service in a community of this size. People can’t understand why 
we can’t make administrative procedures in a timely manner when there is no way to deliver a 
response so quickly. People are experts in where they live. You have a natural default in your 
brain: Why aren’t those people learning how to do what I already know how to do? We are 
veterans. We are educated. We live here. We are the last considered for jobs because the 
administrative procedures exclude you due to nepotism. 

• We are concerned about how we are regulated in a small community. Subsistence preference is 
for survival. Not everyone has the same understanding of English. When the EIS comes out, you 
said it will say how you are going to operate for the next 20 years.  

• Therefore, because a higher percentage of their food supply comes from this subsistence lifestyle, 
the villages are disproportionately impacted by the effects of climate change, which are 
exacerbated by mining and other industrial development activities. The result can be the release 
of toxic substances and lowered instream flows. 

Issue 29: Public Health and Safety  

Comments in the “Public Safety” category pertained to concerns about high cancer rates in the region, 
especially in the Sleetmute area. Data on cancer rates should be considered when deciding what types of 
activities should be allowed on BLM lands and the impacts to local residents from those activities. There 
are also concerns about air quality from burning various types of wood available in the region, and 
contaminated lands that have been transferred to Native Corporations in the past. 

3.3.7 Regulatory Authority 

Issue 30: Regulatory Authority for BSWI Contents 

Comments in the “Regulatory Authority for BSWI Contents” category were issues that are related to 
FLMPA and multiple uses, its relationship to ANILCA, withdrawals and wilderness characteristics.  

FLPMA 

A commenter noted that the BLM’s approach in Alaska appears to be to allow no development in ACECs, 
rather than to carefully manage development in these areas as envisioned in FLPMA. Another noted that 
the ACEC analysis makes no mention of how adjacent state or private lands are planned for and managed, 
nor does it explain why existing state or federal management is inadequate to protect the resources of the 
ACEC. Commenters noted that the BLM should review the following sections of FLPMA:  
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• Section 103(a) of FLPMA which defines ACECs as “areas… where special management 
attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no development is 
required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to … fish and wildlife resources.” As this 
definition contemplates that development may occur in or near an ACEC, but that the 
development must be managed to protect the ACEC values.  

• FLPMA Section 202 planning criterion #9 requires the BLM to consider “land use planning and 
management programs of other federal departments and agencies of the states.”  

Multiple Use Mandate  

It was noted by several commenters that the multiple use mandate established in FLPMA was not being 
implemented in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts. One commenter notes that the planning effort 
strays from, and in some cases ignores, the multiple use mandate that Congress has established for the 
BLM through FLPMA. The Preliminary Alternatives outreach, combined with the extensive areas being 
considered for ACEC designations, clearly indicate a focus on fish and wildlife preservation, rather than a 
multiple use focus for most BLM lands in the planning area. Alternative uses, including economic 
resources such as minerals are not mentioned, and there is no economic evaluation of either the resource 
purported to need ACEC protection or of the other resource values that may exist within some of the 
proposed ACECs. 

Specifically noted were the following:  

• The BLM has promulgated regulations to implement FLPMA's planning provisions, which are 
found at 43 C.F.R. Part 1600, Subpart 1601. While some regulations (such as the definitions of 
"multiple use" and "areas of critical environmental concern") simply mirror the statute, other 
sections add new detail. Of particular note are the twin "principles" set out at 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-
8. While the first principle simply requires that RMPs be consistent with FLPMA's Section 202, 
the second principle reads as follows: "Additionally, the impact on local economies and uses of 
adjacent or nearby non-federal lands and on non-public land surface over federally-owned 
mineral interests shall be considered." See 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8. Noting potential barriers that 
this proposed RMP could place before on mineral entry and development of the Donlin Gold 
project. Donlin Gold asserted that that this mandatory regulatory principle should be front and 
center in the BLM's review and development of this RMP. To ignore or trivialize the potential 
impacts of this planning process on the Donlin Gold Project would contravene this explicit 
regulatory principle. 

• Section 103(c) of FLPMA contains a definition of Multiple Use that includes the following: “a 
combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that take into account the long-term needs of 
future generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources, including … minerals.” The BSWI 
ACEC report finds that 4,828,851 acres (36%) of the 13.4 million acres of BLM lands in the 
planning area appear to meet the criteria for ACEC designation. By emphasizing ACEC 
designations with little regard for alternative resource uses and value, or particularly minerals, the 
BSWI RMP appears to foreclose multiple uses on 36% of the BLM lands within the planning 
area. 

• It appears that the preliminary alternatives are significantly slanted toward preservation, and do 
not reflect the “multiple use” mandate of the BLM as directed by FLPMA. Proposing to close 
some lands to many types of development, such as locatable and leasable mineral exploration and 
development, or grazing without first conducting detailed studies to evaluate their potential is 
premature. An example is where well-defined calving areas are closed to mineral entry without 
actually defining any specific calving areas on maps or providing an analysis of whether or not 
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other uses may be compatible. It also appears that such proposals are being made without 
consideration of other resource values, such as mineral potential. 

Withdrawals 

One commenter remarked that to the extent that an “associated withdrawal” means continuation of an 
existing Public Land Order, and to the extent that the BLM plans to continue an existing PLO or 
withdrawal within the BSWI planning area, it is a new withdrawal under the “reopener doctrine” and thus 
requires submission to Congress pursuant to the ANILCA § 1326(a) process. “The reopening doctrine 
allows an otherwise stale challenge [i.e. pre-ANILCA PLOs and withdrawals] to proceed because ‘the 
agency opened the issue up anew,’ and then ‘reexamined … and reaffirmed its (prior) decision.’ ” P&V 
Enters. v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 516 F.3d 1021, 1023 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (quoting Pub. Citizen v. 
Nuclear Reg. Commission, 901 F.2d 147, 150-51 (D.C. Cir. 1990). “[I]f an agency’s response to 
comments ‘explicitly or implicitly shows that the agency actually reconsidered the rule [PLO], the matter 
has been reopened,’” starting anew the limitations period. Appalachian Power Co. v E.P.A., 251 F.3d 
1026, 1033(D.C. Cir. 2001) (quoting PanAm Sat Corp. v. FCC 198 F.3d 890, 897 (D.C. Cir. 1999)). 

Several commenters noted that many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the 
final RMP, are de facto withdrawals noting:  

• The narrative and tables in the ACEC Relevance and Criteria Report indicate that BLM intends to 
either maintain existing withdrawals that close the BLM lands to all or many forms of entry under 
the public land laws, including location and entry under the mining laws, or the ACEC will 
prohibit location and entry under the mining laws. 

• Even in the absence of issuing PLO withdrawals, BLM will manage the land according to the 
requirements of the ACEC, including “withholding land from settlement, sale, location, or entry 
under some or all of the general land laws” (excerpt from FLPMA Section 103(j)). This includes 
proposals to close many ACECs to mineral entry or restricting or prohibiting certain types of 
access. These actions meet the definition of withdrawals under FLPMA.  

• BLM has failed to examine and revoke existing withdrawals established under Section 11 of the 
ANCSA and other federal laws. These withdrawals (PLOs) are referenced throughout the ACEC 
report in the section titled “Lands and Realty” contained in the discussion of each ACEC. Most of 
these PLOs withdraw BLM lands from “location and entry under the mining laws,” while others 
appear to also “withdraw the lands from leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act” or “withdraw the 
lands from selections by the State of Alaska.” BLM’s plans “re‐purpose” these withdrawals to 
meet the intent of the ACEC. 

Wilderness Characteristics Inventory  

Specific comments from the State of Alaska were submitted regarding Wilderness Characteristics 
Inventory instructing the BLM to make the following changes [Wilderness Characteristics Inventory 
Comments at Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph: The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness 
characteristics.”]: 

• Right-of-way exclusion areas – the ANILCA Title XI TUS process applies to all Conservation 
System Units, which includes designated Wilderness, national trails and wild and scenic rivers. 
Title XI clarifies that Congress found that Alaska’s transportation and utility network was largely 
undeveloped and as such, a process was established to ensure such projects would be given 
adequate consideration. Applying right-of-way exclusion or avoidance designations to 
Conservation System Units (i.e. IDNT and wild and scenic rivers) is inconsistent with ANILCA. 
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Applying these designations to areas where wilderness characteristics are being protected would 
make these areas more restrictively managed than congressionally designated Wilderness in 
Alaska. We request this bullet be removed. 

• Construction of new roads –We request this bullet be removed. 

• Mineral material sales – Given the state’s limited infrastructure as noted in ANILCA Title XI, 
BLM needs to consider the appropriateness of this prohibition and instead evaluate proposals on a 
case by case basis, rather than a blanket prohibition on all lands managed to protect wilderness 
characteristics. We request this bullet be removed. 

ANILCA 

Commenters noted that the expansion of ACECs in the planning is in conflict with ANILCA. The AMA 
noted that the existing and proposed ACECs exceed 5,000 acres, thereby establishing land withdrawals 
without Congressional approval, a violation of Section 1326(a) of (ANILCA). The expansion of ACECs 
beyond the originally withdrawn areas directly conflicts with Section 101(d), as well as Section 1326(a), 
which prohibits administrative closures in Alaska absent a joint resolution of Congress, and Section 
1326(b), which prohibits federal agencies from even studying lands for conservation system units unless 
Congress has specifically authorized it. 

The Resource Development Council remarked that no ACECs should be designated in the planning area, 
and resource development in this economically challenged region is important and is consistent with the 
fundamental principles of ANCSA, ANILCA, and the Alaska Statehood Act. The intent of Congress in 
1959 was that the new State of Alaska become self-sufficient, and its natural resource potential has long 
been recognized as key to fulfilling that intent. 

In addition, the state commented that while there are sporadic general references to ANILCA throughout 
the document, they are not consistent or explicit. The state noted that it continues to have concerns 
regarding the manner in which relevant provisions of ANILCA are addressed in BLM planning 
documents. They noted that the RMP/EIS must also specifically reference and explain the special 
provisions in ANILCA that are unique to Alaska, including in some instances, congressional intent that 
has the potential to conflict with national policy guidance (e.g. lands with wilderness characteristics 
should not be managed more restrictively than designated Wilderness in Alaska, which is defined as a 
Conservation System Unit under ANILCA and subject to provisions that allow motorized methods of 
access and cabins and other infrastructure). 

The State of Alaska commented that they were concerned the BLM has been working on finalizing the 
Eastern Interior RMP and is now well into two new planning processes for BSWI and the Central Yukon 
planning areas without establishing a closure process that implements ANILCA Section 811 and 
accommodates the unique circumstances and conditions in rural Alaska. 

3.3.8 Plan Development 

Issue 31: Plan Development 

Comments in this category were related to the development of alternatives, report substance, decision 
making, the planning process, and the reports in general.  

Commenters suggested that the alternatives are not descriptive enough. Specifically, they fail to explain 
the difference between such terms as exclusion and avoidance, do not have maps, do not sufficiently 
illustrate the factors leading up to creation (such as excluding river segments from WSR designation), do 
not include obligations for government-to-government consultation, and appear to imply that multiple 
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uses need to be provided in separate areas or times rather than be balanced. Specific issues that are not 
well-addressed by these alternatives are: transportation, existing rights-of-way, navigability, RS 2477s, 
mineral potential, grazing potential, integration with other landowners, and recognition of the rights and 
planning efforts of adjacent land holders. 

Commenters are concerned that the alternatives in general restrict resource development potential, appear 
to favor managing towards “untouched” landscapes, imposed unjustified permits, and limit public use. It 
was recommended the alternatives place more emphasis on monitoring the planning area for resource 
condition change, whether natural or human-caused, and implementing adaptive management on the local 
scale, as needed, rather than instituting unnecessarily broad restrictions and permit systems for non-
commercial uses as currently proposed. 

Other comments regarding the alternatives and alternative development include: 

• The two draft alternatives, actions common to all alternatives and proposed management actions, 
include virtually no mention of ANILCA. Even though the report and its recommendations are 
very preliminary in nature, this fundamental statute has and will have a significant impact on both 
proposed management and implementation in the planning area.  

• A commenter hoped the BLM would reconsider, or provide justification for, the following actions 
common to all alternatives: collection of three years of hydrologic and fish data prior to any 
proposed stream crossing with a part or all of its structure below the ordinary high water mark; 
aircraft restrictions for BLM-permitted activities; biannual third party engineering/stability 
measurement reports for state-approved tailings dams; prohibition on certain structures in areas 
managed for wilderness character; right-of-way avoidance areas, construction and travel 
restrictions on permafrost soils; mitigation of any activity that may result in air pollution; winter-
only limitation on timber harvest permits; and prohibitions on commercial harvesting and 
reindeer grazing in any lands managed for wilderness character. 

• We are concerned that the range of alternatives presented is far too narrow. BLM is seeking input 
regarding which aspects of two book-end alternatives should be included in a third alternative. 
Yet the two book-end alternatives vary little from each other, instead many important RMP-level 
decisions are being made in the “Actions Common to All Alternatives” rather than within the 
individual alternatives. These common actions are not a straightforward implementation of BLM 
policy, nor are they a carryforward of the status quo—they are new actions and should be 
presented within the proposed alternatives. 

• We recommend that the BLM move any action that would constitute a new decision with more 
than one reasonable outcome to the alternatives section. The riparian and community buffers, in 
particular, would benefit from public input via inclusion in the alternatives rather than in the 
actions common to all alternatives. 

• Alternatives 1 and 3 are inconsistent; in some actions Alternative 1 is more restrictive to 
development and in other actions in the same section Alternative 3 is more restrictive. Not all 
actions under one alternative are consistent with other actions. Example: "No Surface 
Occupancy" Alternative 1 is not consistent with "Withdrawals" Alternative 1, but is consistent 
with "Withdrawals" Alternative 3." 
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3.3.9 Editorial 

Issue 32: Editorial Comments 

Comments in this category asked for clarification on some concepts, requested figure edits, or suggested 
word changes. One comment submission was a Word document of the plan with track changes and 
comment bubbles. Some comments were incorporated in the issue categories above, but otherwise the 
document in its entirety is considered one editorial comment. Similarly, there was a comment submission 
of an Excel sheet with editorial comments which was considered as one comment. 

Specific editorial comments include: 

• The Iditarod Trail crosses multiple land ownerships. At times the trail is a “corridor” where there 
is no natural boundary to restrict wildfire. While trying to “suppress a fire” that is burning across 
various land ownerships this provision is too restricting. The terminology “would not” should be 
changed to “should be allowed, dependent on the direction provided by the Jurisdictional Land 
Manager and the Fire Protection Agency agreement for a particular fire and circumstances.” 

• [WSR Page-Specific Comments] Page 11, “Figure 1. WSR Eligibility Status of all 22 Waterways 
Analyzed by the BLM.” The 22 eligible rivers should be labeled on the map. 

• [3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Alternatives to help BLM achieve the 
objective(s) 4. Develop...] 

• The use of the word "tiered" does not make any sense in this sentence; was a different word 
intended? What at the tiers? Is the goal of the RMP really to "…increase the processing time 
within the BLM"? This goal needs to be re-written in an understandable fashion. 

• [3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Actions Common to Alternatives 

• 4. Establish a BSWI Placer…] The statement in this action is full of jargon, and is not 
comprehensible to someone outside of BLM, what does "NOT notice exploration but actual 
mining" mean? What does "tiered" mean? 

• [3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Alternatives to help BLM achieve the 
objective(s) Header] The header states: "Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, 
Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions." This should 
probably state: "Refer to Locatable and Salable Minerals Occurrence and Development Potential 
Report..." 

• [3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Alternatives to help BLM achieve the 
objective(s) Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] spell out "IM" 

• [3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Alternatives to help BLM achieve the 
objective(s) Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] There is a misspelled word in this 
phrase: "measurement rods (dived into 1 foot increments) in each phot…" perhaps "divided”  

• Page 52. The Scenarios Network for Alaska and Arctic Planning is housed at the University of 
Alaska Fairbanks not Anchorage. 

• BSWI Preliminary Alternatives SOA comments 5.29.15.docx [see entire document, Appendix G] 

• DOTNR_Preliminary Alter Concepts Review Comments.xls [see entire document, Appendix H] 
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3.3.10 Acknowledged 

Issue 33: Acknowledged 

Comments in the “Acknowledged” category were comments or questions that were off-topic to the 
presentation, the alternatives, the BSWI RMP, or the resource reports. These comments include: 

• Who is in charge of the airports? BLM: The State of Alaska. 

• Donna Esmailka with the Kaltag Tribe brought a letter she received in the mail from the BLM 
about permitting activities for TERRA-Yukon microwave repeater towers. Donna voiced Kaltag 
Tribe’s support of the Terra-Yukon project to BLM staff. 

• BLM explained the process to develop the aquatic resource condition maps. 

• Concerns about being a “landless tribe” as a result of ANCSA. 

• With the proposed development of the river, BLM has nothing to do with that. But BLM has 
property in the vicinity (of proposed Donlin Gold Mine). I know they have been doing 
exploration up there for a long time, but they have not been blasting yet that I know of. Is the 
blasting explosives or choppers going to have effects on wildlife? BLM: They will analyze 
impacts to wildlife in the EIS. BLM has the proposed pipeline location on one of the maps for 
reference. Our part in the Donlin EIS focuses on the permit application for the pipeline.  

• Donlin Gold will be hauling gravel and materials in for pipeline construction. When the mine 
opens, they will be using the river a lot. 

• When they first put that water tank up there, it started raining a lot, and it made a deep hole. 

• Sometimes barges struggle to get upriver because of gravel. 

• Everything is changing now. 

• We support the proposed Donlin Gold Mine because it would bring jobs and hope for the future, 
in particular for the young men in the community. 

• AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of Critical 
Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 

• We also agree with BLM that the following nominated areas should not be designated as ACECs 
in the alternatives: 

o Grayling Area Habitat  

o Old Anvik Village 

o Egavik Creek Watershed 

o Golsovia River watershed 

o Box River Treeline RNA 

o Tagagwik River 

o Honhosa River 
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4.0 NEXT STEPS 

The next steps for the BSWI planning process involve developing the Draft RMP/EIS and then the 
Proposed RMP/EIS. Each of these steps is outlined below, and includes opportunities for public 
participation. 

4.1 ANTICIPATED DECISIONS 

FLPMA requires the BLM to manage public lands using the principles of multiple use and sustained 
yield. Management direction resulting from the BSWI planning process for the RMP will be adaptable to 
changing conditions and demands over the life of the RMP. The BSWI RMP will provide management 
direction and guide decision making to: achieve desired outcomes, determine appropriate multiple uses, 
and allocate resources. 

This report does not make any decisions, nor does it change current management direction from the 1981 
Southwest MFP or 1986 Central Yukon RMP. Instead, this report summarizes the issues identified during 
the public comment period for the preliminary alternatives. The BLM will use the issues summarized in 
this report, along with subsequently identified issues and planning criteria, to formulate reasonable 
alternatives for analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS. The BLM will not formally respond to the comments 
contained in this report, but will consider them in the alternatives development process. The BLM will 
document its evaluation of identified alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS prepared as part of the RMP 
process, as required under NEPA. 

4.2 DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives” in the Draft RMP/EIS, will incorporate the draft management alternatives. 
These alternatives will address planning issues identified through the scoping process. In compliance with 
NEPA, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and BLM planning regulations and 
guidance, these alternatives should be reasonable and capable of implementation. Along with the draft 
alternatives, Chapter 2 in the Draft RMP/EIS will also include the purpose and need, goals, and objectives 
for the project.  

After completing a detailed analysis of the alternatives, the BLM will identify its preferred alternative. 
The preferred alternative is usually a combination of management option components from various 
alternatives that provide the best mix and balance of multiple lands and resource uses to resolve the 
issues.  

Chapter 3, “Affected Environment” in the Draft RMP/EIS, will incorporate the Analysis of the 
Management Situation information.  

Chapter 4, “Environmental Consequences” will document the analysis of the alternatives.  

Although the BLM welcomes public input at any time during the planning process, the next official 
public comment period begins with publication of the Draft RMP/EIS. The draft document will be widely 
distributed to Tribes, Native Corporations, elected officials, regulatory agencies, and members of the 
public. It will also be available on the BSWI project website (http://www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi). 
When the draft document becomes available, the BLM will announce it with a Notice of Availability 
(NOA) in the Federal Register. Publication of the NOA marks the start of the 90-day public comment 
period. The BLM will schedule public meetings throughout the project area during the public comment 
period on the Draft BSWI RMP/EIS.  
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4.3 DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED RMP/FINAL EIS 

At the conclusion of the 90-day public comment period, the BLM will revise the Draft BSWI RMP/EIS 
and publish the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The BLM will announce availability of the proposed document 
in the Federal Register. A 30-day public protest period begins on the date the Federal Register publishes 
that notice.  

The protest period is for proposed planning level decisions (43 CFR Part 1610.5.2). Any person who 
participated in the planning process and has an interest which is or may be adversely affected by the 
approval or amendment of the BSWI RMP may protest, and raise only those issues which were submitted 
for the record during the planning process. If necessary, the BLM will publish a notice in the Federal 
Register requesting comments on significant changes consistent with approved state and local plans, 
policies, and programs.  

At the conclusion of the public protest period and the Governors’ consistency review, the BLM will 
resolve all protests and any inconsistencies. Then the approved RMP and Record of Decision will be 
published. The BLM will announce the availability of these documents in the Federal Register.  

Any implementation-level decisions in the RMP are not subject to the protest process, but are instead 
subject to administrative remedies set forth in regulations applicable to the specific resource management 
program. These remedies generally take the form of appeals to the Office of Hearings and Appeals within 
30 days of the effective date of the Record of Decision or in accordance with the provisions of 43 CFR 
4.4.  

The BLM will post all publications including this preliminary alternatives outreach report, future 
newsletters, the Draft RMP/EIS, and the NOA on the BSWI RMP website. In addition, all pertinent dates 
for solicitation of public comments will be posted on the website. 

4.4 CONTACT INFORMATION 

The BLM encourages public participation throughout the planning process for the RMP. Some ways to 
participate include:  

• Review the progress of the RMP at the website: http://www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi, which 
will be updated with information, documents, and announcements throughout the duration of the 
RMP preparation; and  

• Request to be added to the BSWI RMP project mailing list in order to receive future mailings and 
information. (email: BSWI_RMP_Comment@blm.gov or complete the form available from the 
website: http://www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi)  

Anyone wishing to be added to or deleted from the mail list, wishing to change their contact information, 
or requesting further information may email a request to BSWI_RMP_Comment@blm.gov or contact 
Jorjena Daly, RMP Project Manager, BLM Anchorage Field Office, 4700 BLM Road, Anchorage, Alaska 
99507, phone 907-267-1246. Please provide name, mailing address, and email address, as well as the 
preferred method to receive information (email, regular mail, or both). 

BSWI RMP Contacts:  

Alan Bittner, Anchorage Field Manager, email: abittner@blm.gov  (907) 267-1246 

Jorjena Daly, RMP Project Manager, email: jdaly@blm.gov  (907) 267-1246 

Project email address: BSWI_RMP_Comment@blm.gov 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

Page 69 

Project website address: http://www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi  

4.5 COOPERATING AGENCIES AND COOPERATING AGENCY TRIBES 

The formal cooperating agencies include the following federal and state agencies and tribal governments:  

• U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

• State of Alaska  

• Native Village of Chuathbaluk  
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Appendix A - Comments Sorted by Community 
 

Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Aniak 
On jet units, can you guys stop the sport fisherman from operating over spawning 
habitat. i.e. Salmon River, Aniak River drainage, East Fork, Kichuk, head of Buckstock, all 
tributaries that drain into the Aniak River that drains into the Kuskokwim River. 

Issue 12 Comment 
Form AN-254 

Aniak 
Caribou populations have been low. They used to come by High Fish Lake. They seem to 
be starting to come back again. Issue 2 Meeting AN-255 

Aniak 
Whitefish froze this year, possibly because they have no room on the bottom. Maybe it 
was too shallow this year and they froze. Issue 1 Meeting AN-256 

Aniak There are fewer brown and black bear. They are declining or migrating. Issue 2 Meeting AN-257 
Aniak Moose populations are finally up. Issue 2 Meeting AN-258 
Aniak One time wolves killed a dog in town. Issue 2 Meeting AN-259 
Aniak Pike Lake is an important resource. Issue 27 Meeting AN-260 
Aniak There is no interest in reindeer grazing in this area. Issue 3 Meeting AN-261 
Aniak We mostly hunt moose and caribou. Issue 27 Meeting AN-262 

Aniak 
Did you have any part in the wood bison? BLM: The wood bison will be released this 
spring in the Shageluk area, and there is a high likelihood that wood bison will end up on 
BLM lands. 

Issue 2 Meeting AN-263 

Aniak Big trollers are an issue. It becomes subsistence fishing vs. commercial fishing. Issue 27 Meeting AN-264 
Aniak There are too many chum salmon, and too few king salmon and red salmon. Issue 1 Meeting AN-265 
Aniak There are too many new fishing regulations. Issue 1 Meeting AN-266 

Aniak 
You should regulate commercial fishing more at the mouth of the river. Regulate the 
commercial harvest and not the subsistence harvest. Issue 27 Meeting AN-267 

Aniak There are outfitter guides in the Aniak area. Issue 12 Meeting AN-268 

Aniak 
There was a fire by Crooked Creek. Vegetation is coming back the same. We are seeing 
some game now. Issue 2 Meeting AN-269 

Aniak Sometimes barges struggle to get upriver because of gravel. Issue 33 Meeting AN-270 

Aniak 
We worry about ATV trails in the Russian Mountains. We want gravel on them because 
vegetation is getting torn up. People should stay on the trail. Issue 11 Meeting AN-271 
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Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 
Aniak Everything is changing now. Issue 33 Meeting AN-272 

Aniak 

It is good to teach younger generations skills. Note of cultural camp in Kalskag. Meeting 
attendee in Aniak visiting from Chuathbaluk discussed how Chuathbaluk is trying to start 
something similar, but do not have a camp site identified. Perhaps it could be on BLM 
lands. 

Issue 19 Meeting AN-273 

Bethel 
Responding to discussion regarding the difference between personal use and commercial 
use, a resident noted Napaimute was selling firewood, substantially more than 10 cords. 
This is a commercial use and the source of wood is from corporation lands. 

Issue 4 Meeting BT-113 

Bethel 
Would the permit (commercial or personal) be for each season? Yes, each year. However, 
much of the wood harvest areas that are located near the river have been selected by 
the state and corporations. 

Issue 4 Meeting BT-114 

Bethel 
A family from Stony River was gathering about 25 cords of drift wood. They went all the 
way down to Eek. Issue 4 Meeting BT-115 

Bethel 

A guy I know wants to go upriver and do some logging. A lot of this maybe needs to be 
made more accessible so people here know how to get the information. BLM responded, 
the answer depends on which land you want to use; the answer could be entirely 
different on state or corporation lands. The resident replied, it would be great if the BLM, 
state, and corporations got together and made similar rules. 

Issue 4 Meeting BT-116 

Bethel 
Are there BLM lands between Bethel and the Yukon? People like to go get wood. They 
travel from the coast to the Yukon to get their wood. BLM responded, we have not talked 
about an overland route; we talked about floating it down from as far as Stony River. 

Issue 4 Meeting BT-117 

Bethel 
Bethel residents sometimes go moose hunting on BLM lands, which are a distance from 
Bethel. Issue 2 Meeting BT-118 

Bethel For subsistence, is there a federal hunt? Yes.  Issue 27 Meeting BT-119 

Bethel 
In the Innoko Bottoms area, there is a proposal to create wildlife conservation area. Is 
this something Bethel residents would support? Yes, meeting participants expressed 
support for stipulations to restrict cutting of willows/browse for moose.  

Issue 21 Meeting BT-120 

Bethel 
Meeting attendees expressed general support for restrictions for permitted activities 
that would affect browse, near wetlands or near river bottoms.  Issue 16 Meeting BT-121 

Bethel 

[Musk ox populations are perceived to be increasing; more animals have been seen in 
the Bethel area in recent years. Specific comments:] 
If someone sees a musk ox, they go out and kill it. We were told by a lot of federal people 
that we are poaching.  

Issue 2 Meeting BT-122 
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Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Bethel 

[Musk ox populations are perceived to be increasing; more animals have been seen in 
the Bethel area in recent years. Specific comments:] 
There were 16 musk oxen in this area. There were 7 in the Johnson area, but they were 
not counted. They haven’t counted moose in this area since the moratorium. They had a 
hunting opening last year and the quota was filled in 4 days. There are lots of moose, but 
they are not counting them. The first time they opened a 10-day hunt, they didn’t fill the 
quota. There are more musk oxen now, and the hunt was finished quickly. If bison are 
coming down from Nome, there are a lot of willows in that area. 

Issue 2 Meeting BT-123 

Bethel 
Should we restrict mining or development in moose habitat in this area? Yes, it will likely 
just tear up the land. Issue 14 Meeting BT-124 

Bethel 
If you go to Tuluksak, they will tell you the history of the Nyac mine. There has been a lot 
of work and restoration activities for that site. For the longest time there were no fish in 
that river. 

Issue 14 Meeting BT-125 

Bethel 

There are restrictions on state land, for example, you cannot change a salmon stream. 
Does BLM have similar restrictions? For mining on BLM land, are the restrictions similar 
to restrictions from state land. Are the permit processes similar? BLM responded, there 
are 3 new instruction memorandums for placer mining. They no longer do placer mining 
in the lower 48. For the BSWI plan, we are considering management alternatives that 
would allow only a certain percentage of an area to be disturbed by placer mining at any 
given time. The mined area must be restored before moving to a new segment. For 
example, at Nyac, they kept moving from segment to segment, but that project was not 
required to do restoration before moving to the next segment.  

Issue 14 Meeting BT-126 

Bethel 
Tailings, how many miles wide and how many miles long? On the moose level and on the 
bird level, they don’t know how to read. Are they going make a sign saying birds do not 
land on a tailings pond? 

Issue 14 Meeting BT-127 

Bethel 

[Concern was expressed about potential impacts on wildlife due to mining activities at 
the proposed Donlin Gold Mine. Specific comments:] 
With the proposed development of the river, BLM has nothing to do with that. But BLM 
has property in the vicinity (of proposed Donlin Gold Mine). I know they have been doing 
exploration up there for a long time, but they have not been blasting yet that I know of. 
Is the blasting explosives or choppers going to have effects on wildlife? 
BLM responded: They will analyze impacts to wildlife in the EIS. BLM has the proposed 
pipeline location on one of the maps for reference. Our part in the Donlin EIS focuses on 
the permit application for the pipeline.  

Issue 33 Meeting BT-128 
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Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Bethel 

[Concern was expressed about potential impacts on wildlife due to mining activities at 
the proposed Donlin Gold Mine. Specific comments:] 
I bring this up because I do a lot of communication with Pebble Partnership and in the 
Iliamna area, about whatever they are doing with choppers, and digging up, and 
exploring. People in the Iliamna area people have to go further now to get caribou. Are 
people here going to have to be travelling further, just like our neighbors in the Iliamna 
area? 

Issue 27 Meeting BT-129 

Bethel The state regulates diversion of water, even on federal lands. Issue 1 Meeting BT-130 

Bethel 
Residents are concerned about fish populations. It’s not just salmon, it’s also whitefish, 
blackfish. Many streams have not been inventoried. Issue 1 Meeting BT-131 

Bethel 
If BLM requires inventory of fish prior to any kind of stream disturbance, are residents 
supportive. Meeting attendees expressed general support. Issue 1 Meeting BT-132 

Bethel 

What about Wild and Scenic Rivers? There’s one that flows into Yukon near Andreafsky. 
Does BLM designate that? Yes, but the only one we have now is Unalakleet. There are 23 
rivers are eligible; there is another step to determine suitability. We hope to finish the 
studies a year from now, when they are released with the draft plan. 

Issue 22 Meeting BT-133 

Bethel 

The Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) is looking at corridor road planning 
between the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. BLM replied, they haven’t settled on a route 
yet that would cross BLM lands. We looked at analyzing a potential route in this plan, but 
it is premature, because there is not a firm proposal at this point.  
We are looking at using that road to partner with the barge companies to do back hauling 
for recyclables. There are possible plans to use that AVCP road corridor. There are 
already plans going on to possibly use that corridor. Conex units will be stored in that 
area with lead acid batteries, Freon, and contaminants that will be removed from the 
villages. We need to consider many risks potentially associated with that road. 

Issue 11 Meeting BT-134 

Bethel 
It’s easy to make a regulation regarding travel management, but hard to enforce it. Even 
if there are regulations on the books, it’s not like there is going to be someone out there 
watching. It’s more of a gesture. That’s a pretty vast area. 

Issue 11 Meeting BT-135 
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Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Bethel 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
There are some villages that are riding around on the tundra in the summer with their 
ATVs and snowmachines. Should we have some rules about that? Should we have 
designated routes? Go on the beach, not on the tundra. It takes 100 years for tundra to 
recover. I’d rather see no travel on the tundra. We have been trying to educate people to 
please not use those on the tundra at all. We could make geoblock roads on the tundra 
for ATVs. We could encourage the communities to make regulations and fine or take 
away their ATVs. I know that they will get really upset at me when I bring this up, but 
there is a legitimate reason to let them know that it is the wrong thing to do. 

Issue 11 Meeting BT-136 

Bethel 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
BLM noted that 17b easements exist, allowing access across corporation lands to BLM 
lands. How should BLM lands be managed for ATVs that access via the 17b easements? 
Just putting weight and width limits can still cause damage to the land. 

Issue 11 Meeting BT-137 

Bethel 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
Let the ANCSA villages know that we don’t want the land to be damaged. Of course you 
have to have a route. They can use an environmentally safe road. Have designated trail in 
tundra areas, with no overland travel. We are going to start losing the geese that lay their 
eggs there. Once that area is damaged, they (geese) are not coming back.  
BLM responded, we have had discussions about travel only allowed on existing trails or 
roads. The issue that comes up is subsistence.  

Issue 11 Meeting BT-138 

Bethel 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
The reason we are trying to protect the land is because of our subsistence resources. 
There will be somebody out there that will say, “How the heck can I go get the food?” 
Use the route! You can walk! If our way of life is so doggone valuable, why are they trying 
to run around on an ATV when we can walk like our ancestors did?  
BLM staff noted that the agency is caught in the middle. BLM cannot get in the way of 
someone accessing subsistence resources. What does that mean is the bottom line? Can 
we regulate ATVs by weight or designated route those subsistence users have the right to 
access? 

Issue 11 Meeting BT-139 
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Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Bethel 
[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
Use your BLM markers to establish the route. 

Issue 11 Meeting BT-140 

Bethel 
Are you aware of any endangered species in this area or on the Kuskokwim? No. The 
Endangered Species Act would take over if there were.  Issue 23 Meeting BT-141 

Bethel 

A resident noted that it looks like there are some ACECs that are overlaying the coal area. 
BLM agreed and noted the ACECs established in the last planning effort may or may not 
be retained. The most important thing in those areas is salmon rearing, even if coal 
development is allowed in the area. There are some areas near Kaltag or Nulato that 
could be developed for coal. There are a couple other little pockets. It’s pretty unlikely oil 
and gas development would occur. 

Issue 23 Meeting BT-142 

Bethel 

There are always many acts. What about the Migratory Bird Treaty Act? We are 
concerned about Kuskokwim salmon. What does the book say? Any kind of problem we 
run into, they say, it doesn’t say it in the book. There are all kinds of regulations on 
different things.  

Issue 19 Meeting BT-143 

Bethel 

What is the purpose of these meetings? It says “resources.” Do you want to know what 
kind of resources the tribe needs? ANCSA villages? BLM responded, the plan will direct 
how we will manage these lands for the next 20 years; it will be our guiding document. 
The protection for moose browse that we discussed earlier. If that is adopted in the plan, 
the manager would not have discretion; browse would be required to be protected. We 
are asking communities what they are interested in seeing in the plan. 

Issue 25 Meeting BT-144 

Bethel 
Is the state going to know what your plan is? Yes, so are the refuges, the native 
corporations, just like the public.  Issue 26 Meeting BT-145 

Bethel 

How many people participated during scoping? 8. For a 20 year plan? BLM responded, 
the BLM lands are farther from Bethel, so this planning process may not generate as 
much interest in Bethel. In the smaller communities closer to BLM lands we are getting 
good participation. The online open house is available on the project website. We expect 
to visit communities again during the release of the draft plan. 

Issue 25 Meeting BT-146 

Bethel 

With a proposed pipeline from Cook Inlet to Donlin, and TERRA GCI broadband, I don’t 
get this.  What are you expecting to hear from the tribes regarding management that you 
have now? BLM responded, what we have now is an old framework plan and it does not 
touch on issues that people care about. For example, in the old plan, we have no 
restrictions to protect moose browse. We are looking for information for the new plan. 

Issue 25 Meeting BT-147 
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Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Bethel 

Discussed Public Land Orders (PLOs) – These are withdrawals, to allow for selection 
conveyances to take place without encumbrance. Do we recommend retaining those 
withdrawals or lifting them? Most conveyances are complete and we have 
recommended removing the withdrawals. The Secretary of the Interior has not taken 
action on those within recent years. For example, if this high mining potential were on 
BLM land, there may be a push to remove those withdrawals. 

Issue 19 Meeting BT-148 

Bethel 

Coastal erosion, due to climate change – what are your plans for that? What are you 
going to do to protect your lands that are eroding into the ocean? There’s a lot up there 
by St. Michael’s and Unalakleet? Some studies show that in 50 years, that whole area will 
be covered in water. 

Issue 6 Meeting BT-149 

Bethel 

Wood bison will be introduced. Will that be on BLM land? Will it be federally managed? 
BLM responded the state is handling the wood bison release. They will be released on 
other lands, but will likely eventually end up on BLM land. The US Fish and Wildlife 
Service declared non-essential experimental population. They will not be considered a 
threatened species, unless they go onto a National Wildlife Refuge. The state is expecting 
they will be used for hunting and subsistence purposes. The state will determine when 
they will be hunted. On Native corporation, BLM, state lands, and others, they are just 
another species.  

Issue 16 Meeting BT-150 

Bethel 
Did you bring this to Yukon River Watershed Council? They are on our stakeholder list; 
we will check. Issue 25 Meeting BT-151 

Bethel 

The extension coincides with the AVCP Yukon-Kuskokwim Freight and Energy Corridor 
Plan completion, providing the opportunity for A VCP to request BLM incorporate the 
enclosed Corridor Plan into the BS/WI RMP comments under the.BS/WI RMP Effective 
Public Comment guidelines #3: Presents new & relevant information to the inventory, 
report, or alternative concept. 

Issue 11 Sent In BT-640 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
There are many young people without work. I am not totally against mining because it 
would offer jobs. I am not totally against mining if it is done right. We live in an age 
where we do need money to get the things we need. Done sensibly, I think it would work 
to have mining. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-358 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Do you have guidelines in place like Donlin that dictate hiring practices and mining 
practices? BLM: Donlin is on Native corporation land, and not on BLM land. Donlin does 
have strict policies for a safe work environment. I have heard of local hiring by Donlin. 
There are no BLM policy stipulations on hiring for a permit, but BLM may provide other 
stipulations if we permit a mine. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-359 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Discussed an abandoned mine in the Mission Creek area from the 1880s. The Hazardous 
Materials Specialist in Chuathbaluk has been up there to see if there are hazardous 
materials. He shared photos of the abandoned mine with BLM staff before the meeting. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-360 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
In 2009, there was drilling behind the mountain for core sampling to identify gold 
deposits. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-361 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
There was some mining upriver and maybe 2, 3, or 4 years ago some fish were dying. 
Anything to do with closed mine in Red Devil? Any mercury leaking? BLM: The site is a 
Superfund area and has had sampling that showed elevated methyl mercury and arsenic 
levels. BLM broadened the sample area to include soils. Tailings will be pulled out of the 
creek. Consumption guidance recommends limiting bigger, older pike that has been in 
the water longer and absorbed more mercury. Young people and woman of child-bearing 
age should limit their consumption. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-362 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
I am opposed to mining. Even though they say it is safe, it can destroy things. How far 
would studies go if they develop mineral areas on the map? Could things come down to 
us? I am concerned about downriver effects from mining and things coming to our 
village. I am concerned about the proposed Donlin mine. BLM: We are involved in 
permitting the pipeline for the Donlin mine, and an Environmental Impact Statement that 
analyzes the impacts will be out soon. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-363 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
I had a negative thought that BLM is redoing this plan so that it would allow roads and 
mining companies. BLM: Congress has to lift withdrawals on areas that are closed to 
allow mining. This plan can recommend these changes. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-364 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Would they have to do cleanup activities if the mine is permitted? Could they just leave? 
In the past companies have said they would reclaim the land, but then just leave it there 
and it affects subsistence and hunting. BLM: Reclamation is required today. Companies 
want to maintain their reputation. BLM inspects mines at least once a year, and can 
require changes for things that are out of compliance. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-365 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Mines may be a good thing, but there is also a bad side, too. Mount Polley is a recent 
tailings dam failure. If the Donlin tailings dam fails, the Kuskokwim River will be one big 
contaminated site and our natural resources will be gone.  

Issue 14 Meeting CH-366 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
We should try to reuse stuff that we are throwing away so that we would not have to 
have mines. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-367 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Concerned for when the mining resource runs out and we no longer get money or jobs 
from the mining company. I don’t want to be left with nothing in the long term.  

Issue 14 Meeting CH-368 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the former 
mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for mining 
companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
We must look at things from both the negative and positive sides. We can’t undo things 
once done. We may have to move and we may not have the same plants and animals. 
We should change not just for sake of change. It must be a good change. I want to put in 
more guidelines for mines. 

Issue 14 Meeting CH-369 

Chuathbaluk There are too many beavers. Trap all the beavers. They make too many dams. Issue 2 Meeting CH-370 

Chuathbaluk 

Brown bear populations seem to be average. At certain months there are many bear 
sitings. Berries and fish resources impact where the bears are. Bears are coming down 
from the hills for fish. There have been some bears right at the door across the river. 
There was a brown bear by a bedroom window. Berries and fish affect the bears’ food 
chain. Bears are going in later, coming out earlier, and coming out hungry. 

Issue 2 Meeting CH-371 

Chuathbaluk 
I saw black bears in the hills early in summer, then did not see them, and thought that 
they were down on the river. We saw black bears when we traveled on the river to Stony 
River. 

Issue 2 Meeting CH-372 

Chuathbaluk The ladies do not want bears when berry picking. Issue 2 Meeting CH-373 

Chuathbaluk 
We have seen wolves across river and hear them howling. In certain winters packs come 
into town and eat dogs. We think they may be more stressed. Issue 2 Meeting CH-374 

Chuathbaluk 
Moose are starting to migrate away from this area. There are not many moose that pass 
through anymore. We don’t think willow heath is an issue for moose. Issue 2 Meeting CH-375 

Chuathbaluk 
We have seen salmon with some sort of worm or parasite in them.  Have you heard in 
other villages about tapeworms? BLM: No, we have not heard this. I will pass this 
information on to our fish biologist. 

Issue 1 Meeting CH-376 

Chuathbaluk 
Question on design standards for fish passage, and BLM spoke briefly of proposed 
requirements. Issue 1 Meeting CH-377 

Chuathbaluk 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Where are fish weirs, and does BLM work with them? BLM: There is a weir in Unalakleet 
where we partnered with Alaska Department of Fish and Game. We intercepted every 
anadromous fish over a six-week period and wanted to know why king (chinook) salmon 
populations have declined. 

Issue 16 Meeting CH-378 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Do the weirs affect the spawning of the fish? BLM: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
are responsible for weirs. Weirs do funnel fish and that gives some stress, but it is very 
minimal impact to those going upstream. 

Issue 16 Meeting CH-379 

Chuathbaluk 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Were there more fish after the wish weir? BLM: Chinook runs are still less and less each 
year. There are many theories for why, but we do not know for certain why they have 
declined. 

Issue 16 Meeting CH-380 

Chuathbaluk 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Why are they using the weir? In past there were no weirs, who use them now? BLM: The 
state did use sonar in the past, but it cannot travel the distance of a very broad river 
mouth. A weir is inconvenient to local people because they need to use a special gate. 
Scientists feel there is a tradeoff from the inconvenience vs. the knowledge gained from 
the weir. In some places, they feel the knowledge outweighs the inconvenience. 

Issue 16 Meeting CH-381 

Chuathbaluk 
Some of the scoping comments were about subsistence use near Aniak. We do not travel 
to Big Lake or Pike Lake very much. There is a Big Lake near Kalskag. Issue 27 Meeting CH-382 

Chuathbaluk 
We are not seeing more muskoxen. We have heard of muskoxen sitings, but we have not 
seen them. They are mostly down in the Bethel area. Issue 2 Meeting CH-383 

Chuathbaluk 
Trapping is increasing for some residents, but not all. We are trying to bring back 
trapping. Issue 5 Meeting CH-384 

Chuathbaluk 
We do not know of anyone here interested in reindeer herding, but it may be a good 
thing to consider. Issue 3 Meeting CH-385 

Chuathbaluk Chuathbaluk means hills where blueberries grow. Issue 27 Meeting CH-386 

Chuathbaluk 
Are we able to trap on BLM lands? Marten trapping season just closed, and we are trying 
to work with students on trapping. BLM: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
determines hunting seasons. 

Issue 5 Meeting CH-387 

Chuathbaluk 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
Many hands raised in the room when BLM asked if audience had observed elements of 
climate change. 

Issue 6 Meeting CH-388 

Chuathbaluk 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
There is gunk in the trees.  Issue 6 Meeting CH-389 

Chuathbaluk 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
Last year was a bad year for berries. There have been dry winters and dry springs. In 
higher elevations there is deeper snowpack, so that is are where berries are. 

Issue 6 Meeting CH-390 
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Chuathbaluk 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
There are earlier breakups and later freezeups. Issue 6 Meeting CH-391 

Chuathbaluk 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
Sometimes there are second breakups. In November of 2014, the river froze, thawed, 
and then refroze. 

Issue 6 Meeting CH-392 

Chuathbaluk 

[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
With earlier breakups, later freezeups, and refreezing, the river has a rougher surface 
and is more dangerous. We do not get to travel to get medical care or to stores. More 
things must be flown here. 

Issue 6 Meeting CH-393 

Chuathbaluk 
Question about rust colored debris floating on top of water one year. We heard it was 
from an overpopulation of spruce beetles killing trees, and the color came from the 
trees. BLM discussed spruce tree die-offs from beetle kill. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-394 

Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
We get our firewood from different areas. It is taken farther back from the river and 
pulled out in winter with sleds. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-395 

Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
Where would you get the permit? BLM: We have not finalized this yet since it is not 
definite, but it would probably be online. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-396 

Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
Would we need a permit to go berry picking? BLM: Yes, it is what is proposed. This is the 
standard in the Lower 48. 

Issue 27 Meeting CH-397 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
So it would be like moose hunt permits. How would you keep track of how many berries 
or wood is taken? BLM: We do not know yet, but it may help land management if we 
know approximately where people are getting wood, and what people need and expect 
to take. We do not want the burden to be greater than the benefits. 
It would be something like budgeting. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-398 

Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
It would be good for commercial harvesters to be required to have a permit. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-399 

Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
For The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC) land you have to contact them if you will be taking 
more than a certain amount. BLM clarified that this permit would only be for activities on 
BLM lands. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-400 

Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
What is this part about surface disturbance and required vegetation surveys? BLM: 
Surveys would be required for big, commercial operations that would need to build roads 
to access timber. 

Issue 4 Meeting CH-401 
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Chuathbaluk 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain of 
their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
Concerned of permitting for berry picking. We have adapted to permits for moose 
hunting, and we could adapt for berry picking. I believe that the tribe can have a strong 
voice with corporation lands. We could say we are not willing to adapt to the permitting 
process within our area. I think about my son who may have to apply for a permit to go 
berry picking if he has to go farther out to BLM lands in the future. 

Issue 27 Meeting CH-402 

Chuathbaluk 
How long are you traveling or are you coming again? BLM: We will be back when we take 
information gathered from the preliminary alternatives outreach period and have a draft 
plan.  

Issue 25 Meeting CH-403 

Chuathbaluk 
Is this updating a plan that you have for BLM lands? BLM: Yes. The plan we have now was 
written in the 1980s and did not have the detail that we are trying to incorporate now. Issue 31 Meeting CH-404 

Chuathbaluk When do comment forms need to be in? BLM: April 19th. Issue 25 Meeting CH-405 

Chuathbaluk 

We are concerned about the funding that is going to be cut from the McGrath, Alaska 
area. Reason: This will be a dry season this spring and summer and there will be fires. Our 
villages do not have fire departments and we depend on wood, berries etc. for survival. 
Also our homes etc. will be in danger from forest fires. Also the moose and other wild 
game we need will be in danger. The birch trees were dying last summer. The leaves 
were drying up. Some people say it was some sort of insects that was the cause. Thank 
you BLM for watching over our area. We appreciate what you do. 

Issue 4 Sent In CH-566 

Crooked Creek 
Will this plan cover the Aleutians and Bristol Bay area? BLM: No, there is a separate plan 
for that area that was just completed. Issue 31 Meeting CC-274 

Crooked Creek 
We support cell phone towers and other infrastructure that would improve 
communication in the area. Issue 19 Meeting CC-275 

Crooked Creek 
Question about restrictions on the Innoko Wildlife Refuge where BLM clarified they do 
not manage refuge lands. Issue 19 Meeting CC-276 

Crooked Creek 

Will this plan change hunting areas? Are you working with federal subsistence on BLM 
lands? BLM: Staff noted concerns over decline in the Western Arctic Caribou Herd 
(WACH). The WACH has declined by half in recent years. BLM manages habitat and the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) manages wildlife. BLM follows federal 
subsistence regulations. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-277 
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Crooked Creek 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. Specific comments:] 
There used to be caribou in the Crooked Creek area. I am not certain if they were the 
Mulchatna herd, but they were edible caribou. They were on the south side of the river, 
by fish camps, and along the Holitna River. It’s been about 15 years ago that we saw a 
caribou herd come through the area. There was a herd about 10 years ago by Napaimute. 
There were caribou outside of Aniak about a decade ago. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-278 

Crooked Creek 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. Specific comments:] 
Could people downriver keep them down there now? Now they are by Quinhagak. BLM: I 
don’t think you can necessarily herd them. I have heard up north that the caribou cross 
the river at various pinch points and hunters know that. Sometimes hunters shoot the 
first caribou that arrive and they could be lead caribou; still not certain about this. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-279 

Crooked Creek 
[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. Specific comments:] 
They lost half the herd in one year. BLM: The Mulchatna herd has tremendous variation 
in how it moves. There are historic variations over the years. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-280 

Crooked Creek Aren’t there bison by McGrath? Yes, but those are plains bison. Issue 2 Meeting CC-281 

Crooked Creek 

I have heard about the wood bison being reintroduced. I don’t know if they eat the same 
food as moose. The wood bison will go wherever they want, and it may be different than 
where they were dropped off. Attendee noted that wood bison do not eat the same 
thing as moose, and that is why they were chosen for reintroduction. Bison are good 
food. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-282 

Crooked Creek 
There are some muskoxen in the Russian Mountains right behind Chuathbaluk. There 
were nine there, and now I am sure there are more. Issue 2 Meeting CC-283 

Crooked Creek 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
Idea to have predator control on wolves by local people who could then sell the pelts for 
money.  

Issue 2 Meeting CC-284 

Crooked Creek 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
We used to see moose on the George River, and now there are more wolves there. Issue 2 Meeting CC-285 

Crooked Creek 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
We have lost dogs in the village to wolves. Issue 2 Meeting CC-286 

Crooked Creek 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
Many people view the wolf as a romantic animal to be protected. The Department of Fish 
and Game needs to listen to us. They cannot say there is not enough data. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-287 
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Crooked Creek 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
I remember in the past of men who would find wolf dens and kill the pups to keep the 
population in check. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-288 

Crooked Creek 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
There is a black wolf that has been around here nearby. Issue 2 Meeting CC-289 

Crooked Creek We had not seen wolverines in the past, but now we do see them. Issue 2 Meeting CC-290 
Crooked Creek We are seeing lynx again. Issue 2 Meeting CC-291 
Crooked Creek There possibly may be more rabbits. Issue 2 Meeting CC-292 

Crooked Creek 
[Black bear predation concerns:] 
There have been some bear hunts here which have helped. Issue 2 Meeting CC-293 

Crooked Creek 
[Black bear predation concerns:] 
We have a huge black bear population around here. We are concerned about bears 
eating moose. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-294 

Crooked Creek 
[Moose observations:] 
There is good habitat in the George River area for moose. Issue 2 Meeting CC-295 

Crooked Creek 

[Moose observations:] 
We find moose with scratches or injured antlers sometimes. We have seen rips in the 
ears from wolves and bears. Caribou sometimes have the same thing. We have observed 
more moose than there used to be that have injuries. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-296 

Crooked Creek 
[Moose observations:] 
If it was cost effective, they could drop over-populated moose from Anchorage to our 
area. 

Issue 2 Meeting CC-297 

Crooked Creek 
The old trails are connected. If something happens in the Holitna and the George, it 
affects us too. Issue 11 Meeting CC-298 

Crooked Creek We use the George River and Crooked Creek area a lot for subsistence. Issue 27 Meeting CC-299 

Crooked Creek 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
We want more local control for subsistence resources. Issue 1 Meeting CC-300 

Crooked Creek 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
The people who use the resource know what to do to take care of it. Issue 1 Meeting CC-301 

Crooked Creek 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
We had to wait to go fishing for king salmon here, but commercial fishing was going on 
by people from Seattle in Bristol Bay. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-302 
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Crooked Creek 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
Don’t lump us in with more populated areas. There are not enough people here to make 
a big dent in fish resources. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-303 

Crooked Creek 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
There was a time when we would just ignore regulations, but now there are too many to 
do that. 
BLM: Reminder that we manage habitat, and Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
permit hunts. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-304 

Crooked Creek 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
We have to break laws in order to survive, and it is going to get worse. If our kids are 
hungry, we are going to break a law to feed them if necessary. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-305 

Crooked Creek 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
Last year a man went to catch a sheefish for dinner, and got a $250 fine for fishing for 
king salmon. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-306 

Crooked Creek 
There is more pike in the area than there used to be. There was always a little bit, but 
now there is a lot. They are impacting the other fish and wildlife. We have seen pike 
eating ducklings. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-307 

Crooked Creek The silvers are the last decent salmon run we have. Issue 1 Meeting CC-308 

Crooked Creek 
We are catching more chum salmon that before because we are not using king nets 
anymore. Issue 1 Meeting CC-309 

Crooked Creek They are taking too many fish in the ocean. Issue 1 Meeting CC-310 
Crooked Creek Fish is our staple. Issue 1 Meeting CC-311 

Crooked Creek 
Subsistence is important. There needs to be more federal protection of subsistence 
rights. Sport hunters can chase game from a plane, but subsistence hunters cannot. Issue 27 Meeting CC-312 

Crooked Creek 

Last year we did not have any berries throughout the state. What causes this? Weather? 
BLM: What I have heard is because of the reduced snowpack precipitation has been 
lighter, and that makes for a poor berry year. There are many other issues that could be 
involved with berry production, including climate, temperature, and wildfire. 

Issue 27 Meeting CC-313 

Crooked Creek In recent years have had lots of berries in the area, but last year we had none. Issue 27 Meeting CC-314 

Crooked Creek 
The men in the community are knowledgeable of terrain from hunting and trapping. 
Women trap too, but more often pay attention to the vegetation. Issue 27 Meeting CC-315 

Crooked Creek We want to be able to feed ourselves. Issue 27 Meeting CC-316 
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Crooked Creek 
Commercial fisheries have more power because they have more money than us. There is 
so much waste in commercial fishing through the acceptable bycatch. That kind of waste 
would be unacceptable to us. 

Issue 1 Meeting CC-317 

Crooked Creek We want to eat wild foods, and do not want to eat beef or chicken. Issue 27 Meeting CC-318 
Crooked Creek Game Unit 19A is very important to us. Issue 27 Meeting CC-319 

Crooked Creek 

People must travel farther out to catch food than they used to go. This means more time 
and money for a subsistence lifestyle. There are fewer animals and we must go farther 
out. It is a chain reaction---no fish means we have to get a moose, which is more 
expensive. 

Issue 27 Meeting CC-320 

Crooked Creek There are cumulative effects of health impacts to us if we eat fewer wild foods. Issue 27 Meeting CC-321 

Crooked Creek 

[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We are afraid it would lead to harassment and tickets for us. Our experience with 
enforcement is that they will find a way to write us a ticket. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-322 

Crooked Creek 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
The Crooked Creek Council would protest any kind of permit for wood. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-323 

Crooked Creek 

[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
As an example a man collected driftwood that did not require a permit. He was hassled 
by The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC) and questioned. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-324 

Crooked Creek 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We do have a sawmill here. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-325 

Crooked Creek 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We need more logs for houses. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-326 

Crooked Creek 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
It depends on the winter how much wood we need. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-327 

Crooked Creek 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
Driftwood is an important wood source. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-328 
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Crooked Creek 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We don’t like TKC permits either. 

Issue 4 Meeting CC-329 

Crooked Creek An issue with minerals is that the mine is often by water. Issue 14 Meeting CC-330 

Crooked Creek 
Worries about increased activity in the area from mines on animals. Concerned about 
increased boat traffic and plane activity. Issue 14 Meeting CC-331 

Crooked Creek 
We support the proposed Donlin Gold Mine because it would bring jobs and hope for the 
future, in particular for the young men in the community. Issue 33 Meeting CC-332 

Crooked Creek 
We are worried about the spillover of regulations from other rivers to our river. We do 
not want the rivers we use to become non-motorized areas. Issue 22 Meeting CC-333 

Crooked Creek 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
Leave the planes alone—we need them to get in and out. BLM: These regulations would 
be for flightseeing and sport hunters utilizing BLM lands, not for general flights. These 
permits would not be for planes for health/cargo, but would be for guide transporters. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-334 

Crooked Creek 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
People depend on planes for things, and we do not want them to go away. 
We do not want flight operators to be hassled. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-335 

Crooked Creek 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
The proposed flight regulations for aircraft transporters do not seem to be enforceable. If 
you fly around to enforce them, then the enforcing plane is disturbing planes. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-336 

Crooked Creek 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
We do not want regulations on the height that aircraft may fly; it seems like this 
regulation would be pointless. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-337 

Crooked Creek 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
We would spend money trying to enforce something we cannot do much about. Most 
people will fly at a high height, but at times you need a plane to fly lower for safety. Most 
people would fly at height because they use the resources too. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-338 
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Crooked Creek 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
We are worried that all operators would be hassled. The intent of the regulation would 
not occur. We are worried that enforcement would be broad and overreach the intent. It 
is best to not have an official regulation and maybe just educate people about flying at a 
proper height. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-339 

Crooked Creek 
[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
Initial regulation could lead to more rules in the future. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-340 

Crooked Creek What is in place now works. We do not need more federal control. Issue 16 Meeting CC-341 
Crooked Creek I am against sport hunting for trophy animals. Issue 16 Meeting CC-342 

Crooked Creek 
A couple decades ago we heard of transporters who said they were sharing expenses, 
and they were able to get into Unit 19A. Issue 16 Meeting CC-343 

Crooked Creek Don’t regulate sport hunting to the extent that it would affect subsistence hunters. Issue 16 Meeting CC-344 

Crooked Creek 
The proposed Donlin Mine road would be private, but we all know we will cross it at 
some point. We know the port site would affect us. Issue 11 Meeting CC-345 

Crooked Creek 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
A resident is worried that Alaska will become more like Montana and have greater 
regulations. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-346 

Crooked Creek 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
How would ATV use affect streams and the water? BLM: Crossing streams may stir up 
sediment and salmon eggs. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-347 

Crooked Creek 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
Around here, rain may do more damage that ATVs. Issue 11 Meeting CC-348 

Crooked Creek 

[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
I can understand regulations for more populated areas on ATV traffic, but here there is 
not enough use to cause much damage. Why put another layer of regulation? 
Enforcement may end up not letting anyone use an area. 

Issue 11 Meeting CC-349 

Crooked Creek 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
What does no surface occupancy mean? BLM: This refers to infrastructure such as mines. Issue 11 Meeting CC-350 

Crooked Creek The river freezes later than in past years, and there is open water earlier. Issue 6 Meeting CC-351 

Crooked Creek 
There are too many laws and regulations. They are looking at us more and more because 
things are changing quickly. Everything we do is being eroded. Issue 19 Meeting CC-352 
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Crooked Creek 
We are worried about interpretation of regulations. The laws and permits you propose 
may not be enforced in the manner you thought. Issue 19 Meeting CC-353 

Crooked Creek If something is working, don’t change it. Issue 19 Meeting CC-354 
Crooked Creek Do no harm to the people who live here. Issue 28 Meeting CC-355 
Crooked Creek For Crooked Creek, less is more. Issue 19 Meeting CC-356 
Crooked Creek It is intrusive to have our boats inspected. Issue 11 Meeting CC-357 

Grayling 
Persons who use on BLM land, but don't want to bother with permit and reporting?? 
Many rural people don’t have email access to there will be a lot of un-reported use. Issue 19 Comment 

Form GL-080 

Grayling 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling asked 
about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly discussed 
17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing 
potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific 
Comments:] 
Question on access corridor requirement to cross Native allotment or corporation land to 
access other lands; in particular asked about access to two townships behind Grayling. 
BLM discussed history of ANCSA 17(b) easements that were based upon historic travel 
routes. BLM could research specific 17(b) easements if Grayling would like more 
information about particular ones. 

Issue 19 Meeting GL-081 

Grayling 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling asked 
about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly discussed 
17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing 
potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific 
Comments: 
Community: The Eastern Interior Plan said there was a very low potential for 
development, and opened up a lot of the land to leasing. This does not make sense to 
me. The land should be open to leasing or closed to leasing based upon what is right for 
the area, and not based upon mineral potential. 
BLM: Around Grayling there are some withdrawals that close certain uses. Lands closest 
to Grayling are closed to mining. A little further out from Grayling, lands are open to 
mining/leasing. 

Issue 19 Meeting GL-082 
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Grayling 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling asked 
about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly discussed 
17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing 
potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific 
Comments: 
Community: Question on presidential action for oil and gas located on the Yukon Delta 
National Wildlife Refuge. Does this have anything to do with North Slope presidential oil 
and gas decisions?  
BLM: No. The BSWI RMP just makes recommendation of areas to be open or closed to 
mining, and considers public input. The Secretary of Interior would change PLOs open or 
closed to mining. Discussed avoidance vs. excluding for proposed projects. 

Issue 19 Meeting GL-083 

Grayling 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling asked 
about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly discussed 
17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing 
potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific 
Comments: 
Community: What kind of withdrawal is on land closest to Grayling?  
BLM:PLO 5184 is closest to communities in the BSWI planning area. PLO 5184 removed 
lands for Alaska Native corporation land selections.  
Community: PLO 5184 does not allow any oil and gas mining or leasing?  
BLM: Yes. There are 2.4 million acres of this PLO in the BSWI planning area. It is shown 
with green hash marks on the map. 
Further out from communities, BLM lands are open to mining under PLO 5180. 

Issue 19 Meeting GL-084 

Grayling Grayling is not interested in reindeer grazing. Issue 3 Meeting GL-085 

Grayling 

[The community confirmed that there are not many caribou in the area. Brief informative 
discussion about wood bison introduction, and the community noted the potential 
importance of wood bison as a hunting resource for future generations. Specific 
comments:] 
Community member asked about wood bison introduction. Wood bison would likely end 
up on BLM lands. The State will allow hunting of the population on BLM lands. Hunting 
limit will be low at first, but may increase as the wood bison population increases. Wood 
bison are treated as a nonessential experimental population. 

Issue 2 Meeting GL-086 
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Grayling 

[The community confirmed that there are not many caribou in the area. Brief informative 
discussion about wood bison introduction, and the community noted the potential 
importance of wood bison as a hunting resource for future generations. Specific 
comments:] 
Wood bison will provide hunting opportunities for Grayling now, but the wood bison 
could be important to hunting by future generations. 

Issue 2 Meeting GL-087 

Grayling BLM explained the process to develop the aquatic resource condition maps. Issue 33 Meeting GL-088 
Grayling There are sawmills in Grayling. Issue 4 Meeting GL-089 
Grayling Biomass was a concern raised during scoping. Issue 18 Meeting GL-090 

Grayling 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
Clarification that Alaska Fire Service manages fire – this plan will not go into large level of 
detail on fire management. This plan will cover when it would make sense to fight fire. 

Issue 4 Meeting GL-091 

Grayling 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
Some meeting attendees are ex-firefighters. Issue 4 Meeting GL-092 

Grayling 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
BLM is aware of state cutbacks for Alaska Fire Service program. Issue 4 Meeting GL-093 

Grayling 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
Active management of wildfire on BLM lands if it is close to communities or threatening 
lichen habitat relied upon by caribou. 

Issue 4 Meeting GL-094 

Grayling 
[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM lands. Specific 
comments:] 
Do I need a permit to get house logs? Yes, you would need a house log permit. 

Issue 15 Meeting GL-095 

Grayling 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM lands. Specific 
comments:] 
How is paperwork for the permit and for reporting? Ones I have seen are fairly simple—
usually just one piece of paper front-and-back. When use is complete, the permit is 
collected by BLM and to report where things were collected, to keep track of use. 

Issue 15 Meeting GL-096 

Grayling 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM lands. Specific 
comments:] 
Comment written on form and submitted at meeting: Many rural people do not have 
email access, and there would be a lot of unreported use. There would be people who 
would use BLM land, but not bother with permitting or reporting. 

Issue 15 Meeting GL-097 
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Grayling 

Grayling residents are aware of the gross vehicle weight rating (GVRW) sticker on off-
road vehicles, and BLM discussed proposed travel weight and width restrictions for off-
road vehicle travel for different alternatives. BLM answered a question about why vehicle 
weight and widths decrease in summer when the ground in not frozen and more prone 
to damage. Grayling noted 4-wheeler damage in a blueberry harvesting area. 

Issue 11 Meeting GL-098 

Grayling 

[Grayling has a very low potential for mineral leases because there are very few facilities. 
The community and BLM are aware of coal deposits north of Grayling. Grayling would not 
want coal deposits near town to be developed. There is an oil and gas deposit on refuge 
land near Grayling. There is a very low likelihood of it being developed, and would likely 
take federal action for it to be developed. Specific comments:] 
Community: We have seen coal outbreaks along the river. They are north and very close 
to Grayling. We don’t want it developed. The coal does burn. 
BLM: BLM is aware of the coal deposit Grayling brought up if it is the one closer to Kaltag 
and Nulato. The coal deposit is mostly on Native corporation land, and not BLM lands. It 
can be for local use. BLM will leave a map of coal deposits and provide a summary of 
PLOs. 

Issue 14 Meeting GL-099 

Grayling 

Who will make the management decision? Who will make the final decision?  We are 
taking public comment now, but Alan Bittner (BLM Anchorage Field Office Manager) will 
offer the RMP to the BLM’s state director for approval. We have not yet written the plan 
or made a decision on the alternatives. 

Issue 31 Meeting GL-100 

Holy Cross 

[The community is opposed to the proposed development of a road from Paimiut Slough 
to the Kalskag area, due to potential increases in access to important subsistence use 
areas. Specific comments:] 
I would say to avoid it all together. There are some good hunting grounds down there. 

Issue 19 Meeting HC-006 

Holy Cross 

[The community is opposed to the proposed development of a road from Paimiut Slough 
to the Kalskag area, due to potential increases in access to important subsistence use 
areas. Specific comments:] 
Q: Is BLM is going to allow the Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) proposal 
for a road from Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (Kalskag and Lower Kalskag)? 
We haven’t seen them (AVCP) yet here in Holy Cross. 

Issue 19 Meeting HC-007 
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Holy Cross 

The Andy Smith Lake area is important for bird nesting. Sport fishing has been introduced 
to that area where there is prime bird nesting. Now there are no more birds because 
there are too many sport fishing boats zooming around in that area now. Fish and game 
used to band birds there. There were hundreds of ducks and geese down there, but 
because of this boat ramp they have moved out. This area may be on BLM land. 

Issue 2 Meeting HC-008 

Holy Cross The Innoko Bottoms area is prime moose habitat. Issue 2 Meeting HC-009 

Holy Cross 
Canada issued 150 gold mine permits and we are concerned mining activities could affect 
our fishing. Can BLM work with Canada for managing fisheries? Issue 1 Meeting HC-010 

Holy Cross Global warming is affecting the fisheries.  Issue 1 Meeting HC-011 

Holy Cross 
Pollock fisheries impact local fisheries. Now there is only about a quarter of what’s left. 
We cannot manage the number of boats in the river corridor. Issue 1 Meeting HC-012 

Holy Cross 

Q: Is BLM is going to allow the Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) proposal 
for a road from Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (Kalskag and Lower Kalskag)? 
BLM response: Some of the proposed route would cross BLM lands. The BSWI RMP will 
guide BLM decisions on questions like this over the next 20 years. BLM would consider 
potential impacts to resources such as caribou and moose habitat, waterfowl nesting 
sites, rivers, and berry picking areas. AVCP has not made a defined proposal to BLM, we 
are aware of the road proposal. BLM would consider areas to avoid or if the proposed 
use would be excluded. 

Issue 11 Meeting HC-013 

Holy Cross Does BLM or the State own the water? The state owns the water and manages the 
fisheries.  Issue 19 Meeting HC-014 

Holy Cross 
Will BLM need to authorize grazing for the bison reintroduction this spring? BLM can 
authorize grazing for domestic animals, like reindeer. The grazing authorizations are not 
for wild animals, such as bison. 

Issue 3 Meeting HC-015 

Holy Cross 
Is there a charge for commercial firewood use? Yes, usually $10. Personal use is free, but 
BLM still appreciates residents getting permits for those activities so we can understand 
how the lands are being used. 

Issue 4 Meeting HC-016 

Holy Cross 
If someone owns an allotment, do they have to have a permit if they are going to harvest 
wood on their own land for their own use? No. Issue 4 Meeting HC-017 
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Holy Cross 

If you are giving permission to someone to get resources from BLM lands, and the 
proposed use is adjacent to an allotment, what happens if they go onto the allotment? 
It’s easy for them to be legal with you, but illegal with us. How do you patrol that? We 
can use law enforcement rangers and resource staff to do inspections. If we were to 
authorize a timber permit, usually the trees are marked in advance. If we know there is 
an allotment in the area, we can provide GPS points to establish use areas. 

Issue 4 Meeting HC-018 

Holy Cross 
Comments on the low level of snow and the winter definition. Conditions are changing 
and variable.  Issue 11 Meeting HC-019 

Holy Cross Do weight ratings include both rubber tires and track vehicles? Issue 11 Meeting HC-020 

Holy Cross 
I don’t think steel tracks should be allowed because it tears up the land. Steel tracks are 
generally on larger vehicles, which would be excluded from use due to the weight rating. Issue 11 Meeting HC-021 

Holy Cross 
I know you have certain restrictions with lines going different ways. I don’t think we are 
too familiar with the different ownerships. I think we would need a pamphlet. The 
Iditarod and proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers are special areas for travel management. 

Issue 11 Meeting HC-022 

Holy Cross 

The GASH villages (Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross) use trails that they have 
followed for years, mostly using snowmachines. We don’t want to see use of these trails 
prohibited. Many of the historic trails are narrow and you can’t fit the bigger vehicles 
there anyway. 

Issue 11 Meeting HC-023 

Holy Cross Who is in charge of the airports? State of Alaska. Issue 33 Meeting HC-024 
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Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Our Native lands are protected. Will BLM work with the corporations to manage guides 
and outside hunting impacts in this area? It’s happening between here and the 
corporation lands. We don’t allow outside hunting. BLM response: BLM does permit 
outfitter guides for big game hunting. Fishing guides operate more on the river corridors, 
which are managed by the state. BLM does not permit transporters, which are where 
pilots transport sport hunters, drop them off, and then come back and pick them up. 
Across the state there are Guide Use Areas (GUAs) and there are some on BLM land. We 
don’t have a limit of number of guides per area for BLM land. We are looking at 
establishing limits within GUAs, and also looking at prohibiting guides within 25 miles of a 
community. One alternative is for a maximum of 33 for the whole planning area which 
includes 20 GUAs. Another alternative is for a maximum of 40 guides in the whole 
planning area. Another idea is to limit any single guide to operate in max of 2 or 3 GUAs. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-025 

Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Comment: That’s a big decision. Everybody in this area has lost king salmon. Now we 
have outside people coming in to hunt and we are worried about that. Planes from 
Bethel or Anchorage are coming in to hunt. It should be restricted. It’s affecting 
waterfowl and fishing and everything. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-026 

Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Comment: The people were asking to have restricted use areas extended to the hills to 
take care of our birds. We don’t want planes to come and land for the weekend and take 
what they want and go back to town. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-027 
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Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Q: Did I understand you right that you don’t allow guides to fly out?  
BLM response: There guides that accompany hunters and there are also transporters. 
Transporters are not guiding, they are just dropping people off. We don’t presently 
manage transporters; all they provided is a flight. Some transporters also provide 
equipment (such as a camp). If the pilot is a licensed guide, then they are under a permit. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-028 

Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
BLM question: Are you getting any meat donated in the communities?  
Community response: No. We don’t see any.  

Issue 12 Meeting HC-029 

Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
BLM question: Are there any local hires for guides?  
Community response: No. We have seen lots of antlers getting shipped out. We have 
asked about the meat. We don’t have recipes for antler soup. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-030 

Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Community comment: There should be a BLM officer with every guiding camp. 
BLM comment: We are considering an exclusion area for guide activities to include a 25-
mile radius around the community. 
Community comment: We would prefer a 25-mile radius around corporation lands. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-031 
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Holy Cross 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts to 
limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion zone, 
not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Community comment: Up the river in the Koyukuk area, all moose antlers must be cut off 
the head. That stopped the sport hunting in that area.  
BLM response: That’s something to share with the state.  
Community response: We tried. 

Issue 12 Meeting HC-032 

Holy Cross We get stopped on the river more than anyone else to check for life jackets. Issue 19 Meeting HC-033 

Holy Cross 
It’s been like that for a long time. There is no patrolling. Anyone can go poaching all they 
want and there is nothing done.  Issue 13 Meeting HC-034 

Holy Cross 

There was a study done last year that showed the State of Alaska spends the most money 
in the union prosecuting Alaska Natives. We are hoping BLM can take over the 
waterways for fisheries management. The horns go and the meat stays to rot in the 
woods. We live here and we live off the land. We are subsistence people. 

Issue 13 Meeting HC-035 
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Holy Cross 

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF NOMINATING AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN for Bureau of Land Management's (BLM 'S) BERlNG SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNlNG 
WHEREAS: the creator placed the Holy Cross people on the land and waters of the Yukon 
River and its tributaries to use and care for in a responsible manner. 
WHEREAS: the members of Holy Cross have traditionally hunted, fished, and gathered 
necessary foods and other natural products from the lands and waters of our region of 
the Yukon River for thousands of years. 
WHEREAS: all of the Yukon River and its surrounding land provides important moose 
habitat, species of pike, white fish and cisco spawn in this river; the watershed is also a 
major spawning area for sheefish, and 4 species of salmon, is home to ducks, geese, 
grouse, and ptarmigan and provides berries, greens and firewood. 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Holy Cross Village supports: 
1 . The protection of the watersheds of the Yukon River and its tributaries through 
designation as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern on Bureau Of Land Management 
lands in the Bear Sea Western Interior Planning Region: and 
2. All the areas within the watersheds of these rivers and their tributaries regardless of 
the Status of land ownership and management: and 
3. The continuance of the existing ACECs within the Holy Cross Tribe's traditional hunting, 
fishing and harvesting areas and the habitat associated with these. 

Issue 23 Sent In HC-570 

Holy Cross 

[Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) Proposal] 
[Describe the Area to be Nominated or Modified] 
Traditional watersheds containing harvest lands/waters used by the Native community of 
Holy Cross along the Yukon River extending down the river to Paimiut Slough, up the 
Innoko River, the Koserefaki River, Deer Hunting Slough, Stuyahok River, 
Reindeer/Albert/Stevens Lake & tributaries 

Issue 23 Sent In HC-571 

Kalskag 

Your vision statement is very urban. Wilderness is our home. We are the fourth world. 
We are not rural; we are in bush Alaska. People in urban areas make these things without 
living out here. Agencies that come out here that tell us how to live. If you really want to 
understand our subsistence way of life, you have to live out here, and use those 
experiences for the rest of your life. BLM response: We don’t live out here. Coming out to 
visit is one of the ways that we can begin to understand how you use the land. We have a 
responsibility to figure out how to manage these areas as best we can. We will do our 
best to incorporate your input. 

Issue 27 Meeting KS-152 
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Kalskag 

What kind of relationship do you have with the National Wildlife Refuge System? BLM 
response: They have a different mission and their own planning efforts. They are a 
partner with us on this planning effort, paying attention to buffer areas, where their land 
is close to ours. 

Issue 26 Meeting KS-153 

Kalskag 

Do you have any regulations for a spill and what kind of a response that might be 
required? Between here and Paimiut is God’s country. On that road between the Yukon 
and Kuskokwim Rivers, if they are hauling fuel, what kind of spill response might there 
be? BLM response: Whenever anyone makes a proposal that involves transporting or 
storing large quantities of fuel, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires a 
spill plan. It focuses on how to prevent spills, but then if a spill occurs, how to handle it. 
We require a plan to be in place before we permit activities. It requires reporting to the 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). It is an established program. 

Issue 17 Meeting KS-154 

Kalskag You could do this whole thing in a week, not in 2 hours. There is so much to talk about! Issue 25 Meeting KS-155 

Kalskag 
I see National Trails on your list of topics. What about winter trails? BLM response: That’s 
under Travel Management. We manage 17b easements through corporation lands and 
routes across BLM lands.  

Issue 11 Meeting KS-156 

Kalskag 
From here to Paimiut, and from here to Russian Mission, we use those trails. The safety 
and marking is important.  Issue 11 Meeting KS-157 

Kalskag 

Who do we contact for the possibility for designating National Historical Trails? Congress 
designates them. We can recommend them in the planning process. Kalskag to Russian 
Mission and Kalskag to Paimiut, these were commercial routes, used for commerce 
before statehood and before territorial days. There are remnants of travel from those 
days. Some of these trails are really in need of repair. BLM response: Some of those 
historic trails that are not part of the Iditarod may be suitable as historic trails. The 
Iditarod National Historic Trail is not just Iditarod race route. It is part of a network. We 
will look at these routes to see if they are connected. We can see other trails being 
historic. 

Issue 20 Meeting KS-158 

Kalskag 
Invasives? Are you talking about spruce beetles? BLM response: That topic refers to any 
type of invasive species, including weeds. Issue 7 Meeting KS-159 

Kalskag 

Are you seeing invasive species move more north and west? BLM response: They go 
where people go, and we are looking at ways to prevent dispersal of seeds. For example, 
for the Iditarod race, they haul in lots of straw for dog bedding. We require them to bring 
in weed-free straw so that weeds are not introduced along the race route. 

Issue 7 Meeting KS-160 
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Kalskag 
Does vegetation include edible plants and berries? BLM response: Yes. On the 
subsistence side, our responsibility includes wildlife habitat and vegetation is also an 
important part. 

Issue 27 Meeting KS-161 

Kalskag 

What about whitefish spawning areas at Whitefish Lake and Whitefish Creek? Why do 
you think about sheefish spawning but not whitefish spawning? Are those on BLM land? 
BLM response: It looks like those are on the refuge, managed by the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  

Issue 23 Meeting KS-162 

Kalskag 

What is riparian? BLM response: That area close to water, it is swamp lands, near rivers 
and creeks. It is usually good habitat for animals. Riparian areas support willows and that 
sort of habitat important for moose. We are looking at limiting the amount of 
disturbance in riparian areas at any given time. We are considering developing special 
management areas or Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) for some riparian 
areas, such as Innoko Bottoms.  

Issue 1 Meeting KS-163 

Kalskag 

Our surface land is owned by The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC). If they go on trails there, 
will you follow the corporation’s rules, so it will be the same? BLM response: Not 
necessarily, but that is a good point. We are hoping to coordinate with adjacent 
landowners as we develop this plan. We want something reasonable that does not have 
too much impact on the landscape. Subsistence nowadays is usually by machine. How big 
should that machine be? Not that we want to set so many rules, but we want to protect 
the land.  
For example, on Copper River, you can only have 4-stroke motors. Is that on BLM? BLM 
response: No.  
So the state does all the rivers? BLM response: The state manages all navigable 
waterways. BLM manages land and non-navigable waterways.  

Issue 11 Meeting KS-164 

Kalskag 

Maybe there should be no overland travel in the summer. There are two established 
routes: Kaltag to Russian Mission and Kaltag to Paimiut. Those are historic routes. We 
cannot go off of those in the summer. BLM response: Should we limit travel to those 
routes? Community response: Yeah! We want to protect that land. We have no control 
over nature. This is the first winter in 3 years that we have had snow. You don’t need 
paper regulations. We follow nature. BLM response: You do and that is appropriate; we 
need to make land use regulations.  

Issue 11 Meeting KS-165 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

 Page A-34 

Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Kalskag 

When it’s all thawed out, common sense says you don’t go back there. When it is frozen, 
it’s different. I go back to Big Lake in the summer in my snow machine and it doesn’t tear 
up anything. It has a wide track and I stay on the trail. Use common sense. I don’t think 
somebody is going to come out from lower 48 in the summer with a bunch of 4-
wheelers. BLM response: There is a 17b easement leaving town, which provides public 
access. How can you stop someone from using it inappropriately? This plan could help to 
limit those types of uses. 

Issue 11 Meeting KS-166 

Kalskag 
We use drift logs from the beach after breakup. We get smoke wood, but we do not go 
all the way to Stony River. We get wood on corporation lands, not on BLM land. Issue 4 Meeting KS-167 

Kalskag 
BLM asked: Are people using BLM lands for cutting firewood? Community response: We 
don’t know where BLM lands are. Issue 4 Meeting KS-168 

Kalskag 

BLM asked: We are considering free permits so we can get information about what 
timber is coming from BLM land. A lot of people think BLM land is along the river, but 
BLM land is pretty far back from the river. It seems like the closest area to the community 
is about half the way to Aniak. Do you have any thoughts about requiring a permit for 
subsistence or personal use? How would you feel about that? We realize it could be 
burdensome. Community response: What is the point of getting a permit when we don’t 
know where BLM lands are? How are you going to get the permit, where would they be 
available? BLM response: Yes, that is something we have not answered yet. Harvest 
reports would give us some information about use of timber resources. 

Issue 4 Meeting KS-169 

Kalskag 
On that one (slide 23), go with #3, commercial harvesting would not be permitted along 
the Iditarod. Issue 4 Meeting KS-170 

Kalskag 

I’ve seen clearcutting in Washington. They have a hole in their head. Why would anyone 
do that? The wildlife, fish, plants, and berries all benefit from the forests. Down there, 
they have to re-establish or replant? BLM response: It depends. If there are enough trees 
left, it regenerates on its own. 

Issue 4 Meeting KS-171 

Kalskag There’s not enough timber in this area to have commercial harvest. Issue 4 Meeting KS-172 
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Kalskag 

Discussion of placer mining disturbance to riparian areas included a question from BLM 
regarding potential future management. BLM is considering limits to the percent of a 
watershed that is disturbed at any one time. Placer mining operations would be required 
to reclaim areas before moving on to adjacent areas. Would you support that kind of 
concept? Community response: Our subsistence is so important to us, why even disturb 
the spawning areas? We are having pressure to not fish. Why even disturb a stream for 
salmon spawning? There are many impacts in the high seas; they are disturbing 
everything, even the bottom fish. It’s common sense. If you are destroying the spawning 
grounds, you are destroying the species, and you are destroying our subsistence. Those 
fish go back to where they were born. Why allow boats to go way up those little streams 
where fish are spawning? They snag fish and stuff like that. They shouldn’t be disturbing 
fish once they have reached their spawning grounds. 
Some of those streams we may not go there in the summer, but maybe we use an area in 
the winter. If they say there is no trespassing on this land, will it affect our access to an 
area? BLM response: If we put limits on mining or other activities, it will not affect 
subsistence access. 

Issue 14 Meeting KS-173 

Kalskag 

BLM asked: What do you think about setting limits to how much area is disturbed in a 
drainage by placer mining at a given time? Does it make sense to have only a certain 
amount disturbed at a certain time? Community response: What is placer mining? BLM 
response: It’s a dredge within a stream, to get the gold out. Community response: It 
makes sense to put it back. If they are going to allow it, yes, reclaim it. Put it back.  

Issue 14 Meeting KS-174 

Kalskag 

[BLM asked: What do you think about setting limits to how much area is disturbed in a 
drainage by placer mining at a given time? Does it make sense to have only a certain 
amount disturbed at a certain time?] 
Spawning areas, regardless of what kind of fish they are, I would not allow anyone to 
disturb it. Have you ever been to Nyac? That is 30 miles of devastation, from one side of 
the drainage to the other. It’s unreal. That river has not recovered. They disturbed the 
headwaters. It’s a crime. You cannot reclaim nature; there is no way to put back what 
you lost. You cannot regulate, change, or manage nature. No matter how they try to 
reclaim anything, it will never go back to its original state. 

Issue 14 Meeting KS-175 

Kaltag 

BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. BLM lands near 
Kaltag were managed out of BLM’s Fairbanks Field Office in the past. BLM lands near 
Kaltag will now be managed by BLM’s Anchorage Field Office with the BSWI boundary 
change. 

Issue 19 Meeting KT-036 
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Kaltag Community remarked that BLM owns some land near Bullfrog Island. Issue 19 Meeting KT-037 

Kaltag 
BLM also has an easement to Unalakleet that goes past Tripod Flats and Old Woman 
cabins. Issue 19 Meeting KT-038 

Kaltag 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about the 
upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
WACH is north of Kaltag, but used to be more in the area. One meeting attendee noted 
seeing the WACH two times in his life. 

Issue 2 Meeting KT-039 

Kaltag 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about the 
upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag has heard about plan for wood bison introduction in April. Wood bison will likely 
end up on BLM land if they are released in Shageluk. 

Issue 2 Meeting KT-040 

Kaltag 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about the 
upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Muskoxen have a lot of feeding grounds. Clarified with community member about the 
difference between muskoxen and wood bison. 

Issue 2 Meeting KT-041 

Kaltag 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about the 
upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
The community hunts geese, ducks, and other waterfowl. 

Issue 2 Meeting KT-042 

Kaltag 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about the 
upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag residents generally do not hunt in the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge, due to 
distance. Instead, they use a slough north of Innoko. 

Issue 2 Meeting KT-043 

Kaltag 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community member noted interest in discussing local watersheds and aquatic resource 
values. 

Issue 1 Meeting KT-044 
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Kaltag 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Kateel River pointed out by community on the Aquatic Resource Value Map; no comment 
given on its value rating. 

Issue 1 Meeting KT-045 

Kaltag 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community: Why is the Nulato system not given a high aquatic resource value rating? 
The Nulato has a lot of anadromous species of fish. 
BLM: There is more than just the species that went into the model—diversity of fish, 
habitat conditions, and productivity all went into the determination. Points were given 
for each factor. We do realize that the creeks and rivers on the east side of the Nulato 
Hills are important for salmon. 

Issue 1 Meeting KT-046 

Kaltag 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community: Is it because you have two forks of the Nulato River? The Nulato system has 
some of the most diverse and enormous amount of fish utilized for subsistence in this 
whole area. The other streams don’t have large villages right at the mouth of the river. 
Fish and Game has it as one of its top monitoring streams. 

Issue 1 Meeting KT-047 

Kaltag 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community: There is a lot of activity from our village on the Nulato River and the Kaltag 
Creek. The numbers don’t seem to reflect the local importance of these areas. 

Issue 1 Meeting KT-048 

Kaltag 
Kaltag does not have a big interest in reindeer grazing. This is partly because the WACH 
inhabits this area. Residents have not seen them for a few years, but they have been 
here. 

Issue 3 Meeting KT-049 

Kaltag 

The community is concerned about wanting to use BLM’s Tripod Cabin while setting 
snowmachine trail since it is a long, rough trip. Kaltag residents do not use the cabin once 
the trail is set. Kaltag residents do use the trail to access trapping areas. BLM noted that 
trapping cabins are discussed in the realty section of the alternative packet. 

Issue 5 Meeting KT-050 

Kaltag 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
We have sawmills in the community. 

Issue 18 Meeting KT-051 
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Kaltag 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
There is talk of a biomass boiler; there is interest in biomass in the community. Biomass 
projects are becoming more popular. They are going to burn a lot of timber in our area. 

Issue 18 Meeting KT-052 

Kaltag 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
Community member requested discussion of wildfire management with BLM. BLM noted 
that fire would be actively managed. 

Issue 18 Meeting KT-053 

Kaltag 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
Tripod Flats area is mostly black spruce, with some pockets of white spruce. Most of 
trees are in areas not suitable for timber or biomass (black spruce mostly grows in bogs 
and is small and wiry). Trees near Kaltag are not very marketable or suitable for biomass 
energy. 

Issue 18 Meeting KT-054 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Discussed some reality shows with the community as an example of large trucks that 
requested permits from BLM. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-055 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Discussed race sponsored by Camel Cigarettes using large pickup that 
proposed to go down the Iditarod Trail that did not happen. Someone, possibly BLM, 
must have denied their permit. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-056 
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Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag is aware of the gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) sticker on snowmachines and 
ATVs. Snowmachine travel is well within proposed vehicle weight limit restrictions. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-057 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Do you have a feel for how popular side-by-side OHVs are becoming in this 
area? BLM did not think they were very common currently. One community member 
noted seeing them in Unalakleet. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-058 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: A lot of these limits do not apply to Kaltag in summer time. You would have 
to cross the Kaltag Creek twice to get out to BLM lands. You would not want to cross 
salmon creeks. The issue for Kaltag would mainly be in winter. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-059 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: I heard near Big Lake that they were enhancing the Iditarod Trail. Is the BLM 
involved in that? I work in the transportation department here in Kaltag for the Tribal 
Transportation Program, and I am interested in trail improvements. Is there any other 
way we can enhance trails aside from federal resources?  
BLM: For the Iditarod, you would work with the BLM. There may be some funding 
through Tribal Transportation Program. BLM Iditarod specialist has been out here and 
other areas to work with communities and discuss maintenance.  

Issue 11 Meeting KT-060 
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Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: There has been talk for years about a road to Unalakleet. Will we ever get 
that road? It is very hard to get a road permitted along a Wild and Scenic River like the 
Unalakleet River. Perhaps a road could be built along the hills. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-061 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (AVCP proposed road) is a potential road route. The road 
is far downriver from Kaltag, but Kaltag could see more traffic along the Yukon River if 
this would be built since more barges would be coming from Fairbanks. This road is not 
foreseeable to be built in the near future. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-062 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: What if you find some kind of oil or gas? Would you put in a road? BLM 
discussed the Donlin Gold mine project, and how they looked at putting in a road to the 
mine. They ended up proposing a pipeline since a road was difficult to permit and build. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-063 

Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Kaltag puts in roads to access activities. At one time we talked about a road 
to 8-Mile Flat, which is short of BLM land. Discussed that Kaltag could still install local 
roads on corporation land or other areas not owned by BLM. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-064 
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Kaltag 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion 
of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local 
roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: How far out is BLM land from Kaltag? A community member noted about 17 
miles away. 

Issue 11 Meeting KT-065 

Kaltag 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Iditarod Trail goes through Kaltag. 

Issue 20 Meeting KT-066 

Kaltag 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
There is not good timber near Kaltag in the Iditarod Trail corridor. 

Issue 20 Meeting KT-067 

Kaltag 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Discussed vehicle use on Iditarod Trail. 

Issue 20 Meeting KT-068 

Kaltag 

[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Brief discussion of Kaltag Portage. Community members noted Kaltag Portage is pretty 
famous and was used in 1925 Iditarod ceremony and used in the Gold Rush. BLM 
discussed that the RMP would likely withdraw the Kaltag Portage from potential mining 
leases. 

Issue 20 Meeting KT-069 

Kaltag 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
There is a known oil/gas basin (Galena Basin), but potential for commercial development 
is very low. There are coal deposits near Kaltag, which also has a low potential for 
commercial development. 

Issue 14 Meeting KT-070 
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Kaltag 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: There are two areas of coal near Kaltag. One is an outcropping at 9-Mile 
near Nulato. It is a narrow band of about 4-5 feet. The other is about 25 miles south of 
Nulato. Community member described how he gathered a few buckets of this coal, and 
tried to burn the coal in his stove last year without success. 

Issue 14 Meeting KT-071 

Kaltag 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:]Community: Do you have any current permits for placer or hard rock 
minerals anywhere in the Kaltag area? No, the Kaltag area has a very low potential for 
mineral development. The majority of mineral deposits are much further south of Kaltag. 
Downriver, there is the Stuyahok Mine near Russian Mission. 

Issue 14 Meeting KT-072 

Kaltag 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
Community member noted a historic mine near Kaltag near the Bonasila River. Ernie 
Chase, the owner, was killed in a plane crash and the mine is no longer in operation. 

Issue 14 Meeting KT-073 

Kaltag 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: If someone was going to come into the area for mineral development, 
would you notify the community? Yes. This RMP guides general management decisions. 
There would be another step of review and communication with the community if there 
would be a mineral development permit application. BLM could set stipulations for 
developers to follow. 

Issue 14 Meeting KT-074 

Kaltag 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from other 
areas where sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. Specific comments:] 
BLM: Do you get a lot of sport hunting in this area? 
Community: There is one registered guide who lives in Kaltag. The guide, Earl Esmailka, is 
the brother-in-law of a meeting attendee. Community member noted importance of 
sharing resources. Community member noted importance of Earl’s guide service, and 
that he hires locals. 

Issue 12 Meeting KT-075 
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Kaltag 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from other 
areas where sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. Specific comments:] 
Community: What do you do about people going across BLM lands to access their own 
lands? BLM authorizes for guide use areas (GUAs). BLM is proposing to manage a certain 
number of guides per GUA to alleviate pressure amongst sport hunters and between 
sport and subsistence hunters when GUA is on BLM lands. 

Issue 12 Meeting KT-076 

Kaltag 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from other 
areas where sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. Specific comments:] 
Community: Have heard of Koyukuk complaining of a lack of moose meat, and of 
Fairbanks guides competing with subsistence uses along Koyukuk River. 

Issue 12 Meeting KT-077 

Kaltag 
Suggestions to combine BLM meetings with communities along the Yukon River (for 
instance, could have a meeting with Grayling and Kaltag in the same day or with Holy 
Cross and Shageluk in the same day). 

Issue 25 Meeting KT-078 

Kaltag 
Donna Esmailka with the Kaltag Tribe brought a letter she received in the mail from BLM 
about permitting activities for TERRA-Yukon microwave repeater towers. Donna voiced 
Kaltag Tribe’s support of the Terra-Yukon project to BLM staff. 

Issue 33 Meeting KT-079 

Lower Kalskag 

Where is the Association of Village Council Presidents’ (AVCP) proposed road? BLM 
response: From Paimiut Slough to near Holy Cross. We have seen 4 different possibilities, 
but it is not a specific proposal. We cannot analyze a specific route when we have not 
received an application. Community question: Will you go to the villages and see what 
everyone is saying? Yes. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would likely need to 
be prepared for the project. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-176 

Lower Kalskag 
Donlin Gold will be hauling gravel and materials in for pipeline construction.  
When the mine opens, they will be using the river a lot.  Issue 33 Meeting LK-177 

Lower Kalskag 
Are you going to try to regulate a road constructed between Donlin Gold Mine and 
Aniak? BLM response: We have not seen a proposal for that. If it is proposed, an EIS 
would be required. A road crossing BLM lands would be subject to BLM management.  

Issue 11 Meeting LK-178 
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Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Are you doing any studies with what is happening on the tundra with ATV 
use? Between Russian Mission and Aniak it is really scarred up. People are going all over 
the hills and the tundra. You can distinguish between caribou trails and 4-wheel traffic.  

Issue 11 Meeting LK-179 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
BLM: Should we have established routes of travel, or allow people to go anywhere?  
Community: Even with snowmobiles, most people stay on the trails. When they go off 
exploring, I don’t think they realize the impacts they have. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-180 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Are you going to regulate that? Will you allow permits? Maybe two 
residents in Aniak are there seasonally, with mines southwest of Aniak. They were going 
with heavy equipment across the tundra. They thought they were not going to leave any 
marks, but they did.  
BLM: What should we do? Do we set routes and require people need to stay on the 
routes? For heavy equipment, we would not likely allow tundra travel until conditions 
meet the winter definition, for depth of snow and/or frost to protect the vegetation and 
soils. 
Community: With something like that (restricting travel to designated routes), you’re 
going to get a lot of people upset. People use the tundra all the time for hunting and 
berry picking. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-181 
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Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Stay on established routes and do not make new ones. Sometimes there 
might be obstacles, and we will have to go around.  

Issue 11 Meeting LK-182 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
BLM: Should we keep established routes? Or do we allow people to go all over with 
vehicles? If we allow people to go anywhere, do we have limits on vehicle size and 
weight?  
Community: We grew up in this area. You notice big changes from when our 
grandparents took us out. ATVs ruin tundra and berry picking areas.  

Issue 11 Meeting LK-183 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: The trails we have now are great and they connect to each other. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-184 
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Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: I would like to preserve our subsistence areas and not allow vehicles to be 
bigger. There are restrictions in other places; in the Holitna, they do not allow anything 
over 40 horsepower. We do have to make a road/designated route. When people take 
shortcuts, it ruins the tundra. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-185 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: I have witnessed snowmachines hauling a 4-wheeler. It was near where we 
go get wood. They took it way back where it normally could not go in the summer. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-186 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: With the caribou herd, they move around. They do not stay in one route. 
You would need local enforcement on the trails. If people want to go, they are going to 
go.  
BLM: Enforcement is difficult. It is a big area. Fish and Game would be a big help for 
keeping restrictions on trails. 
Community: What would be the logical punishment? A fine?  
BLM: It could be administrative or criminal, so it could have a fine or maybe required 
restoration. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-187 
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Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: In some instances, we will just do it anyway. Some of the rules were passed 
many years ago. We need to do a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to educate our 
people to work together. I would like to see that. It is not just us that use the trails, it is 
other villages and we use their trails. We need to educate our young people.  

Issue 11 Meeting LK-188 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Would your plan show the original trails? 
BLM: Right now, we are looking at weight and width limits, rather than designating 
routes. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-189 

Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: My great-grandfather travelled all over. I use his routes. These guys use 
other routes.  
Community: But we need to use the routes that are already made and not make new 
ones.  
Community: The Paimiut Trail and the Russian Mission Trail, those routes are used. If I 
want to go to the Yukon River, I will go by my route. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-190 
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Lower Kalskag 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: I like the idea of showing all the routes on paper. People can see it visually. 
Maybe you can come to the hunters. These trails are all fairly connected. When we go in 
the air, we see trails that have been used. We need ongoing education for our young 
people too. We have to have that. Put those two together with the weight limits. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-191 

Lower Kalskag 
Are they planning to take trees down to build the Donlin Gold pipeline? What are they 
going to do with the trees? BLM response: They are trying to leave as many trees as they 
can. Wood could be offered to nearby communities. 

Issue 4 Meeting LK-192 

Lower Kalskag 
Permits would be burdensome for the people that live off the land and normally go to 
get wood.  Issue 4 Meeting LK-193 

Lower Kalskag If we go off to the west for firewood, it’s not on BLM land. Issue 4 Meeting LK-194 

Lower Kalskag 
Would you have to pay for firewood permits? BLM response: No, only if you are taking it 
to sell, and only if you are cutting greater than 10 cords. Issue 4 Meeting LK-195 

Lower Kalskag Would permits be required for driftwood? No, that is not on BLM land.  Issue 4 Meeting LK-196 

Lower Kalskag 
People are using more wood for heating. You are lucky you are paying only $2.75 per 
gallon for fuel in Anchorage. Issue 4 Meeting LK-197 

Lower Kalskag Small streams (5th level watersheds) are important areas where people go fishing. Issue 27 Meeting LK-198 

Lower Kalskag 

Aniak River is a high priority; a lot of our fish come from Aniak River. I don’t know if it is 
on BLM land or not. There are a lot of cabins in that area, and that is where the fish 
spawn. BLM response: If it is on BLM land, we can regulate the numbers of cabins. What 
kind of cabins are they? Mining? Subsistence? Community response: I don’t know if 
people are keeping track of whose land the cabins are on. 

Issue 27 Meeting LK-199 

Lower Kalskag 

What about the use of big motors? Sport fishing guides have huge 250 horsepower 
motors, and sometimes two of them on one boat. You talk about navigable waters. If 
they did not have the jet units, those rivers would not be navigable. BLM response: They 
may be going places that are not listed as navigable, due to equipment available 
nowadays. 

Issue 11 Meeting LK-200 

Lower Kalskag 
Put limits on the harmful minerals that are being drained out into our waterways. I have 
heard that mercury in our fish is now higher than in the past.  Issue 14 Meeting LK-201 
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Lower Kalskag 
When they are mining, it should be reclaimed as they go. Or they say we are out of 
business now, and we are leaving that behind. Issue 14 Meeting LK-202 

Lower Kalskag 
When they are done with the mining, what do they do with the pond? BLM response: 
The water either evaporates or is absorbed into the ground. The sediment in the pond 
will be reclaimed, or capped and left in place.  

Issue 14 Meeting LK-203 

Lower Kalskag 
Will our fish and water still be safe? The spawning grounds are in the Aniak area. Have 
buffers for mining, staying away from streams. Issue 14 Meeting LK-204 

Lower Kalskag 

It would be good to set buffers for riparian areas and limits for how much can be 
disturbed at any given time. If you allow disturbance from mining or other activities, it 
would ruin the habitat. We do not want to allow disturbance. We want to keep where 
our animals reproduce and spawn safe, so we continue to have the food. We want to 
keep our way of life, our food and animals, so we always have a place to go. 

Issue 1 Meeting LK-205 

Lower Kalskag 
We want to preserve the Kilbuck Mountains, further from Bethel area. That is near the 
refuge. Issue 21 Meeting LK-206 

Lower Kalskag 

You should permit subsistence uses from village to village. When the state did their 
allocation, people in the rural communities did not get anything in unit 18 and 19; it went 
to everyone. The subsistence users should be the first to get the permits. BLM response: I 
think you are talking about the difference between the state’s rural resident 
requirement, versus allocation to communities. Changes to federal permit decisions 
would need to go through the Subsistence RAC and Federal Subsistence Board. In most 
areas, they use the qualifier as being a rural resident. They do not have the requirement 
of being Alaska Native. Community response: Alaska Natives should have more 
consideration in getting federal subsistence permits. We rely on a subsistence way of life 
and we want to protect it. 

Issue 27 Meeting LK-207 

Lower Kalskag 

Is that where they protect the land? BLM response: It is not the level of protection of a 
national park or a wildlife refuge, but we manage the land a little differently in those 
areas. Where we are considering this kind of designation is up river (past McGrath), near 
Denali National Park, and on the east side of Nulato Hills. 

Issue 8 Meeting LK-208 

Lower Kalskag 
I agree with the idea of LWCs. The area around Nikolai is the area my grandfather 
homesteaded. Issue 8 Meeting LK-209 

Lower Kalskag 

Grazing – Is that where they are bringing in Wood Bison? BLM response: Wood bison are 
planned to be reintroduced in the Shageluk area, near the Innoko River. Wood bison are 
considered to be a non-essential experimental population. They may be released after 
March 22. 

Issue 2 Meeting LK-210 
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Lower Kalskag Townsite lots are not managed by BLM; they are private lots.  Issue 19 Meeting LK-211 

Lower Kalskag 
Next time you come, you should put the meetings for Kalskag and Lower Kalskag 
together, and you should stay longer in the community. Issue 25 Meeting LK-212 

McGrath 
Regarding discussion of restricted uses and exclusive uses, a resident commented that he 
did not want to see management actions that would prohibit development in the area. Issue 19 Meeting MG-001 

McGrath 

Energy supply and energy costs are of concern to the community. Commercial peat was 
investigated in the area years ago. Peat resources were identified, but it was not 
determined economical for development. The Donlin Gold project could develop a 
pipeline in the area, but fuel would not be available to the community unless an 
independent party was identified as a utility. Importing power with long distance 
transmission lines was also identified as a potential means of supplying power to the 
region. 

Issue 18 Meeting MG-002 

McGrath 
A resident asked if there was potential for oil and gas development in the area. BLM 
answered the potential is very low due to the geologic formations in the area and the 
economic feasibility of development. 

Issue 14 Meeting MG-003 

McGrath 

Regarding discussion of riparian conservation areas and aquatic resource values, a 
resident asked if the proposed Donlin Gold pipeline location played a role in the 
watershed ratings. BLM responded the proposed project did not influence the ratings; 
the pipeline location was showed for reference. 

Issue 1 Meeting MG-004 

McGrath 
Jorjena Daly (BLM Project Manager) provided a brief interview to Mike Lane of KSKO 
radio. Issue 25 Meeting MG-005 

Nikolai 

[Email from BLM to Nikolai Edzeno Village Council]  
Thank you for your time over the phone and thank you for expressing the concerns of 
your council members about the eligible segment of the Salmon River as a Wild and 
Scenic River. I understand that people do not understand the label Wild and Scenic and 
are are concerned that it will affect the area where they go salmon fishing on the Salmon 
River. I also understand that Council members with allotments on the river are 
concerned about what the impact would be to their allotments. 

Issue 22 Sent In NI-569 

Nikolai 

The Kuskokwim River King Salmon Run is in serious jeopardy today. Much of the River 
was closed to fishing last year. Any additional pressure on the resource could hasten its 
decline. Classifying Salmon River, Pitkas Fork and other drainages as Wild and Scenic 
Rivers probably would so overrun these Rivers with People that it may be the final straw 
that totally destroys the King Salmon Run. 

Issue 22 Sent In NI-690 
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Nikolai 

The Sheefish ACEC is a fish of another totally fraudulent species. Sheefish run around the 
South Fork, East Fork and North Fork before they go to spawn much like Silver Salmon do 
rather than heading directly to their spawning grounds. They are caught by Rod and Reel 
and are net utilized as subsistence fish very often on the Upper Kuskokwim and if caught 
are usually placed in Eskimo lce Cream (Akutaq). The whole concept of the Sheefish 
Spawning ACEC is unnecessary as Sheefish are not threatened and this reservation would 
not enhance their survival. 

Issue 23 Sent In NI-691 

Nikolai 

WHEREAS: some Nikolai residents own Native Allotments, have established hunting and 
fishing camps on several drainages that are proposed to become Wild and Scenic Rivers 
and; 
[NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council opposes the 
designation of Wild and Scenic Routes for the proposed area and also opposes the 1,100 
square mile ASEC immediately south of Nikolai and wants it permanently noted.] 

Issue 22 Sent In NE-749 

Nikolai 

WHEREAS: The Kuskokwim king salmon fishery populations have declined to almost 
nonexistent in recent years and A Wild and Scenic Rivers classification on the Rivers may 
cause them the to be run over by people and destroy the King Salmon species altogether 
and; 
[NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council opposes the 
designation of Wild and Scenic Routes for the proposed area and also opposes the 1,100 
square mile ASEC immediately south of Nikolai and wants it permanently noted.] 

Issue 22 Sent In NE-750 

Nikolai 

The fish resources cited are Sheefish spawning areas and are not an endangered species 
and less than half the spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai residents rarely 
encounter sheefish and have not speared or netted them in decades. Creating this huge 
ACEC will do very little for the sheefish, but will put all kinds of restrictions on boats, 
motors, snowmobiles, airplanes, four wheelers and other all-terrain vehicles and 
ultimately hurts the residents in the area 

Issue 23 Sent In NE-751 

Nikolai 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: Several Nikolai Citizens own Native Allotments, Hunt and Fish Camps on 
several drainages that are proposed to become Wild and Scenic Rivers, and; 

Issue 22 Sent In NI-851 
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Nikolai 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: The Kuskokwim King Salmon Fishery Populations have plummeted to almost 
nonexistence and A Wild and Scenic Rivers classification on the Rivers may cause them to 
be run over by People and Destroy the King Salmon, and; 

Issue 22 Sent In NI-852 

Nikolai 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: The proposed 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern is based on totally specious and irrelevant information. The Fish Resources cited 
are Sheefish Spawning areas. Sheefish are not an endangered Species and less than half 
the Spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai Citizens rarely encounter Sheefish 
and have not speared or netted them in Decades. Creating this huge ACEC will not do 
anything for the Sheefish, but will put all kinds of Restrictions on Boats, Motors, 
Snowmobiles, Airplanes, Four Wheelers and other All-Terrain Vehicles; 

Issue 23 Sent In NI-853 

Nikolai 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
The Cultural Resources cited were Early 1900 Road Houses none of which now exist. 

Issue 9 Sent In NI-854 

Nulato 
Where are the BLM lands near Nulato? BLM: It is about 12-20 miles to the closest BLM 
lands. BLM lands are in the hills behind you. Issue 19 Meeting NL-424 

Nulato 

Walking or snowmachining is the only access to the Nulato Hills. A few guys trap on 
backside of the village, but lands behind Nulato are mostly savings to come for the 
future. The Nulato Hills are where animals grow, and it is kind of a protected area 
because there is very limited access. We never show anyone our trails to limit access. 

Issue 2 Meeting NL-425 

Nulato 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
We know there is coal back there near Nulato. 

Issue 14 Meeting NL-426 
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Nulato 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
Nulato’s opinion on oil/gas or coal development really depends on how big the project 
would be. Development brings extra people in. Nulato is just perfect the way it is now. 

Issue 14 Meeting NL-427 

Nulato 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
The biggest worry out here is our lifestyle. We have lived this lifestyle since forever. For a 
company to come in and produce a mine, it is a nonrenewable resource. If our resources 
are poisoned, we are done for. We are comfortable here. There is no such thing as a 
homeless or hungry person here in the village. We take care of each other. We do not 
have much money, but we have food and a home. 

Issue 14 Meeting NL-428 

Nulato 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
We need to keep an eye on the state. They too know where mineral resources are 
located, and they build roads and other infrastructure important to them but not to us. 
For us, the land is more important than minerals. We cannot eat nonrenewable 
resources. 

Issue 14 Meeting NL-429 

Nulato 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
There was coal exploration conducted near Nulato on Native allotments or corporation 
land. There are a few outcroppings of coal on corporation land. 

Issue 14 Meeting NL-430 

Nulato 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
What is the development potential? BLM: There is some potential for small-scale coal 
development on Native corporation land for local use. 

Issue 14 Meeting NL-431 
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Nulato 
We just submitted a proposal to get a fishing weir on the Nulato River with Alaska Fish 
and Game on village corporation land through Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC). Issue 16 Meeting NL-432 

Nulato 
What is BLM policy on predator control? BLM: The state manages the animals and we 
manage habitat; BLM would not have much authority on predator control. Issue 2 Meeting NL-433 

Nulato 
On the back side of the village closer to BLM land, we may pick berries, set a few trap 
lines, and harvest moose, caribou, ducks, beaver, wolves, and marten. Issue 27 Meeting NL-434 

Nulato 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of income to pay 
bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
It is about $3,000 per year for electricity plus another $5,000 for fuel. There are a lot of 
people who haul wood to avoid the high cost of fuel oil. 

Issue 27 Meeting NL-435 

Nulato 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of income to pay 
bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
For snowmachines, it is about $7,000 for the machine and about $3,000 per year for 
maintenance and gas to hunt/fish/travel. It is $6.10 for a gallon of gas. 

Issue 27 Meeting NL-436 

Nulato 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of income to pay 
bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
Energy and store food are the most expensive things out there. We still live comfortably 
out here. We can live within our means because of our lifestyle.  

Issue 27 Meeting NL-437 

Nulato 

The BLM should allow us to hunt moose on their land if it is a low harvest year, perhaps 
because of climate change in the future. Our subsistence rights are protected federally, 
but not really with the state. This is just an idea to put out there to get moose 
somewhere else. There were 17 households in Koyukuk that did not get a moose. We did 
okay, but this could happen to us.  

Issue 27 Meeting NL-438 

Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Where is the proposed Ambler Road supposed to go? BLM: It is north of this planning 
area. The proposed Ambler Road is an uncertain project with the change in governor and 
budget concerns. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-439 
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Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Nulato is concerned about impacts to fisheries from the Ambler Road. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-440 

Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
BLM staff discussed the possibility of road development being analyzed in the cumulative 
effects section of the BSWI RMP. The proposed road to Nome will not be analyzed in the 
plan. The Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority supports the Roads to 
Resources program. If projects seem likely to be completed, impacts will be considered in 
the BSWI RMP. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-441 

Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Is there an EIS for the road to Ambler? No. The proposed road was moving toward an EIS, 
but the new governor slowed down big projects due to funding concerns. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-442 

Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Nulato is also concerned about fisheries effects from a proposed road from Fairbanks to 
Nome. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-443 

Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
The Nulato Tribe opposed the Ambler Road because it would cross five spawning creeks, 
only one of which has data. Up to one third of silver salmon spawning creeks could be 
affected by the road. Silver salmon are important to us and other villages because of the 
lack of chinook/king salmon in recent years. The silver salmon are saving us. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-444 

Nulato 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
How about the road to Tanana? BLM: We do not have much information about that road; 
it is also outside of the BSWI RMP planning area. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-445 
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Nulato 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
There are a couple side-by-sides in town. Issue 11 Meeting NL-446 

Nulato 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
No pickups with big tracks are in Nulato. Trucks would likely be too heavy for this area 
because we have a lot of tundra. Nobody out here can afford that stuff. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-447 

Nulato 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:]  
The trails we make are usually for local people. We like to keep the country a bit of a 
secret. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-448 

Nulato 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Vehicle use in this area is pretty much determined by season. The land around Nulato is 
mostly wetlands. Argo makes more sense than a side-by-side to facilitate water travel. I 
worry about damage to the land from Argos. We do see damage areas. The land is alive 
just like us, and we do not want to kill the land. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-449 

Nulato 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Do you need permit for ATV travel on BLM lands? BLM: No. We are considering 
restrictions on size and weight. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-450 

Nulato 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
We want to keep trail use to ATVs and snowmobiles. Why not just restrict it now to 4-
wheelers and snowmachines? BLM reminded the community to think about the side-by-
side ownership mentioned earlier for restrictions. 

Issue 11 Meeting NL-451 

Nulato 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Nulato resident brought up idea to have certain routes where travel would be restricted. Issue 11 Meeting NL-452 

Nulato 

There is a lot of old feed for the moose, and the beaver are taking new feed. Could you 
do a controlled burn in the refuge? Do you manage fires? BLM: The refuge is managed by 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and they would have to do a prescribed burn. BLM does 
manage fires, but would need direction from Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Issue 4 Meeting NL-453 

Nulato 
We are lucky that past fires have stopped before Nulato, but if they spread from BLM 
land to Native land the fires could affect us. Issue 4 Meeting NL-454 

Nulato 
The BLM is looking at aquatic values in different watersheds and identifying priority 
watersheds. Issue 1 Meeting NL-455 

Nulato 
The Nulato River provides drinking water for the community of Nulato, and is an 
important resource to protect. Issue 27 Meeting NL-456 
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Nulato 

The rivers around Nulato are important subsistence resources. All hunting and fishing is 
done near the Nulato or Yukon River. The Koyukuk River is also important in between 
Nulato and Galena. Subsistence activities are not done in the village, but on the river. The 
Koyukuk Flats are also important. 

Issue 27 Meeting NL-457 

Nulato 
The entire Nulato watershed is important to us. The Nulato River is an important 
spawning creek. Issue 27 Meeting NL-458 

Nulato There are berry picking areas only accessible by river. Issue 27 Meeting NL-459 
Nulato The river is important for transportation. I would not want to live where there is no river. Issue 27 Meeting NL-460 

Nulato 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
Who are guys who have guide permits for BLM land in our area? We see a lot of guide 
use in our area. Hunters that got squeezed out of other areas are now in Kaltag and 
Galena. 
BLM: Some are regulated by the state, but BLM has talked about limiting guides and 
transporters on BLM lands. 

Issue 12 Meeting NL-461 

Nulato 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
We often see guided hunting in refuge areas where there are not supposed to be guides. 
The refuge does nothing about enforcement. We have a hard time with federal agencies 
and a lack of action. The refuge is only 50 miles away from us. How do we deal with 
something like that? Guides and hunters are affecting our lifestyle. We cannot have any 
say over refuge lands. 

Issue 12 Meeting NL-462 

Nulato 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
Nulato mentioned prior communication with Kenton Moos, Koyukuk National Wildlife 
Refuge Manager, who flew over the area in a plane. If you contact him, please mention 
our issues with guide permit enforcement in the refuge. 

Issue 12 Meeting NL-463 
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Nulato 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
Guides in Kaltag may go after grizzly bears in the Nulato Hills where there is BLM land. 
We don’t hunt bear traditionally. 

Issue 12 Meeting NL-464 

Nulato We harvest most of our wood from the river corridor. Issue 4 Meeting NL-465 

Nulato 
It would be a couple tanks of gas to gather wood on BLM land. It would be more 
burdensome to harvest wood from BLM land. Issue 4 Meeting NL-466 

Nulato No one burns over 10 cords of wood here. Issue 4 Meeting NL-467 

Nulato 

The November 2013 notes from scoping show a lot of concern for the Nulato River. We 
get fish and our drinking water from the Nulato River, and it is very important to our 
community. There is an ACEC on the Nulato River. We would like to expand this area 
back there if possible. We discussed a wilderness area designation with Stacey Fritz in the 
Fairbanks office. Stacey told us it is difficult to get a wilderness designation, but an ACEC 
is easier to get. 

Issue 23 Meeting NL-468 

Nulato 
At meetings like this, I like that I can find out about what protections are offered. I like 
that the BLM personnel had this dialog. I want to get the best protection I can. Issue 25 Meeting NL-469 

Nulato 
Projects may go around us unless we say something. We will be affected one way or 
another by projects around us. Issue 25 Meeting NL-470 

Nulato 
Development projects threaten us. Money does not do us any good out here. If ruin the 
land, they ruin our life. Issue 28 Meeting NL-471 

Nulato 
Our lifestyle is important. All our food is off the land—organic and free range. We do not 
have to worry about pesticides. Issue 27 Meeting NL-472 

Russian Mission Be more aware of federal and state lands.  Issue 19 Comment 
Form RM-213 

Russian Mission 
AK Department Fish and Game be more involve to YK Delta communities and villages, 
especially have King Salmon season be more available to your YK Delta for harvesting for 
the winter. Not only chums but King Salmon as well subsistence fishing season. 

Issue 27 Comment 
Form RM-214 

Russian Mission 
It seems like people around here do not go on BLM lands. We use state and Native 
corporation lands. Issue 19 Meeting RM-215 

Russian Mission The land ownership is complex; we do not want to be restricted for subsistence use. Issue 19 Meeting RM-216 
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Russian Mission 

Talking about a land trade, somebody has a 14(c)1 or 14(c)3 land, one would be 
homeowners, and the other is city/municipal. Can someone claim BLM land? BLM 
response: If we identify land for sale or exchange in this plan, we can consider that. If 
there is something as a community or corporation you want to exchange, let us know. 
Should BLM put a restriction on certain land that would help us to manage it better?  

Issue 19 Meeting RM-217 

Russian Mission The church owns some land in this area, a large parcel around the city.   Issue 19 Meeting RM-218 

Russian Mission 
Is this plan new, or is there one already existing? BLM response: There is a plan, but it is 
old. This plan will replace the old plan. We started last year to revised and update the 
plan. 

Issue 31 Meeting RM-219 

Russian Mission 
Do you have lands in coastal areas? BLM response: A little between Unalakleet and St. 
Michael.  Issue 19 Meeting RM-220 

Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
Donlin Gold Mine will be building a pipeline. You mentioned protecting birds and nesting 
and such. I know they analyze water going down to the Kuskokwim. Does BLM do testing 
on those sites? BLM response: We are a cooperating agency on the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the project. The application to BLM is for the pipeline and a 
fiber optic line. We are not responsible for baseline water studies and ongoing 
evaluation; that will be the responsibility of the applicant and the state. We do not know 
what the next proposed project might be, but this project will help to make stipulations 
for management of future projects. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-221 

Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
We are worried about pollution. We do not know what is coming next. The Keiko Mine, 
on the Stuyahok River, about 14 miles inland and 6 miles upriver. For about 30 years it 
was a mine. The dug the ground out, and all of that stream upriver eroded. Can BLM do 
water samples and tell the public if it is safe? BLM response: Monitoring water quality is 
the responsibility of State of Alaska, Division of Mining. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-222 
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Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
What about panning for gold? Is that allowed on BLM land? BLM response: That is an 
allowable use on BLM land. A permit is not required for casual use or simple panning. If 
someone wanted to start a placer mine, or a dredge, then a permit is needed.  

Issue 14 Meeting RM-223 

Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
I was wondering about Pebble Mine. There is a lot of conflict. They are mining platinum 
down near Goodnews Bay. BLM response: Interestingly enough, we have just indicted 
someone for abandonment of a mine in that area. We are hoping to get someone else to 
come in and re-mine the tailings, and re-establish the stream as they go. That would help 
to decontaminate and restore the site. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-224 

Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
Limits on mining sounds like good idea. Stay out of the spawning habitat in streams. BLM 
response: We would like to see that too! There is still a lot of placer mining interest in 
this state. In the lower 48, they do not allow placer mining any more. It can completely 
alter watersheds. We have new guidance for placer mining that we are working to 
implement. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-225 
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Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
What about cleaning up mining for mercury, like at Red Devil? BLM response: Yes, we are 
working on clean-up efforts at Red Devil and other sites, such as Kolmokoff Mine, a 
smaller site than Red Devil. We did some work last summer where we moved tailings 
away from Red Devil Creek and developed some settling ponds. It is a temporary fix to 
keep the tailings out of the Kuskokwim River. We are talking about the proposal for 
remediating or cleaning up the whole site. We are talking about taking the tailings to a 
lined facility or moving tailings to lower 48, but there is risk in the transportation of that 
material too. There is a conflict of a couple different laws. We are obligated to convey 
the land to Sleetmute, but we cannot convey the land to the corporation when it is a 
contaminated site. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-226 

Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
The City of Russian Mission is working with Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium 
(ANTHC) to relocate the dump. We need some rock, but we do not have a lot of 
information on resources in this area. I heard Marshall got funding for a rock quarry. 
Does BLM do tests for minerals throughout our area? Can we refer ANTHC to you for 
information? Do you share that type of information? Do you charge for that kind of 
information? Many villages are expanding and we need more gravel resources. BLM 
response: I do not know if we have any studies for rock resources in this area. If we have 
the resource on BLM land, we can authorize it to be developed. I do not know that we 
have been out looking for the location of gravel deposits. Many times that type of 
information comes with the development of roads. That information is not typically 
available in isolated areas. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-227 

Russian Mission 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential impacts 
to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals 
(gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
We are trying to get a road built to Keiko mine so we can get the waste rock. That would 
be useful. 

Issue 14 Meeting RM-228 
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Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
It might be a good idea to have free permits for you to see how much wood is being 
used. We cannot see the boundaries though. We do not know where BLM boundaries 
are, so maybe you need to have a little map attached to the permit. People know in 
general where they are, but they do not know about boundaries. People are used to 
traditional routes and areas used for generations. What if they are using BLM land all this 
time and they never knew? 

Issue 4 Meeting RM-229 

Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Most of the land in this area is owned by the corporation or state. No permits are needed 
in this area yet, unless you are cutting for a business. If it goes to commercial activity, 
then the corporation would likely get involved. 

Issue 4 Meeting RM-230 

Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
The watershed behind town is important and part of that is on BLM land. The community 
uses the untreated water source. One time we had a fire and it went up that way. It 
might be good if there were fewer trees around the boundary. Maybe thin the trees in 
that area. But our animals depend on those trees; do not cut too many. It may be good 
not to have firewood cutting in that area.  

Issue 4 Meeting RM-231 

Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
If someone starts to start something big, they usually ask the landowner and the village 
nearby for their input. It is village corporation land around the community up to the 
boundary with BLM land? 

Issue 4 Meeting RM-232 
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Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Are there restrictions on harvesting live trees? Or can you only harvest dead wood and 
drift wood?  I think that is the state that might have limits on size and green tree 
harvests. Cutting of dead or down trees only, unless prescribed the forester? BLM 
response: I don’t know.  We have to follow State of Alaska Forestry Best Management 
Practices. We will look into that a little bit more. In Glennallen, if the forester identifies 
green trees, they can be cut. Otherwise, it is only dead or down trees that can be cut. 

Issue 4 Meeting RM-233 

Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Russian Mission is looking into biomass heating. BLM response: We will likely address 
biomass in this plan, as people are starting to get interested in this type of fuel. We may 
need to find the resources, and then consider potential management for meeting the 
needs.  We usually start with a viability assessment to see if resources are available in the 
area and how long they would it last. 

Issue 18 Meeting RM-234 

Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Which resources are best? Is there a driftwood study about wood that comes down the 
river? That would be a good source of information for the small villages about alternative 
sources of heat. 

Issue 4 Meeting RM-235 

Russian Mission 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Usually when you clear an area of trees, they grow back in 20 years. You just don’t want 
to cut too many at one time. 

Issue 4 Meeting RM-236 
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Russian Mission 

BLM would like to hear your thoughts on this watershed; the management of that land 
has an effect on your community. You could request that land be part of a Critical Area of 
Environmental Concern, so it would be managed for the particular resource values. 
Community response: BLM can be part of our watershed. Watersheds should be areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern.  

Issue 23 Meeting RM-237 

Russian Mission 
When they first put that water tank up there, it started raining a lot, and it made a deep 
hole. Issue 33 Meeting RM-238 

Russian Mission 
Watch the waters carefully. We depend on them and what is in them. We support you to 
protect the water. Issue 1 Meeting RM-239 

Russian Mission 
We are in favor of an ACEC, especially for fish protection, not landscape wide, but a 
specific ACEC for an important area. Individualized recommendations for important 
areas. 

Issue 23 Meeting RM-240 

Russian Mission 
Fish camps are mostly on state lands and corporation lands. They are mostly on 
allotments and corporation lands. Our corporation owns most of our populated area, fish 
camp sites, hunting areas, etc.  

Issue 27 Meeting RM-241 

Russian Mission 
Federal and state subsistence management needs to involve the Yukon-Kuskokwim delta; 
communities are highly dependent upon the salmon resources. Issue 27 Meeting RM-242 

Russian Mission 

We are concerned about the future, about building roads. Do you have plans for that? 
BLM response. We do not have plans for roads, but we hear about plans for roads.  The 
plan will help to guide our management of proposals for development, including roads. 
The Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) has been talking about a road 
between the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. There are still several routes being 
considered, but there has not been a permit application to the BLM for a proposal to 
develop the road. It sounds like you would be in favor stipulations for management of 
roads. Community response: Sounds good. It is way in the future. We want to make sure 
they do not ruin the lands. 

Issue 11 Meeting RM-243 

Russian Mission 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
The old trails – we use those with snowmachines to go subsistence hunting. If we don’t 
use the same trails, we will get lost. 

Issue 11 Meeting RM-244 
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Russian Mission 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
Everyone usually follows the same trails. We have not gotten into the problem of big 
vehicles. In summertime we see there are different trails. I like how it is now, where 
snowmachines and ATVs are allowed but not big trucks.  

Issue 11 Meeting RM-245 

Russian Mission 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
I don’t think hovercrafts should be allowed on the tundra. 

Issue 11 Meeting RM-246 

Russian Mission 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
Trails are used for hunting, subsistence use. 

Issue 11 Meeting RM-247 

Russian Mission 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
If you define winter, it has changed so much that sometimes you will not see snow. 
Maybe the months definition will work the best.  

Issue 11 Meeting RM-248 

Russian Mission 
Make sure that we understand that you are trying to protect the vegetation. Some 
people cannot read or do not understand well. You need to use simple words. Explain 
why regulations are made. 

Issue 11 Meeting RM-249 

Russian Mission 

How long is the planning period for comments? BLM response: Technically we are not 
ever closed to comments, but we try to move along in the planning process too. The 
comment period is schedule to end on March 20, but we will likely extend to early April 
because we have had to reschedule some communities.  

Issue 25 Meeting RM-250 

Russian Mission 
We are concerned about oil spills. Ghost ships (abandoned vessels at sea), they shoot 
and sink them and it makes oil spills.  Issue 17 Meeting RM-251 

Russian Mission 
Are there restrictions for barging diesel? BLM response: BLM does not manage barging. If 
fuel is being stored or transported on BLM land, we would have stipulations for fuel 
management.  

Issue 17 Meeting RM-252 

Russian Mission 
Russian Mission Native Corporation meeting is coming up this week; we can discuss 
further.  Issue 25 Meeting RM-253 

Unalakleet A camp in the area has been abandoned and not been cleaned up. Issue 19 Meeting UN-493 
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Unalakleet 

[There is a desire for additional local ownership of land in the area. Specific comments:] 
Is there any way our corporation could get any land above Chirosky?  
BLM: Land has already been selected. In this planning effort, we could identify land for 
exchange in the future. We usually don’t identify much land for sale or exchange. We will 
exchange lands to resolve an issue, or for some other benefit to the government.  

Issue 19 Meeting UN-494 

Unalakleet 

[There is a desire for additional local ownership of land in the area. Specific comments:] 
Some of us weren’t given land because we were in the military. Then we got letters from 
BLM saying that we could get land, but then it didn’t work when we tried to file for land. 
A bunch of people got land above Chirosky and we thought we could get land up there 
too.  
BLM: I am not sure about that issue, but we would be happy to look into it. 

Issue 19 Meeting UN-495 

Unalakleet 

When the Air Force and the White Alice sites are completely cleaned, does that land go 
to the corporation? BLM: When those withdrawals have been lifted by Congress and it 
has been cleaned, and if it has been selected by the corporation, it can be conveyed by 
BLM. Both sites are still being cleaned.  

Issue 19 Meeting UN-496 

Unalakleet 
A concern was expressed regarding BLM’s commitment to provide permit notification to 
affected communities, relative to commerce and development projects which may occur 
in the future.  

Issue 19 Meeting UN-497 

Unalakleet Do you go offshore too? Or just on the land? BLM: Just on the land. Issue 19 Meeting UN-498 

Unalakleet 
[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Your jurisdiction covers the historic Iditarod Trail? BLM: Yes. 

Issue 20 Meeting UN-499 

Unalakleet 
[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
We have a trail between here and Egavik and Chirosky, and all the way down to the river.  

Issue 20 Meeting UN-500 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Is there any potential for roads to come through the trail, like between Unalakleet and 
the Yukon? Is there planning to use the easements? How does that work? BLM: The 
easements for the Unalakleet River and the Iditarod Trail were set up for those kinds of 
uses. The state has lots of stripes across BLM land, where they had recommendations for 
potential roads. We can consider utility corridors and roadways in this plan. 

Issue 20 Meeting UN-501 
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Unalakleet 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
What about high tension lines and utilities? And can it be done today, like between here 
and Powers Creek, for example? BLM: Yes, but we do not really own that land.  

Issue 20 Meeting UN-502 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Everyone nowadays follows the road behind the slough. The question is for several 
reasons. The current water/utility system is on the ocean side. If there were a way to use 
the utility corridor from Powers Creek to Unalakleet, it would potentially help the City of 
Unalakleet with their disaster plan. It would help to get the water line in above sea level. 
BLM: That particular land we do not manage. Let’s look at a 17b easement map. 

Issue 20 Meeting UN-503 

Unalakleet We don’t need any more markers saying this is a National Historic Trail! Issue 20 Meeting UN-504 

Unalakleet 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean land, water, and air 
is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and healthy communities. Specific 
comments:] 
In living here all my life, I’ve seen a lot of changes. The State of Alaska abolished the 
Coastal Management Program a few years ago, which protected subsistence resources. 
The program was an attempt at keeping the air, water, and land clean. Whatever we 
harvest and eat, that goes into our body. It would be good if you could work that in 
under the subsistence category, because it is a historic subsistence economy. 

Issue 27 Meeting UN-505 

Unalakleet 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean land, water, and air 
is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and healthy communities. Specific 
comments:] 
I am indigenous to this land. I was here before it became a state. We cannot afford 
vehicles like a Ford, to have Ford tracking over our land. Neither is Chrysler or Diesel from 
here. We don’t like to invite you. Stay in Nome, where the miners and gold diggers are. 
We live off the land, not in the land. 

Issue 27 Meeting UN-506 

Unalakleet 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean land, water, and air 
is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and healthy communities. Specific 
comments:] 
When we last met, we said it was very important to preserve our land and our Native 
culture. We are saying it again. 

Issue 27 Meeting UN-507 
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Unalakleet 

There are 2 issues relative to operations of programs. We need to identify indigenous 
traditional use for subsistence to be mapped for each community, showing for historic 
and customary indigenous use. We need to keep this context for the next 20 years, the 
life of this plan. 

Issue 27 Meeting UN-508 

Unalakleet 

We need to have consultation as a policy for any programs that are enforced, 
consultation with the tribe and corporation to develop working relationships, to make 
sure the land is able to support the living creatures. WE are custodians of the land. Make 
sure we pass on this land to the next generation, it is what we have  

Issue 25 Meeting UN-509 

Unalakleet 

Regarding caribou hunting north of Shaktoolik, do you have anything for predator control 
written into the plan? Can something be done? Like today, where there is a rapid decline 
in the caribou population, can you do something with that? BLM: We normally work with 
ADFG. We manage the habitat, and they manage the wildlife populations.  

Issue 16 Meeting UN-510 

Unalakleet 

I am concerned about continued access to subsistence areas have been traditionally 
accessed. BLM: We are serious about honoring ANICLA and the current rules and rights. 
There are different rules for subsistence, mining, and recreation transportation. ANILCA 
requires reasonable access. Community response: Who can define reasonable? Are you 
hungry? 

Issue 27 Meeting UN-511 

Unalakleet 
The caribou have not come this far south in quite some time. Take that into 
consideration in terms of St. Michael and Stebbins. BLM: We are not seeing winter range 
come as far south.  

Issue 2 Meeting UN-512 

Unalakleet People are considering herding reindeer for a meat supply. Issue 3 Meeting UN-513 

Unalakleet 

Is it possible to consider local organizations, in addition to Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (AFDG) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service, for population inventory monitoring 
or fish monitoring? There are local organizations that do projects within our river 
already. Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC) is very active in 
monitoring fish populations. More and more, the state is pulling out of rivers because 
they do not have the money to monitor rivers. BLM should work with tribe or Native 
corporation. Within Norton Sound and the whole Seward Peninsula, NSEDC spends 
equivalent to the state on fisheries management. 

Issue 1 Meeting UN-514 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
It would be good to have a firewood permit available. Maybe it would cut down on 
trespass on corporation and other lands. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-515 
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Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
There are several issues with free firewood permits, including accessibility to staff for 
those permits, unless you had someone here year round to issue those permits. If there 
are any consequences with NOT obtaining the permit? I would rather not see someone 
subject to a criminal action for heating their home. BLM: This process is definitely not 
fully developed. The goal of the permits is to gather use information. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-516 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
How far do you want to go? It may not be cost effective to get firewood from BLM lands. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-517 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You can’t cut trees on BLM land? BLM: You can. We are thinking about having free 
permits to collect information about how much wood is being harvested. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-518 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
The nicer trees are way up there, ones that are good for homes. BLM: Commercial use 
requires a permit, if you are going to sell the wood. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-519 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You could hire local people to clean out easement corridors. 

Issue 28 Meeting UN-520 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
I am not in favor of a permit. It would create heartburn for people to get a permit for 
wood that we have been using all of our lives. BLM: There may be other ways that we 
can obtain that information. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-521 
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Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You can work with the tribe to get information and to spread the word about harvest 
available on BLM lands. And we need to know where BLM is located. We don’t want 
trespass on others’ land. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-522 

Unalakleet 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the idea 
and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated for local 
staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
The permits would be free? That would be easier. Can you pay someone to work part 
time in the corporation office to hand out the permits? BLM: Those are good ideas. The 
process would need to be simple and easy. 

Issue 4 Meeting UN-523 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Protect the land from over-use from off-road vehicles. We are seeing more and more 
damage from that.  

Issue 11 Meeting UN-524 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Who would do the monitoring for travel management? Just like the permits for tree 
cutting? BLM: We have a vacant law enforcement position now, and we hope to fill it 
soon 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-525 
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Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
People think the land belongs to them and they can go anywhere with whatever they 
have available to them. BLM: 50 years ago, people did not pick berries via all-terrain 
vehicles. How can we manage this without damaging the land? Legally we cannot restrict 
subsistence access. We want it to work so it is not damaging the resources you rely upon. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-526 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Some people use aircraft, boat, snowmachine, and many wheeled off-road things. 
Whatever technology is available, it will be used. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-527 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
We do not want to damage the resources. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-528 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
The weight and width rating is too much.  BLM: I recommended a 2,000 pound gross 
vehicle weight (GVW) rating to acknowledge 3, 4, 6, and 8 wheel vehicles. We want to 
manage and allow common vehicles used for subsistence. We want to separate larger 
vehicles that are damaging wetlands and permafrost. The greatest impact on BLM lands 
is from unmanaged off-highway recreation. The future of this plan is 20 years.  

Issue 11 Meeting UN-529 
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Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
If you allow amphibious types of vehicles, they can go on any waterway and then go to 
otherwise inaccessible areas. I would not allow those. BLM: Crossing salmon streams 
requires a permit. That is one way to manage it. We can close, harden, make seasonal 
use restrictions, or other types of use restrictions. I think GVW is the most consistent way 
to go. State of Alaska policies include a 1,500 pound curb weight, which is the same as 
2,000 pound GVW. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-530 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Can they go anywhere, or is there an established route? BLM: For casual use, there is a 
wide variety of alternatives. One is to stay on existing roads and trails. We are working to 
define that. We are looking at weight limits, and existing roads and trails. Again, the 
greatest impacts we see are associated with unmanaged off-highway vehicle use. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-531 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
What is the current policy versus the proposed policy? BLM: We have no policy 
whatsoever for off-highway vehicles right now in this planning area. Recent planning 
areas include Kobuk-Seward Peninsula, Ring of Fire and the Bay Plan. In two of those 
three plans we have considered the 2,000 pound GVW.  

Issue 11 Meeting UN-532 
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Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
What are your proposed consequences for people who violate this policy? For the most 
part, someone that could afford that type of vehicle would be bear guides. Will the 
regulations be written in to this? BLM: It is actually already part of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, and it is enforceable. However, we have nothing to enforce now, because 
we have no policy in place for this planning area. In the case of a commercial operator, 
the how a guide operates is considered when we issue a permit. If we issue a new permit, 
it is for 1 year, so we can determine if the stipulations are adequate. If all goes well, can 
consider a 10 year permit. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-533 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
I would like to see heavy consequences for a commercial operator violating travel 
management rules. They have a greater responsibility to the resource and resource 
management. BLM: With a permitted use, we have discretion for whether or not we 
issue the permit. If there is a violation, we can suspend or terminate the permit.  

Issue 11 Meeting UN-534 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Can you do that above Chirosky? BLM: Our jurisdiction is above 10 Mile Creek. Uplands 
are our responsibility. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-535 
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Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Could we change the wording on summer subsistence cross country travel, like for berry 
picking and moose hunting, to 4-wheelers, 6-wheelers, and 8-wheelers? Make it for all-
terrain vehicles only. 

Issue 11 Meeting UN-536 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Some people will take 3 people on their 4-wheeler.  

Issue 11 Meeting UN-537 

Unalakleet 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
(Referring to slide 31 in the presentation, regarding use of off-highway vehicles.) I am 
interested in the alternative regarding special areas within 100 feet of identified airstrips 
and boat landings. Are you looking at limiting certain areas, so there is not a big 
concentration in certain areas: BLM: Certain areas may need different restrictions. For 
example, the Iditarod trail may need different restrictions. The trail to Kaltag is about as 
wide as a dogsled team. Community response: I am a little concerned, since you don’t 
have someone on the ground here. Our area is so big and the area is so different. There 
are different conditions, like no snow, or plenty of snow. Will you have active 
management of when we can use a snowmachine? BLM: Let’s use the Iron Dog as an 
example. It’s a 2,000 mile race. The conditions may be favorable in one area, but not in 
another. That is a management challenge we struggle with. Our proposal is for 10 inches 
of snow or ground frost to accommodate winter travel without damaging soils and 
vegetation.  

Issue 11 Meeting UN-538 
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Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Who do you request to check permits during king salmon season? BLM: I’m one person. 
We also have another outdoor recreation planner doing compliance. We use all other 
staff: biologists, subsistence coordinators, etc. We get calls from other people bringing 
issues to our attention during and after hunting season. We try to work together. 

Issue 12 Meeting UN-539 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Our biggest concern is during king fishing. When we see guided boats go way up the 
North River, that is of concern.  

Issue 12 Meeting UN-540 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Can you restrict guided king salmon fishing? There is value in working with other 
agencies, including the state. 

Issue 12 Meeting UN-541 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
I have concerns not only with the Apples, but also with Vance and his crew. A lot of 
Vance’s crew is not guided. They drive their own boats. That is where my concern lies. If 
you are guided and the owner of the company, you will tell them to be responsible to the 
one fish per year. On the unguided operation, they are from Switzerland or Germany, 
perhaps they do not care as much whether they catch 1 or 10. If they get caught, they 
are still at home overseas. 

Issue 12 Meeting UN-542 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
From my point of view, it would be more beneficial to have a local ranger that knows the 
land and the boundaries, rather than bringing in someone that has never been here. It 
would make us feel better to have someone. BLM: We have tried that in the past. Fred 
Ivanoff worked for us in the summer. We could not find 40 hours of work for him to do. 
Maybe a half-time employee would work better. 

Issue 12 Meeting UN-543 
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Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Unalakleet Native Corporation (UNC) or the tribe would like to enforce parts of the river, 
particularly close to the community. We would be willing to take on assistance during 
king salmon or silver salmon fishing. It could be done with a cooperative agreement. 
BLM: We have plans to hire two more employees out of the Nome field office. Maybe 
they will be able to work more in this area. 

Issue 12 Meeting UN-544 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Is there some kind of etiquette that the river guides have to follow to be a river guide? 
BLM: They have to have an operation plan and a safety plan.  

Issue 12 Meeting UN-545 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
The guided ones, the boats stay out of the way of our fishing. The unguided ones, they do 
not care. BLM: If there is something that needs to be investigated, please let us know. 
BLM will not share your names.  

Issue 12 Meeting UN-546 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
UNC land is limited. Are there a limited number of guided sport hunting permits on the 
UNC land? BLM: The state manages guides on state lands, but you have private lands. 
Community response: It could be trespass then. Our corporation has a right to say 
whether the state can allow guided hunters on corporation lands. BLM: The state or BLM 
would not authorize guided activities on private lands, such as Native corporation lands 
or Native allotments.  

Issue 12 Meeting UN-547 

Unalakleet 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Doyon Corporation allows people on their lands, but with a price, for a permit under 
authorization via the corporation. BLM: 3 percent of gross commercial fees come back to 
the office to manage permits, for compliance. 

Issue 12 Meeting UN-548 
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Unalakleet 
It is critical to have adequate notification to affected communities important regarding 
policies and steps, particularly related to proposed mining plans. Issue 14 Meeting UN-549 

Unalakleet 
If you find gold in our area, don’t tell anyone. 
A lot of it is south, along the Kuskokwim belt. Issue 14 Meeting UN-550 

Unalakleet For fisheries, protection of spawning grounds is important. Issue 1 Meeting UN-551 

Unalakleet 

I am worried about the baseline. What do you consider to be clean water, including 
mixing zones? Currently, clean water is coming down now. That should be the standard. 
But we do not know whether it is or not.  Subsistence depends on clean water, clean air, 
and clean land. It needs to be evaluated and set at the standard. BLM: Much of the clean 
water regulation does not fall within our jurisdiction. We do care about it. The standards 
that are related to the Clean Water Act are the responsibility of the State of Alaska. 

Issue 1 Meeting UN-552 

Unalakleet 
I would like to see emphasis on the estuary in the watershed to make sure it is in good 
condition. It might need to be a cooperative effort. BLM: That is a good point. They may 
encompass Native corporation lands and Native allotments. 

Issue 1 Meeting UN-553 

Unalakleet 

For priority fish species, where does the Unalakleet River rank? Looking at the small 
population of the Unalakleet, it is very unique. We have like 8 or 9 species here. BLM: We 
appreciate that feedback .Matt Varner is the lead for fisheries in our State Office. Merlyn 
Scheleske has worked on it too. We are incorporating their evaluations and information 
from the communities in the planning efforts. 

Issue 1 Meeting UN-554 

Unalakleet 
Unalakleet is a high quality watershed. The Unalakleet River is already an important 
watershed, designated as a Wild River.  Issue 22 Meeting UN-555 

Unalakleet 

Are there plans to make more Wild and Scenic Rivers? BLM: The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Eligibility Report identifies 23 rivers as eligible. Then we will need to look at suitability in 
Resource Management Plan. We could recommend rivers in this plan, and then congress 
would have to designate them. I haven’t seen anything likely to be identified as suitable 
at this time. 

Issue 22 Meeting UN-556 

Unalakleet 

What is the advantage of a Wild and Scenic River designation? BLM: Additional 
protection. There could be more labor and funds are dedicated to the area for 
management. The important features, like subsistence, cultural, and fish resources would 
be protected and enhanced now and into the future. We have a BLM Administrative site 
here, due to Unalakleet River.  

Issue 22 Meeting UN-557 

Unalakleet When do we have to make the recommendations? BLM: The comment period ends April 
19.  Issue 22 Meeting UN-558 

Unalakleet Does BLM designate the rivers? BLM: No, we make recommendations to Congress. Issue 22 Meeting UN-559 
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Unalakleet 
Can we un-designate the Unalakleet River? BLM: Congress would have to take the 
designation away. Issue 22 Meeting UN-560 

Unalakleet 

An Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) was recommended by the community 
on the Unalakleet River. What are they for? BLM: Many are primarily for protection of 
salmon spawning areas. The Pew Institute has recommended a couple ACECs. Some are 
looking at the whole watershed, rather than a river corridor. We will likely look at 
common themes, and maybe will combine some together. We will make 
recommendations for ACECs in the draft plan. 

Issue 23 Meeting UN-561 

Unalakleet Is that funded by the Pew Project? BLM: They recommended ACECs in this planning 
effort. Issue 23 Meeting UN-562 

Unalakleet 
They did it because they are interested in conservation of this area? BLM: They are a 
conservation organization that has worked with other villages.  Issue 23 Meeting UN-563 

Unalakleet 

That ACEC designation would do what? BLM: It would pick key resources for 
management. Most are focused on salmon spawning or rearing areas. The designation 
does not necessarily put restrictions or prohibitions or the area. If we do apply special 
management restrictions, it would be through a public process.  

Issue 23 Meeting UN-564 

Unalakleet 
Do you do consultation when you are deciding? BLM: Yes, it would be a more focused 
planning process, just for that ACEC, not such a big area like we are looking at now. Issue 23 Meeting UN-565 

Unalakleet 1. Clean water, clean air, protection of habitats. Issue 2 Comment 
Form UN-572 

Unalakleet 2. Easement identification on the ground. Issue 11 Comment 
Form UN-573 

Unalakleet 3. Co-management of Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River with local tribe/corporation. Issue 22 Comment 
Form UN-574 

Unalakleet 4. Permit not [?] to affected communities, reference to commence, development 
projects. Issue 14 Comment 

Form UN-575 

Unalakleet 5. Identification of indigenous traditional use of land areas for subsistence. Issue 27 Comment 
Form UN-576 

Unalakleet 
6. Consultation w/ local tribe, municipality, and native corporation on issues of mutual 
concern. Issue 25 Comment 

Form UN-577 

Unalakleet 
7. All natural resource exploration development take in protection of subsistence values 
of the people in the BSWI. Issue 27 Comment 

Form UN-578 

Unalakleet Subsistence. Fish counting--continued by NSEDC, NVV & UNC since state will not. Issue 1 Comment 
Form UN-579 
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Unalakleet 
Summer Subsistence cross country travel like for berry picking and moose hunting will be 
permitted to four wheelers, six wheelers, and eight wheelers. All terrain vehicles only. Issue 11 Comment 

Form UN-580 

Unalakleet Watershed clean water act standard-prioritize model.  Issue 1 Comment 
Form UN-581 

Unalakleet 
City has access to or right to Historic Iditarod Trail for using it to set or put a water line in 
above sea level.  Issue 20 Comment 

Form UN-582 

Unalakleet 
Unalakleet Native Corporation has a right to say whether the state can allow guided 
hunters. Can be allowed on corporate lands. Issue 12 Comment 

Form UN-583 

Anchorage 

If there are lands with overlapping or connected multiple resources, are these areas a 
higher priority for management? BLM: There is a lot of overlap of resources on BLM 
lands. Sometimes lands have a unique characteristic BLM would want to manage 
differently. For instance, sheefish spawning creeks on the Kuskokwim River provide 
special habitat that is important to protect. 

Issue 19 Meeting AC-406 

Anchorage 

Who is responsible for 17(b) easements? Who designates them? Who takes care of 
them? Who alerts the public that 17(b) easements can be terminated under certain 
conditions? BLM: BLM is responsible only for 17(b) easements that cross lands conveyed 
under ANCSA to native corporations. The easements are put in place at the time of 
conveyance through a public process. Once lands are conveyed, the 17(b) easements that 
access federal lands are the BLM’s highest easement management priority. Many 17(b) 
easements access state lands, and those are a lower management priority for the BLM. 
The 17(b) easement that access lands owned by other agencies, such as National Park 
Service lands, may have management authority transferred to them by the BLM. Only the 
BLM may terminate a 17(b) easement, regardless of the managing entity. The 
termination of a 17(b) easement is a public process and is an appealable BLM decision. 

Issue 19 Meeting AC-407 

Anchorage 

Are you planning for state-selected BLM lands in this plan? How will that work in the 
draft plan? Will these lands be called out separately? BLM is planning for state-selected 
lands in this plan. All land is considered BLM land regardless of selection status. When 
BLM gets a permit application, there must be concurrence for state-selected lands and 
consultation for native-selected lands. 

Issue 19 Meeting AC-408 
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Anchorage 

[Waste is an issue recreational and guided hunts. While game waste is regulated by the 
state, BLM tries to report and prevent violations. Specific comments:] 
Subsistence harvesters often look at harvesting in a different manner than recreational 
users. I hear about problems with waste. The villages use almost everything and have 
found kills with the head gone and the meat gone to waste. Is there something BLM 
could do to educate recreation users and get meat into villages? BLM: BLM only approves 
access, not hunting. The state oversees hunting, and waste is a state game violation. It is 
still considered a waste violation if the meat is spoiled by the time it is donated to a 
community. BLM does notify State Troopers when they see violations, and recommends 
reporting if people observe wasted harvests. Education outreach is the state’s 
responsibility. 

Issue 27 Meeting AC-409 

Anchorage 

[Waste is an issue recreational and guided hunts. While game waste is regulated by the 
state, BLM tries to report and prevent violations. Specific comments:] 
If meat is handled better, it could help local villages a lot and reduce conflicts between 
user groups. 

Issue 27 Meeting AC-410 

Anchorage 
Have you mapped ranges of sheep, muskoxen, and goats in the project area? BLM: Yes, 
we have mapped some areas. Issue 2 Meeting AC-411 

Anchorage 

Wondering about the potential for disease transmission, particularly for goat and Dall 
sheep. Will you identify areas of concern for wild/domestic sheep and goats? BLM: We 
will work with Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to improve map coverage 
of herds. BLM would not allow domestic goats anywhere in the planning area because of 
the potential for disease transmission. 

Issue 16 Meeting AC-412 

Anchorage 

Do the wildlife alternative concepts for communication towers and power lines 
encompass wind turbine projects? BLM: They will eventually, but wind farms are new 
enough that the standards are still coming along. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the 
wind industry are working together to develop wind farm standards. BLM would follow 
the lead of FWS. There are some standards in place now, and some are currently in 
development. When BLM permits communication towers, we do take into account the 
potential for bird kills. One main standard would likely be to avoid major migration 
corridors. 

Issue 2 Meeting AC-413 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

 Page A-81 

Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Anchorage 

It looks like a number of the headwaters of the Kuskokwim River are potential Wild and 
Scenic Rivers. This area is also where the pipeline for the proposed Donlin Gold Mine 
would be located. Are these things mutually exclusive? Can you have a Wild and Scenic 
River and also permit the Donlin Gold pipeline to cross them? BLM: These are eligible 
river segments, and the next step is to determine if they are suitable for a wild and scenic 
river rating. Attendee: ANILCA allows for such corridors in wild and scenic rivers. 

Issue 23 Meeting AC-414 

Anchorage 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter use 
restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
Would the BLM create a guide use system such as the FWS in refuges and NPS in parks? 
BLM:  BLM is proposing an allocation limit on operators. The allocation numbers were 
determined from the ten-year average of BLM-permitted guide numbers. The goal is to 
reduce social conflicts through these allocations. BLM is not proposing recommendations 
for how many clients a guide outfitter may have. 

Issue 12 Meeting AC-415 

Anchorage 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter use 
restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
If the Alaska state legislature passes a guide concession program, how would that affect 
things? BLM: These are only recommendations for BLM lands. A state guide concession 
program would give guide allocation limits for state lands. 

Issue 12 Meeting AC-416 

Anchorage 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter use 
restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
What is the difference between a guide outfitter and a guide transporter? There is a 
perception in the villages that transporters take subsistence resources from communities 
and do not contribute to economic activity. BLM: A transporter moves clients, typically by 
boat, plane, or horse. The State Troopers sometimes are confused about their authority 
to regulate transporters. BLM does require permits for transporters in the Squirrel River 
area. Please let the BLM know if you have another area where transporters should be 
placed under permit, and we can place limits. 

Issue 12 Meeting AC-417 
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Anchorage 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter use 
restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
Are you currently looking specific areas to regulate transporters outside of the Squirrel 
River area? BLM: We are recommending a no operating radius of 25 miles around 
communities for operators and transporters. This is a number for consideration, and it is 
open to suggested changes. You could request the BLM to make a map that visually 
displays this proposed recommendation. This restriction is only for BLM lands. Often BLM 
lands are not located near communities. 

Issue 12 Meeting AC-418 

Anchorage 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter use 
restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
Does the BLM have a map of guide use areas? BLM: The BLM has not made one yet, but 
we could add a map so users would not have to refer to the state’s defined guide use 
areas. 

Issue 12 Meeting AC-419 

Anchorage 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? Concerned weight limits 
are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to reduce damage and consulted the state’s 
generally allowable land use restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would like 
the BLM to set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to differing 
limits. Specific comments:] 
How did you come up with the 1,500 pound weight limits for OHVs? Did BL M consider 
safety and welfare in determining this weight limit? I am concerned that this limit would 
not be high enough for multi-day hunting trips with family. BLM: BLM reviewed the OHV 
limits in question with the audience, and the definitions for winter and summer travel. 
The reason for OHV weight limits are to reduce potential for erosion, trail rutting, and 
braided trails. The 1,500 OHV weight limit is one alternative being considered. There is 
also a 2,000 pound weight limit as another alternative. Common types of transportation 
all fall under the 2,000 pound gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR). This weight rating 
accounts for the weight of a fully loaded vehicle. The BLM’s Ring of Fire and Kobuk-
Seward Peninsula planning areas proposed a 2,000 pound GVWR limit. A 1,500 pound 
curb weight limit is the same as a 2,000 pound GVWR weight limit. These limits match 
the state’s generally allowable land use restrictions. 

Issue 11 Meeting AC-420 
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Anchorage 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? Concerned weight limits 
are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to reduce damage and consulted the state’s 
generally allowable land use restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would like 
the BLM to set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to differing 
limits. Specific comments:] 
Suggestion to go to a psi rating instead. The original OHV trails were made by bulldozers 
and rigs 3-4 times as much as the proposed weight limit. Suggestion to expand these 
weight ratings. BLM: The BLM planning team discussed internally a psi rating, and 
decided against it. The OHV access limits would be for casual, subsistence uses. If there 
are construction activities that would require larger vehicles, that would be authorized 
separately. BLM wants to separate monster trucks and army surplus vehicles from more 
traditional OHV vehicles. 

Issue 11 Meeting AC-421 

Anchorage 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? Concerned weight limits 
are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to reduce damage and consulted the state’s 
generally allowable land use restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would like 
the BLM to set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to differing 
limits. Specific comments:] 
ADF&G would like to see one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed 
to differing limits in various sections. BLM: Resource specialists suggested these limits. 
BLM would like to be consistent with the OHV management policies of neighboring 
landowners. 

Issue 11 Meeting AC-422 

Anchorage 

Will you hold more preliminary alternative meetings when all of the resource reports are 
finished? BLM: The rest of the resources will be addressed in the draft RMP. The ACEC 
report will be available in the next few weeks. Aside from the ACEC report, BLM has 
completed all of the required inventories prior to writing the draft RMP. 

Issue 25 Meeting AC-423 

Anchorage 

Thank you for your well advertised wide spread meetings. During the March 19 '15 
meeting Anchorage, staff approached citizens (if the people didn't seek them). A large 
variety of users came together respectfully. Because of the importance of predators in 
the ecosystem, I am concerned about BLM's participation. I don't see AKDF&G's concern 
over long term [?] ability of predators. E.g. March 2015, helicopter assisted killing of 
wolves near Allakaket and Alatna (prior kills 2012 of 13). Not to mention cost of 
operations. AKDF&G has mentioned non-[service?] of sanctuaries as keeping costs down. 
Recently, a private organization offered to help the wolves. Does BLM have 
representation at the Fed. Subsistence Advisory Counts and Board? Thank you for 
helping all citizens.  

Issue 16 Sent In AN-567 
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Anchorage 

Perkins Coie Lawyer, Cam Leonard, represents customer Donlin Gold and called to get 
clarification on the Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) mentioned on page 5 of 
the Preliminary Alternatives Concept document. He was aware of the Sheefish ACEC, but 
could not find more information on the Sheefish RCA. RMP Project Manager Daly 
referenced him to the Watershed Analysis Framework document that explained the 
model input and development for the two existing maps that would eventually feed into 
the development of the RCAs and High Priority Restoration Watersheds. Then Daly 
explained the difference between RCAs, Restoration Watersheds, and ACECs and 
explained that there were no RCAs developed yet but that there was a Sheefish ACEC. 
Cam had a good understanding of ACECs and referenced the text on Page 5 again that 
said Sheefish RCA. Daly determined that it was likely a typo and meant to state Sheefish 
ACEC, not Sheefish RCA. Cam expressed his thankfulness for the public comment 
extension to May 31. 

Issue 23 Sent In AN-568 

Anchorage 

BLM has promulgated regulations to implement FLPMA's planning provisions, which are 
found at 43 C.F.R. Part 1600, Subpart 1601. While some regulations (such as the 
definitions of "multiple use" and "areas of critical environmental concern") simply mirror 
the statute, other sections add new detail. Of particular note are the twin "principles" set 
out at 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8. While the first principle simply requires that RMP's be 
consistent with FLPMA's Section 202, the second principle reads as follows: "Additionally, 
the impact on local economies and uses of adjacent or nearby non-Federal lands and on 
non-public land surface over federally-owned mineral interests shall be considered." See 
43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8. 
Given the potential barriers that this proposed RMP could place before Donlin's project 
(as discussed below), and the economic stimulus that the project would bring to the 
region, Donlin asserts that this mandatory regulatory principle should be front and center 
in BLM's review and development of this RMP. To ignore or trivialize the potential 
impacts of this planning process on the Donlin project would contravene this explicit 
regulatory principle. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-585 
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Anchorage 

1. Sheefish Spawning ACEC 
BLM has proposed to establish a Sheefish Spawning ACEC that would overlap part of 
Donlin's proposed pipeline route. BLM has further proposed to exclude or restrict any 
rights of way (ROW's) within that ACEC. BLM's proposals are a direct threat to Donlin's 
plans for how it will provide power to its mine project Donlin maintains that BLM's draft 
proposals to limit ROW's in the designated ACEC are both premature and unnecessary, as 
discussed below. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-586 

Anchorage 

Proposing Any Restrictions on Uses of the Sheefish Spawning ACEC is Premature. 
Yet despite BLM's acknowledgement of the two-stage process for establishing and 
administering ACEC's, BLM is already proposing specific restrictions on activities and uses 
within the proposed sheefish spawning ACEC. Those restrictions, described further 
below, appear to pre-determine the threshold question of whether any "special 
management attention" is even required in that ACEC. BLM's premature discussion of 
restricted activities within the proposed sheefish spawning ACEC violates the sequential 
deliberative procedure contemplated under FLPMA and BLM's regulations. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-587 

Anchorage 

Additional Protection for Sheefish Spawning is Unnecessary. 
The underlying premise that sheefish spawning grounds even require additional 
protection by BLM, through restricting activities in a designated ACEC, is mistaken. State 
law already protects the water quality needed to support sheefish spawning. The Alaska 
Water Quality Standards (WQS) found at 18 AAC 70, provide a comprehensive regulatory 
scheme administered by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). 
Unless BLM has reason (and supporting evidence) to question ADEC's ability to effectively 
administer state law, there is no basis for BLM to presume that any additional protection 
for sheefish spawning is needed. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-588 

Anchorage 

In essence, BLM is proposing to prohibit or restrict activities like Donlin's proposed ROW 
for a buried gas pipeline, on the off-chance that it might protect sheefish spawning more 
effectively than the state's long-standing regulatory regime. This result, if adopted in the 
final RMP, would impose a disproportionate trade-off, by sacrificing significant and 
quantifiable economic benefits to the region from the Donlin project for the sake of 
wholly hypothetical benefits to sheefish populations. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-589 
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Anchorage 

2. "Permafrost and Highly Erodible Soils" 
As for proposed "ROW exclusion areas" for underground utilities where there is 
"permafrost and highly erodible soils," Donlin questions just how large a portion of the 
planning area would trigger this exclusion. If the potential presence of permafrost were 
to prohibit any underground utilities, this could dramatically restrict the public's ability to 
develop resources on non-federal land both within and around the planning area. Such a 
sweeping prohibition would contravene one of the two explicit regulatory principles that 
should be guiding BLM's planning efforts, as set out in 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8: consideration 
of how BLM's RMP might impact "local economies and uses of adjacent or nearby 
nonfederal lands." 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-590 

Anchorage 

To the greatest extent possible, the BLM will avoid authorizing new rights-of-way within 
the WSR boundary. The BLM will, through appropriate land use planning processes and 
project-level reviews, exercise its discretion to deny applications for right-of-way grants 
in WSRs if the BLM determines through appropriate environmental analysis that the 
right-of-way proposal is not compatible with the river's classification and the protection 
and enhancement of river values. 
Given BLM's written policy, Donlin is and will remain wary of any Wild and Scenic River 
classification on river segments that overlap Donlin's proposed pipeline corridor. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-591 

Anchorage 

1. The massive acreage being considered for ACEC designation, as well as potential Wild 
and Scenic River designations, are federal land withdrawals that violate the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).  
AMA believes that the ACEC and Wild and Scenic River proposals being considered in the 
BSWI RMP that would close more than 5,000 acres of Public Land to mineral entry, 
mineral leasing, and other uses, or keep existing closures in place, constitute de facto 
land withdrawals under FLPMA. BLM has made no effort in the past, or commitment in 
the BSWI RMP, to abide by the requirements of ANILCA Section 1326(a) before making 
these proposed withdrawals. 
BLM issued on May 21, 2015, a two page ACEC “Information and Status Update” that 
states: “ACECs are not withdrawals, however, an ACEC may have an associated 
withdrawal. Associated withdrawals over 5,000 acres require congressional approval.” 
BLM does not define “associated withdrawal” and provides no analysis to support its 
statement that the ACECs themselves are not withdrawals under FLPMA and ANILCA. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-592 
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Anchorage 

To the extent that an “associated withdrawal” means continuation of an existing Public 
Land Order (PLO), and to the extent that BLM plans to continue an existing PLO or 
withdrawal within the Plan Area, it is a new withdrawal under the “reopener doctrine” 
and thus requires submission to Congress pursuant to the ANILCA § 1326(a) process. 
“The reopening doctrine allows an otherwise stale challenge [i.e. pre---ANILCA PLOs and 
withdrawals] to proceed because ‘the agency opened the issue up anew,’ and then 
‘reexamined … and reaffirmed its (prior) decision.’ ” P&V Enters. v. U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, 516 F.3d 1021, 1023 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (quoting Pub. Citizen v. Nuclear Reg. 
Comm’n, 901 F.2d 147, 150---51 (D.C. Cir. 1990)). “[I]f an agency’s response to comments 
‘explicitly or implicitly shows that the agency actually reconsidered the rule [PLO], the 
matter has been reopened,’” starting anew the limitations period. Appalachian Power 
Co. v E.P.A., 251 F.3d 1026, 1033(D.C. Cir. 2001) (quoting PanAm Sat Corp. v. FCC 198 
F.3d 890, 897 (D.C. Cir. 1999)). 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-593 

Anchorage 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the final plan, are de 
facto withdrawals:  
1. The narrative and tables in the ACEC Relevance and Criteria Report indicate that BLM 
intends to either maintain existing withdrawals that close the BLM lands to all or many 
forms of entry under the public land laws, including location and entry under the mining 
laws, or the ACEC will prohibit location and entry under the mining laws; 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-594 

Anchorage 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the final plan, are de 
facto withdrawals: 
2. Even in the absence of issuing Public Land Order (PLO) withdrawals, BLM will manage 
the land according to the requirements of the ACEC, including “withholding land from 
settlement, sale, location, or entry under some or all of the general land laws” (excerpt 
from FLPMA Section 103(j)). This includes proposals to close many ACECs to mineral 
entry or restricting or prohibiting certain types of access. These actions meet the 
definition of withdrawals under FLPMA; 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-595 
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Anchorage 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the final plan, are de 
facto withdrawals: 
3. BLM has failed to examine and revoke existing withdrawals established under Section 
11 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) and other federal laws. These 
withdrawals (PLOs) are referenced throughout the ACEC report in the section titled 
“Lands and Realty” contained in the discussion of each ACEC. Most of these PLOs 
withdraw BLM lands from “location and entry under the mining laws,” while others 
appear to also “withdraw the lands from leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act” or 
“withdraw the lands from selections by the State of Alaska.” BLM’s plans “re---purpose” 
these withdrawals to meet the intent of the ACEC. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-596 

Anchorage 

2. The planning effort strays from, and in some cases even ignores, the multiple use 
mandate that Congress has established for the Bureau of Land Management through the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). 
The Preliminary Alternatives outreach, combined with the extensive areas being 
considered for ACEC designations, clearly indicate a focus on fish and wildlife 
preservation, rather than a multiple use focus for most BLM lands in the planning area. 
Alternative uses, including economic resources such as minerals are not mentioned, and 
there is no economic evaluation of either the resource purported to need ACEC 
protection or of the other resource values that may exist within the proposed ACEC. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-597 

Anchorage 

FLPMA Section 202 planning criterion #9 requires BLM to consider “land use planning 
and management programs of other Federal departments and agencies of the States,” 
but again the ACEC analysis makes no mention of how adjacent state or private lands are 
planned for and managed, nor does it explain why existing state or federal management 
is inadequate to protect the resources of the ACEC. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-598 

Anchorage 

Section 103(c) of FLPMA contains a definition of Multiple Use that includes the following: 
“a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that take into account the long-
term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources, including 
… minerals.” The BSWI ACEC report finds that 4,828,851 acres (36%) of the 13.4 million 
acres of BLM lands in the planning area appear to meet the criteria for ACEC designation. 
By emphasizing ACEC designations with little regard for alternative resource uses and 
value, or particularly minerals, the BSWI RMP appears to foreclose multiple use on 36% 
of the BLM lands within the planning area.  

Issue 30 Sent In AC-599 
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Anchorage 

Furthermore, Section 103(a) of FLPMA defines ACECs as “areas… where special 
management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no 
development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to … fish and 
wildlife resources.” This definition contemplates that development may occur in or near 
an ACEC, but that the development must be managed to protect the ACEC values. BLM’s 
approach in Alaska appears to be to allow no development in ACECs, rather than to 
carefully manage development in these areas as envisioned in FLPMA. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-600 

Anchorage 

3. The volume of information provided during this review period is overwhelming for the 
public and interest groups to comprehend and is often confusing. 
Even with the combined lengthy and technical background of this group, AMA found that 
the volume of information contained in the Bering Sea Western planning documents was 
unmanageable and vague. If this group struggled to understand and participate in this 
process, it is without question that members of the general public, many of whom stand 
to be directly affected by BLM’s decisions resulting from the plan, will and did also 
struggle. 

Issue 25 Sent In AC-601 

Anchorage 

It appears that the preliminary alternatives are significantly slanted toward preservation, 
and do not reflect the “multiple use” mandate of the BLM as directed by FLPMA. 
Proposing to close some lands to many types of development, such as locatable and 
leasable mineral exploration and development, or grazing without first conducting 
detailed studies to evaluate their potential is premature. An example is where well---
defined calving areas are closed to mineral entry without actually defining any specific 
calving areas on maps or providing an analysis of whether or not other uses may be 
compatible. It also appears that such proposals are being made without consideration of 
other resource values, such as mineral potential. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-602 
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Anchorage 

The Preliminary Alternatives Concepts document states that the next step in the process, 
development of the draft plan, in the process will largely be driven by the 5 
reports/analysis currently out for review – the visual resource inventory, wilderness 
character review, watershed analysis, eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, and ACEC report. 
This is not consistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate contained in FLPMA. 
Specific issues that are not well-addressed by these alternatives are: transportation, 
existing rights of way, navigability, RS2477s, mineral potential, grazing potential, 
integration with other land owners and recognition of the rights and planning efforts of 
adjacent land holders. Of particular concern is the apparent lack of consideration of 
access needs of other land owners and future transportation corridors, such as the 
current Alaska Department of Transportation proposed routing from the Seward 
Peninsula to Interior Alaska (WAAPS, 2011). Many of these transportation needs appear 
to be foreclosed by the alternatives and due to the extensive ACECs being proposed. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-603 

Anchorage 

In order to properly evaluate the area and proposed uses or restrictions the BSWI plan 
needs to provide information on historic and present R/W’s , RS 2477’s, anthropogenic 
trails, airstrips, river access etc, which is basic to a planning effort, and missing in this 
current review. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-604 

Anchorage 
The BSWI area needs to address navigable waters issues before contemplating additional 
reserves such as wild and scenic rivers. This will have a bearing on land ownership access 
etc. State ownership of waters should also be cited and acknowledged.  

Issue 22 Sent In AC-605 

Anchorage 

The BLM should also be required to study transportation alternatives as a part of the 
planning process. This is an important component to the BLM lands as well as adjoining 
owners including the State, Native Corporation, private parties and other Federal lands. 
Federal and State funded transportation studies have already been completed in the area 
and will help in this analysis. 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-606 
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Anchorage 

The locatable and leasable mineral studies conducted for the study area are helpful for 
indicating possible development areas in the near---term. However they are based only 
on known occurrences, and do not consider mineral potential. The BLM should be 
required to include a USGS---prepared report and maps on the geology and undiscovered 
mineral potential of the region for the BSWI area and an analysis of the USGS minerals 
report to be included and referenced where appropriate for every resource management 
plan area during the planning process. Considering the huge land area involved and the 
geologic potential for minerals in the area, additional minerals—focused exploration 
work and information are necessary to make valid management decisions. In addition, 
airborne geophysical studies (aeromagnetic, conductivity etc.) would assist in this effort 
and provide worthwhile information to your planning effort. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-607 

Anchorage 
In order to provide a comprehensive lands study of this type the use and enjoyment of 
adjacent land owners should be considered. This is particularly important where access 
could either be enhanced or restricted depending on the owner’s plans. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-608 

Anchorage 

The ACEC review document (157p, released 4-13-15) is exclusively focused on cultural, 
and fish and wildlife resources, and does NOT address any “natural processes or systems” 
or “natural hazards.” BLM should be required to address ALL or NONE of the relevant 
criteria for an ACEC. The ACEC document prematurely concludes that over a third of the 
planning area meets the criteria for ACEC designation (4.8 million acres out of 13 million 
acre planning area). These ACEC proposals are made without regard to competing 
resource values of the areas, such as mineral potential or transportation/access needs. In 
addition, the criteria used for ACEC designation in this planning area are far more liberal 
and deviate greatly from the criteria used in other BLM planning efforts in Alaska. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-609 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
The alternatives appear to lack two critical pieces of information – maps and definitions. 
The Preliminary Alternatives Concept document refers to numerous geographic areas – 
such as Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs); a variety of types of critical caribou, moose, 
land bird, and waterfowl habitats; the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area; Nulato Hills 
Ecoregion; Six unique ecosystems (p. 35); and other geographic areas. Numerous 
restrictions or management guidelines are proposed for these areas, but the reader has 
no idea as to the location or size of these areas. If maps of these areas are included in the 
huge volume of material published by BLM, they are not adequately referenced in the 
report. 
AMA emphasizes that without adequate maps and definitions, it is impossible to provide 
informed comments on the alternatives. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-610 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Regarding definitions, the alternatives report uses terms such as exclusions and 
avoidance, but fails to explain the difference. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-611 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Fisheries Alternatives 1 and 3 – Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA) (p. 11) and 
Withdrawals (p. 12).  
Reading these two sections together, it appears that under Alternative 1 and 3, RCA 
watersheds will be withdrawn from mineral entry, staking and oil and gas development. 
It also appears there is No Surface Occupancy allowed in RCAs under Alternatives 1 and 
3. AMA opposes these withdrawals and prohibitions. According to the table on page 11 
of the Preliminary Alternatives Concept document, these prohibitions and withdrawals 
would encompass 37% of the watersheds in the planning area under Alternative 3 and 
20% under Alternative 1. Alternative 3 goes on to say there would be no surface entry for 
non-mineral permitted actions and for valid existing rights – this appears to be an 
absolute prohibition of any surface occupancy (development) on 37% of the planning 
area’s watersheds. This is a totally unreasonable and unjustified prohibition. Note – on 
page 11 (alternative 3) and page 12, alternative 1, BLM specifically refers to this as a 
“withdrawal,” which under ANILCA requires Congressional approval if greater than 5,000 
acres. Also, regarding alternative 3, on page 11, under “No Surface Occupancy” section, it 
says “in RCAs withdraw watershed to mineral entry and leasing,” while on page 12 under 
Withdrawals, it says “No withdrawals.” One of these statements is in error. 

Issue 24 Sent In AC-612 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Fisheries Alternative 1 and 3 – ROW Exclusion/Avoidance (page 13). Alternative 1 
establishes a ROW avoidance area for underground utilities in the Sheefish RCA while 
Alternative 3establishes a ROW exclusion. We could not find where the difference 
between exclusion and avoidance is explained. We question why either exclusion or 
avoidance is justified, as an underground utility should have no impact on sheefish 
habitat if properly constructed. We are especially concerned about this proposal as the 
extent of the sheefish RCA is not defined. If it is same as the Sheefish ACEC, this 
alternative would preclude construction of the proposed gas line to the Donlin Creek 
mine. Again, we find this prohibition is unjustified, unnecessary and excessive. It should 
be removed from any alternative. 

Issue 24 Sent In AC-613 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Wildlife Alternatives 1 and 3. (p. 15). AMA supports the Minerals provision of Wildlife 
Alternative 1 that allows mineral leasing in critical moose calving and wintering habitat. 
We disagree with the prohibition on all ROW construction in May and June and 
November to February. This should be determined on a case-by-case basis as year round 
construction could be necessary for major ROW developments. We strongly object to the 
provisions of Alternative 3, particularly the absolute prohibitions of above ground ROW 
in moose and caribou winter and caribou calving habitat and the provision of no ROW in 
critical land bird nesting habitat or waterfowl areas as these prohibitions could make it 
impossible to access other BLM, state and private lands where development may be 
proposed. 

Issue 16 Sent In AC-614 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Goals (p. 25). AMA strongly supports the following 
goals that appear on page 25, but feels they are not adequately considered in the 
alternatives presented in this Concept report: 
1. Provide for the opportunity to develop locatable and salable mineral resource on 
public lands to meet the national, regional and local needs while ensuring the long---term 
health and diversity of the land.  
2. Encourage exploration of public lands to define potential mineral resources of national 
strategic interest, minerals to support green technology development and carbon 
reduction technology, and economically crucial for state and local communities. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-615 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Withdrawals – (p. 27). AMA supports Locatable 
Minerals Alternative 3 – “Withdrawals – Open all BLM lands to mineral entry”. AMA 
strongly opposes Alternative 1 – “Withdrawals,” that would close ALL designated ACECs 
and RCAs to mineral entry. The need for the blanket closure of all ACECs and RCAs is not 
explained or justified. See AMA comments on ACECs elsewhere in this letter. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-616 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Leasable Minerals Alternatives 1 and 3 – (pp 30 and 31). AMA opposes Alternative 3 that 
closes all coal deposits to leasing. AMA supports Alternative 1 where it states that all coal 
deposits would be open for leasing, although we oppose the no surface occupancy 
requirements as these would make surface coal mining impossible in these areas. We 
note that the provisions for leasing in the Galena Basin Coal deposit appear to be 
reversed in the alternatives table on page 31. Alternative 1 stated on page 30 that all coal 
deposits would be open for leasing, but then says Galena Basin is closed in RCAs, while 
Alternative 3 (on page 31) says all coal deposits are closed, but on page 32 says Galena 
Basin is open in RCAs. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-617 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas Alternatives – p. 31. AMA opposes the Leasable Minerals 
Alternative 1 that closes all RCAs, critical moose calving and wintering habitats, critical 
caribou calving and wintering habitats, Nulato Hills Lichen, Caribou and Sensitive Plant 
Conservation Areas to oil and gas leasing. Many of these resources can be protected 
through directional drilling and seasonal restrictions. The No Surface Entry requirements 
for oil and gas in Alternative 1 are also excessive and overly restrictive. AMA supports 
alternative 3 for oil and gas leasing. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-618 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Realty Alternatives – Withdrawals – page 34. This section is very confusing and is not 
consistent with the alternatives presented for Locatable Minerals in Section 3.6. AMA 
supports an alternative that would revoke existing, obsolete ANCSA d-1 withdrawals (see 
previous discussion) and opposes alternatives that close (withdraw) “Suitable” Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, Riparian Conservation Areas, Sheefish spawning areas and the Nulato Hills 
Ecoregion as proposed in Alternative 1. BLM has not provided justification for such 
closures and withdrawals. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-619 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Note: On page 34, at the top of the Alternative 1 column it reads “Riparian Conservation 
Areas would NOT be withdrawn from mineral entry,” while at the bottom of the same 
Alternative 1 column it reads “FLPMA withdrawals would be placed to withdraw the 
following areas from locatable, salable, leasable mineral entry: … Riparian Conservation 
Areas….” Regardless, AMA opposes the blanket closure of RCAs to mineral entry and 
mineral leasing. 

Issue 24 Sent In AC-620 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Realty Alternatives – Rights of Way (ROW) – p. 35. AMA opposes Realty Alternative 1 as it 
pertains to ROW avoidance and Alternative 3 as it pertains to ROW exclusion areas. AMA 
does not support blanket ROW exclusion or avoidance areas as they are not justified. 
ROWs impacts on these various areas can be mitigated by siting and design. We also fail 
to understand the difference between exclusion and avoidance, both terms imply that 
ROWs will not be allowed in these areas. BLM needs to define these terms in order to 
receive meaningful comments on these two alternatives. Regardless of definitions, both 
alternative appear to prohibit or substantially restrict a ROW within the Iditarod NHT, 
Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area, Riparian Conservation Areas, the Unalakleet WSR 
corridor, lands managed for wilderness character, areas with BLM sensitive plants, six 
“unique ecosystems”, and the footprint of public shelter cabins. These alternatives will 
essentially make it impossible to ever build any underground or surface communication 
line, pipeline, road or trail in the planning area. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-621 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Alternatives – (pp 60-61). AMA supports 
alternative 3 for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Alternative 3 states “Manage NO 
parcels as lands proposed for management of wilderness character as a priority over 
other uses. Instead, emphasize other uses while applying management restrictions 
(conditions of use, mitigation measures) on these lands.” AMA agrees with Congressional 
intent expressed in ANILCA that no more federal lands in Alaska should be designated as 
Conservation System lands. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-622 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
1. Virtually all existing and proposed ACECs propose to either close areas to mineral 
location and entry under the federal mining laws, or retain existing withdrawals that 
close these areas. In this report, BLM has totally ignored the mineral values of the 
proposed ACECs and provides no explanation of how mining presents an irreconcilable 
conflict with the ACEC values;  

Issue 14 Sent In AC-623 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
2. Most ACECs will either result in seasonal or permanent restrictions on access for 
mineral exploration;  

Issue 14 Sent In AC-624 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
3. Most ACECs will restrict or prohibit access (Rights of Way) through the ACECs to other 
federal, state or Native Corporation lands with mineral or other resource development 
potential, or at a minimum will further complicate the permitting process for needed 
ROWs across BLM lands;  

Issue 19 Sent In AC-625 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
4. All existing and proposed ACECs exceed 5,000 acres, thereby establishing land 
withdrawals without Congressional Approval, a violation of Section 1326(a) of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-626 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA’s previous comments as part of the ACEC nomination process (see letters dated 
August 29, 2014) questioned the need for most ACEC designations. While BLM dutifully 
and accurately summarizes AMA’s concerns in Section 3.1, BLM still fails to respond to 
these concerns. BLM does not explain why existing state and federal laws and regulations 
are not adequate to protect the resources that BLM uses to justify the additional 
restrictions Of  an ACEC designation. Furthermore, BLM fails to explain inconsistencies in 
use of ACEC designations between these new plans and previous plans in other areas of 
Alaska. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-627 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
Comments on Existing ACECs and Proposed ACECs that are exclusively or primarily to 
protect fisheries. In previous comments, AMA specifically requested that BLM explain 
“why existing protections do not adequately protect these areas and why their fisheries 
resources are particularly unique.” These existing authorities include state and federal 
regulations of waters under the Clean Water Act, State Fish and Game regulation under 
Alaska Statutes Title 16, and stipulations BLM can already place on permits, leases and 
ROWs without the need for an ACEC designation. In this 151---page document, BLM does 
not address either the issue of inadequacy of existing regulations nor why on either a 
state or national level, the fisheries resources in these watersheds require or justify a 
restrictive land use designation. We note that in the current document, fisheries are the 
ONLY reason used to justify many ACEC designations. AMA also questions why entire 
watersheds are designated ACECs to protect spawning and rearing habitats that are 
found  in only portions of streams in the much larger watersheds. Based on this concern, 
AMA opposes the designation of the following areas as 
ACECs: 
• Anvik River  
• Drainages of the North River 
• inglutalik River 
• Kateel River 
• Ungalik River 
• Giassa River 
• Shaktoolik River 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-628 
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Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
Comments on Existing or Nominated ACECs that BLM does not intend to advance in the 
Alternatives Process. We agree with BLM that the following areas do not qualify for 
designation as ACECs: 
• Kuskokwim River Raptor Nesting Habitat 
• Peregrine Falcon Nesting habitat  

Issue 23 Sent In AC-629 

Anchorage 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
We also agree with BLM that the following nominated areas should not be designated as 
ACECs in the alternatives: 
• Grayling Area Habitat  
• Old Anvik Village 
• Egavik Creek Watershed 
• Golsovia River watershed 
• Box River Treeline RNA 
• Tagagwik River 
• Honhosa River 

Issue 33 Sent In AC-630 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Anvik River – Section 3.3.1 --- On pages 10---11, the “Important Value – More than locally 
significant” is that the Anvik River drains into the Yukon River, and the Yukon is 
internationally significant due to the 2002 Yukon River Salmon Agreement. Using this 
logic, all BLM lands in the entire Yukon River drainage could qualify as an ACEC, which 
clearly is not the intent of FLPMA. As AMA previously noted, BLM has failed to explain 
what makes the Anvik River unique on a state or national level, and why can’t these 
resources be protected under existing state and federal regulations. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-631 
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Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Sheefish Spawning Areas – 3.3.6 – this 698,260 acre ACEC is specifically to protect 
sheefish spawning areas. The analysis fails to explain why existing state (under Alaska 
Statutes Title 16 and federal authorities (Clean Water Act, BLM permit or lease 
stipulations) do not adequately protect sheefish spawning areas. In addition, even if 
additional protections were warranted, there is no justification provided for protecting 
all BLM lands in the watershed. BLM’s proposal states “Sheefish spawn in relatively small 
and specific locations, and a 20 KM section of the Big River located south of McGrath has 
been identified as a well- -known spawning area for sheefish.” The Rationale on page 34 
says “80 percent of the sheefish spawning in the Kuskokwim River spawn in a 15.5 mile 
section of the Big River”. 
This proposal seems even more dubious, in fact almost ludicrous, when one looks at the 
map in Figure 4 of the Appendix. Virtually all of the mapped, documented sheefish 
spawning areas shown on this map are downriver from BLM lands, it appears that barely 
two miles of documented sheefish spawning occurs in waters adjacent to BLM lands. 
Even more questionable is the inclusion of over 200,000 acres of BLM land in the 
Northeastern portion of the proposed ACEC that shows NO documented sheefish 
spawning in the Sullivan Creek, Bear Creek and Pitka Fork drainages whatsoever. BLM 
cannot justify a 1,091 square mile ACEC based upon a resource that is primarily 
concentrated along 15.5 miles of the Big River, most of which is not BLM land. We also 
find it dubious to use as rationale that “on one day in July 1968, seven plane loads of 
fishermen were fishing at the mouth of the Holitna River,” as that information (page 35) 
is dated by 47 years! 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-632 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
In addition to the above concerns about the Sheefish Spawning ACEC, AMA also opposes 
the designation because of its negative impact on a proposed gas pipeline to provide 
natural gas to the proposed Donlin Creek mine. The proposed route traverses the 
uppermost portions of the watersheds. AMA strongly concurs with comments provided 
to BLM from Donlin Gold in a letter dated May 11, 2015. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-633 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – this 291,136 acre ACEC is justified based on its 
Cultural Resources. The two cultural resources areas are Bonasila Dome and Bonasila 
winter village. Although no acreage is given in the report, we question why a 291,136 
acre ACEC is necessary to protect two specific sites. If an ACEC is truly necessary to 
protect these areas, it should be confined only to the actual sites.  

Issue 23 Sent In AC-634 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

 Page A-101 

Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – Also, on page 50, under “Carry forward….” It 
states that “[n]o the area does not meet both the relevance and importance criteria for 
any resource”, but then it says it does meet the relevance and importance criteria for 
Cultural resources. One of these statements is in error. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-635 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Anvik Traditional Trapping Area – 3.3.10 – This area was nominated for wildlife,  which 
BLM found does not meet the importance criteria. BLM then concluded it does meet the 
Cultural Resource criteria because of a spur (Iditarod---Anvik Connecting Trail) of the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. If this is already part of a National Historic Trail, we fail to 
see why an ACEC is necessary and oppose this proposal going forward. For an example of 
how such as designation could impair future mineral development, elsewhere the 
planned Donlin Creek gas line passes through a portion of the Iditarod National Historic 
Trail. A restrictive ACEC designation likely in that area could prevent construction of this 
proposed gas pipeline. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-636 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Unalakleet– 3.3.16 – BLM’s analysis of the nomination essentially concludes that it 
provides no new reasons that would justify expansion of the existing or proposed ACECs 
that overlap portions of this nomination. Therefore, rather than consider an additional, 
massive 1.5 million acres ACEC, BLM should reject this proposal. Many of the resources 
listed under the section “[m]ore then locally significant importance” on page 79 could 
describe virtually any lowland, hilly or valley area in Central or Southern Alaska (e.g.; high 
vertebrate species richness, moderate surface water availability, moderate vegetation, 
community diversity, moderate topographic complexity, high landscape naturalness). 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-637 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Kateel River – 3.3.19 – The primary reason for this massive, potentially 876,600 acre 
ACEC is to protect fish spawning and rearing habitat. As previously stated – AMA opposes 
these massive land withdrawals for fisheries resources that are already protected under 
state and federal statutes and regulations. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-638 

Anchorage 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Nulato River – 3.3.24 – The primary reason for this 342,824 acre ACEC is to protect fish 
spawning and rearing habitat. As previously stated – AMA opposes these land 
withdrawals for fisheries resources that are already protected under state and federal 
statutes and regulations. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-639 
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Anchorage 

Calista is deeply concerned about both the areal extent and the management 
prescriptions for a proposed new Area of Environmental Concern to protect sheefish 
spawning on Big River and the impact they may have on the Donlin Creek project on 
ANCSA lands. The proposed ACEC overlaps a portion of the pipeline route for which 
Donlin Gold is seeking approvals. The proposed ACEC is enormous in scale: 698,260 Acres 
for sheefish spawning grounds on the Kuskokwim River. The BLM's own ACES notes that 
the [s]heefish spawn [is] in relatively small and specific locations" [p. 34). Nonetheless, 
one proposed Alternative would be a ROW "exclusion area for underground utilities 
would be established in the Sheefish RCA"-an area of nearly 700,000 acres, which 
includes watersheds that neither contain nor drain into sheefish spawning areas. As such, 
the proposals in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts document to either avoid or 
exclude underground utility rights of way in the proposed ACEC are overbroad, 
unsupportable and extremely troubling: BLM's land management must conform to 
principles set out in FLPMA and governing regulations. 

Issue 23 Sent In CA-642 

Anchorage 

Some of BLM's proposed "ACEC's, and their proposed restrictions on uses, could severely 
impact significant projects on non-Federal land, such as the Donlin Mine Project, which 
would be a catastrophic loss to Calista shareholders of significant amounts of dividends 
and employment opportunities unprecedented in its nature. In regard to proposed "ROW 
exclusion areas" for underground utilities where there is "permafrost and highly erodible 
soils," Calista is very concerned about how much of the area would be affected by any 
proposed exclusion. If the potential presence of permafrost were to prohibit any 
underground utilities, this could severely restrict the public's ability to develop resources 
on non-federal land both within and around the planning area. Such a sweeping 
prohibition would violate one of the two explicit regulatory principles that should guide 
BLM's planning efforts, as set out in 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8: consideration of how BLM's 
RMP might impact "local economies and uses of adjacent or nearby non-federal lands." 

Issue 23 Sent In CA-643 
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Anchorage 

It is premature for BLM to draft restrictions on activities within proposed ACEC's, as that 
would pre-determine the threshold question of whether any "special management 
attention is required." BLM should first evaluate whether other federal and state 
agencies are already protecting resources (such as sheefish spawning), before BLM 
decides to restrict land uses across broad areas designated as ACEC's. The underlying 
premise that sheefish spawning grounds 
require additional protection by BLM through restricting activities in a designated ACEC is 
mistaken. State law already protects the water quality needed to support sheefish 
spawning under the Alaska Water Quality Standards (WQS) found at 18 AAC 70, 
administered by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). Any new 
restrictions must have meaningful, specific and sufficient justification to warrant any 
restriction that might significantly inhibit the development of natural resources by ANCs. 

Issue 23 Sent In CA-644 

Anchorage 

Consistent with BLM's multiple use mandate, BLM must meaningfully engage in 
consultations with all affected stakeholders, including owners of property within and 
adjacent to BLM's BSWI planning area, to ensure that the RMP does not unreasonably 
impair property rights and economic opportunities. 

Issue 25 Sent In CA-645 

Anchorage 

Calista supports removing the existing withdrawals under outdated PLO 5180 and PLO 
5184. ANCSA corporations in the Calista Region have completed their final selection 
priorities and many have reached or will soon reach their final land entitlements. The 
purpose for which these land withdrawals were created have been satisfied. Removing 
them would better facilitate BLM's mandate for multiple use. 

Issue 19 Sent In CA-646 

Anchorage 

BLM defines ACECs as “areas within the public lands where special management 
attention is required….” We believe that this “special management attention,” will 
equate to managing ACECs as de facto conservation system units. We object to the 
arbitrary and undefined processes inherent in expanding the areas properly withdrawn 
under ANILCA to massive areas requiring “special management attention,” and failing to 
specifically define that protection. Shutting down unnecessarily large swaths of safely 
developable property deprives Alaska Native Corporations like CIRI potentially valuable 
conveyance acreage it is owed under ANCSA, and which could be used to enhance the 
lives of its shareholders and the shareholders of its region villages. 

Issue 23 Sent In CI-710 
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Anchorage 

We further object to any action that is in conflict with ANILCA. The expansion of ACECs 
beyond the originally withdrawn areas directly conflicts with Section 101(d), as well as 
Section 1326(a), which prohibits administrative closures in Alaska absent a joint 
resolution of Congress, and Section 1326(b), which prohibits federal agencies from even 
studying lands for conservation system units unless Congress has specifically authorized 
it. 

Issue 30 Sent In CI-711 

Anchorage 
Imposing such limits on lands will limit the selection opportunities CIRI has going 
forward. Therefore, we request that these proposed ACECs be withdrawn. Issue 23 Sent In CI-712 

Anchorage 
In addition, we would like to request formal consultation on this issue pursuant to 
Executive Order 13175, (Nov. 6, 2000); § 161, Pub. L. 108-199 (Jan. 23, 2004). Issue 25 Sent In CI-713 

Anchorage 

The economic benefits of development on these lands are felt statewide through ANCSA 
7(i) and 7(j) distributions to the other Regional Corporations, and region villages, 
respectively. Specific to this plan, proposed ACECs and their proposed restrictions on 
uses could severely impact significant projects such as the Donlin Mine Project. 

Issue 28 Sent In CI-714 

Anchorage 

RDC is concerned the Preliminary Alternatives are overreaching and exclusive of the 
necessary information needed to make decisions on lands in the BSWI RMP. Therefore, 
RDC encourages the BLM to withdraw the proposal and engage stakeholders in land 
planning to develop an RMP that encompasses multiple use and access. 
The Preliminary Alternatives selected by BLM create more restrictions for resource 
development, as virtually no BLM land in the planning area will be made available for 
resource development or access. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-722 

Anchorage 

RDC encourages the BLM to incorporate multiple---use management, such as opening 
the area to resource development, increased access for exploration, mineral leasing, 
mining, and oil and gas development. Much of Alaska’s federally managed lands are 
closed to responsible resource development, and the RMP should include provisions to 
open more areas to resource development activity. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-723 

Anchorage 
In addition, much of the lands BLM manages surround or is nearby rural communities in 
Alaska. RDC encourages BLM to involve these communities and stakeholders in 
development of management plans.  

Issue 25 Sent In AC-724 

Anchorage 
Access to private, native and village corporation, and state lands should be addressed 
and a primary concern for BLM.  Issue 19 Sent In AC-725 
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Anchorage 

No ACECs should be designated in the planning area, and RDC encourages responsible 
resource development in this economically---challenged region. It is the most consistent 
within the fundamental principles of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the Alaska Statehood 
Act. It is the intent of Congress in 1959 that the new State of Alaska become self 
sufficient, and its natural resource potential has long been recognized as key to fulfilling 
that intent. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-726 

Anchorage 
The ACEC appears to be a blanket closure to mineral entry, and lacks justification and 
explanation for the closure.  Issue 23 Sent In AC-727 

Anchorage 

While the proposed Donlin project is on Native privately owned land, it is concerning that 
some of BLM’s proposed “Areas of Environmental Concern” (ACEC’s), and their proposed 
restrictions on uses, could severely impact significant projects on non-Federal land, such 
as the Donlin Mine Project. The Kuskokwim Corporation believes a robust discussion 
between BLM and all affected stakeholders, including owners of property within and 
adjacent to BLM’s BSWI planning area, is critical to ensure that the RMP does not 
unreasonably impair property rights and economic opportunities for our shareholders 
and all families in the region. 

Issue 28 Sent In KC-748 

Anchorage 

Several Nikolai Citizens own Native Allotments, Hunting and Fish Camps on or near 
several of the Salmon River, Pitka Fork or other Upper Kuskokwim Drainages that are 
slated to become Wild and Scenic Rivers. Setting onerous Regulations for activities on 
these Rivers can only cause serious adverse consequences. These Drainages are more 
placid than wild. If you really want a Wild River please Designate the South Fork of the 
Kuskokwim from Rohn to Nikolai. At medium or high water a raft, canoe or kayak trip 
down that stream would encounter several Sweepers and potential overturned boats. 
Plus the daily views of the Alaska Range Weather permitting are truly Scenic unlike the 
proposed Rivers that pass through Alder Jungles and muddy Banks with little Scenic 
Views. Additional human use of these drainages may also scare off what Wildlife now 
exists. The Kuskokwim King Salmon Fishery Populations have plummeted to almost 
nonexistence and a Wild and Scenic Classification may totally destroy the Runs.  

Issue 22 Sent In AC-755 

Anchorage 
The Cultural Resources cited were early 1900 Road Houses none of which now exist. The 
lditarod Trail Corridor does not need further supervision.  Issue 9 Sent In AC-756 
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Anchorage 

The Fish Resources cited are Sheefish Spawning areas. Sheefish are not an endangered 
species and less than half the Spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai Citizens 
rarely encounter Sheefish and have not speared or netted them in Decades. Creating this 
huge ACEC will not do anything for the Sheefish, but will put all kinds of Restrictions on 
Boats, Motors, Snowmobiles, Airplanes, Four Wheelers and other All-Terrain Vehicles. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-757 

Anchorage 

We have provided detailed comments within the PAC document (enclosed), and also 
offer page specific comments. We are concerned that the range of alternatives presented 
is far too narrow. BLM is seeking input regarding which aspects of two book-end 
alternatives should be included in a third alternative. Yet the two book-end alternatives 
vary little from each other, instead many important RMP-level decisions are being made 
in the “Actions Common To All Alternatives” rather than within the individual 
alternatives. These common actions are not a straightforward implementation of BLM 
policy, nor are they a carryforward of the status quo—they are new actions and should 
be presented within the proposed alternatives. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-762 

Anchorage 

BLM could elect to change these common actions, but BLM has neither presented these 
actions as being open to public input or specifically asked for comments on them. We 
recommend that BLM move any action that would constitute a new decision with more 
than one reasonable outcome to the alternatives section. The riparian and community 
buffers, in particular, would benefit from public input via inclusion in the alternatives 
rather than in the actions common to all alternatives. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-763 

Anchorage 
We are also especially concerned that under all alternatives, BLM is proposing to 
implement new permit systems for various activities (including subsistence), without 
justification or recognition of the burden such systems places on users.  

Issue 31 Sent In AC-764 

Anchorage 

However, ACEC management is only mentioned once in the PAC. It is therefore difficult 
to envision the full impacts of the alternatives to existing uses because there is no 
information regarding potential special management of the vast ACECs being carried 
forward per the report.  

Issue 23 Sent In AC-765 
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Anchorage 

In addition to the ACECs, both alternatives rely heavily on a variety of special 
designations, including riparian conservation areas, critical wildlife habitat areas, wildlife 
priority areas, Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV) travel management areas, sensitive plant 
conservation areas, migratory bird habitat areas, riparian habitat areas, areas where 
lands with wilderness characteristics will be maintained and protected, right of way 
exclusion areas, and right of way avoidance areas. As with ACECs, it is difficult to 
understand the consequences these special designations will have on uses under the 
alternatives because most of these terms are undefined and the areas are unmapped. 
Considering the cumulative size of the ACECs to be carried forward, it is likely many of 
these special areas will overlap ACECs, further complicating BLM’s multi-layered 
management approach. We request BLM provide clear definitions of these different 
management areas, and maps that clearly depict the overlay of management and public 
use restrictions. We are also concerned that the alternatives rely on broad requirements 
(e.g., lengthy seasonal restrictions, permafrost avoidance) to such an extent that it will 
likely be difficult to work with commercial permittees on additional reasonable site 
specific requirements to minimize impacts to all of the identified resources, including fish 
and wildlife. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-766 

Anchorage 

The alternatives and actions common to all alternatives focus on restrictions and permits 
to protect various resource values. We request BLM reconsider whether there are any 
related “on-the-ground” issues that require management attention and clearly explain 
the need for  proposed management prescriptions in relation to existing resource 
conditions, existing management, existing use, and reasonably expected future use.  

Issue 19 Sent In AC-767 

Anchorage 

We are concerned the existing alternatives will unnecessarily limit public use and that the 
complicated management overlays and permit requirements will be expensive and 
difficult to both implement and comply with, especially in the isolated, rural communities 
within the planning area. Therefore, unless there is a site-specific need, we recommend 
the alternatives place more emphasis on monitoring the planning area for resource 
condition change, whether natural or human-caused, and implementing adaptive 
management on the local scale, as needed, rather than instituting unnecessarily broad 
restrictions and permit systems for non-commercial uses as currently proposed. 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-768 
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Anchorage 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review because the issues identified 
at that time remain unresolved in the PAC as well as the other reports made available for 
public review.] 
We continue to have concerns regarding the manner in which relevant provisions of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) are addressed in BLM planning 
documents. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-769 

Anchorage 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review because the issues identified 
at that time remain unresolved in the PAC as well as the other reports made available for 
public review.] 
While there are sporadic general references to ANILCA throughout the document, they 
are not consistent or explicit.  The AMS and RMP must also specifically reference and 
explain the special provisions in ANILCA that are unique to Alaska, including in some 
instances, congressional intent that has the potential to conflict with national policy 
guidance (e.g. lands with wilderness characteristics should not be managed more 
restrictively than designated Wilderness in Alaska, which is defined as a CSU under 
ANILCA and subject to provisions that allow motorized methods of access and cabins and 
other infrastructure). 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-770 

Anchorage 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review because the issues identified 
at that time remain unresolved in the PAC as well as the other reports made available for 
public review.] 
We are concerned; however, that BLM has been working on finalizing the Eastern Interior 
RMP and is now well into two new planning processes for BSWI and the Central Yukon 
planning areas without establishing a closure process that implements ANILCA Section 
811 and accommodates the unique circumstances and conditions in rural Alaska. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-771 
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Anchorage 

We appreciate BLM’s intent, consistent with direction provided in 43 CFR 1610.3-2, to 
make the BSWI RMP compatible with state and local land use plans for selected lands 
and lands adjacent to BLM’s.  Many of the parcels in the planning area are state selected.  
It is in the public interest that the management transition be as seamless as possible 
when conveyance occurs.  Therefore, we request that BLM avoid making decisions that 
unnecessarily encumber state selected lands via this planning process.  Even prior to 
conveyance, BLM management intent for state selected parcels should be as consistent as 
possible with state management intent.  
In this planning process we ask that BLM carefully review DNR area and management 
plans (which include state selected lands currently managed by BLM), to ensure that BLM 
land are managed consistently with adjacent landowners, to the extent possible. 

Issue 26 Sent In AC-772 

Anchorage 

Trails, roads, and routes, including RS 2477 rights-of-way and 17(b) easements are not 
depicted on maps or adequately discussed in the existing documentation.  These are 
broad data sets that are readily available and have legal or management implications to 
transportation.  
We request the inclusion of these existing transportation routes on maps and in 
documentation, as appropriate, this will greatly improve the ability of land managers to 
anticipate the impacts of transportation related decisions within the BSWI planning area.  
The transportation section of this plan should seek to understand both the existing 
physical and legal network of transportation routes within, adjacent to and leading to the 
planning area. 
We request BLM provide depictions, documentation, and discussion of the physical and 
legal transportation networks as additional information is provided by the various 
contributing parties, stakeholders, and public. 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-773 

Anchorage 
There are many mineral prospects and operating mines located within the planning area.  
We request that access for transportation and utility infrastructure to these mineralized 
areas be implemented. 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-774 

Anchorage 

There appears to be overly extensive permitting required for any and all subsistence 
[local] uses of timber. BLM should consider timber management policies of adjacent 
federal or state-owned lands and determine where it is possible to be more consistent to 
minimize regulatory burdens on local residents. For example, the State’s Generally 
Allowed Uses that apply to state lands are not as restrictive as those listed in this RMP 
and other federal land management agencies allow local timber uses with minimal 
administrative burden. In short, the plan is placing an increasing administrative and 
permit burden on rural residents that does not appear to be necessary. 

Issue 4 Sent In AC-775 
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Anchorage 

The Alaska Interagency Fire Administrator’s Guide, procedures and processes are 
outlined that require, if there is a fire, that Land Managers (Jurisdictional) and Fire 
Protection Agencies to discuss a plan of action through the Wildland Fire Decision 
Support System (WFDSS) that meets the goals and objectives as presented by BLM.  This 
flexibility should be maintained in the RMP. 

Issue 4 Sent In AC-776 

Anchorage 

The Iditarod trail crosses multiple land ownership.  At times the trail is a “corridor” where 
there is no natural boundary to restrict wildfire.  While trying to “suppress a fire” that is 
burning across various land ownerships this provision is too restricting. The terminology 
“would not” should be changed to “should be allowed, dependent on the direction 
provided by the Jurisdictional Land Manager and the Fire Protection Agency agreement 
for a particular fire and circumstances.” 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-777 

Anchorage 
We request, that as part of the Wildland Fire Decision Support System (WFDSS), that BLM 
follow retardant use guidelines for State lands to limit potential introduction of 
contaminants to fish bearing waters. 

Issue 4 Sent In AC-778 

Anchorage 

A major concern regarding the ACEC Report is that several ACECs appear to rely primarily 
on existing statutory designations, such as National Trails System and WSR designations, 
as justification for ACEC designations. These statutory authorities and BLM’s general 
authority under FLPMA to apply stipulations to permitted activities, as well as other state 
and federal agencies’ existing regulatory authorities (e.g., ADF&G AS Title 16, USACE and 
EPA Clean Water Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act ), already provide multiple layers of 
protection for important resources.  The report needs to fully demonstrate why ACEC 
designations are necessary in light of these existing statutory and regulatory authorities 
available for management of lands administered by BLM. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-779 

Anchorage 

Special management to protect historic or cultural resources is inherently different from 
special management to protect fisheries. Therefore we object to appending areas that 
contain the INHT to fisheries-based ACECs, particularly when doing so incorporates 
adjacent land that contains neither the INHT nor special fisheries resources. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-780 

Anchorage 

We also have significant concerns with the overall size of newly nominated ACEC’s that 
will be carried forward in the RMP, some of which encompass hundreds of thousands of 
acres, compared to the existing ACECs in BSWI, which are typically narrow and follow 
river corridors. The report’s justifications do not explain the tie between the large size of 
the ACECs and the intended protections to the resources. Namely, many of the ACECs are 
based on fisheries resources but the report does not explain the need to encompass 
entire watersheds and adjacent watersheds. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-781 
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Anchorage 

Further, to be designated an ACEC, an area must require special management attention 
to protect its important and relevant values (43 CFR 1601.0-5(a)).  Several of the ACECs 
to be carried forward are existing ACECs for which BLM has never implemented special 
management provisions. It is therefore unclear whether special protections are even 
necessary. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-782 

Anchorage 

We request that all proposed ACECs carried forward to the draft RMP on the basis of 
fisheries resources be compared to the typical conditions (water quality, fisheries, 
productivity, escapement, etc.) throughout the BSWI planning area and elsewhere in 
Alaska.  Some of the proposed ACECs have escapement data for fish species, but there is 
no comparison with fisheries in other river systems in regards to species 
composition/diversity or abundance.  Such a comparison is needed to justify that the 
fisheries resource is unique, important, and/or significant either locally or more than 
locally.  Also, while the wildlife resource evaluations generally state that the wildlife 
species within the nominated ACEC are common locally and exist throughout the region 
and state, similar comparative statements are lacking for the fisheries descriptions and 
should be provided. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-783 

Anchorage 

Many of the proposed ACECs are huge areas and it is likely the majority of each of these 
areas has not been intensively or even sample-surveyed for cultural resources. Based on 
the presently-available data, it is challenging to evaluate these areas for historical and 
cultural resource presence, importance, and relevance in their entirety. The analysis is 
oversimplified and lacks substantiation; specifics are discussed below. We recommend 
BLM focus on protection of known sites and resources, and evaluate other sites and 
resources as they are discovered. If BLM intends to apply the ACEC evaluation and 
designation to these large areas based on cultural resource significance, a great deal 
more information about the specific location, nature, extent, and significance of the sites 
within each area is needed. At a minimum, BLM needs to be more specific and clear about 
the data gaps and unknowns. 

Issue 9 Sent In AC-784 

Anchorage 

Furthermore, given the ACEC designation criteria, it appears mining in the planning area 
has been overlooked as a significant historic and cultural resource that has substantial 
significance. Mining is a significant historic and cultural value not only in the planning 
area but is an integral part of Alaska’s history and economy. 

Issue 9 Sent In AC-785 
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Anchorage 

We are also concerned that restricting activities for access and development along non-
contiguous State and private parcels within the planning area will result in reduced 
access for exploration, development, and transportation of resources. The patchwork of 
land ownership in the planning area makes access to all lands an important consideration 
in land and resource management planning. The adoption of ACECs, without the 
consideration of all existing and future travel routes and needs, will make access in the 
area difficult. At this time, given the complexity of this plan, it’s practically impossible to 
foresee the on-the-ground consequences that these potential ACECs may have.  Because 
travel management has not yet been fully considered, it is unclear how adjacent 
landowners will be impacted or how access will be obtained to specific parcels.  In fact, in 
many places it looks like access to non-BLM managed lands would essentially be blocked 
if many of these ACECs are adopted. 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-786 

Anchorage 

Finally, although we have raised significant concerns about ACECs, we support justified 
restrictions on activities where there is a demonstrated need to conserve fish, wildlife 
and their habitat, or other important resources, such as historic, cultural, or scenic 
values. However, at this stage of the planning process, millions of acres of land and water 
are being nominated for protection without adequate justification, or affected use 
considerations.  We are concerned that such extreme, broad-scale protective oriented 
designations, as are now being considered in this planning process, will diminish the 
importance of mitigating project-specific impacts across the planning area as a whole. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-787 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Table – Overall, the ACEC table is both inconsistent and confusing and the justifications 
for which several ACECs are being carried forward are unclear. The first sentence under 
the “Carry forward…” title seems to state the reason the ACEC is being carried forward 
(e.g., cultural resources), yet the discussion that follows often includes additional 
resources which are identified as relevant and important, but which were not previously 
mentioned.  The relevance and importance conclusions are sometimes contradicted by 
the earlier information in the same table under the relevance and importance sections. 
Especially for the various existing and nominated Unalakleet ACECs which overlap, it is 
difficult to determine for a particular geographic area what resources are relevant and 
important and which resource is the justification for carrying forward the nomination. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-788 
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Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik River  
We do not agree that “the Anvik River produces many of the fish that escape into the 
Yukon River, contributing to an internationally significant fisheries resource” (p. 12). 
Summer chum from the Anvik River do not contribute to the escapement of fish into 
Canada. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-789 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Drainages of the Unalakleet River  
We question the relevance of using the WSR designation as justification for an additional 
ACEC designation: “The designation of the Unalakleet River as a National Wild River by 
Congress in 1980 recognized the value of designating the area for protection.”  
Congress’s designation indicates its desire to protect the Unalakleet River under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, subject to applicable provisions in ANILCA, but does not indicate an 
additional need for an overlaying ACEC designation.   
The existing ACEC was designated for fisheries resources. The report’s evaluation also 
describes cultural resources as relevant and important. It is unclear whether the ACEC 
would be managed for both fisheries and cultural resources. The Kaltag Portage, as part 
of the INHT, is already a CSU and we request BLM explain why additional protection is 
necessary. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-790 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
North River  
We disagree that the North River has sensitive, rare and irreplaceable habitat for all five 
Pacific Salmon species native to Alaska waters.  Such habitat is relatively common 
throughout Alaska. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-791 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

 Page A-114 

Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Anchorage 

The Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC encompasses an extremely large amount of land 
compared to the relatively small areas identified as sheefish spawning areas in the Big 
River Drainage.  We recommend BLM describe the reasons that such a large area 
upstream of the identified sheefish spawning areas is needed and why narrower riparian 
corridors would not be sufficient. We also request BLM explain the discrepancy between 
the ACEC rationale and the WSR eligibility report, which only describes the Big River as a 
salmon spawning stream and a foraging area for brown bears. That the sheefish resource 
was omitted from the WSR report raises questions about the ACEC report’s evaluation of 
important resources. 
It is also unclear why the proposed Sheefish ACEC includes BLM lands east of the known 
sheefish spawning areas, including a portion of the INHT (see general comment about 
ACEC/CSU overlap). Because the Sheefish ACEC is being carried forward for fisheries 
resources and the historic resources are limited to the INHT, an area already protected as 
a CSU, we request the eastern areas that include the INHT but not downstream sheefish 
spawning habitat be removed from the proposed ACEC. We request the Sheefish ACEC 
be sized to provide the necessary protections to the identified sheefish spawning areas, 
and that adequate justifications be provided. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-792 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik River Watershed  
The rationale for determination on page 44 for fish or wildlife resources mentions Wood 
bison as a species important to subsistence users in the area.  While the recently re-
introduced Wood bison is culturally important and may eventually become an important 
food resource for local area residents, we request the sentence be revised to accurately 
portray its current status. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-793 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The Anvik River Watershed ACEC analysis acknowledges potential significance of cultural 
sites, if they were to be evaluated, but then the document states that they are not 
important values, even though this remains unknown.  We question BLM’s intent and 
application of the ACEC criteria for this area. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-794 
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Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik Traditional Trapping Area  
This area was nominated for wildlife resources, with no reference of cultural resources 
by the nominators. In its evaluation BLM found that habitat and species diversity did not 
meet the importance criteria under its wildlife evaluation, but did propose to carry the 
ACEC forward under cultural resources criteria, using the INHT and WSR Act, even though 
there is no designated WSR within the ACEC. We disagree with repurposing an area 
nominated for one resource (wildlife) without sufficient justification for another 
(cultural). 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-795 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The Anvik Traditional Trapping Area ACEC states that this area is low and marshy, which 
is the justification for the assessment that it has a low potential for cultural resources. Is 
this analysis truly suggesting that all 22,000 acres are low and marshy and therefore, 
have low potential for archaeological resources? This seems to be a broad, generalized 
statement with little basis. If this proposed ACEC is already being recognized for having 
relevance and importance for cultural resource values, why is it necessary to make the 
generalized statement that it has otherwise low potential for archaeological resources 
when that information is unknown? 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-796 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Unalakleet River Watershed  
The rationale statement on page 59, “Projected climate change in the Unalakleet Arctic 
renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change”, is a 
blanket statement that could be made about any area.  ACEC designations would not 
change the potential effects of projected climate change. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-797 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Tenmile River Watershed  
The rationale statement on page 73, “Projected climate change in the Unalakleet Arctic 
renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change”, is a 
blanket statement that could be made about any area.  ACEC designations would not 
change the potential effects of projected climate change.  

Issue 23 Sent In AC-798 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Tenmile River Watershed  
We do agree that there is value in the spawning areas for Chinook and coho salmon, 
whitefish and other fish, but these values are not unique to the area and such habitat is 
common throughout Alaska. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-799 
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Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
A portion of the Tenmile Watershed is within the Unalakleet National Wild River.  BLM 
has not provided justification as to why it is necessary to add additional layers of 
protection through ACECs to this area. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-800 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The table for the Tenmile River Watershed ACEC contains conflicting statements.  Based 
on BLM’s analysis, it appears the table should state that cultural resources are fragile, 
sensitive, rare, etc. (table says “No” at present).  The same is applicable for whether the 
cultural resources warrant protection.  Based on the analysis presented, it appears they 
should have been found relevant and important (table says “No” at present). 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-801 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Unalakleet  
This proposed 1.5 million acre ACEC, one of the largest nationally, meets the relevance 
and importance criteria for cultural resources and fisheries resources per the table. 
However, most, if not all of the identified cultural resources are already within the 
Unalakleet WSR and the INHT CSU and are afforded protections through those 
designations. The evaluation of importance states that no locally, or more than locally, 
significant fisheries qualities have been identified. The rationale states that fisheries are 
not sufficient to carry forward this ACEC however, the “Carry forward…” section states 
that fisheries are relevant and important, despite other information stating the fisheries 
resource does not meet the importance criterion. We question BLM’s justification for this 
ACEC under either cultural or fisheries resources and request adequate justification for 
carrying forward and clarification of the multiple conflicting statements. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-802 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Kateel River  
The justification does not describe any negative impact from the lack of mineral closures 
in the existing ACEC since it was nominated, and we are not aware of any negative 
effects. Adequate justification must be provided to move this ACEC forward, particularly 
given its significant size.  

Issue 23 Sent In AC-803 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Nulato River  
 “Significant climate change in the Nulato arctic renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife 
resources vulnerable to adverse change” (page 119), is a blanket statement that could be 
made about any area.  ACEC designation would not change the potential effects of 
projected climate change. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-804 
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Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Bonasila River Watershed 
In the Bonasila River Watershed ACEC analysis, rather than stating that the sites do not 
warrant protection, should state that they need to be evaluated for National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) -eligibility, the results of which would inform whether they 
warrant protection. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-805 

Anchorage 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Old Anvik Village Area & Egavik Creek Watershed 
The Old Anvik Village Area ACEC and the Egavik Creek Watershed ACEC may be more 
than locally significant. We don’t know since sites within those areas have yet to be 
evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. Also, the analysis states that the areas are not fragile, 
sensitive, rare, etc. However, if the village site were found to be eligible for the NRHP as a 
traditional cultural property, it could be characterized as such in the document. It would 
be considered a property of traditional and religious concern to Tribes, which would 
heighten its significance under NEPA and NHPA. 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-806 

Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The report indicates several of the rivers determined to be eligible are within an existing 
ACEC designation.  We assume that is considered additional justification for a river’s 
eligibility determination, although that is unclear.  We request BLM consider these 
designations separately.  Layering designations is redundant and is likely to cause 
unnecessary confusion when considering the hierarchy associated with any competing 
authorities and management prescriptions. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-807 
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Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
Further, the eligibility report lacks the detailed information necessary to evaluate a 
river’s eligibility. Each of the 22 rivers considered eligible identifies fish resources as an 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV), and the fish resource was the sole ORV for 17 of 
the rivers. However, the vast majority of the descriptions lack even a brief description of 
the fish resources beyond saying the river is “crucial fish habitat.” The descriptions for 
the following 15 rivers lack any identification of the fish resource or why it is 
outstandingly remarkable, and make no mention of species, habitat type, or any other 
fisheries-related information: • Page 13, 2.2.2 Bear Creek (Nikolai) • Page 14 2.2.4 Black 
Water Creek • Page 14 2.2.5 Canyon Creek • Page 14 2.2.6 Khuchaynik Creek • Page 16 
2.2.9 Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River • Page 16 2.2.10 North Fork Unalakleet River • 
Page 16 2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak) • Page 16 2.2.12 Otter Creek (Anvik) • Page 17 2.2.13 
Pitka Fork Middle Fork Kuskokwim River • Page 17 2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai)• Page 17 
2.2.15 Sheep Creek  • Page 17 2.2.16 Sullivan Creek • Page 18 2.2.17 Swift River (Anvik) • 
Page 18 2.2.19 Theodore Creek • Page 20 2.2.21 Yellow River 
We request that BLM briefly describe the fish resource and why it is outstandingly 
remarkable for each of the eligible rivers. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-808 

Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
We also request BLM describe its area of consideration for comparative analysis per BLM 
Manual 6400. The table often simply states “Regional” without describing the boundaries 
of what is considered regional. Also, some areas of comparative analysis appear too 
small, such as using the Unalakleet River as the area of consideration for evaluating the 
North Fork of the Unalakleet River. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-809 

Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The only historic resource identified in the report is the Iditarod National Historic Trail. It 
is unclear why the presence of the INHT constitutes an ORV for these rivers, considering 
the INHT crosses myriad waterways over its 2300-mile length.  

Issue 22 Sent In AC-810 
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Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The description of the Anvik River, which has ORVs for cultural and historic values, only 
states that “This river corridor which appears to provide important access and fishery 
resources suggest a moderate to high potential for the discovery of cultural resources.” 
The Middle Fork Kuskokwim and Sullivan Creek have a historic ORV, but the only 
justification is that the INHT is within the area of those rivers. We request the BLM 
further describe why these historic and cultural resources are outstandingly remarkable, 
and describe its area of consideration for comparative analysis beyond simply stating 
“Regional.” 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-811 

Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
Section 2.2, Explanations of the Eligibility Determination for 22 Waterways, indicates that 
numerous waterway descriptions simply identify “fish resources” as outstandingly 
remarkable values yet fail to describe how the fish resources are outstandingly 
remarkable. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-812 

Anchorage 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
It would be useful to compare the waterways deemed eligible for WSR designation to 
other waterways in the area that were found not eligible.  There must be a resource 
demonstrating outstanding remarkable values above and beyond those of other rivers in 
the region.  Something unique must be present in the waterway, and this needs to be 
fully disclosed and described to support an eligibility finding. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-813 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
Pages 8-10.  “Table 1. Summary Of River Segment Eligibility And Tentative Classification” 
lists whether the river is located partially within an ACEC, which is unrelated to river 
segment eligibility under WSR classification. The inclusion of ACEC status within this table 
is confusing, and such references should be removed. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-814 

Anchorage 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
Page 11, “Figure 1. WSR Eligibility Status of all 22 Waterways Analyzed by the BLM.” The 
22 eligible rivers should be labeled on the map. 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-815 

Anchorage 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.2 Anvik River, page 13.  The state file on the Anvik River indicates that the state 
considers this river to be navigable.   

Issue 22 Sent In AC-816 
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Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.3 Big River, page 14. Tributary to the Kuskokwim main stem.  BLM records show the 
Big River is navigable 38 miles, while state records indicate the river to be navigable 
upstream to approximately river mile 137. 
The description mentions that the Big River is a salmon spawning stream and a foraging 
area for brown bears, but makes no mention of sheefish, despite BLM’s proposal to 
designate 700,000 acres for an ACEC because of the Big River’s sheefish spawning 
habitat. The description also incorrectly describes the Big River mouth as reaching the 
Pacific Ocean; the Big River flows into the Kuskokwim River, not the Pacific Ocean 
directly. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-817 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.4 Black Water Creek.  Tributary to the Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim; confluence 
with MF in Section 11. T. 33 N., R. 30 W., SM. In an August 11, 1981 determination the 
Black Water Creek was determined navigable upstream to NE¼SE¼ Section 32, T. 33 N. R. 
30 W. SM. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-818 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.7 Kuskokwim River, page 15.  The entire length of the main stem of the Kuskokwim 
River is navigable from its mouth upstream to Medfra where it splits into the North, East, 
and South Forks and the State of Alaska has a RDI on file for the main stem of the river, 
with the North, East and South Forks of the Kuskokwim also navigable. 
The Kuskokwim River has been determined navigable and the BLM only manages 0.4 
percent of the total uplands. We request that BLM take a hard look to determine if the 
outstanding remarkable fish resource value occurs on BLM lands in sufficient quantity to 
qualify as an ORV.   

Issue 22 Sent In AC-819 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.9 Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River, page 16.  Determined by the BLM to be 
navigable up to the mouth of the Pitka Fork in Section 22, T. 33 N., R. 29 W., SM. based 
on “Alaska’s Kuskokwim Region a History” (1985).  In an August 11, 1981 determination 
the Middle Fork was determined navigable upstream to its “Juncture with the Windy 
Fork”. 
However the Iditarod National Historic Trail is not within the boundary of the Middle 
Fork Kuskokwim River where BLM manages the uplands, and the historic trail is not 
directly related to this river, nor does it owe its location or existence to the presence of 
the Middle Fork Kuskokwim River.  We request the historic ORV be removed for the 
Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-820 
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Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.10 North Fork Unalakleet River.  Currently designated WSRC.  Administratively 
determined navigable within the WSRC from its confluence with the Unalakleet River 
upstream to the northern boundary of Section 26, T. 17 N., R. 7 W., KRM. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-821 

Anchorage 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak). The Tuluksak River is navigable upstream of the confluence 
with Otter Creek but there is no navigability data for Otter Creek. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-822 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.13 Pitka Fork, page17.  Tributary to the Middle Fork , navigable from the confluence 
with the Middle Fork upstream to S032N028W06; may be navigable further upstream to 
S031N028W14 but BLM records just go to S032N028W06. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-823 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai), page 17.  A Tributary to Pitka Fork, confluence in 
S032N028W05; BLM data show a short segment, approximately 3.5 miles, of the Salmon 
River is navigable from confluence with Pitka Fork up to the forks in S032N028W03. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-824 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.18 Tatlawiksuk River, page 18. In an August 25, 1982 Final Easements for The 
Kuskokwim Corporation the Tatlawiksuk River was determined to be both a major 
waterway and Navigable. On August 18, 1988 the BLM determined the lower reaches 
within T. 21 N., R. 38 W., SM. navigable. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-825 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.20 Unalakleet River, page 18. State records indicate the Unalakleet River is navigable 
up to the confluence with Tenmile Creek in K016S005W22. We question the inclusion of 
the Unalakleet River in this eligibility study since it is already been identified by Congress 
under Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as a designated wild river.  The 
eligibility study contained in this report is the first step in the evaluation of rivers for 
possible inclusion in the National System and should not be applied to designated rivers. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-826 

Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.21 Yellow River, page 20.  Tributary to the Anvik River; confluence in S033N060W28.  
There are no navigability records in SDMS, however, there is a Native Allotment (NA) on 
the river in S034N059W32.  The records indicate the NA has been surveyed.  The case file 
number is AKFF 013797.  A NA on a river is a good indication that the water body may be 
navigable because the allotees usually use boats for access to their allotment. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-827 
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Anchorage 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.22 Yukon River, page 21.  The Yukon River is navigable from its mouth to the 
Alaska/Canada border.  We question the inclusion of the Yukon River in this report, as it 
is a heavily used international river. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-828 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Chapter 1. Wilderness Characteristics Inventory] 
Similarly, the analysis conducted by the Anchorage Field Office recognizes that when 
evaluating an area’s naturalness, existing human-made “impacts” may still be present 
provided “they are substantially unnoticeable in the area as a whole.”  
We understand the apparent intent is to not rule out lands with existing uses that are 
largely unnoticeable, but the analysis must first consider whether certain uses or 
activities are allowed by ANILCA in designated Wilderness.  If the uses are allowed within 
designated Wilderness in Alaska, it is not necessary to further evaluate whether they are 
“substantially unnoticeable.”  The allowances are the baseline for both inventory and 
management purposes. 
When evaluating whether an area possesses outstanding opportunities for solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation, the Anchorage Field Office report clarifies 
that an area does not have to possess both solitude and a primitive and unconfined type 
of recreation, and does not need to occur on every acre inventoried.  We agree with this 
statement; however, the report also needs to clarify what those activities might consist 
of in the planning area where motorized use is not only authorized under ANILCA in 
designated Wilderness, but is essential to accessing these remote lands and critical to the 
lifestyle of Alaska’s rural residents. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-829 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
We understand the inventory of wilderness characteristics is separate from management 
actions, which will be determined through the land use planning process.  However, 
simply equating wilderness characteristics with the ideals of the Wilderness Act in the 
inventory, without qualifying that wilderness character in Alaska is modified by statutory 
allowances in ANILCA to accommodate the unique Alaska context, results in proposed 
management prescriptions, which are either inconsistent with ANILCA or inappropriate 
for Alaska, or both. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-830 
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Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 1, 1.1 Introduction, first paragraph, last sentence:  The “authority for addressing 
wilderness characteristics” does not come from FLPMA Section 201, Section 2(c) of the 
Wilderness Act or ANILCA.  What FLPMA does do is direct BLM to conduct an inventory of 
public lands and their resource and other values, while Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act 
defines wilderness character, and ANILCA provides for special allowances and exceptions 
to the Wilderness Act, which apply to all designated Wilderness in Alaska.  

Issue 8 Sent In AC-831 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Chapter 3. Next Step: Determine Lands Proposed for Protection of Wilderness Character] 
However, the specific bulleted list of activities, uses and decisions that will be allowed 
where wilderness characteristics are maintained is incomplete. Please add the following 
activities, which are either allowed in designated Wilderness under ANILCA or facilitate 
common uses in the area without detrimental impacts, including state management 
activities: jet boats, new and existing public use cabins for public health and safety, 
trapping cabins, subsistence wood cutting, recreational OHV use on existing and BLM 
managed trails, with weight limits that are consistent with requirements on adjacent 
state lands, subsistence OHV use, and administrative use of helicopters. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-832 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 87, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph: Title VIII protects subsistence use and 
access, not just access as noted.  Further, Title VIII establishes a priority for subsistence 
use by rural residents when there is a documented resource shortage.  Lastly, the Title XI 
Transportation and Utility System (TUS) process also applies to the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail (INHT), which along with wild and scenic rivers, is defined as a CSU under 
ANILCA. 

Issue 27 Sent In AC-833 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, first full paragraph:  This section would benefit from a 
better explanation of the limited land use in the area.  Limited access and 17(d)(1) 
withdrawals may be contributing factors but the number of villages and other federally 
designated lands in the area, remoteness, resource potential, and other factors should 
also be considered. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-834 
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Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, second paragraph:  Designated Wilderness is defined by 
ANILCA as a CSU; therefore, any provision in ANILCA that applies in a CSU should be 
considered when determining uses that can be maintained when managing to protect 
wilderness characteristics.  See the State’s scoping comments for a list of ANILCA 
provisions that apply to CSUs in Alaska. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-835 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Mineral entry – should BLM propose a new withdrawal to prohibit mineral entry for the 
purpose of protecting wilderness characteristics, ANILCA Section 1326(a) would apply 
and Congressional approval would be needed.  The State objects to retaining ANCSA 
17(d)(1) withdrawals for a new purpose without following the requirements for new 
withdrawals in ANILCA Section 1326(a). 
• Lands available for disposal – see comment on first bullet regarding withdrawals. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-836 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Summer OHV use off of BLM-designated trails (not existing trails) – this bullet seems to 
indicate that existing trails (but not designated trails) are incompatible with protecting 
wilderness characteristics, which does not make sense if they do not preclude being 
accounted for in the wilderness characteristics inventory (see Chapter 1, page 6).  This 
bullet also seems to conflict with a similarly worded OHV bullet on the “allowed” list.  In 
addition, subsistence OHV use is allowed under ANILCA Section 811 (i.e. other means of 
surface transportation traditionally employed).  Prohibiting off trail use is a restriction of 
an ANILCA protected method of access and is subject to the ANILCA closure process (i.e. 
reasonable regulation) to consider site specific need and impacts to subsistence users.  It 
should not be categorically excluded as a means to protect wilderness characteristics. We 
request this bullet be removed from the “incompatible” list. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-837 
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Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Leasing with surface occupancy with no exceptions, waivers, or modifications – this 
bullet needs clarification.  Is leasing with surface occupancy with exceptions, waivers, or 
modifications compatible?  Examples would be helpful.  Withdrawals over 5,000 acres in 
the aggregate are subject to ANILCA Section 1326(a).  See comment on first bullet. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-838 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Right-of-way exclusion areas – the ANILCA Title XI TUS process applies to all CSUs, 
which includes designated Wilderness, national trails and wild and scenic rivers.  Title XI 
clarifies that Congress found that Alaska’s transportation and utility network was largely 
undeveloped and as such, a process was established to ensure such projects would be 
given adequate consideration.  Applying Right-of-Way exclusion or avoidance 
designations to CSUs (i.e. IDNT and wild and scenic rivers) is inconsistent with ANILCA.  
Applying these designations to areas where wilderness characteristics are being 
protected would make these areas more restrictively managed than congressionally 
designated Wilderness in Alaska.  We request this bullet be removed. 
• Construction of new roads – see comment on previous bullet.  We request this bullet 
be removed. 
• Mineral material sales – see comment on right-of-way bullet. Given the State’s limited 
infrastructure as noted in ANILCA Title XI, BLM needs to consider the appropriateness of 
this prohibition and instead evaluate proposals on a case by case basis, rather than a 
blanket prohibition on all lands managed to protect wilderness characteristics. We 
request this bullet be removed. 

Issue 30 Sent In AC-839 
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Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Commercial or personal-use wood-cutting permits – it is unclear if the intent in this 
section is to prohibit personal use wood cutting in areas where wilderness characteristics 
are being protected or to possibly allow such use with a permit.  Regardless, if BLM is 
proposing to restrict the use altogether or require a permit, ANILCA protects subsistence 
use of wild, renewable resources for direct personal or family consumption as food, 
shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, or transportation on all public lands (ANILCA Section 803).  
Any restriction, including requiring a permit would be subject to an ANILCA closure 
process. We do not support requiring permits for subsistence activities unless there is a 
site-specific need to protect the resource. We note that BLM responses during public 
outreach meetings to questions about possible permit requirements did not indicate any 
known resource protection issues or needs. We request this bullet only apply to 
commercial use when necessary. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-840 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Construction of new structures and facilities unrelated to the preservation or 
enhancement of wilderness characteristics or necessary for the management of uses 
allowed under the land use plan – numerous provisions of ANILCA allow structures or 
facilities in designated Wilderness, such as cabins and shelters.  See the State’s scoping 
comments for a more complete list.  New structures and facilities should be considered 
on a case by case basis, where permit stipulations and other mitigating factors can be 
taken into consideration. We request this bullet be removed. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-841 

Anchorage 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 89, Manageability, Other Statutory Requirements:  While we recognize these are 
examples of statutory requirements, given the relevance to this planning process, we 
request ANILCA be included. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-842 
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Anchorage 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Page 6, Distance Zones.  The distance zones are excessive and appear designed for the 
North Slope or another area that generally lacks trees.   A person standing on the Iditarod 
Trail in the Farewell Burn area would have a very difficult time seeing any distance from 
the trail due to the dense black spruce present in the area and the relatively flat terrain.  
The Alaska Range to the south is visible primarily due to the elevation gain. 

Issue 10 Sent In AC-843 

Anchorage 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Table 5.  Scenic Quality Field Inventory – Tanana-Kuskokwim, page 12.  We note that the 
Farewell Airport in T.28 N., R., 25 W., Seward Meridian and the associated jeep/ATV trails 
have not been identified in this report under cultural resources.  The runway aligned NW 
to SE is approximately 5,000’ and the runway aligned NE to SW is approximately 4,000 
feet.  

Issue 9 Sent In AC-844 

Anchorage 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Table 6.  Scenic Quality Field Inventory – Lime Hills, page Re15.  This table needs to be 
revisited.  The Iditarod Trail, the Rohn area, and the Denali National Park and Preserve 
are not in the Lime Hills unit. 

Issue 10 Sent In AC-845 

Anchorage 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Page 21, Visual Sensitivity Worksheets, Table 11.   We question the extensive area 
classified as highly sensitive in Figure 7, page 33, since the overall sensitivity level rating 
for the Tanana-Kuskokwim lowlands, Table 11, is low and the highest rating in the table is 
a medium.  It appears that the area is highly sensitive only due to its proximity to the 
Iditarod Trail. 

Issue 10 Sent In AC-846 

Anchorage 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
2. Priority Fish Species, Table 1. Draft List of Priority Fish Species.  We suggest adding 
recreation to the Priority Status for chum salmon.  During this period of low Chinook 
salmon abundance, chum salmon are becoming more important to anglers. 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-847 

Anchorage 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
2. Priority Fish Species, Table 1. Draft List of Priority Fish Species.  References in the ACEC 
report imply that BLM places importance on the presence within BSWI of all five Pacific 
salmon species native to Alaska. We request BLM explain its reason for not including pink 
and sockeye salmon on its priority fish species list for the watershed framework analysis. 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-848 
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Anchorage 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
4.2 Watershed Aquatic Resource Value Model. We request that BLM provide the scoring 
tables for waterbodies that received high scores for “Unique or Rare Fishery Resource or 
Habitat (Incl. BLM SSS? Watch sp.).” It is important to show the work for this value since 
it relies on professional judgment, and because the Watershed Aquatic Resource Values 
in BSWI map appears to include areas where BLM does not manage along waters with 
high aquatic resource values. We appreciate the value of the model, but would also like 
to see a narrative description of the watersheds’ values, conditions, history, and current 
use to illustrate the need for special management. Considering the large role Riparian 
Conservation Area-based restrictions play in the preliminary alternatives concepts, it is 
important BLM use both the model values and plain-language interpretation of the 
model so that the public can understand both the roots and the implications of the RCA 
decisions. 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-849 

Anchorage 

As a cooperating agency, the State requests the opportunity to assist the BLM in the final 
determination of any special designation that will be proposed in the planning area.  It is 
critical that any special designation be scientifically supported and justified, fills a hole in 
the regulatory framework, and provides meaningful protections that can be reasonably 
implemented in this remote area. We further request that the State be included in the 
WSR suitability technical working group. 

Issue 26 Sent In AC-850 

Anchorage 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s)] 
Alternatives 1 and 3 are inconsistent; in some actions  alternative 1 is more restrictive to 
development and in other actions in the same Section alternative 3 is more restrictive. 
Not all actions under one Alternative are consistent with other actions. Example: "No 
Surface Occupancy" Alternative 1 is not consistent with "Withdrawals" Alternative 1, but 
is consistent with "Withdrawals" Alternative 3 . 

Issue 31 Sent In AC-855 

Anchorage 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
No Surface Occupancy, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of locatable minerals within watershed 
but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with 
Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-856 
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Anchorage 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Mining Transportation, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 3 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing occupancy and 
travel at a development site within designated watershed but outside of a 300-foot 
buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-857 

Anchorage 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 3 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing mineral 
exploration, development and mining within watershed but outside of a 300-foot buffer 
of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-858 

Anchorage 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
OHV, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 1 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing travel 
associated with a development site within a designated watershed but outside of a 300-
foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 
3.6 . 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-859 

Anchorage 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Right of Way Exclusion Areas, Alternatives Table] 
The distinction between exclusion and avoidance areas is unclear, this action seems to be 
strictly targeted at a single proposed utility ROW and is not consistent  with Goals 
outlined in Section 3.6  

Issue 11 Sent In AC-860 

Anchorage 

[3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s)] 
For each action, Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of locatable minerals 
within designated habitat areas with stipulations   -- Would be consistent with Goals 
outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 16 Sent In AC-861 
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Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
4. Develop...] 
The use of the word "tiered" does not make any sense in this sentence; was a different 
word intended? What at the tiers? Is the goal of the RMP really to "…increase the 
processing time within the BLM"? This goal needs to be re-written in an understandable 
fashion. 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-862 

Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Actions Common to Alternatives 
4. Establish a BSWI Placer…] 
The statement in this action is full of jargon, and is not comprehensible to someone 
outside of BLM, what does "NOT notice exploration but actual mining" mean? What does 
"tiered" mean? 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-863 

Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Header] 
The header states: "Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, 
Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions. " This should 
probably state: "Refer to Locatable and Salable Minerals Occurrence and Development 
Potential Report..." 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-864 

Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Cumulative effects of placer mines] 
"No cumulative effects restrictions" as an alternative is most consistent with goals 
outlined in Section 3.6 . Placer gold, particularly in the this planning area, occurs in 
clusters of drainages. Some 6th level HUCs in the region will be more intensively mined 
because that "is where the gold is", while the large majority of the larger HUC will be 
untouched because there are no commercial concentrations of gold.  

Issue 14 Sent In AC-865 
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Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals] 
Alternative 3 is preferred and most consistent with the goals listed for this Section. 
Alternative 1 would be a step towards the goals outlined in this section. However, any 
new closures under newly established RCA or ACEC designations should be subject to 
prior existing rights. Withdrawing RCA watersheds in their entirety is not consistent with 
some of the alternative actions in Section 3.2.   

Issue 14 Sent In AC-866 

Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] 
spell out "IM" 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-867 

Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] 
There is a mis-spelled word in this phrase: "measurement rods (dived into 1 foot 
increments) in each phot…" perhaps "divided" 

Issue 32 Sent In AC-868 

Anchorage 

[3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals] 
Alternative 1 Is most consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-869 

Anchorage 

[3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Right-of-way Exclusion & Avoidance] 
Alternative 1 Is most consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-870 
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Anchorage 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts;  and 3.7 Leasable Minerals 
Preliminary Alternatives Concepts] 
Construction material resources are required for the development, maintenance, and 
expansion of critical infrastructure including roads, pipelines, airports, businesses, 
residences, utilities, communication facilities, and similar types of projects. Transport of 
materials over any significant distance (e.g., more than 1000 ft from an existing road) 
quickly makes their use cost prohibitive, thus lack of material sites within a reasonable 
distance from projects effectively prevents maintenance and development activities that 
are necessary and/or desirable. Recognizing the critical need for construction material 
resources wherever infrastructure is present or planned, DNR-DGGS strongly 
recommends that the Plan explicitly address the issue so as to facilitate appropriate 
development and maintenance activities wherever they may occur. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-871 

Anchorage 

[Forestry Resources] 
We request that  timber harvest not be limited to winter harvest only as this ties the 
hand of the land manager both operationally and silviculturally, and road construction 
meeting BMP's should be allowed. 

Issue 4 Sent In AC-872 

Anchorage 
BLM should allow for salvage timber harvesting in the INHT corridor. And salvage of dead 
trees for commercial and personal use. Issue 4 Sent In AC-873 

Anchorage BLM should allow transportation corridors at right angles to trails for safe crossings Issue 11 Sent In AC-874 
Anchorage BSWI Preliminary_Alternatives SOA comments 5.29.15.docx [Entire document] Issue 32 Sent In AC-875 
Anchorage DOTNR_Preliminary Alter Concepts Review Comments (2).xls [Entire document] Issue 32 Sent In AC-876 

Anchorage 

[Comment JC4 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Fish Resources] 
Without specific justification, 300 feet appears to be an unnecessarily excessive buffer.  
The State’s area management plan only requires a 100 feet buffer from ordinary high 
water (DNR Kuskokwim Area Plan, 1988).  For consistency and to recognize that ANILCA 
Title XI allows for authorization of transportation and utility systems within CSUs, 
including wild and scenic rivers, we request the following revision: No surface occupancy 
within 100 feet of fish bearing streams, unless authorized pursuant to ANILCA Title XI. 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-877 
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Anchorage 

[Comment PB6 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
A right-of-way avoidance area for underground utilities would be established in the 
Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area] 
What impacts would this have on existing applications / authorizations? 

Issue 23 Sent In AC-878 

Anchorage 

[Comment ARL8 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources] 
We request justification for imposing a permit system on subsistence users to harvest 
forest products and firewood for personal use.  ANILCA Section 802 states “It is hereby 
declared to be the policy of Congress that…..the utilization of the public lands in Alaska is 
to cause the least adverse impact possible on rural residents who depend upon 
subsistence resources of such lands.”  We recommend BLM review NPS and FWS 
subsistence regulations, which allow this use without a permit, to ensure that BLM is not 
being more restrictive than other Interior agencies and that restrictions to subsistence 
use and access are not burdening subsistence users.  We also suggest BLM consider 
whether it has the resources to administer such a permit system. 

Issue 4 Sent In AC-879 

Anchorage 

[Comment JC9 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources] 
While this is worded as an allowance, all other areas would be closed to these particular 
subsistence uses.  If carried forward, site-specific justification and adherence to an 
ANILCA closure process, separate from the planning process, would be necessary (see 
NPS and FWS regulations, which allow this use without a permit).  See also above 
comment regarding a subsistence permit system. 

Issue 27 Sent In AC-880 
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Anchorage 

[Comment DC11 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources 
Only winter harvests are allowed to minimize disturbance to soils and ground vegetation, 
as necessary to protect resources.] 
This requirement would prevent users from gathering forest products that are only 
available in the summer (e.g. berries and other plant materials).  See above comments 
regarding subsistence closures. 

Issue 27 Sent In AC-881 

Anchorage 

[Comment D20 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Objective(s) 1.] 
This implies BLM has authority to manage fishery populations.  The Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game is responsible for the management and sustainability of all fish and 
wildlife regardless of land ownership or designation and manages on the sustained yield 
principle.  We recommend changing the language. 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-882 

Anchorage 

[Comment D24 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Actions Common to All Action Alternatives; River Crossings] 
By requiring three years data, the data and timeframe requirements are too stringent 
and requiring this level of monitoring for all crossings may inadvertently reduce the 
resources available to monitor crossings that are truly a concern.  Proposed stream 
crossings should be managed on a case by case scenario rather than blanket regulations, 
such as described above. 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-883 

Anchorage 

[Comment PB31 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Alt 3; No Surface Occupancy] 
Would this include all types of suction dredging?  Suction dredging, depending on hose 
size can be authorized by a general permit, or may require an annual application – and 
these users don’t have valid existing rights.  Should exclude beds of state owned / 
navigable waters. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-884 
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Anchorage 

[Comment DC37 
3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Alt 3; No Surface Occupancy] 
This statement implies that BLM has the authority to set annual harvest levels.  We 
request the language reflect BLM’s actual authority and request the Alaska Board of 
Game and Federal Subsistence Board authority to set harvest, seasons and bag limits be 
appropriately acknowledged.   

Issue 16 Sent In AC-885 

Anchorage 

[Comment ARL41 
We recommend general timeframe guidelines with site-specific, case-by-case 
requirements. There should be flexibility to address the times when caribou are actually 
in or likely to be in the specific area rather than set time periods.  This comment applies 
to all blanket time period restrictions in the alternatives. 

Issue 16 Sent In AC-886 

Anchorage 

[Comment PBM47 
3.4 Grazing Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; The following areas would be closed to reindeer grazing] 
How will these areas be determined? The whole concept seems overly restrictive against 
reindeer grazing opportunities, especially given the unknown acreage that could be LWC. 

Issue 3 Sent In AC-887 

Anchorage 

[Comment PB67 
3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 1; Right-of-way (ROW) Exclusion & Avoidance] 
This isn’t a realistic alternative.  Most of these items actually. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-888 

Anchorage 

[Comment PBM73 
3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; Permits and 2920 Leases] 
The old Alaska Roadhouse trail system had roadhouses about 20 miles from each other, 
the distance a person could travel in a day.  Locations of trapping cabins should be on a 
case by case instance. This seems designed to limit to the greatest extent possible to 
ability of anyone to build a trapping cabin.  30 miles is a long way to travel in a day, and 
set traps. 

Issue 19 Sent In AC-889 
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Anchorage 

[Comment PBM85 
3.12 Forestry Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Timber harvest permit priority areas  
Just one rule should be developed for the area, and not a mish mash of distances. The 
rule should be easy to understand and not require permits. The section below is 
confusing and would be hard to interpret on the ground 

Issue 4 Sent In AC-890 

Anchorage 

[Comment DC94 
3.14 Vegetation Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; Cumulative Management] 
The effect of permafrost thaw may or may not be compounded by additional surface 
disturbance, depending on site specific conditions.  This management alternative may 
displace activities from areas of thaw to other areas of intact permafrost—a 
displacement which may not be desirable in all circumstances.  Also, are there current 
surveys that project current permafrost and vegetation composition to 
measure/compare change over time? 

Issue 6 Sent In AC-891 

Anchorage 

[Comment JC113 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR 
PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
LWC travel management area...] 
Prohibiting subsistence OHV use except for existing trails is a closure to an allowed use 
provided by Sec. 811 of ANILCA.  We recommend deleting subsistence from this action. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-892 

Anchorage 

[Comment JC114 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR 
PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
LWC travel management area...] 
We question why the weight limit and size limit for winter OHV use, while the ground is 
protected, is lower than for summer OHV use. 

Issue 11 Sent In AC-893 
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Anchorage 

[Comment PB117 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR 
PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
Inventory of qualifying parcels] 
For perspective, from 2012 data, BLM manages 72,958,757 acres in Alaska.  This equates 
to more than 18 percent of the land that BLM manages in Alaska is now being considered 
for wilderness protection, in this RMP alone.  

Issue 8 Sent In AC-894 

Anchorage 

[Comment DC133 
3.19 Wild and Scenic Rivers Preliminary Alternatives Concepts  
Alt 3; 22 eligible...] 
Anvik River No data in BLM's SDMS; State says navigable up to approximately river mile 
150, upper limit of navigability not well defined. There is a Native allotment (AKAA 
083173A) on the Anvik in K023S008W30. 

Issue 22 Sent In AC-895 

Other/Unknown 

Many large tracts of lands that were conveyed to Doyon from the United States under 
ANCSA are now surrounded by CSUs. As a result of this planning process, even more 
Doyon lands could be surrounded by or adjacent to river segments proposed for Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act ("WSRN') designation, lands proposed to be maintained for 
wilderness characteristics, or Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ("ACECs"). As a 
result of the location ofDoyon's lands and the location of resource exploration and 
development activity on those lands, Doyon anticipates that it ultimately will need to 
obtain access across certain CSUs in Alaska pursuant to Title XI of ANILCA and, more so in 
the case of the BSWI Planning Area, across other federal, BLM-managed lands pursuant 
to ANILCA Section 1323(b). Further enveloping Doyon's lands within Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, lands to be maintained for wilderness characteristics, and/or ACECs would further 
complicate access to and use of Doyon lands, and potentially prevent Doyon from fully 
realizing the economic and other benefits that Congress intended it would enjoy as a 
result of ANCSA's settlement of aboriginal land claims. 

Issue 19 Sent In DO-647 

Other/Unknown 

Doyon generally opposes recommending additional river segments for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers ("NWSR'') System. NWSR recommendation and 
designation imposes significant restrictions on the use of, and access to, surrounding 
lands. Recommendation and designation of additional river segments reviewed in 
connection with this planning effort could prevent Doyon from reasonably accessing its 
lands and enjoying the full economic benefit of those lands as intended by ANCSA. 

Issue 22 Sent In DO-648 
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Other/Unknown 

Yukon River 
In its WSR Eligibility Report, BLM explains that the Yukon River has been found eligible 
and was assigned a tentative classification of wild. The relevant factors that BLM has 
identified for consideration as part of a suitability evaluation do not support a suitability 
determination for the Yukon River. Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges BLM to determine 
the Yukon River nonsuitable for designation under the WSRA.  

Issue 22 Sent In DO-649 

Other/Unknown 

Yukon River 
[BLM Manual, 6400- Wild and Scenic Rivers -Policy and Program Direction for 
Identification, Evaluation, Planning, and Management (Public), pp. 3-4 (BLM July 12, 
2012).] These considerations should weigh heavily against any finding that the Yukon 
River may be suitable for designation under the WSRA. 

Issue 22 Sent In DO-650 

Other/Unknown 

Yukon River 
In addition, designation of the Yukon River as a Wild & Scenic River would adversely 
impact historical and important uses of the river. As the WSR Eligibility Report states, 
"[t]he Yukon River is a major watercourse of northwestern North America." Id., pp. 10, 
21. As the Report states, "[t]he villages along the Yukon have historically and continue to 
rely on salmon for their cultural, subsistence, and commercial needs." Id., pp. 10, 21. 
However, these small, isolated communities have historically relied on and continue to 
rely on the Yukon River for far more than that. 

Issue 22 Sent In DO-651 

Other/Unknown 

Kuskokwim River 
Consideration of the relevant questions and factors similarly fails to support a 
detennination of suitability for the Kuskokwim River. Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges 
BLM to determine the Kuskokwim River nonsuitable for designation under the WSRA. 

Issue 22 Sent In DO-652 
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Kuskokwim River 
Further, designation of the Kuskokwim River as a Wild & Scenic River would adversely 
impact historical and important uses of the river. As stated in the WSR Eligibility Report, 
the Kuskokwim River, today, provides a "useful" and ''viable transportation route for 
many types of watercraft, as well as road vehicles during the winter when it is frozen 
over." WSR Eligibility Report, pp. 8, 15. Like the Yukon River, the Kuskokwim River serves 
not only as an important source of subsistence resources, but also as a critically 
important transportation route for remote, isolated communities along the river. As 
noted above, the road and rail system in Alaska is extremely limited, and this is 
particularly the case in western Alaska. BLM has determined the entire length of the 
Kuskokwim River to be navigable from its mouth to the confluence of its North and South 
Forks. Jack Frost to AA-086371, p. 6. Indeed, BLM has stated that "[t]he navigability of 
the Kuskokwim River is not in question due to the wealth of information available about 
use of the river for commerce and the travels of its many users throughout its history." 
ld. That history of the river's use as a highway for travel and transportation is 
summarized in a 2013 BLM memorandum summarizing the federal interest in lands 
underlying the river. 

Issue 22 Sent In DO-653 

Other/Unknown 

As a result, significant portions of the existing Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC, 
among others, are no longer in federal land status, and should be removed formally from 
the ACECs to the extent they are otherwise maintained. Other areas within the ACECs 
may no longer be appropriate for continued designation because of the status of 
adjacent lands and/or for other reasons. 

Issue 23 Sent In DO-654 

Other/Unknown 

Moreover, the RMP should not propose the designation of any new ACECs or that would 
occupy lands selected by Doyon under ANCSA or surround lands that already have been 
conveyed to Doyon. Such ACECs are unlikely to meet the regulatory criteria for 
designation of ACECs. 

Issue 23 Sent In DO-655 

Other/Unknown 

Further, in the event that BLM proposes designation or continued designation of lands 
that surround or are adjacent to Doyon lands as ACECs, the RMP should not propose 
designation of those ACECs as right-of-way avoidance areas. Over the life of the plan, 
Doyon may require access across ACECs in order to use its lands. 

Issue 23 Sent In DO-656 
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Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC 
Doyon strongly supports BLM's proposal not to carry forward the Peregrine Falcon 
Nesting Habitat ACEC in the Draft RMP. As explained in BLM's ACEC Report, with the 
recovery of the species and its delisting under the Endangered Species Act, the peregrine 
falcon no longer meets the importance criteria required for ACEC designation. ACEC 
Report, p. 18. Moreover, as stated in the ACEC Report, ''raptor nest sites can be 
protected under the migratory bird treaty act, as well as through land use authorization 
permit terms and conditions that provide buffers around active nests." Id. at 20. 
Accordingly, BLM should eliminate the Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC as 
proposed in the Report. 

Issue 23 Sent In DO-657 

Other/Unknown 

Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC 
Doyon strongly urges BLM not to carry forward the Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC for 
consideration in the Draft RMP as proposed in the ACEC Report.  
ln addition, designation of the Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC could have significant 
impacts on other resource uses. As proposed, the very southern area of the proposed 
ACEC would extend into the proposed Donlin Pipeline Corridor. The Sheefish Spawning 
Area ACEC should not be carried forward for consideration in the Draft RMP.  

Issue 23 Sent In DO-658 

Other/Unknown 

Wilderness Characteristics 
Doyon generally opposes any designation of areas surrounding Doyon-owned lands in 
the Planning Area as areas where wilderness characteristics would be maintained. As an 
initial matter, many of these areas are subject to Doyon land selections and, therefore, 
are subject to potential conveyance to Doyon at some time in the future. Moreover, such 
designation could significantly impact Doyon's ability to obtain needed access across such 
lands. 

Issue 8 Sent In DO-659 
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Based upon a reasonable consideration of these factors, much of the land area in the 
vicinity of Doyon-owned or selected lands is unlikely to be suitable for management for 
maintenance of wilderness characteristics. Much of this land area consists of lands that 
have been selected by Doyon under ANCSA, potentially limiting BLM's ability to 
protect wilderness characteristics on the lands over the long term. In addition, to the 
extent that lands to be considered for maintenance of wilderness characteristics may 
surround Doyon-owned lands, Doyon will require access to non-Federal inholdings. Such 
access, to which Doyon is entitled under the provisions of ANILCA, could limit BLM's 
ability to effectively manage the lands to protect their wilderness characteristics. 
Accordingly, proposals to designate areas in the vicinity ofDoyon-owned or selected 
lands as areas where wilderness characteristics would be maintained are unlikely to be 
supported by BLM policy and guidance governing the consideration oflands with 
wilderness characteristics in land use planning. 

Issue 8 Sent In DO-660 

Other/Unknown 

The Final Plan Must be Consistent With ANILCA's Unique and Specific Provisions. 
Governing Access to Lands and Resources 
ANILCA included unique and specific provisions to guarantee that such landowners would 
have reasonable access to inholdings within or effectively surrounded by one or more 
conservation system units, national recreation areas, national conservation areas, or 
areas of public lands designated as wilderness study so that they could make economic 
and other use of their property. It should be without dispute that any elements of the 
RMP that may affect access to inholdings within CSUs and general (non-CSU) BLM-
managed public lands must be fully consistent with these provisions. Accordingly, these 
provisions should be addressed prominently in the Draft RMP. 
In developing the RMP/EIS, BLM should specifically address the access guaranteed to 
Doyon and other inholders under Section 1323(b). The RMP must be consistent with 
meeting the future access needs of Doyon and other inholders within the Planning Area 
as guaranteed under this provision and under the Title XI provisions discussed above. 

Issue 19 Sent In DO-661 

Other/Unknown 

The Consultation Guidelines of the Deparbnent's Tribal Consultation Policy that are 
incorporated by reference into the ANCSA Corporation Policy thus require BLM to consult 
with Doyon and other affected Alaska Native corporations as early as possible in the 
planning process. 

Issue 25 Sent In DO-662 

Other/Unknown 
Doyon cannot overstate the importance of BLM's obligation to consult with the AlaskaN 
ative corporations regarding these matters under Executive Order 13175, as specifically 
extended to the Alaska Native corporations by Congress. 

Issue 25 Sent In DO-663 
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Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Commit additional staff resources to consultation for purposes of Resource 
Management Planning in Alaska: 
o Consider establishing a staff position in each Field Office to coordinate consultation 
efforts with tribes and the planning manager; 
o Consider establishing local agency positions in key communities to build long-term 
relationships, possibly by co-funding positions with other federal agencies employing 
tribal individuals in remote communities (EPA IGAP); 
o Expand the tribal liaison staff at the State office level to provide hands-on support for 
tribal outreach in Field Offices; and 
o Establish a third-party ombudsman to help facilitate the consultation process. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-664 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Commit resources to developing and adopting an Alaska-specific consultation policy, in 
consultation with Alaska tribes, that identifies best practices for engaging tribes in 
consultation and establishes consultation standards to be followed by agency staff; 
[Federal agencies are required to develop written procedures to ensure they have 
accountable consultation processes.] 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-665 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Create an Alaska-specific chapter in the National BLM Consultation policy to account 
for the unique Alaskan circumstances (see challenges above) and number of federally 
recognized tribes in the state; 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-666 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• If it has not yet done so, notify BSWI planning area tribal authorities of the active 
planning effort and offer tribes the opportunity for consultation with the Bureau on a 
government to government basis; and 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-667 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Create a link for tribes on the BSWI website where information can be obtained about 
consultation and identifying the Tribal Liaison Officer (or their designee) for the planning 
effort. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-668 
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Recommendations on Staff Training: Agency staff need training in cultural differences for 
presentations in Alaska native communities. For example, persons accustomed to the 
western culture are often unaccustomed to silence in conversations, but silent breaks in 
conversation is often the norm in remote rural Alaskan communities. Agency staff 
making presentations in remote rural communities should understand this practice and 
allow time for input from meeting attendees. In some cultures, silence may signify 
respect, thoughtfulness or seriousness or may be needed to process translation from the 
native language before comment. At a recent meeting in Grayling, few of the 35 
attendees spoke to address the proposed concepts because the presenter allowed 
almost no time for others to speak in the two-hour presentation. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-669 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendations on Appropriate Meeting Notice: We recommend meetings be 
scheduled and published on-line and through local radio public service announcements 
at least 20 days in advance of the meeting. Several meetings were scheduled during the 
Preliminary Alternative Concept stage with short notice. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-670 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendations on Communicating about a Complex Plan: In the past, rural residents 
have testified that due to the document size and complexity, it was very difficult to 
develop an understanding of a 3,000-page draft plan, despite the residents’ best efforts 
to squeeze learning about the plan into busy lives. In the roll-out of the Draft Bering Sea-
Western Interior Resource Management Plan, we recommend a series of teleconference 
meetings or webinars, if connectivity is reliable, to introduce complex information a 
section at a time. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-671 

Other/Unknown 

Proposed Kuskokwim River King Salmon ACEC 
The Kuskokwim River has experienced poor Chinook salmon returns since 2010. With 
salmon the staple of the traditional and customary lifestyle of communities in the Bering 
Sea-Western Interior area, the Bureau should create an ACEC on BLM land adjacent to 
the Kuskokwim River to protect Chinook salmon runs as this declining trend over time is 
of a conservation concern. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-672 
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ACEC Recommendations: The RMP should identify key habitat for rare and imperiled 
species in the field office, and create Areas of Critical Environmental Concern to protect 
their critical habitat. Consideration should be given to ACEC designation on BLM land 
adjacent to anadromous streams in the planning area to protect the Kuskokwim and 
Yukon River drainages as they intersect with BLM land. Such ACEC protections on the 
BLM land adjacent to the Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers and their tributaries could help 
king salmon runs as this declining population trend over time is of a serious conservation 
concern. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern should be established to provide real 
protections for near-shore rearing habitat for fingerling and smolt. Given the importance 
of subsistence resource to the region, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern should be 
established to protect anadromous fish habitat, as well as caribou calving, wintering, 
foraging and migration habitat. Pew will submit additional information to BLM between 
now and the release of the draft RMP to nominate specific areas for protection. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-673 

Other/Unknown 
BLM should consider ACEC designation on BLM land adjacent to anadromous streams in 
the planning area to protect near shore habitat important to salmonids. Issue 23 Sent In OT-674 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendation on Rejected Tribally Nominated ACECs: BLM should dedicate staff time 
to visit the tribal council of each nominating tribe to make sure information provided in 
the nomination paperwork sufficiently described the nominated area’s local significance 
and values, especially for cultural values. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-675 

Other/Unknown 
Recommendation on Tagagawik ACEC: BLM should allow a refined submittal on the 
Tagagawik nomination by Pew within 60-days for further consideration by BLM. Issue 23 Sent In OT-676 

Other/Unknown 

ACECs to Protect Historic and Cultural Values 
Cultural and historical values on BLM-managed lands can be protected through 
establishment of ACECs. In addition to protecting historical or cultural resources, ACECs 
can be designated to protect culturally important subsistence resources. BLM’s own 
publication about the Fortymile ACEC in the Eastern Interior Field Office states the 
following: “The Fortymile Caribou herd is one of the most important subsistence 
resources in east-central Alaska. Once estimated to number more than 500,000 animals, 
the herd is also an international resource, with a considerable portion of the historical 
range occurring in Canada...” BLM should consider areas where traditional subsistence 
activities occur in Alaska as eligible for designation as an ACEC. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-677 
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Layering Administrative Designations 
Nothing prevents the BLM from overlapping administrative designations, such as Riparian 
Conservation Areas and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern or Riparian Conservation 
Areas and Wild and Scenic River segments with mineral withdrawals. These overlapping 
administrative designations ensure that BLM protects both the relevant and important 
values associated with the ACECs while maintaining the health of the watershed. 
Recommendation on Layering Protections: To achieve management goals identified in 
the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts for Bering Sea-Western Interior, BLM should create 
management allocations and consider layering these designations to conserve important 
habitats and subsistence values, especially within ACECs. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-678 

Other/Unknown 

Protection of existing and proposed ACECs and RCAs by prohibiting mining, oil or gas 
development must be a priority in the Bering Sea-Western Interior planning process to 
achieve the vision and goals of the RMP. 
Recommendation on Prohibiting Development: Subject to valid existing rights, the BLM 
should retain existing or institute new withdrawals to prohibit mining and oil and gas 
development within BSWI ACECs or RCAs to protect important values and proceed to 
‘segregate’ the land recommended for withdrawal until the withdrawal process is 
complete. 

Issue 14 Sent In OT-679 

Other/Unknown 

We recommend strong protections for important lands identified as having wilderness 
characteristics, especially those also considered for ACEC or RCA status. Examples of land 
use plan decisions that could protect lands with wilderness characteristics include, but 
are not limited to, the following: 
• Recommend withdrawal from mineral entry; 
• Close to leasing or allow leasing only with no surface occupancy with no exceptions, 
waivers, or modifications; 
• Designate as right-of-way exclusion areas; 
• Close to construction of new roads; 
• Designate as limited to motor vehicle use on designated routes; 
• Close to mineral material sales; 
• Exclude or restrict with conditions certain commercial uses or other activities; and 
• Retain public lands in federal ownership. 

Issue 8 Sent In OT-680 

Other/Unknown 
Wilderness quality lands support biodiversity, watershed protection and overall healthy 
ecosystems. Issue 8 Sent In OT-681 
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Other/Unknown 
Managing lands to protect wilderness characteristics will also protect culturally 
important traditional uses such as subsistence harvest from traditional landscapes now 
managed by the federal government. 

Issue 8 Sent In OT-682 

Other/Unknown 
Protection of lands with wilderness characteristics enables the customs, cultures, and the 
culturally important subsistence uses to be sustained. Issue 8 Sent In OT-683 

Other/Unknown 
Recommendation on Range of Alternatives: Provide a range of alternatives regarding the 
protection of lands with wilderness characteristics, including an alternative that protects 
all identified LWCs supporting important subsistence uses. 

Issue 8 Sent In OT-684 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendation on Protection of LWCs: For lands determined to be managed for 
protection of wilderness characteristics, apply strong management prescriptions, 
including layered administrative allocations to retain wilderness qualities and subsistence 
productivity. 

Issue 8 Sent In OT-685 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendation on Traditional Cultural Landscapes: We recommend the Bureau 
conduct a thorough review under Section 106 of the NHPA to afford protections of 
traditional landscapes used to sustain culture in subsistence activities. BLM’s goal should 
be to protect, conserve, and where appropriate restore cultural and historical sites and 
landscapes. To that end, BLM should: 
• Consult with the local tribal government to determine whether there are sites or 
specific areas of particular concern, including landscapes supporting culturally important 
subsistence resources or sites of traditional religious and cultural significance. 
• Determine the sites or areas that are most vulnerable to current and future impact and 
adopt management actions necessary to protect, conserve, and restore cultural sites and 
landscapes. 
31 (16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(a)(1)) 
• Complete a Cultural Resource Management Plan that coordinates with the objectives 
of the RMP and seeks to provide for an appropriate proactive process of inventorying for 
cultural resources (including landscapes supporting culturally important subsistence 
resources), making determinations of eligibility for the National Register, and seeking to 
nominate eligible properties to the National Register. The RMP should establish a 
timeline for completing the Cultural Resources Management Plan, and prioritize areas to 
be inventoried for cultural resources. 
• Outline specific management actions, withdrawals or closures to protect, conserve, and 
where appropriate restore cultural resources. 

Issue 9 Sent In OT-686 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

 Page A-147 

Community Comment Issue No. Format Comment ID 

Other/Unknown 

Recommendation on Wild and Scenic Rivers: For the stream segments found to be 
suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation, BLM should consider the following 
management options protective allocations: 
• Withdrawn from mineral entry; 
• Visual Resource Management Class I or Class II areas; 
• Right-of-way exclusion areas; 
• Subject to remedial actions to ensure sensitive species habitat is maintained or 
enhanced; 
• Subject to extensive and reliable no-surface-occupancy stipulations for all activities; 
• With related ACECs closed to mining, oil and gas exploration and development; and 
• Other appropriate measures. 

Issue 22 Sent In OT-687 

Other/Unknown 

Wildlife Corridors, Wintering and Calving Areas 
The Bering Sea-Western Interior region contains multiple ecosystems that remain 
ecologically intact and biologically diverse; they are crucial for both subsistence 
economies and quality of life. Wildlife migration corridors, wintering and calving areas 
should be determined for moose and the caribou herds that use BLM land in the Bering 
Sea-Western Interior. These areas should be identified and provided protections in the 
Resource Management Plan with special consideration for the: 
• Western Arctic Caribou Herd; 
• Beaver Mountains Caribou Herd; 
• Sunshine Mountains Caribou Herd; 
• Farewell-Big River Caribou Herd; 
• Mulchatna Caribou Herd; 
• Nushugak Peninsula Caribou Herd; 
• Nelchina Caribou Herd; 
• Denali Caribou Herd; and 
• Moose wintering habitat. 

Issue 2 Sent In OT-688 

Other/Unknown 
Recommendation on Wintering, Migration and Calving: BLM should protect critical 
caribou and moose migration, wintering and calving habitat in the Bering Sea-Western 
Interior RMP. 

Issue 2 Sent In OT-689 
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We are concerned however, that the Alternatives Review do not sufficiently illustrate the 
factors for excluding river segments from wild and scenic designation were sufficiently 
consider nor does it include BLM’s Trust Obligation to Alaska Native Tribal 
entities including engaging in Government-to-Government consultation in relation to the 
management and protection of subsistence resources upon which Alaska Native 
Communities rely. 

Issue 31 Sent In OT-692 

Other/Unknown 

The WSRA requires agencies to address potential wild and scenic rivers in all planning 
efforts. Even if the BLM Specialist, therefore, correctly concluded that river certain river 
segments did not meet the statutory criteria, by leaving ORV columns blank in Table 3, 
the public is not provided the opportunity to review, as contemplated by WSRA, the 
criteria used by the specialist in making these determinations. 

Issue 22 Sent In OT-693 

Other/Unknown 

Water uses such as hydroelectric power, mining, petroleum production, water supply 
(including out of state water export), forestry, and agriculture, have the potential to 
change both the riparian and aquatic habitat conditions needed to support productive 
fish and wildlife populations. These developments may adversely impact fish production 
and passage unless sufficient amounts of water are maintained within water bodies 
during appropriate time periods to provide for important habitat functions and waterway 
access. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-694 

Other/Unknown 
The BLM, therefore, should synthesize existing scientific knowledge to argue that the 
natural flow regime plays a critical role in sustaining native biodiversity and ecosystem 
integrity in rivers. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-695 

Other/Unknown 

BLM’s duty to protect subsistence resources which rely on river ecosystems for 
sustainable, a new, holistic, ecological perspective on water management is needed to 
guide society’s interactions with rivers.  
To manage the Watershed from this new perspective, therefore, BLM will need to make 
policy changes. The agency’s current narrow regulatory focus on limitations due to 
fragmented land ownership, minimum flows and single species impedes enlightened 
river management and restoration, as do the often conflicting mandates of the many 
agencies and organizations that will be involved in the licensing process. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-696 

Other/Unknown 
The Water Analysis Framework, therefore, should focus on how restoring specific 
components of the flow regime will benefit the entire ecosystem and, how, the natural 
river system should be allowed to repair and maintain itself. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-697 
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Other/Unknown 

In contrast, the multi-agency driven permitting process often authorizes mining activity 
to take place on federal lands under a state process that frequently fails to recognize 
tribal sovereignty or consider Alaska Native rights under federal law. Therefore, impacts 
to subsistence resources usually takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that 
such impacts are occurring. This is contrary to the directive of the Secretary of the 
Interior which states “Government-to-government consultation between appropriated 
tribal officials and the Department requires Departmental officials to demonstrate a 
meaningful commitment to consultation by identifying and involving tribal 
representatives in a meaningful way early in 
the planning process. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-698 

Other/Unknown 
The WAF should incorporate the impacts of climate change on watershed planning and 
management. Issue 1 Sent In OT-699 

Other/Unknown 

Therefore, because a higher percentage of their food supply comes from this subsistence 
lifestyle, the Villages are disproportionately impacted by the effects of climate change, 
which are exacerbated by mining and other industrial development activities. The result 
can be the release of toxic substances and lowered instream flows. 

Issue 28 Sent In OT-700 

Other/Unknown 

The most significant short-term risks from climate change to the public land resources in 
the Watershed are mining and road development. These activities exacerbate issues 
from industrial and other development activity that the planning area is already facing. 
The BLM can mitigate the impacts of such activities on subsistence resources through it’s 
agency role of oversight of permitting for mineral exploration and for new roads in the 
Watershed. 

Issue 6 Sent In OT-701 

Other/Unknown 

In addition, Alaska Native tribes and government entities can utilize traditional 
knowledge as a primary adaptation and mitigation strategy to address climate change, 
food security, economics, holistic wellness, and energy issues related to water quality 
and quantity in the Watershed. 

Issue 27 Sent In OT-702 
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This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in Alternative 3 and 
include the following additional concepts:  
The federal government is subject to standard trust law provisions in carrying out its trust 
duty, which have been described to include "good faith and utter loyalty to the best 
interest of the beneficiary" and "exercise [of] such care and skill as a man of ordinary 
prudence would exercise in dealing with his own property." In addition, because, 
relevant statutes and regulations define the contours of the United State's fiduciary 
responsibilities towards tribes, the application of the fiduciary relationship in the case of 
industrial and other development activity is particularly relevant due to the Alaska Native 
Claim Settlement Act’s (ANILCA’s) requirement that the BLM protect subsistence uses. 

Issue 27 Sent In OT-703 

Other/Unknown 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in Alternative 3 and 
include the following additional concepts:  
When Congress passed ANILCA in 1980, for example, it included a subsistence priority on 
federal lands and allowed subsistence on national interest lands. The law, therefore, 
recognizes that subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering are important to Alaska and 
the nation, and both Alaska Natives and nonnatives value the opportunity to choose a 
subsistence lifestyle. In addition, the Act acknowledged that without special protection 
for subsistence uses, commercial, agricultural, and industrial uses of the land and wildlife 
would eventually overwhelm subsistence uses. Further, ANILCA: provides for subsistence 
uses on federal lands. 

Issue 27 Sent In OT-704 

Other/Unknown 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in Alternative 3 and 
include the following additional concepts:  
One of the fundamental principles of the trust responsibility is that federal agencies must 
respect the rights of sovereign tribal governments by consulting with them before taking 
actions that affect them. Therefore, the BLM was under a duty to, at least, contact tribes 
before any exploration or other activity related to industrial or other development on 
federal land takes place. In fact, according to the Secretary of the Interior “Government-
togovernment consultation between appropriated tribal officials and the Department 
requires Departmental officials to demonstrate a meaningful commitment to 
consultation by identifying and involving tribal representatives in a meaningful way early 
in the planning process. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-705 
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CWA appreciates the position BLM often takes related to the right of mining interests to 
conduct exploration for locatable mineral deposits under the 1872 Mining Act and 
related laws. We also, note, however, that federally recognized tribes have a unique 
relationship with the federal government stemming from provisions of the U.S. 
Constitution, treaties, statutes, court decisions, and executive orders. One fundamental 
principle of this relationship is the federal government’s trust duty to federally 
recognized Alaska Native  tribal entities.  
In contrast, the state driven permitting process often authorizes mining activity to take 
place on federal lands under a state process that frequently fails to recognize tribal 
sovereignty or consider Native rights under federal law. Therefore, impacts to 
subsistence resources usually takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that such 
impacts are occurring. This is contrary to the directive of the Secretary of the Interior 
which states “Government-to-government consultation between appropriated tribal 
officials and the Department requires Departmental officials to demonstrate a 
meaningful commitment to consultation by identifying and involving tribal 
representatives in a meaningful way early in the planning process.” 
Further, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) often authorizes mining 
interests to take a number of actions that, potentially, violate the Alaska Water Use Act 
and threaten tribal trust resources and, potential, federal reserved water rights including 
the issuance of temporary water use permits which could reduce instream flows needed 
by fish and wildlife. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-706 
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[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in it’s recently proposed study 
plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the proposed Susitna-Watana 
Hydropower Project on instream flows submitted as part of our comments on the 
original scoping document and Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
Historically, the “protection” of river ecosystems has been limited in scope, emphasizing 
water quality and only one aspect of water quantity: minimum flow. Water resources 
management has also suffered from the often incongruent perspectives and fragmented 
responsibility of agencies (for example, the US Army Corps of Engineers and Bureau of 
Reclamation are responsible for water supply and flood control, the US Environmental 
Protection Agency and state environmental agencies for water quality, and the US Fish & 
Wildlife Service for waterdependent species of sporting, commercial, or conservation 
value), making it difficult, if not impossible, to manage the entire river ecosystem (Karr 
1991). However, environmental dynamism is now recognized as central to sustaining and 
conserving native species diversity and ecological integrity in rivers and other ecosystems 
(Holling and Meffe 1996, Hughes 1994, Pickett et al. 1992, Stanford et al. 1996), and 
coordinated actions are therefore necessary to protect and restore a river’s natural flow 
variability. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-707 

Other/Unknown 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in it’s recently proposed study 
plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the proposed Susitna-Watana 
Hydropower Project on instream flows submitted as part of our comments on the 
original scoping document and Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
For humans to continue to rely on river ecosystems for sustainable food production, 
power production, waste assimilation, and flood control, a new, holistic, ecological 
perspective on water management is needed to guide society’s interactions with rivers. 
Using science to guide ecosystem management and restoration of the River requires that 
basic and applied research address difficult questions in complex, real-world settings, in 
which experimental controls and statistical replication are often impossible. The 
Applicant should focus on how restoring specific components of the flow regime will 
benefit the entire ecosystem and, how, the natural river system should be allowed to 
repair and maintain itself. This approach is likely to be the most successful and the least 
expensive way to restore and maintain the ecological integrity of the flow-altered Susitna 
Rivers. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-708 
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[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in it’s recently proposed study 
plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the proposed Susitna-Watana 
Hydropower Project on instream flows submitted as part of our comments on the 
original scoping document and Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
For humans to continue to rely on river ecosystems for sustainable food production, 
power production, waste assimilation, and flood control, a new, holistic, ecological 
perspective on water management is needed to guide society’s interactions with rivers. 
Most rivers are highly modified and so the greatest challenges lie in managing and 
restoring rivers that are also used to satisfy human needs. Recognizing the natural 
variability of river flow and explicitly incorporating the five components of the natural 
flow regime (i.e., magnitude, frequency, duration, timing, and rate of change) into a 
broader framework for ecosystem 
management would constitute a major advance over most present management, which 
focuses on minimum flows and on just a few species. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-709 

Other/Unknown 

We appreciate the findings by BLM planners that the Gisasa and Kateel Rivers should be 
further considered as important and relevant nominations for Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern. We disagree with your determination that the Honhosa River 
should not be included.  

Issue 23 Sent In KY-715 

Other/Unknown 

BLM stated, "The Honhosa didn't meet the importance criteria for fish." We would 
challenge the approach by BLM of comparing these various rivers and the finding that the 
Honhosa is not significant. The :natural variability and differences between watersheds 
changes over time.  But all the rivers are critical for supporting the habitat and genetic 
diversity of native fish species and the biological richness of all the local species, many of 
which we depend upon for our survival. BLM's Fish Biologist's fmding that the species 
and habitat ofthe Honhosa River are ''typical of the area and only locally important" is 
disturbing. This approach misses our point. Local importance is primary to us. This is 
where we live, hunt, harvest and fish. This is where our ancestors did the same for 
thousands of years. We believe our nominations fit the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act ACEC definition: "areas within the public lands where special 
management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no 
development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important 
historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural systems or 
processes, or to protect life and safety from natural hazards." and we request that the 
Honhosa River ACEC nomination be considered in the draft plan. 

Issue 23 Sent In KY-716 
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[Can you explain why BLM believes that only identified cultural sites worthy of the 
National Historic Register are culturally relevant and not the living expression of that 
culture which is still present?] 
[BLM Answer: The BLM identifies Traditional Cultural Properties, and other modern 
cultural landscapes, primarily through tribal consultation. We have some information on 
traditional place names in the BSWI Planning Area, but need iriformation that the tribal 
governments feel comfortable sharing with us. Our invitation to enter into government 
to government consultation for the BSWI RMP included a request for information on 
Traditional Cultural Properties. We understand that tribal consultation is ongoing, and 
would like to continue this process with all interested tribes. If the Koyukuk Tribal 
Council, or any other tribe, shares information on cultural sites of this type with us as we 
continue the BSWI planning process, we will include them in the cultural resource section 
of the RMP.] 
The Koyukuk Tribal Council invites BLM to visit our village and meet with us so we can 
provide information to clarify our reasoning concerning traditional cultural importance of 
the land. 

Issue 9 Sent In KY-717 

Other/Unknown 

Page 21. Commercial Timber Harvest should be allowed if it meets criteria for 
preservation of RCA values in Fisheries Alternative 1. BLM land is for mixed uses and 
should be managed for responsible timber harvest – not for preservation of pristine 
forests.  

Issue 4 Sent In OT-718 

Other/Unknown 
Page 52. The Scenarios Network for Alaska and Arctic Planning is housed at the University 
of Alaska Fairbanks not Anchorage. Issue 32 Sent In OT-719 

Other/Unknown 

Generally, managing for BLM lands should allow for flexibility and creative solutions, 
rather than directing absolutes. Communities have a better sense than the government 
sometimes. Preserving more and more land or trees may not save species or land value. 
Too much wonton waste of resource has occurred by not taking into consideration 
human needs or the resource. For example, diseased trees forests full of beetle 
killedtrees burned instead of managers allowing the harvest of those trees by loggers in 
the Chugach. 

Issue 19 Sent In OT-720 

Other/Unknown 

BLM planning documents speak little or nothing about local human communities, aside 
from traditional subsistence animals, culture, and hunting. Rural Alaska is not exempt 
from living in a modern cash economy and would benefit from creative ideas for 
developing their local cash economies.  

Issue 28 Sent In OT-721 
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The two draft alternatives, actions common to all alternatives and proposed 
management actions include virtually no mention of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA). Even though the report and its recommendations are 
very preliminary in nature, this fundamental statute has and will have a significant impact 
on both proposed management and implementation in the planning area. The lack of 
essential ANILCA references and application at this point in the process makes it very 
challenging to fully consider what is being planned. 

Issue 31 Sent In OT-728 

Other/Unknown 

Regulations at 43 CFR 36.11(a)-(f) also address the use of off-road vehicles within 
conservation system units. The BLM should consult closely with user groups in identifying 
the need to make changes to the management of use areas. User groups should also be 
consulted in developing and implementing a monitoring program and establishing 
threshold standards that would trigger closures or use restrictions. 

Issue 25 Sent In OT-729 

Other/Unknown 

[ANILCA Section 1323(b)] 
This guarantee of access is similar to that found in Section 1110(b) for conservation 
system units, but applies to all BLM-managed lands in Alaska. The draft RMP should 
address this provision as it applies to future access needs for State of Alaska, Native 
Corporation and other private lands within the planning area. 

Issue 19 Sent In OT-730 

Other/Unknown 

The RMP should also address current types and levels of access for recreation and other 
purposes. Existing access restrictions should be fully assessed to determine if they are 
still needed for resource protection or management purposes. For conservation system 
units, any decision to implement additional restrictions on types of access or to close 
areas can only be implemented through the process outlined in 43 CFR 36.10(h); such 
closures cannot be legally implemented simply through adoption of a RMP. This includes 
the closure to the use of pack animals proposed on page 17. 

Issue 19 Sent In OT-731 

Other/Unknown 

For motorized vehicle use in winter, it would be beneficial to take advantage of the 
codified definition at 43 CFR 36.11 for “adequate snow cover” to eliminate potential 
confusion and/or conflicts between the law and management proscriptions. The 
standards proposed in the preliminary alternatives are variable – e.g., minimum of 10 
inches of snow, when frost and snow CACFA Comments May 31, 2015 BSWI Preliminary 
Reports cover is sufficient, appropriate snow cover and frozen ground. Having a 
consistent standard, especially one used by other federal land management agencies, 
would be informative for allusers regarding what to expect. Moreover, if the standard  
proposed in the RMP were more restrictive than the existing regulatory standard, which 
each of these examples could be, the  
procedures at 43 CFR 36.11(h) would need to be followed where applicable. 

Issue 11 Sent In OT-732 
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There are times when the Preliminary Alternatives appear to imply that multiple uses 
need to be provided for in separate areas/times rather than balanced. This implicit 
concept of mutual exclusivity is odd, particularly in a large area without identified user 
conflicts. ANILCA and other laws and regulations provide for a range of subsistence 
activities, motorized and nonmotorized access, hunting and fishing, as well as other 
recreational, traditional and commercial activities, which often overlap without impact or 
consequence. The need to have users or uses effectively relegated to individual areas, 
seasons or degrees/levels of use should be justified. 
This is further compounded by certain approaches which appear to favor managing for or 
towards “untouched” landscapes. For example, one of the objectives for vegetation 
management is to “manage for at least 95% of vegetation in the planning area to a ‘very 
high’ condition (unaffected by the human footprint).” Extensive right-of-way exclusion or 
avoidance areas fail to take access needs into consideration. The preservation of intact 
areas by aggressively limiting human occupancy and use does not comport with the land 
management principles identified by Congress in FLPMA. The Commission recommends a 
less conservative approach in the draft RMP unless management action is genuinely 
warranted by explicit resource concerns. 

Issue 31 Sent In OT-733 

Other/Unknown 

The Commission especially hopes the BLM will review and reconsider, or provide detailed 
justification for, the following relatively onerous actions common to all alternatives: 
collection of three years of hydrologic and fish data prior to any proposed stream 
crossing with a part or all of its structure below the ordinary high water mark (page 10); 
aircraft restrictions for all flights associated with BLM-permitted activities (page 14); bi-
annual third party engineering/stability measurement reports for state-approved tailings 
dams (page 26); prohibition on certain structures in areas managed for wilderness 
character (pages 35 and 36); right-of-way avoidance areas, construction and travel 
restrictions on permafrost soils (page 38); mitigation of any activity that may result in air 
pollution (page 42); winter-only limitation on timber harvest permits (pages 6 and 44); 
and, prohibitions on commercial harvesting and reindeer grazing in the Unalakleet Wild 
and Scenic River corridor and any lands managed for wilderness character (pages 18, 19 
and 45). 

Issue 31 Sent In OT-734 
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While the report does not indicate whether any recommendations will be made for 
designation, the Commission wishes to note its strong opposition to any formal 
wilderness reviews, suitability inventories, recommendations for designation or 
management of lands as de facto wilderness. While the identification of areas suitable 
for designation is consistent with ANILCA Section 1320, all Secretaries of the Interior for 
three decades refused to exercise this option in deference to the protracted, sensitive 
negotiations involving all interest groups which led to a balanced amount of designated 
wilderness in Alaska (over half the Congressionally-designated wilderness in the United 
States). The Commission would like to see this entirely warranted forbearance continue. 

Issue 8 Sent In OT-735 

Other/Unknown 

Regarding de facto wilderness, the Commission is also opposed to the management of 
wilderness characteristics through restrictive Wilderness Act provisions, which is 
proposed in several components of the Preliminary Alternatives (e.g., prohibitions on 
roads, structures, commercial uses, mineral entry). This is especially concerning where 
uses are ongoing or capable of expansion. At a bare minimum, a detailed case-by-case 
analysis should be performed to reasonably evaluate whether detrimental impacts to 
wilderness characteristics will manifest if a use is authorized or allowed to continue. 
Blanket prohibitions on uses and infrastructure, simply owing to the existence of 
wilderness characteristics, is inappropriate and inconsistent with the BLM’s mandate to 
provide for multiple use and sustained yield on the federal public lands. 

Issue 8 Sent In OT-736 

Other/Unknown 

Existing statutory and regulatory authorities are more than adequate to protect all rivers 
and waters within the planning area, making any additional designations redundant and 
wholly unnecessary. More than that, however, similar to our above comments on 
proposed wilderness, ANILCA very explicitly intended to provide Alaskans with finality 
regarding river designations. 

Issue 22 Sent In OT-737 

Other/Unknown 

This report provides a very clear explanation of how visual resources are identified and 
inventoried and the variables supporting classification. What is not clear in the report, 
but which will hopefully be explained in the draft RMP, is what that classification truly 
means in terms of resource management. Without more, the holistic, table-top exercise 
described in this report, performed by one individual during a single summer, may not 
provide sufficient support for certain management decisions intended to preserve visual 
resources. 

Issue 10 Sent In OT-738 
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Other/Unknown 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
While the need to wholly assess the planning area through modeling, assumptions and 
professional judgment may be required due to its size, remoteness and limited field data, 
the fact conclusions are based solely on modeling should be clearly acknowledged when 
developing management alternatives based on those conclusions. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-739 

Other/Unknown 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
Further, similar to the above comments on the Preliminary Alternatives, there is some 
indication of a bias towards non-use of these areas as a management priority. For 
example, the “systematic approach” noted on page 1 entirely omits any reference to the 
guidance (also noted on page 1) to maintain both ecological balance and multiple-use 
relationships. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-740 

Other/Unknown 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
Also, the “priority” fish species include most of the fish found in the planning area. This 
may accurately follow the BLM’s discretionary standard, but renders the word “priority” 
meaningless and has a significant domino effect, including its noted amplification of 
“priority” habitat scores. Artificially heightened scores can lead to undue establishment 
as a Riparian Conservation Area or a High Priority Restoration Watershed, which 
accompany more restrictive management under the Preliminary Alternatives. Without an 
approach that judiciously identifies “priority” status, increased management will be 
employed in a larger area than is warranted by current conditions. 

Issue 1 Sent In OT-741 

Other/Unknown 

In reviewing the preliminary reports, especially the Preliminary Alternatives and Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern Report, the Commission found discussions and proposals 
regarding existing and future withdrawals fragmented and insufficient. In many 
instances, reference is made to existing withdrawals (e.g., prohibitions on mineral entry) 
when, in actuality, a new or modified withdrawal would need to be imposed because, for 
example, a use is newly withdrawn or coincidentally withdrawn under a withdrawal 
which has “outlived” its purpose. 
For Alaska, ANILCA required action by legislature in addition to the administrative 
decision that a large scale withdrawal is warranted. 
The use of d-1 withdrawals to limit or close areas to use, and limitations or closures 
without an existing withdrawal, will require substantially more detailed discussion in the 
draft RMP. The Commission suggests the BLM consider including a separate appendix 
that addresses the issue of withdrawals, how existing withdrawals will be handled in the 
various alternatives and whether new or additional withdrawals are proposed in one or 
more of the alternatives. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-742 
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Other/Unknown 

In general, it begs the question of “uniqueness” when over 4.3 million acres are placed 
into 16 large ACECs. If a relevant and important characteristic or value requires from 
thousands to hundreds of thousands to over a million acres to be determined “unique,” 
the issue of scale should be a factor in considering whether designation is genuinely 
warranted or whether this is just a segregation of the planning area according to 
common landscape specifics. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-743 

Other/Unknown 

For potential special management attention in proposed ACECs, the draft RMP will need 
to describe a sufficient connection to the criteria identified in this report. According to 
BLM Manual 1613.2.22(B)(1), no designation is warranted where the use(s) being 
proscribed “could not result in harmful effects to the important and relevant resource 
values[.]” For example, with respect to mineral entry, the only guaranteed restriction 
accompanying ACEC designation is that notice level operations would become plan level 
operations. Closure of an ACEC to all mineral entry is thus a deliberate choice and must 
describe the nexus between that closure and any perceived impact concerns requiring 
special management. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-744 

Other/Unknown 

Finally, even for nominated acres that ably diffuse through the relevance and importance 
filters, existing management arguably ranges from ample to sufficient in addressing 
identified concerns. To sufficiently justify special management, as required under FLPMA 
and implementing regulations, the draft RMP will need to fully consider existing federal 
and state laws as well as the BLM’s present capacity to “protect and prevent irreparable 
damage” or to “protect life and safety” within the proposed ACECs. The characterization 
of this step in Section 2.3 of the report and in Section 1613.02 of the BLM Manual 
notably lacks an examination of external tools and the statutory authorization’s severity, 
again emphasizing presence over uniqueness. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-745 

Other/Unknown 

[The Commission believes the designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs) in Alaska is operating well beyond FLPMA’s intended use of this management 
tool. Our non area-specific comments regarding ACEC additions in the Eastern Interior 
RMP, submitted in a March 3, 2015 letter, are incorporated here by reference.] 
The Additional Information’s description and application of the criteria for ACEC 
designation appears highly subjective and scantily justified, particularly considering the 
reduced availability of enormous areas of public lands for multiple and non-conflicting 
uses. This holistic approach ignores the ecological, social and legal context of Alaska, 
which favors significant restraint. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-746 
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Other/Unknown 

[The Commission believes the designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs) in Alaska is operating well beyond FLPMA’s intended use of this management 
tool. Our non area-specific comments regarding ACEC additions in the Eastern Interior 
RMP, submitted in a March 3, 2015 letter, are incorporated here by reference.] 
Lastly, any restrictions to access guaranteed and protected under ANILCA cannot be 
accomplished simply through the designation of an ACEC. Where applicable, any 
restrictions on these statutory grants of access require specific findings and public 
engagement subsequent to the planning process. 

Issue 23 Sent In OT-747 

Other/Unknown 

P.S.I. (pounds per square inch) must be the standard for Off-Highway Vehicles use by 
USERS. Practicality, efficiency and safety all are major concerns when traveling in the 
outback with friends or family for an extended trip. Weather is the great equalizer when 
seeking food, wood, berries, which mature in September, yet it is not unusual to awaken 
to a foot of snow, a real emergency for many USERS. I have pulled many pickups and 
atv's to the highway or to the "top of the grade" for a quick departure, myself returning 
to a safe camp with my children to stay another few days. The P .S.I. by track rigs up to 
8000 lbs. is negligible. Snow-Tracs, Bombadiers, etc. P .S.I. is far less than 4-wheelers, 
people and Caribou walking, or people traveling by horseback. 

Issue 11 Sent In OT-752 

Other/Unknown 

ATA contends that a vehicle's lbs/square inch should also be considered for trail use. For 
example, the primary vehicle that ATA's members utilize are Snow Trac vehicles. Snow 
Tracs were produced from 1958 to 1981 in Sweden. The vehicles are constructed mostly 
of aluminum thus they have an extremely light weight when the vehicle's weight is 
distributed from the track surface to the ground. There are many tracked vehicles used in 
Alaska and have been for many decades. 

Issue 11 Sent In OT-753 

Other/Unknown 

ATA suggests the following addition to the vehicle weight wording (we are unclear of the 
actual wording but here is our intent). 
"Vehicles which weigh less than 2,500 lbs, or vehicles with a lighter footprint than a 4 
wheeler, are allowed to utilize the trails." 
The reason why we would like to see this wording amended to include light footprint is 
that the average 4 wheeler has a ground pressure of approximately 8 lbs/ square inch. A 
Snow Trac tracked vehicle has a ground pressure of less than 1 lb/ square inch. ATA 
understands the intent of this wording as a method to reduce impact on Alaska's trails. 
However, it is our opinion that stating a 'less than' weight misses a critical issue of how 
much impact a vehicle has on the ground. 

Issue 11 Sent In OT-754 
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Other/Unknown 

Mineral leasing should be allowed in critical moose calving and wintering habitat with 
standard stipulations. BLM managers can monitor mining activity and its effects on 
animal behaviors to judge how to manage mining activity and subsistence hunting. 
Likewise, ROW in critical moose and caribou winter and calving habitat should be 
designed to allow safe movement for humans and animals. Safe movement is not a new 
concept in Alaska, and In other states and countries, and should be standard in BtM's 
management plan for BSWI. Wildlife Alternative 1 is best- No Wildlife Conservation Area. 
BLM land is for mixed uses and can be managed for wildlife and other uses at the same 
time. 

Issue 21 Sent In AC-758 

Other/Unknown 

Fisheries Alternative 1 is too restrictive for overland transport of equipment. As an 
agency of the Department of the Interior, BLM is supposed to be managing for climate 
change and this alternative assumes the climate will stay the same. Alternative 3 is 
preferable, because it allows innovation to meet changing conditions on the ground. 

Issue 1 Sent In AC-759 

Other/Unknown 

Locatable and Minerals. The minerals report suggests little mineral potential for BLM 
lands in the plan area. Lack of Infrastructure and the high cost of logistics for a minins 
operation in western AJaska, make mining operations expensive there. These reasons 
suggest no restriction on cumulative effects and keeping all BLM lands open to mineral 
entry. Costs of operations and low potential for returns will keep mining activity low in 
this area. There are already regulations in place to guarantee safeguards to the 
environment, such as the Clean Water Act, without additional restrictions within BLM 
lands. 

Issue 14 Sent In AC-760 

Other/Unknown 

Alaska does not need any more rivers designated as WSR. Section 101(d) of ANILCA 
provided sufficient protection for the national interest in the public lands in Alaska, and 
"thus Congress believes that the need for future legislation designating new conservation 
system units, new national conservation areas, or new national recreation areas, has 
been obviated thereby." Alaska does not need more lands managed for Lands with 
Wilderness Characteristics. Alternative 3 is best. 

Issue 8 Sent In AC-761 
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Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 1 

Regarding discussion of riparian conservation areas and aquatic resource values, a 
resident asked if the proposed Donlin Gold pipeline location played a role in the 
watershed ratings. BLM responded the proposed project did not influence the ratings; 
the pipeline location was showed for reference. 

McGrath Meeting MG-004 

Issue 1 
Canada issued 150 gold mine permits and we are concerned mining activities could 
affect our fishing. Can BLM work with Canada for managing fisheries? Holy Cross Meeting HC-010 

Issue 1 Global warming is affecting the fisheries.  Holy Cross Meeting HC-011 

Issue 1 
Pollock fisheries impact local fisheries. Now there is only about a quarter of what’s left. 
We cannot manage the number of boats in the river corridor. Holy Cross Meeting HC-012 

Issue 1 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community member noted interest in discussing local watersheds and aquatic resource 
values. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-044 

Issue 1 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Kateel River pointed out by community on the Aquatic Resource Value Map; no 
comment given on its value rating. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-045 

Issue 1 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community: Why is the Nulato system not given a high aquatic resource value rating? 
The Nulato has a lot of anadromous species of fish. 
BLM: There is more than just the species that went into the model—diversity of fish, 
habitat conditions, and productivity all went into the determination. Points were given 
for each factor. We do realize that the creeks and rivers on the east side of the Nulato 
Hills are important for salmon. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-046 
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Issue 1 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community: Is it because you have two forks of the Nulato River? The Nulato system 
has some of the most diverse and enormous amount of fish utilized for subsistence in 
this whole area. The other streams don’t have large villages right at the mouth of the 
river. Fish and Game has it as one of its top monitoring streams. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-047 

Issue 1 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher aquatic 
resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific comments:] 
Community: There is a lot of activity from our village on the Nulato River and the Kaltag 
Creek. The numbers don’t seem to reflect the local importance of these areas. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-048 

Issue 1 The state regulates diversion of water, even on federal lands. Bethel Meeting BT-130 

Issue 1 
Residents are concerned about fish populations. It’s not just salmon, it’s also whitefish, 
blackfish. Many streams have not been inventoried. Bethel Meeting BT-131 

Issue 1 
If BLM requires inventory of fish prior to any kind of stream disturbance, are residents 
supportive. Meeting attendees expressed general support. Bethel Meeting BT-132 

Issue 1 

What is riparian? BLM response: That area close to water, it is swamp lands, near rivers 
and creeks. It is usually good habitat for animals. Riparian areas support willows and 
that sort of habitat important for moose. We are looking at limiting the amount of 
disturbance in riparian areas at any given time. We are considering developing special 
management areas or Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) for some 
riparian areas, such as Innoko Bottoms.  

Kalskag Meeting KS-163 

Issue 1 

It would be good to set buffers for riparian areas and limits for how much can be 
disturbed at any given time. If you allow disturbance from mining or other activities, it 
would ruin the habitat. We do not want to allow disturbance. We want to keep where 
our animals reproduce and spawn safe, so we continue to have the food. We want to 
keep our way of life, our food and animals, so we always have a place to go. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-205 

Issue 1 
Watch the waters carefully. We depend on them and what is in them. We support you 
to protect the water. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-239 

Issue 1 
Whitefish froze this year, possibly because they have no room on the bottom. Maybe it 
was too shallow this year and they froze. Aniak Meeting AN-256 

Issue 1 There are too many chum salmon, and too few king salmon and red salmon. Aniak Meeting AN-265 
Issue 1 There are too many new fishing regulations. Aniak Meeting AN-266 

Issue 1 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
We want more local control for subsistence resources. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-300 
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Issue 1 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
The people who use the resource know what to do to take care of it. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-301 

Issue 1 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
We had to wait to go fishing for king salmon here, but commercial fishing was going on 
by people from Seattle in Bristol Bay. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-302 

Issue 1 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
Don’t lump us in with more populated areas. There are not enough people here to 
make a big dent in fish resources. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-303 

Issue 1 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
There was a time when we would just ignore regulations, but now there are too many 
to do that. 
BLM: Reminder that we manage habitat, and Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
permit hunts. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-304 

Issue 1 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
We have to break laws in order to survive, and it is going to get worse. If our kids are 
hungry, we are going to break a law to feed them if necessary. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-305 

Issue 1 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific comments:] 
Last year a man went to catch a sheefish for dinner, and got a $250 fine for fishing for 
king salmon. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-306 

Issue 1 
There is more pike in the area than there used to be. There was always a little bit, but 
now there is a lot. They are impacting the other fish and wildlife. We have seen pike 
eating ducklings. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-307 

Issue 1 The silvers are the last decent salmon run we have. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-308 

Issue 1 
We are catching more chum salmon that before because we are not using king nets 
anymore. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-309 

Issue 1 They are taking too many fish in the ocean. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-310 
Issue 1 Fish is our staple. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-311 

Issue 1 
Commercial fisheries have more power because they have more money than us. There 
is so much waste in commercial fishing through the acceptable bycatch. That kind of 
waste would be unacceptable to us. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-317 

Issue 1 
We have seen salmon with some sort of worm or parasite in them.  Have you heard in 
other villages about tapeworms? BLM: No, we have not heard this. I will pass this 
information on to our fish biologist. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-376 
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Issue 1 
Question on design standards for fish passage, and BLM spoke briefly of proposed 
requirements. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-377 

Issue 1 
The BLM is looking at aquatic values in different watersheds and identifying priority 
watersheds. Nulato Meeting NL-455 

Issue 1 

Is it possible to consider local organizations, in addition to Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game (AFDG) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service, for population inventory 
monitoring or fish monitoring? There are local organizations that do projects within our 
river already. Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC) is very active 
in monitoring fish populations. More and more, the state is pulling out of rivers because 
they do not have the money to monitor rivers. BLM should work with tribe or Native 
corporation. Within Norton Sound and the whole Seward Peninsula, NSEDC spends 
equivalent to the state on fisheries management. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-514 

Issue 1 For fisheries, protection of spawning grounds is important. Unalakleet Meeting UN-551 

Issue 1 

I am worried about the baseline. What do you consider to be clean water, including 
mixing zones? Currently, clean water is coming down now. That should be the standard. 
But we do not know whether it is or not.  Subsistence depends on clean water, clean 
air, and clean land. It needs to be evaluated and set at the standard. BLM: Much of the 
clean water regulation does not fall within our jurisdiction. We do care about it. The 
standards that are related to the Clean Water Act are the responsibility of the State of 
Alaska. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-552 

Issue 1 
I would like to see emphasis on the estuary in the watershed to make sure it is in good 
condition. It might need to be a cooperative effort. BLM: That is a good point. They may 
encompass Native corporation lands and Native allotments. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-553 

Issue 1 

For priority fish species, where does the Unalakleet River rank? Looking at the small 
population of the Unalakleet, it is very unique. We have like 8 or 9 species here. BLM: 
We appreciate that feedback .Matt Varner is the lead for fisheries in our State Office. 
Merlyn Scheleske has worked on it too. We are incorporating their evaluations and 
information from the communities in the planning efforts. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-554 

Issue 1 Subsistence. Fish counting--continued by NSEDC, NVV & UNC since state will not. Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-579 

Issue 1 Watershed clean water act standard-prioritize model.  Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-581 
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Issue 1 

Water uses such as hydroelectric power, mining, petroleum production, water supply 
(including out of state water export), forestry, and agriculture, have the potential to 
change both the riparian and aquatic habitat conditions needed to support productive 
fish and wildlife populations. These developments may adversely impact fish production 
and passage unless sufficient amounts of water are maintained within water bodies 
during appropriate time periods to provide for important habitat functions and 
waterway access. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-694 

Issue 1 
The BLM, therefore, should synthesize existing scientific knowledge to argue that the 
natural flow regime plays a critical role in sustaining native biodiversity and ecosystem 
integrity in rivers. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-695 

Issue 1 

BLM’s duty to protect subsistence resources which rely on river ecosystems for 
sustainable, a new, holistic, ecological perspective on water management is needed to 
guide society’s interactions with rivers.  
To manage the Watershed from this new perspective, therefore, BLM will need to make 
policy changes. The agency’s current narrow regulatory focus on limitations due to 
fragmented land ownership, minimum flows and single species impedes enlightened 
river management and restoration, as do the often conflicting mandates of the many 
agencies and organizations that will be involved in the licensing process. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-696 

Issue 1 
The Water Analysis Framework, therefore, should focus on how restoring specific 
components of the flow regime will benefit the entire ecosystem and, how, the natural 
river system should be allowed to repair and maintain itself. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-697 

Issue 1 
The WAF should incorporate the impacts of climate change on watershed planning and 
management. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-699 
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Issue 1 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in its recently proposed study 
plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the proposed Susitna-Watana 
Hydropower Project on instream flows submitted as part of our comments on the 
original scoping document and Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
Historically, the “protection” of river ecosystems has been limited in scope, 
emphasizing water quality and only one aspect of water quantity: minimum flow. Water 
resources management has also suffered from the often incongruent perspectives and 
fragmented responsibility of agencies (for example, the US Army Corps of Engineers and 
Bureau of Reclamation are responsible for water supply and flood control, the US 
Environmental Protection Agency and state environmental agencies for water quality, 
and the US Fish & Wildlife Service for waterdependent species of sporting, commercial, 
or conservation value), making it difficult, if not impossible, to manage the entire river 
ecosystem (Karr 1991). However, environmental dynamism is now recognized as central 
to sustaining and conserving native species diversity and ecological integrity in rivers 
and other ecosystems (Holling and Meffe 1996, Hughes 1994, Pickett et al. 1992, 
Stanford et al. 1996), and coordinated actions are therefore necessary to protect and 
restore a river’s natural flow variability. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-707 

Issue 1 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in its recently proposed study 
plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the proposed Susitna-Watana 
Hydropower Project on instream flows submitted as part of our comments on the 
original scoping document and Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
For humans to continue to rely on river ecosystems for sustainable food production, 
power production, waste assimilation, and flood control, a new, holistic, ecological 
perspective on water management is needed to guide society’s interactions with rivers. 
Using science to guide ecosystem management and restoration of the River requires 
that basic and applied research address difficult questions in complex, real-world 
settings, in which experimental controls and statistical replication are often impossible. 
The Applicant should focus on how restoring specific components of the flow regime 
will benefit the entire ecosystem and, how, the natural river system should be allowed 
to repair and maintain itself. This approach is likely to be the most successful and the 
least expensive way to restore and maintain the ecological integrity of the flow-altered 
Susitna Rivers. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-708 
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Issue 1 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in its recently proposed study 
plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the proposed Susitna-Watana 
Hydropower Project on instream flows submitted as part of our comments on the 
original scoping document and Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
For humans to continue to rely on river ecosystems for sustainable food production, 
power production, waste assimilation, and flood control, a new, holistic, ecological 
perspective on water management is needed to guide society’s interactions with rivers. 
Most rivers are highly modified and so the greatest challenges lie in managing and 
restoring rivers that are also used to satisfy human needs. Recognizing the natural 
variability of river flow and explicitly incorporating the five components of the natural 
flow regime (i.e., magnitude, frequency, duration, timing, and rate of change) into a 
broader framework for ecosystem 
management would constitute a major advance over most present management, which 
focuses on minimum flows and on just a few species. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-709 

Issue 1 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
While the need to wholly assess the planning area through modeling, assumptions and 
professional judgment may be required due to its size, remoteness and limited field 
data, the fact conclusions are based solely on modeling should be clearly acknowledged 
when developing management alternatives based on those conclusions. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-739 

Issue 1 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
Further, similar to the above comments on the Preliminary Alternatives, there is some 
indication of a bias towards non-use of these areas as a management priority. For 
example, the “systematic approach” noted on page 1 entirely omits any reference to 
the guidance (also noted on page 1) to maintain both ecological balance and multiple-
use relationships. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-740 

Issue 1 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
Also, the “priority” fish species include most of the fish found in the planning area. This 
may accurately follow the BLM’s discretionary standard, but renders the word “priority” 
meaningless and has a significant domino effect, including its noted amplification of 
“priority” habitat scores. Artificially heightened scores can lead to undue establishment 
as a Riparian Conservation Area or a High Priority Restoration Watershed, which 
accompany more restrictive management under the Preliminary Alternatives. Without 
an approach that judiciously identifies “priority” status, increased management will be 
employed in a larger area than is warranted by current conditions. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-741 
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Issue 1 

Fisheries Alternative 1 is too restrictive for overland transport of equipment. As an 
agency of the Department of the Interior, BLM is supposed to be managing for climate 
change and this alternative assumes the climate will stay the same. Alternative 3 is 
preferable, because it allows innovation to meet changing conditions on the ground. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-759 

Issue 1 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
2. Priority Fish Species, Table 1. Draft List of Priority Fish Species.  We suggest adding 
recreation to the Priority Status for chum salmon.  During this period of low Chinook 
salmon abundance, chum salmon are becoming more important to anglers. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-847 

Issue 1 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
2. Priority Fish Species, Table 1. Draft List of Priority Fish Species.  References in the 
ACEC report imply that BLM places importance on the presence within BSWI of all five 
Pacific salmon species native to Alaska. We request BLM explain its reason for not 
including pink and sockeye salmon on its priority fish species list for the watershed 
framework analysis. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-848 

Issue 1 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
4.2 Watershed Aquatic Resource Value Model. We request that BLM provide the 
scoring tables for waterbodies that received high scores for “Unique or Rare Fishery 
Resource or Habitat (Incl. BLM SSS? Watch sp.).” It is important to show the work for 
this value since it relies on professional judgment, and because the Watershed Aquatic 
Resource Values in BSWI map appears to include areas where BLM does not manage 
along waters with high aquatic resource values. We appreciate the value of the model, 
but would also like to see a narrative description of the watersheds’ values, conditions, 
history, and current use to illustrate the need for special management. Considering the 
large role Riparian Conservation Area-based restrictions play in the preliminary 
alternatives concepts, it is important BLM use both the model values and plain-
language interpretation of the model so that the public can understand both the roots 
and the implications of the RCA decisions. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-849 

Issue 1 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Mining Transportation, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 3 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing occupancy and 
travel at a development site within designated watershed but outside of a 300-foot 
buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 
. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-857 
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Issue 1 

[Comment JC4 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Fish Resources] 
Without specific justification, 300 feet appears to be an unnecessarily excessive buffer.  
The State’s area management plan only requires a 100 feet buffer from ordinary high 
water (DNR Kuskokwim Area Plan, 1988).  For consistency and to recognize that ANILCA 
Title XI allows for authorization of transportation and utility systems within CSUs, 
including wild and scenic rivers, we request the following revision: No surface 
occupancy within 100 feet of fish bearing streams, unless authorized pursuant to 
ANILCA Title XI. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-877 

Issue 1 

[Comment D20 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Objective(s) 1.] 
This implies BLM has authority to manage fishery populations.  The Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game is responsible for the management and sustainability of all fish and 
wildlife regardless of land ownership or designation and manages on the sustained yield 
principle.  We recommend changing the language. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-882 

Issue 2 

The Andy Smith Lake area is important for bird nesting. Sport fishing has been 
introduced to that area where there is prime bird nesting. Now there are no more birds 
because there are too many sport fishing boats zooming around in that area now. Fish 
and game used to band birds there. There were hundreds of ducks and geese down 
there, but because of this boat ramp they have moved out. This area may be on BLM 
land. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-008 

Issue 2 The Innoko Bottoms area is prime moose habitat. Holy Cross Meeting HC-009 

Issue 2 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about 
the upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
WACH is north of Kaltag, but used to be more in the area. One meeting attendee noted 
seeing the WACH two times in his life. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-039 

Issue 2 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about 
the upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag has heard about plan for wood bison introduction in April. Wood bison will likely 
end up on BLM land if they are released in Shageluk. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-040 
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Issue 2 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about 
the upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Muskoxen have a lot of feeding grounds. Clarified with community member about the 
difference between muskoxen and wood bison. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-041 

Issue 2 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about 
the upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
The community hunts geese, ducks, and other waterfowl. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-042 

Issue 2 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but used to be more 
common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the community. Kaltag know about 
the upcoming wood bison introduction, and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag residents generally do not hunt in the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge, due to 
distance. Instead, they use a slough north of Innoko. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-043 

Issue 2 

[The community confirmed that there are not many caribou in the area. Brief 
informative discussion about wood bison introduction, and the community noted the 
potential importance of wood bison as a hunting resource for future generations. 
Specific comments:] 
Community member asked about wood bison introduction. Wood bison would likely 
end up on BLM lands. The State will allow hunting of the population on BLM lands. 
Hunting limit will be low at first, but may increase as the wood bison population 
increases. Wood bison are treated as a nonessential experimental population. 

Grayling Meeting GL-086 

Issue 2 

[The community confirmed that there are not many caribou in the area. Brief 
informative discussion about wood bison introduction, and the community noted the 
potential importance of wood bison as a hunting resource for future generations. 
Specific comments:] 
Wood bison will provide hunting opportunities for Grayling now, but the wood bison 
could be important to hunting by future generations. 

Grayling Meeting GL-087 

Issue 2 
Bethel residents sometimes go moose hunting on BLM lands, which are a distance from 
Bethel. Bethel Meeting BT-118 

Issue 2 

[Musk ox populations are perceived to be increasing; more animals have been seen in 
the Bethel area in recent years. Specific comments:] 
If someone sees a musk ox, they go out and kill it. We were told by a lot of federal 
people that we are poaching.  

Bethel Meeting BT-122 
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Issue 2 

[Musk ox populations are perceived to be increasing; more animals have been seen in 
the Bethel area in recent years. Specific comments:] 
There were 16 musk oxen in this area. There were 7 in the Johnson area, but they were 
not counted. They haven’t counted moose in this area since the moratorium. They had 
a hunting opening last year and the quota was filled in 4 days. There are lots of moose, 
but they are not counting them. The first time they opened a 10-day hunt, they didn’t 
fill the quota. There are more musk oxen now, and the hunt was finished quickly. If 
bison are coming down from Nome, there are a lot of willows in that area. 

Bethel Meeting BT-123 

Issue 2 

Grazing – Is that where they are bringing in Wood Bison? BLM response: Wood bison 
are planned to be reintroduced in the Shageluk area, near the Innoko River. Wood bison 
are considered to be a non-essential experimental population. They may be released 
after March 22. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-210 

Issue 2 
Caribou populations have been low. They used to come by High Fish Lake. They seem to 
be starting to come back again. Aniak Meeting AN-255 

Issue 2 There are fewer brown and black bear. They are declining or migrating. Aniak Meeting AN-257 
Issue 2 Moose populations are finally up. Aniak Meeting AN-258 
Issue 2 One time wolves killed a dog in town. Aniak Meeting AN-259 

Issue 2 
Did you have any part in the wood bison? BLM: The wood bison will be released this 
spring in the Shageluk area, and there is a high likelihood that wood bison will end up 
on BLM lands. 

Aniak Meeting AN-263 

Issue 2 
There was a fire by Crooked Creek. Vegetation is coming back the same. We are seeing 
some game now. Aniak Meeting AN-269 

Issue 2 

Will this plan change hunting areas? Are you working with federal subsistence on BLM 
lands? BLM: Staff noted concerns over decline in the Western Arctic Caribou Herd 
(WACH). The WACH has declined by half in recent years. BLM manages habitat and the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) manages wildlife. BLM follows federal 
subsistence regulations. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-277 

Issue 2 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. Specific comments:] 
There used to be caribou in the Crooked Creek area. I am not certain if they were the 
Mulchatna herd, but they were edible caribou. They were on the south side of the river, 
by fish camps, and along the Holitna River. It’s been about 15 years ago that we saw a 
caribou herd come through the area. There was a herd about 10 years ago by 
Napaimiute. There were caribou outside of Aniak about a decade ago. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-278 
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Issue 2 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. Specific comments:] 
Could people downriver keep them down there now? Now they are by Quinhagak. BLM: 
I don’t think you can necessarily herd them. I have heard up north that the caribou 
cross the river at various pinch points and hunters know that. Sometimes hunters shoot 
the first caribou that arrive and they could be lead caribou; still not certain about this. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-279 

Issue 2 
[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. Specific comments:] 
They lost half the herd in one year. BLM: The Mulchatna herd has tremendous variation 
in how it moves. There are historic variations over the years. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-280 

Issue 2 Aren’t there bison by McGrath? Yes, but those are plains bison. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-281 

Issue 2 

I have heard about the wood bison being reintroduced. I don’t know if they eat the 
same food as moose. The wood bison will go wherever they want, and it may be 
different than where they were dropped off. Attendee noted that wood bison do not 
eat the same thing as moose, and that is why they were chosen for reintroduction. 
Bison are good food. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-282 

Issue 2 
There are some muskoxen in the Russian Mountains right behind Chuathbaluk. There 
were nine there, and now I am sure there are more. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-283 

Issue 2 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
Idea to have predator control on wolves by local people who could then sell the pelts 
for money.  

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-284 

Issue 2 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
We used to see moose on the George River, and now there are more wolves there. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-285 

Issue 2 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
We have lost dogs in the village to wolves. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-286 

Issue 2 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
Many people view the wolf as a romantic animal to be protected. The Department of 
Fish and Game needs to listen to us. They cannot say there is not enough data. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-287 

Issue 2 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
I remember in the past of men who would find wolf dens and kill the pups to keep the 
population in check. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-288 

Issue 2 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
There is a black wolf that has been around here nearby. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-289 

Issue 2 We had not seen wolverines in the past, but now we do see them. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-290 
Issue 2 We are seeing lynx again. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-291 
Issue 2 There possibly may be more rabbits. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-292 
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Issue 2 
[Black bear predation concerns:] 
There have been some bear hunts here which have helped. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-293 

Issue 2 
[Black bear predation concerns:] 
We have a huge black bear population around here. We are concerned about bears 
eating moose. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-294 

Issue 2 
[Moose observations:] 
There is good habitat in the George River area for moose. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-295 

Issue 2 

[Moose observations:] 
We find moose with scratches or injured antlers sometimes. We have seen rips in the 
ears from wolves and bears. Caribou sometimes have the same thing. We have 
observed more moose than there used to be that have injuries. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-296 

Issue 2 
[Moose observations:] 
If it was cost effective, they could drop over-populated moose from Anchorage to our 
area. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-297 

Issue 2 There are too many beavers. Trap all the beavers. They make too many dams. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-370 

Issue 2 

Brown bear populations seem to be average. At certain months there are many bear 
sitings. Berries and fish resources impact where the bears are. Bears are coming down 
from the hills for fish. There have been some bears right at the door across the river. 
There was a brown bear by a bedroom window. Berries and fish affect the bears’ food 
chain. Bears are going in later, coming out earlier, and coming out hungry. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-371 

Issue 2 
I saw black bears in the hills early in summer, then did not see them, and thought that 
they were down on the river. We saw black bears when we traveled on the river to 
Stony River. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-372 

Issue 2 The ladies do not want bears when berry picking. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-373 

Issue 2 
We have seen wolves across river and hear them howling. In certain winters packs 
come into town and eat dogs. We think they may be more stressed. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-374 

Issue 2 
Moose are starting to migrate away from this area. There are not many moose that 
pass through anymore. We don’t think willow heath is an issue for moose. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-375 

Issue 2 
We are not seeing more muskoxen. We have heard of muskoxen sitings, but we have 
not seen them. They are mostly down in the Bethel area. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-383 

Issue 2 
Have you mapped ranges of sheep, muskoxen, and goats in the project area? BLM: Yes, 
we have mapped some areas. Anchorage Meeting AC-411 
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Issue 2 

Do the wildlife alternative concepts for communication towers and power lines 
encompass wind turbine projects? BLM: They will eventually, but wind farms are new 
enough that the standards are still coming along. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and 
the wind industry are working together to develop wind farm standards. BLM would 
follow the lead of FWS. There are some standards in place now, and some are currently 
in development. When BLM permits communication towers, we do take into account 
the potential for bird kills. One main standard would likely be to avoid major migration 
corridors. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-413 

Issue 2 

Walking or snowmachining is the only access to the Nulato Hills. A few guys trap on 
backside of the village, but lands behind Nulato are mostly savings to come for the 
future. The Nulato Hills are where animals grow, and it is kind of a protected area 
because there is very limited access. We never show anyone our trails to limit access. 

Nulato Meeting NL-425 

Issue 2 
What is BLM policy on predator control? BLM: The state manages the animals and we 
manage habitat; BLM would not have much authority on predator control. Nulato Meeting NL-433 

Issue 2 
The caribou have not come this far south in quite some time. Take that into 
consideration in terms of St. Michael and Stebbins. BLM: We are not seeing winter 
range come as far south.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-512 

Issue 2 1. Clean water, clean air, protection of habitats. Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-572 

Issue 2 

Wildlife Corridors, Wintering and Calving Areas 
The Bering Sea-Western Interior region contains multiple ecosystems that remain 
ecologically intact and biologically diverse; they are crucial for both subsistence 
economies and quality of life. Wildlife migration corridors, wintering and calving areas 
should be determined for moose and the caribou herds that use BLM land in the Bering 
Sea-Western Interior. These areas should be identified and provided protections in the 
Resource Management Plan with special consideration for the: 
• Western Arctic Caribou Herd; 
• Beaver Mountains Caribou Herd; 
• Sunshine Mountains Caribou Herd; 
• Farewell-Big River Caribou Herd; 
• Mulchatna Caribou Herd; 
• Nushugak Peninsula Caribou Herd; 
• Nelchina Caribou Herd; 
• Denali Caribou Herd; and 
• Moose wintering habitat. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-688 
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Issue 2 
Recommendation on Wintering, Migration and Calving: BLM should protect critical 
caribou and moose migration, wintering and calving habitat in the Bering Sea-Western 
Interior RMP. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-689 

Issue 3 
Will BLM need to authorize grazing for the bison reintroduction this spring? BLM can 
authorize grazing for domestic animals, like reindeer. The grazing authorizations are not 
for wild animals, such as bison. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-015 

Issue 3 
Kaltag does not have a big interest in reindeer grazing. This is partly because the WACH 
inhabits this area. Residents have not seen them for a few years, but they have been 
here. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-049 

Issue 3 Grayling is not interested in reindeer grazing. Grayling Meeting GL-085 
Issue 3 There is no interest in reindeer grazing in this area. Aniak Meeting AN-261 

Issue 3 
We do not know of anyone here interested in reindeer herding, but it may be a good 
thing to consider. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-385 

Issue 3 People are considering herding reindeer for a meat supply. Unalakleet Meeting UN-513 

Issue 3 

[Comment PBM47 
3.4 Grazing Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; The following areas would be closed to reindeer grazing] 
How will these areas be determined? The whole concept seems overly restrictive 
against reindeer grazing opportunities, especially given the unknown acreage that could 
be LWC. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-887 

Issue 4 
Is there a charge for commercial firewood use? Yes, usually $10. Personal use is free, 
but BLM still appreciates residents getting permits for those activities so we can 
understand how the lands are being used. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-016 

Issue 4 
If someone owns an allotment, do they have to have a permit if they are going to 
harvest wood on their own land for their own use? No. Holy Cross Meeting HC-017 

Issue 4 

If you are giving permission to someone to get resources from BLM lands, and the 
proposed use is adjacent to an allotment, what happens if they go onto the allotment? 
It’s easy for them to be legal with you, but illegal with us. How do you patrol that? We 
can use law enforcement rangers and resource staff to do inspections. If we were to 
authorize a timber permit, usually the trees are marked in advance. If we know there is 
an allotment in the area, we can provide GPS points to establish use areas. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-018 

Issue 4 There are sawmills in Grayling. Grayling Meeting GL-089 
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Issue 4 

[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
Clarification that Alaska Fire Service manages fire – this plan will not go into large level 
of detail on fire management. This plan will cover when it would make sense to fight 
fire. 

Grayling Meeting GL-091 

Issue 4 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
Some meeting attendees are ex-firefighters. Grayling Meeting GL-092 

Issue 4 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
BLM is aware of state cutbacks for Alaska Fire Service program. Grayling Meeting GL-093 

Issue 4 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific comments:] 
Active management of wildfire on BLM lands if it is close to communities or threatening 
lichen habitat relied upon by caribou. 

Grayling Meeting GL-094 

Issue 4 

Responding to discussion regarding the difference between personal use and 
commercial use, a resident noted NaPaimiut was selling firewood, substantially more 
than 10 cords. This is a commercial use and the source of wood is from corporation 
lands. 

Bethel Meeting BT-113 

Issue 4 
Would the permit (commercial or personal) be for each season? Yes, each year. 
However, much of the wood harvest areas that are located near the river have been 
selected by the state and corporations. 

Bethel Meeting BT-114 

Issue 4 
A family from Stony River was gathering about 25 cords of drift wood. They went all the 
way down to Eek. Bethel Meeting BT-115 

Issue 4 

A guy I know wants to go upriver and do some logging. A lot of this maybe needs to be 
made more accessible so people here know how to get the information. BLM 
responded, the answer depends on which land you want to use; the answer could be 
entirely different on state or corporation lands. The resident replied, it would be great if 
the BLM, state, and corporations got together and made similar rules. 

Bethel Meeting BT-116 

Issue 4 

Are there BLM lands between Bethel and the Yukon? People like to go get wood. They 
travel from the coast to the Yukon to get their wood. BLM responded, we have not 
talked about an overland route; we talked about floating it down from as far as Stony 
River. 

Bethel Meeting BT-117 

Issue 4 
We use drift logs from the beach after breakup. We get smoke wood, but we do not go 
all the way to Stony River. We get wood on corporation lands, not on BLM land. Kalskag Meeting KS-167 

Issue 4 
BLM asked: Are people using BLM lands for cutting firewood? Community response: We 
don’t know where BLM lands are. Kalskag Meeting KS-168 
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Issue 4 

BLM asked: We are considering free permits so we can get information about what 
timber is coming from BLM land. A lot of people think BLM land is along the river, but 
BLM land is pretty far back from the river. It seems like the closest area to the 
community is about half the way to Aniak. Do you have any thoughts about requiring a 
permit for subsistence or personal use? How would you feel about that? We realize it 
could be burdensome. Community response: What is the point of getting a permit 
when we don’t know where BLM lands are? How are you going to get the permit, 
where would they be available? BLM response: Yes, that is something we have not 
answered yet. Harvest reports would give us some information about use of timber 
resources. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-169 

Issue 4 
On that one (slide 23), go with #3, commercial harvesting would not be permitted along 
the Iditarod. Kalskag Meeting KS-170 

Issue 4 

I’ve seen clearcutting in Washington. They have a hole in their head. Why would anyone 
do that? The wildlife, fish, plants, and berries all benefit from the forests. Down there, 
they have to re-establish or replant? BLM response: It depends. If there are enough 
trees left, it regenerates on its own. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-171 

Issue 4 There’s not enough timber in this area to have commercial harvest. Kalskag Meeting KS-172 

Issue 4 
Are they planning to take trees down to build the Donlin Gold pipeline? What are they 
going to do with the trees? BLM response: They are trying to leave as many trees as 
they can. Wood could be offered to nearby communities. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-192 

Issue 4 
Permits would be burdensome for the people that live off the land and normally go to 
get wood.  Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-193 

Issue 4 If we go off to the west for firewood, it’s not on BLM land. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-194 

Issue 4 
Would you have to pay for firewood permits? BLM response: No, only if you are taking 
it to sell, and only if you are cutting greater than 10 cords. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-195 

Issue 4 Would permits be required for driftwood? No, that is not on BLM land.  Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-196 

Issue 4 
People are using more wood for heating. You are lucky you are paying only $2.75 per 
gallon for fuel in Anchorage. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-197 
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Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
It might be a good idea to have free permits for you to see how much wood is being 
used. We cannot see the boundaries though. We do not know where BLM boundaries 
are, so maybe you need to have a little map attached to the permit. People know in 
general where they are, but they do not know about boundaries. People are used to 
traditional routes and areas used for generations. What if they are using BLM land all 
this time and they never knew? 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-229 

Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Most of the land in this area is owned by the corporation or state. No permits are 
needed in this area yet, unless you are cutting for a business. If it goes to commercial 
activity, then the corporation would likely get involved. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-230 

Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
The watershed behind town is important and part of that is on BLM land. The 
community uses the untreated water source. One time we had a fire and it went up 
that way. It might be good if there were fewer trees around the boundary. Maybe thin 
the trees in that area. But our animals depend on those trees; do not cut too many. It 
may be good not to have firewood cutting in that area.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-231 

Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
If someone starts to start something big, they usually ask the landowner and the village 
nearby for their input. It is village corporation land around the community up to the 
boundary with BLM land? 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-232 
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Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Are there restrictions on harvesting live trees? Or can you only harvest dead wood and 
drift wood?  I think that is the state that might have limits on size and green tree 
harvests. Cutting of dead or down trees only, unless prescribed the forester? BLM 
response: I don’t know.  We have to follow State of Alaska Forestry Best Management 
Practices. We will look into that a little bit more. In Glenallen, if the forester identifies 
green trees, they can be cut. Otherwise, it is only dead or down trees that can be cut. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-233 

Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Which resources are best? Is there a driftwood study about wood that comes down the 
river? That would be a good source of information for the small villages about 
alternative sources of heat. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-235 

Issue 4 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Usually when you clear an area of trees, they grow back in 20 years. You just don’t want 
to cut too many at one time. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-236 

Issue 4 

[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We are afraid it would lead to harassment and tickets for us. Our experience with 
enforcement is that they will find a way to write us a ticket. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-322 

Issue 4 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
The Crooked Creek Council would protest any kind of permit for wood. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-323 

Issue 4 

[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
As an example a man collected driftwood that did not require a permit. He was hassled 
by The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC) and questioned. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-324 
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Issue 4 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We do have a sawmill here. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-325 

Issue 4 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We need more logs for houses. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-326 

Issue 4 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
It depends on the winter how much wood we need. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-327 

Issue 4 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
Driftwood is an important wood source. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-328 

Issue 4 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the ten cord 
commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We don’t like TKC permits either. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-329 

Issue 4 
Question about rust colored debris floating on top of water one year. We heard it was 
from an overpopulation of spruce beetles killing trees, and the color came from the 
trees. BLM discussed spruce tree die-offs from beetle kill. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-394 

Issue 4 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
We get our firewood from different areas. It is taken farther back from the river and 
pulled out in winter with sleds. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-395 

Issue 4 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
Where would you get the permit? BLM: We have not finalized this yet since it is not 
definite, but it would probably be online. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-396 
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Issue 4 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
So it would be like moose hunt permits. How would you keep track of how many berries 
or wood is taken? BLM: We do not know yet, but it may help land management if we 
know approximately where people are getting wood, and what people need and expect 
to take. We do not want the burden to be greater than the benefits. 
It would be something like budgeting. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-398 

Issue 4 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
It would be good for commercial harvesters to be required to have a permit. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-399 

Issue 4 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
For The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC) land you have to contact them if you will be 
taking more than a certain amount. BLM clarified that this permit would only be for 
activities on BLM lands. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-400 

Issue 4 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
What is this part about surface disturbance and required vegetation surveys? BLM: 
Surveys would be required for big, commercial operations that would need to build 
roads to access timber. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-401 

Issue 4 

There is a lot of old feed for the moose, and the beaver are taking new feed. Could you 
do a controlled burn in the refuge? Do you manage fires? BLM: The refuge is managed 
by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and they would have to do a prescribed burn. BLM 
does manage fires, but would need direction from Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Nulato Meeting NL-453 

Issue 4 
We are lucky that past fires have stopped before Nulato, but if they spread from BLM 
land to Native land the fires could affect us. Nulato Meeting NL-454 
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Issue 4 We harvest most of our wood from the river corridor. Nulato Meeting NL-465 

Issue 4 
It would be a couple tanks of gas to gather wood on BLM land. It would be more 
burdensome to harvest wood from BLM land. Nulato Meeting NL-466 

Issue 4 No one burns over 10 cords of wood here. Nulato Meeting NL-467 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
It would be good to have a firewood permit available. Maybe it would cut down on 
trespass on corporation and other lands. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-515 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
There are several issues with free firewood permits, including accessibility to staff for 
those permits, unless you had someone here year round to issue those permits. If there 
are any consequences with NOT obtaining the permit? I would rather not see someone 
subject to a criminal action for heating their home. BLM: This process is definitely not 
fully developed. The goal of the permits is to gather use information. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-516 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
How far do you want to go? It may not be cost effective to get firewood from BLM 
lands. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-517 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You can’t cut trees on BLM land? BLM: You can. We are thinking about having free 
permits to collect information about how much wood is being harvested. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-518 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
The nicer trees are way up there, ones that are good for homes. BLM: Commercial use 
requires a permit, if you are going to sell the wood. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-519 
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Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
I am not in favor of a permit. It would create heartburn for people to get a permit for 
wood that we have been using all of our lives. BLM: There may be other ways that we 
can obtain that information. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-521 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You can work with the tribe to get information and to spread the word about harvest 
available on BLM lands. And we need to know where BLM is located. We don’t want 
trespass on others’ land. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-522 

Issue 4 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
The permits would be free? That would be easier. Can you pay someone to work part 
time in the corporation office to hand out the permits? BLM: Those are good ideas. The 
process would need to be simple and easy. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-523 

Issue 4 

We are concerned about the funding that is going to be cut from the McGrath, Alaska 
area. Reason: This will be a dry season this spring and summer and there will be fires. 
Our villages do not have fire departments and we depend on wood, berries etc. for 
survival. Alos our homes etc. will be in danger from forest fires. Also the moose and 
other wild game we need will be in danger. The birch trees were dying last summer. The 
leaves were drying up. Some people say it was some sort of insects that was the cause. 
Thank you BLM for watching over our area. We appreciate what you do. 

Chuathbaluk Sent In CH-566 

Issue 4 

Page 21. Commercial Timber Harvest should be allowed if it meets criteria for 
preservation of RCA values in Fisheries Alternative 1. BLM land is for mixed uses and 
should be managed for responsible timber harvest – not for preservation of pristine 
forests.  

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-718 
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Issue 4 

There appears to be overly extensive permitting required for any and all subsistence 
[local] uses of timber. BLM should consider timber management policies of adjacent 
federal or state-owned lands and determine where it is possible to be more consistent to 
minimize regulatory burdens on local residents. For example, the State’s Generally 
Allowed Uses that apply to state lands are not as restrictive as those listed in this RMP 
and other federal land management agencies allow local timber uses with minimal 
administrative burden. In short, the plan is placing an increasing administrative and 
permit burden on rural residents that does not appear to be necessary. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-775 

Issue 4 

The Alaska Interagency Fire Administrator’s Guide, procedures and processes are 
outlined that require, if there is a fire, that Land Managers (Jurisdictional) and Fire 
Protection Agencies to discuss a plan of action through the Wildland Fire Decision 
Support System (WFDSS) that meets the goals and objectives as presented by BLM.  
This flexibility should be maintained in the RMP. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-776 

Issue 4 
We request, that as part of the Wildland Fire Decision Support System (WFDSS), that 
BLM follow retardant use guidelines for State lands to limit potential introduction of 
contaminants to fish bearing waters. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-778 

Issue 4 

[Forestry Resources] 
We request that  timber harvest not be limited to winter harvest only as this ties the 
hand of the land manager both operationally and silviculturally, and road construction 
meeting BMP's should be allowed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-872 

Issue 4 
BLM should allow for salvage timber harvesting in the INHT corridor. And salvage of 
dead trees for commercial and personal use. Anchorage Sent In AC-873 

Issue 4 

[Comment ARL8 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources] 
We request justification for imposing a permit system on subsistence users to harvest 
forest products and firewood for personal use.  ANILCA Section 802 states “It is hereby 
declared to be the policy of Congress that…..the utilization of the public lands in Alaska 
is to cause the least adverse impact possible on rural residents who depend upon 
subsistence resources of such lands.”  We recommend BLM review NPS and FWS 
subsistence regulations, which allow this use without a permit, to ensure that BLM is 
not being more restrictive than other Interior agencies and that restrictions to 
subsistence use and access are not burdening subsistence users.  We also suggest BLM 
consider whether it has the resources to administer such a permit system. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-879 
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Issue 4 

[Comment PBM85 
3.12 Forestry Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Timber harvest permit priority areas  
Just one rule should be developed for the area, and not a mish mash of distances. The 
rule should be easy to understand and not require permits. The section below is 
confusing and would be hard to interpret on the ground 

Anchorage Sent In AC-890 

Issue 5 

The community is concerned about wanting to use BLM’s Tripod Cabin while setting 
snowmachine trail since it is a long, rough trip. Kaltag residents do not use the cabin 
once the trail is set. Kaltag residents do use the trail to access trapping areas. BLM 
noted that trapping cabins are discussed in the realty section of the alternative packet. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-050 

Issue 5 
Trapping is increasing for some residents, but not all. We are trying to bring back 
trapping. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-384 

Issue 5 
Are we able to trap on BLM lands? Marten trapping season just closed, and we are 
trying to work with students on trapping. BLM: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
determines hunting seasons. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-387 

Issue 6 

Coastal erosion, due to climate change – what are your plans for that? What are you 
going to do to protect your lands that are eroding into the ocean? There’s a lot up there 
by St. Michael’s and Unalakleet? Some studies show that in 50 years, that whole area 
will be covered in water. 

Bethel Meeting BT-149 

Issue 6 The river freezes later than in past years, and there is open water earlier. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-351 

Issue 6 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
Many hands raised in the room when BLM asked if audience had observed elements of 
climate change. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-388 

Issue 6 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
There is gunk in the trees.  Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-389 

Issue 6 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
Last year was a bad year for berries. There have been dry winters and dry springs. In 
higher elevations there is deeper snowpack, so that is are where berries are. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-390 

Issue 6 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
There are earlier breakups and later freezeups. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-391 

Issue 6 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
Sometimes there are second breakups. In November of 2014, the river froze, thawed, 
and then refroze. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-392 
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Issue 6 

[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific comments:] 
With earlier breakups, later freezeups, and refreezing, the river has a rougher surface 
and is more dangerous. We do not get to travel to get medical care or to stores. More 
things must be flown here. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-393 

Issue 6 

The most significant short-term risks from climate change to the public land resources 
in the Watershed are mining and road development. These activities exacerbate issues 
from industrial and other development activity that the planning area is already facing. 
The BLM can mitigate the impacts of such activities on subsistence resources through 
it’s agency role of oversight of permitting for mineral exploration and for new roads in 
the Watershed. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-701 

Issue 6 

[Comment DC94 
3.14 Vegetation Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; Cumulative Management] 
The effect of permafrost thaw may or may not be compounded by additional surface 
disturbance, depending on site specific conditions.  This management alternative may 
displace activities from areas of thaw to other areas of intact permafrost—a 
displacement which may not be desirable in all circumstances.  Also, are there current 
surveys that project current permafrost and vegetation composition to 
measure/compare change over time? 

Anchorage Sent In AC-891 

Issue 7 
Invasives? Are you talking about spruce beetles? BLM response: That topic refers to any 
type of invasive species, including weeds. Kalskag Meeting KS-159 

Issue 7 

Are you seeing invasive species move more north and west? BLM response: They go 
where people go, and we are looking at ways to prevent dispersal of seeds. For 
example, for the Iditarod race, they haul in lots of straw for dog bedding. We require 
them to bring in weed-free straw so that weeds are not introduced along the race 
route. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-160 

Issue 8 

Is that where they protect the land? BLM response: It is not the level of protection of a 
national park or a wildlife refuge, but we manage the land a little differently in those 
areas. Where we are considering this kind of designation is up river (past McGrath), 
near Denali National Park, and on the east side of Nulato Hills. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-208 

Issue 8 
I agree with the idea of LWCs. The area around Nikolai is the area my grandfather 
homesteaded. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-209 
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Issue 8 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Alternatives – (pp 60-61). AMA supports 
alternative 3 for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Alternative 3 states “Manage 
NO parcels as lands proposed for management of wilderness character as a priority 
over other uses. Instead, emphasize other uses while applying management restrictions 
(conditions of use, mitigation measures) on these lands.” AMA agrees with 
Congressional intent expressed in ANILCA that no more federal lands in Alaska should 
be designated as Conservation System lands. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-622 

Issue 8 

Wilderness Characteristics 
Doyon generally opposes any designation of areas surrounding Doyon-owned lands in 
the Planning Area as areas where wilderness characteristics would be maintained. As an 
initial matter, many of these areas are subject to Doyon land selections and, therefore, 
are subject to potential conveyance to Doyon at some time in the future. Moreover, 
such designation could significantly impact Doyon's ability to obtain needed access 
across such lands. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-659 

Issue 8 

Based upon a reasonable consideration of these factors, much of the land area in the 
vicinity of Doyon-owned or selected lands is unlikely to be suitable for management for 
maintenance of wilderness characteristics. Much of this land area consists of lands that 
have been selected by Doyon under ANCSA, potentially limiting BLM's ability to 
protect wilderness characteristics on the lands over the long term. In addition, to the 
extent that lands to be considered for maintenance of wilderness characteristics may 
surround Doyon-owned lands, Doyon will require access to non-Federal inholdings. 
Such access, to which Doyon is entitled under the provisions of ANILCA, could limit 
BLM's ability to effectively manage the lands to protect their wilderness characteristics. 
Accordingly, proposals to designate areas in the vicinity ofDoyon-owned or selected 
lands as areas where wilderness characteristics would be maintained are unlikely to be 
supported by BLM policy and guidance governing the consideration oflands with 
wilderness characteristics in land use planning. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-660 
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Issue 8 

We recommend strong protections for important lands identified as having wilderness 
characteristics, especially those also considered for ACEC or RCA status. Examples of 
land use plan decisions that could protect lands with wilderness characteristics include, 
but are not limited to, the following: 
• Recommend withdrawal from mineral entry; 
• Close to leasing or allow leasing only with no surface occupancy with no exceptions, 
waivers, or modifications; 
• Designate as right-of-way exclusion areas; 
• Close to construction of new roads; 
• Designate as limited to motor vehicle use on designated routes; 
• Close to mineral material sales; 
• Exclude or restrict with conditions certain commercial uses or other activities; and 
• Retain public lands in federal ownership. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-680 

Issue 8 
Wilderness quality lands support biodiversity, watershed protection and overall healthy 
ecosystems. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-681 

Issue 8 
Managing lands to protect wilderness characteristics will also protect culturally 
important traditional uses such as subsistence harvest from traditional landscapes now 
managed by the federal government. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-682 

Issue 8 
Protection of lands with wilderness characteristics enables the customs, cultures, and 
the culturally important subsistence uses to be sustained. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-683 

Issue 8 
Recommendation on Range of Alternatives: Provide a range of alternatives regarding 
the protection of lands with wilderness characteristics, including an alternative that 
protects all identified LWCs supporting important subsistence uses. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-684 

Issue 8 

Recommendation on Protection of LWCs: For lands determined to be managed for 
protection of wilderness characteristics, apply strong management prescriptions, 
including layered administrative allocations to retain wilderness qualities and 
subsistence productivity. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-685 
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Issue 8 

While the report does not indicate whether any recommendations will be made for 
designation, the Commission wishes to note its strong opposition to any formal 
wilderness reviews, suitability inventories, recommendations for designation or 
management of lands as de facto wilderness. While the identification of areas suitable 
for designation is consistent with ANILCA Section 1320, all Secretaries of the Interior for 
three decades refused to exercise this option in deference to the protracted, sensitive 
negotiations involving all interest groups which led to a balanced amount of designated 
wilderness in Alaska (over half the Congressionally-designated wilderness in the United 
States). The Commission would like to see this entirely warranted forbearance 
continue. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-735 

Issue 8 

Regarding de facto wilderness, the Commission is also opposed to the management of 
wilderness characteristics through restrictive Wilderness Act provisions, which is 
proposed in several components of the Preliminary Alternatives (e.g., prohibitions on 
roads, structures, commercial uses, mineral entry). This is especially concerning where 
uses are ongoing or capable of expansion. At a bare minimum, a detailed case-by-case 
analysis should be performed to reasonably evaluate whether detrimental impacts to 
wilderness characteristics will manifest if a use is authorized or allowed to continue. 
Blanket prohibitions on uses and infrastructure, simply owing to the existence of 
wilderness characteristics, is inappropriate and inconsistent with the BLM’s mandate to 
provide for multiple use and sustained yield on the federal public lands. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-736 

Issue 8 

Alaska does not need any more rivers designated as WSR. Section 101(d) of ANILCA 
provided sufficient protection for the national interest in the public lands in Alaska, and 
"thus Congress believes that the need for future legislation designating new 
conservation system units, new national conservation areas, or new national recreation 
areas, has been obviated thereby." Alaska does not need more lands managed for 
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Alternative 3 is best. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-761 
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Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Chapter 1. Wilderness Characteristics Inventory] 
Similarly, the analysis conducted by the Anchorage Field Office recognizes that when 
evaluating an area’s naturalness, existing human-made “impacts” may still be present 
provided “they are substantially unnoticeable in the area as a whole.”  
We understand the apparent intent is to not rule out lands with existing uses that are 
largely unnoticeable, but the analysis must first consider whether certain uses or 
activities are allowed by ANILCA in designated Wilderness.  If the uses are allowed 
within designated Wilderness in Alaska, it is not necessary to further evaluate whether 
they are “substantially unnoticeable.”  The allowances are the baseline for both 
inventory and management purposes. 
When evaluating whether an area possesses outstanding opportunities for solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation, the Anchorage Field Office report clarifies 
that an area does not have to possess both solitude and a primitive and unconfined 
type of recreation, and does not need to occur on every acre inventoried.  We agree 
with this statement; however, the report also needs to clarify what those activities 
might consist of in the planning area where motorized use is not only authorized under 
ANILCA in designated Wilderness, but is essential to accessing these remote lands and 
critical to the lifestyle of Alaska’s rural residents. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-829 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
We understand the inventory of wilderness characteristics is separate from 
management actions, which will be determined through the land use planning process.  
However, simply equating wilderness characteristics with the ideals of the Wilderness 
Act in the inventory, without qualifying that wilderness character in Alaska is modified 
by statutory allowances in ANILCA to accommodate the unique Alaska context, results 
in proposed management prescriptions, which are either inconsistent with ANILCA or 
inappropriate for Alaska, or both. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-830 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 1, 1.1 Introduction, first paragraph, last sentence:  The “authority for addressing 
wilderness characteristics” does not come from FLPMA Section 201, Section 2(c) of the 
Wilderness Act or ANILCA.  What FLPMA does do is direct BLM to conduct an inventory 
of public lands and their resource and other values, while Section 2(c) of the Wilderness 
Act defines wilderness character, and ANILCA provides for special allowances and 
exceptions to the Wilderness Act, which apply to all designated Wilderness in Alaska.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-831 
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Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Chapter 3. Next Step: Determine Lands Proposed for Protection of Wilderness 
Character] 
However, the specific bulleted list of activities, uses and decisions that will be allowed 
where wilderness characteristics are maintained is incomplete. Please add the following 
activities, which are either allowed in designated Wilderness under ANILCA or facilitate 
common uses in the area without detrimental impacts, including state management 
activities: jet boats, new and existing public use cabins for public health and safety, 
trapping cabins, subsistence wood cutting, recreational OHV use on existing and BLM 
managed trails, with weight limits that are consistent with requirements on adjacent 
state lands, subsistence OHV use, and administrative use of helicopters. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-832 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, first full paragraph:  This section would benefit from a 
better explanation of the limited land use in the area.  Limited access and 17(d)(1) 
withdrawals may be contributing factors but the number of villages and other federally 
designated lands in the area, remoteness, resource potential, and other factors should 
also be considered. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-834 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, second paragraph:  Designated Wilderness is defined by 
ANILCA as a CSU; therefore, any provision in ANILCA that applies in a CSU should be 
considered when determining uses that can be maintained when managing to protect 
wilderness characteristics.  See the State’s scoping comments for a list of ANILCA 
provisions that apply to CSUs in Alaska. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-835 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Mineral entry – should BLM propose a new withdrawal to prohibit mineral entry for 
the purpose of protecting wilderness characteristics, ANILCA Section 1326(a) would 
apply and Congressional approval would be needed.  The State objects to retaining 
ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals for a new purpose without following the requirements for 
new withdrawals in ANILCA Section 1326(a). 
• Lands available for disposal – see comment on first bullet regarding withdrawals. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-836 
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Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Summer OHV use off of BLM-designated trails (not existing trails) – this bullet seems 
to indicate that existing trails (but not designated trails) are incompatible with 
protecting wilderness characteristics, which does not make sense if they do not 
preclude being accounted for in the wilderness characteristics inventory (see Chapter 1, 
page 6).  This bullet also seems to conflict with a similarly worded OHV bullet on the 
“allowed” list.  In addition, subsistence OHV use is allowed under ANILCA Section 811 
(i.e. other means of surface transportation traditionally employed).  Prohibiting off trail 
use is a restriction of an ANILCA protected method of access and is subject to the 
ANILCA closure process (i.e. reasonable regulation) to consider site specific need and 
impacts to subsistence users.  It should not be categorically excluded as a means to 
protect wilderness characteristics. We request this bullet be removed from the 
“incompatible” list. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-837 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Leasing with surface occupancy with no exceptions, waivers, or modifications – this 
bullet needs clarification.  Is leasing with surface occupancy with exceptions, waivers, or 
modifications compatible?  Examples would be helpful.  Withdrawals over 5,000 acres 
in the aggregate are subject to ANILCA Section 1326(a).  See comment on first bullet. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-838 
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Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Commercial or personal-use wood-cutting permits – it is unclear if the intent in this 
section is to prohibit personal use wood cutting in areas where wilderness 
characteristics are being protected or to possibly allow such use with a permit.  
Regardless, if BLM is proposing to restrict the use altogether or require a permit, 
ANILCA protects subsistence use of wild, renewable resources for direct personal or 
family consumption as food, shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, or transportation on all public 
lands (ANILCA Section 803).  Any restriction, including requiring a permit would be 
subject to an ANILCA closure process. We do not support requiring permits for 
subsistence activities unless there is a site-specific need to protect the resource. We 
note that BLM responses during public outreach meetings to questions about possible 
permit requirements did not indicate any known resource protection issues or needs. 
We request this bullet only apply to commercial use when necessary. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-840 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Construction of new structures and facilities unrelated to the preservation or 
enhancement of wilderness characteristics or necessary for the management of uses 
allowed under the land use plan – numerous provisions of ANILCA allow structures or 
facilities in designated Wilderness, such as cabins and shelters.  See the State’s scoping 
comments for a more complete list.  New structures and facilities should be considered 
on a case by case basis, where permit stipulations and other mitigating factors can be 
taken into consideration. We request this bullet be removed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-841 

Issue 8 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 89, Manageability, Other Statutory Requirements:  While we recognize these are 
examples of statutory requirements, given the relevance to this planning process, we 
request ANILCA be included. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-842 
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Issue 8 

[Comment JC113 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR 
PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
LWC travel management area...] 
Prohibiting subsistence OHV use except for existing trails is a closure to an allowed use 
provided by Sec. 811 of ANILCA.  We recommend deleting subsistence from this action. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-892 

Issue 8 

[Comment PB117 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR 
PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
Inventory of qualifying parcels] 
For perspective, from 2012 data, BLM manages 72,958,757 acres in Alaska.  This 
equates to more than 18 percent of the land that BLM manages in Alaska is now being 
considered for wilderness protection, in this RMP alone.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-894 
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Issue 9 

Recommendation on Traditional Cultural Landscapes: We recommend the Bureau 
conduct a thorough review under Section 106 of the NHPA to afford protections of 
traditional landscapes used to sustain culture in subsistence activities. BLM’s goal 
should be to protect, conserve, and where appropriate restore cultural and historical 
sites and landscapes. To that end, BLM should: 
• Consult with the local tribal government to determine whether there are sites or 
specific areas of particular concern, including landscapes supporting culturally 
important subsistence resources or sites of traditional religious and cultural 
significance. 
• Determine the sites or areas that are most vulnerable to current and future impact 
and adopt management actions necessary to protect, conserve, and restore cultural 
sites and landscapes. 
31 (16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(a)(1)) 
• Complete a Cultural Resource Management Plan that coordinates with the objectives 
of the RMP and seeks to provide for an appropriate proactive process of inventorying 
for cultural resources (including landscapes supporting culturally important subsistence 
resources), making determinations of eligibility for the National Register, and seeking to 
nominate eligible properties to the National Register. The RMP should establish a 
timeline for completing the Cultural Resources Management Plan, and prioritize areas 
to be inventoried for cultural resources. 
• Outline specific management actions, withdrawals or closures to protect, conserve, 
and where appropriate restore cultural resources. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-686 
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Issue 9 

[Can you explain why BLM believes that only identified cultural sites worthy of the 
National Historic Register are culturally relevant and not the living expression of that 
culture which is still present?] 
[BLM Answer: The BLM identifies Traditional Cultural Properties, and other modern 
cultural landscapes, primarily through tribal consultation. We have some information 
on traditional place names in the BSWI Planning Area, but need iriformation that the 
tribal governments feel comfortable sharing with us. Our invitation to enter into 
government to government consultation for the BSWI RMP included a request for 
information on Traditional Cultural Properties. We understand that tribal consultation is 
ongoing, and would like to continue this process with all interested tribes. If the 
Koyukuk Tribal Council, or any other tribe, shares information on cultural sites of this 
type with us as we continue the BSWI planning process, we will include them in the 
cultural resource section of the RMP.] 
The Koyukuk Tribal Council invites BLM to visit our village and meet with us so we can 
provide information to clarify our reasoning concerning traditional cultural importance 
of the land. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In KY-717 

Issue 9 
The Cultural Resources cited were early 1900 Road Houses none of which now exist. 
The Iditarod Trail Corridor does not need further supervision.  Anchorage Sent In AC-756 

Issue 9 

Many of the proposed ACECs are huge areas and it is likely the majority of each of these 
areas has not been intensively or even sample-surveyed for cultural resources. Based 
on the presently-available data, it is challenging to evaluate these areas for historical 
and cultural resource presence, importance, and relevance in their entirety. The 
analysis is oversimplified and lacks substantiation; specifics are discussed below. We 
recommend BLM focus on protection of known sites and resources, and evaluate other 
sites and resources as they are discovered. If BLM intends to apply the ACEC evaluation 
and designation to these large areas based on cultural resource significance, a great 
deal more information about the specific location, nature, extent, and significance of the 
sites within each area is needed. At a minimum, BLM needs to be more specific and clear 
about the data gaps and unknowns. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-784 

Issue 9 

Furthermore, given the ACEC designation criteria, it appears mining in the planning area 
has been overlooked as a significant historic and cultural resource that has substantial 
significance. Mining is a significant historic and cultural value not only in the planning 
area but is an integral part of Alaska’s history and economy. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-785 
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Issue 9 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Table 5.  Scenic Quality Field Inventory – Tanana-Kuskokwim, page 12.  We note that 
the Farewell Airport in T.28 N., R., 25 W., Seward Meridian and the associated jeep/ATV 
trails have not been identified in this report under cultural resources.  The runway 
aligned NW to SE is approximately 5,000’ and the runway aligned NE to SW is 
approximately 4,000 feet.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-844 

Issue 9 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
The Cultural Resources cited were Early 1900 Road Houses none of which now exist. 

Nikolai Sent In NI-854 

Issue 10 

This report provides a very clear explanation of how visual resources are identified and 
inventoried and the variables supporting classification. What is not clear in the report, 
but which will hopefully be explained in the draft RMP, is what that classification truly 
means in terms of resource management. Without more, the holistic, table-top exercise 
described in this report, performed by one individual during a single summer, may not 
provide sufficient support for certain management decisions intended to preserve 
visual resources. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-738 

Issue 10 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Page 6, Distance Zones.  The distance zones are excessive and appear designed for the 
North Slope or another area that generally lacks trees.   A person standing on the 
Iditarod Trail in the Farewell Burn area would have a very difficult time seeing any 
distance from the trail due to the dense black spruce present in the area and the 
relatively flat terrain.  The Alaska Range to the south is visible primarily due to the 
elevation gain. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-843 

Issue 10 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Table 6.  Scenic Quality Field Inventory – Lime Hills, page Re15.  This table needs to be 
revisited.  The Iditarod Trail, the Rohn area, and the Denali National Park and Preserve 
are not in the Lime Hills unit. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-845 

Issue 10 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Page 21, Visual Sensitivity Worksheets, Table 11.   We question the extensive area 
classified as highly sensitive in Figure 7, page 33, since the overall sensitivity level rating 
for the Tanana-Kuskokwim lowlands, Table 11, is low and the highest rating in the table 
is a medium.  It appears that the area is highly sensitive only due to its proximity to the 
Iditarod Trail. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-846 
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Issue 11 

Q: Is BLM is going to allow the Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) proposal 
for a road from Paimiut Slough to the Kalsakags (Kalskag and Lower Kalskag)? 
BLM response: Some of the proposed route would cross BLM lands. The BSWI RMP will 
guide BLM decisions on questions like this over the next 20 years. BLM would consider 
potential impacts to resources such as caribou and moose habitat, waterfowl nesting 
sites, rivers, and berry picking areas. AVCP has not made a defined proposal to BLM, we 
are aware of the road proposal. BLM would consider areas to avoid or if the proposed 
use would be excluded. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-013 

Issue 11 
Comments on the low level of snow and the winter definition. Conditions are changing 
and variable.  Holy Cross Meeting HC-019 

Issue 11 Do weight ratings include both rubber tires and track vehicles? Holy Cross Meeting HC-020 

Issue 11 
I don’t think steel tracks should be allowed because it tears up the land. Steel tracks are 
generally on larger vehicles, which would be excluded from use due to the weight 
rating. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-021 

Issue 11 
I know you have certain restrictions with lines going different ways. I don’t think we are 
too familiar with the different ownerships. I think we would need a pamphlet. The 
Iditarod and proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers are special areas for travel management. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-022 

Issue 11 

The GASH villages (Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross) use trails that they have 
followed for years, mostly using snowmachines. We don’t want to see use of these 
trails prohibited. Many of the historic trails are narrow and you can’t fit the bigger 
vehicles there anyway. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-023 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Discussed some reality shows with the community as an example of large trucks that 
requested permits from BLM. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-055 
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Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Discussed race sponsored by Camel Cigarettes using large pickup that 
proposed to go down the Iditarod Trail that did not happen. Someone, possibly BLM, 
must have denied their permit. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-056 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag is aware of the gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) sticker on snowmachines and 
ATVs. Snowmachine travel is well within proposed vehicle weight limit restrictions. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-057 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Do you have a feel for how popular side-by-side OHVs are becoming in this 
area? BLM did not think they were very common currently. One community member 
noted seeing them in Unalakleet. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-058 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: A lot of these limits do not apply to Kaltag in summer time. You would 
have to cross the Kaltag Creek twice to get out to BLM lands. You would not want to 
cross salmon creeks. The issue for Kaltag would mainly be in winter. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-059 
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Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: I heard near Big Lake that they were enhancing the Iditarod Trail. Is the 
BLM involved in that? I work in the transportation department here in Kaltag for the 
Tribal Transportation Program, and I am interested in trail improvements. Is there any 
other way we can enhance trails aside from federal resources?  
BLM: For the Iditarod, you would work with the BLM. There may be some funding 
through Tribal Transportation Program. BLM Iditarod specialist has been out here and 
other areas to work with communities and discuss maintenance.  

Kaltag Meeting KT-060 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: There has been talk for years about a road to Unalakleet. Will we ever get 
that road? It is very hard to get a road permitted along a Wild and Scenic River like the 
Unalakleet River. Perhaps a road could be built along the hills. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-061 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (AVCP proposed road) is a potential road route. The road 
is far downriver from Kaltag, but Kaltag could see more traffic along the Yukon River if 
this would be built since more barges would be coming from Fairbanks. This road is not 
foreseeable to be built in the near future. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-062 
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Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: What if you find some kind of oil or gas? Would you put in a road? BLM 
discussed the Donlin Gold mine project, and how they looked at putting in a road to the 
mine. They ended up proposing a pipeline since a road was difficult to permit and build. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-063 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Kaltag puts in roads to access activities. At one time we talked about a 
road to 8-Mile Flat, which is short of BLM land. Discussed that Kaltag could still install 
local roads on corporation land or other areas not owned by BLM. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-064 

Issue 11 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by Kaltag residents. 
Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-road vehicles. Kaltag resident who 
works for the Tribal Transportation Program would like to improve local trails. 
Discussion of low probability for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put 
in local roads not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: How far out is BLM land from Kaltag? A community member noted about 
17 miles away. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-065 

Issue 11 

Grayling residents are aware of the gross vehicle weight rating (GVRW) sticker on off-
road vehicles, and BLM discussed proposed travel weight and width restrictions for off-
road vehicle travel for different alternatives. BLM answered a question about why 
vehicle weight and widths decrease in summer when the ground in not frozen and more 
prone to damage. Grayling noted 4-wheeler damage in a blueberry harvesting area. 

Grayling Meeting GL-098 
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Issue 11 

The Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) is looking at corridor road planning 
between the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. BLM replied, they haven’t settled on a route 
yet that would cross BLM lands. We looked at analyzing a potential route in this plan, 
but it is premature, because there is not a firm proposal at this point.  
We are looking at using that road to partner with the barge companies to do back 
hauling for recyclables. There are possible plans to use that AVCP road corridor. There 
are already plans going on to possibly use that corridor. Conex units will be stored in 
that area with lead acid batteries, Freon, and contaminants that will be removed from 
the villages. We need to consider many risks potentially associated with that road. 

Bethel Meeting BT-134 

Issue 11 
It’s easy to make a regulation regarding travel management, but hard to enforce it. 
Even if there are regulations on the books, it’s not like there is going to be someone out 
there watching. It’s more of a gesture. That’s a pretty vast area. 

Bethel Meeting BT-135 

Issue 11 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
There are some villages that are riding around on the tundra in the summer with their 
ATVs and snowmachines. Should we have some rules about that? Should we have 
designated routes? Go on the beach, not on the tundra. It takes 100 years for tundra to 
recover. I’d rather see no travel on the tundra. We have been trying to educate people 
to please not use those on the tundra at all. We could make geoblock roads on the 
tundra for ATVs. We could encourage the communities to make regulations and fine or 
take away their ATVs. I know that they will get really upset at me when I bring this up, 
but there is a legitimate reason to let them know that it is the wrong thing to do. 

Bethel Meeting BT-136 

Issue 11 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
BLM noted that 17b easements exist, allowing access across corporation lands to BLM 
lands. How should BLM lands be managed for ATVs that access via the 17b easements? 
Just putting weight and width limits can still cause damage to the land. 

Bethel Meeting BT-137 

Issue 11 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
Let the ANCSA villages know that we don’t want the land to be damaged. Of course you 
have to have a route. They can use an environmentally safe road. Have designated trail 
in tundra areas, with no overland travel. We are going to start losing the geese that lay 
their eggs there. Once that area is damaged, they (geese) are not coming back.  
BLM responded, we have had discussions about travel only allowed on existing trails or 
roads. The issue that comes up is subsistence.  

Bethel Meeting BT-138 
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Issue 11 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
The reason we are trying to protect the land is because of our subsistence resources. 
There will be somebody out there that will say, “How the heck can I go get the food?” 
Use the route! You can walk! If our way of life is so doggone valuable, why are they 
trying to run around on an ATV when we can walk like our ancestors did?  
BLM staff noted that the agency is caught in the middle. BLM cannot get in the way of 
someone accessing subsistence resources. What does that mean is the bottom line? 
Can we regulate ATVs by weight or designated route those subsistence users have the 
right to access? 

Bethel Meeting BT-139 

Issue 11 
[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and damage to 
tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
Use your BLM markers to establish the route. 

Bethel Meeting BT-140 

Issue 11 
I see National Trails on your list of topics. What about winter trails? BLM response: 
That’s under Travel Management. We manage 17b easements through corporation 
lands and routes across BLM lands.  

Kalskag Meeting KS-156 

Issue 11 
From here to Paimiut, and from here to Russian Mission, we use those trails. The safety 
and marking is important.  Kalskag Meeting KS-157 

Issue 11 

Our surface land is owned by The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC). If they go on trails 
there, will you follow the corporation’s rules, so it will be the same? BLM response: Not 
necessarily, but that is a good point. We are hoping to coordinate with adjacent 
landowners as we develop this plan. We want something reasonable that does not have 
too much impact on the landscape. Subsistence nowadays is usually by machine. How 
big should that machine be? Not that we want to set so many rules, but we want to 
protect the land.  
For example, on Copper River, you can only have 4-stroke motors. Is that on BLM? BLM 
response: No.  
So the state does all the rivers? BLM response: The state manages all navigable 
waterways. BLM manages land and non-navigable waterways.  

Kalskag Meeting KS-164 
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Issue 11 

Maybe there should be no overland travel in the summer. There are two established 
routes: Kaltag to Russian Mission and Kaltag to Paimiut. Those are historic routes. We 
cannot go off of those in the summer. BLM response: Should we limit travel to those 
routes? Community response: Yeah! We want to protect that land. We have no control 
over nature. This is the first winter in 3 years that we have had snow. You don’t need 
paper regulations. We follow nature. BLM response: You do and that is appropriate; we 
need to make land use regulations.  

Kalskag Meeting KS-165 

Issue 11 

When it’s all thawed out, common sense says you don’t go back there. When it is 
frozen, it’s different. I go back to Big Lake in the summer in my snow machine and it 
doesn’t tear up anything. It has a wide track and I stay on the trail. Use common sense. I 
don’t think somebody is going to come out from lower 48 in the summer with a bunch 
of 4-wheelers. BLM response: There is a 17b easement leaving town, which provides 
public access. How can you stop someone from using it inappropriately? This plan could 
help to limit those types of uses. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-166 

Issue 11 

Where is the Association of Village Council Presidents’ (AVCP) proposed road? BLM 
response: From Paimiut Slough to near Holy Cross. We have seen 4 different 
possibilities, but it is not a specific proposal. We cannot analyze a specific route when 
we have not received an application. Community question: Will you go to the villages 
and see what everyone is saying? Yes. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would 
likely need to be prepared for the project. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-176 

Issue 11 
Are you going to try to regulate a road constructed between Donlin Gold Mine and 
Aniak? BLM response: We have not seen a proposal for that. If it is proposed, an EIS 
would be required. A road crossing BLM lands would be subject to BLM management.  

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-178 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Are you doing any studies with what is happening on the tundra with ATV 
use? Between Russian Mission and Aniak it is really scarred up. People are going all over 
the hills and the tundra. You can distinguish between caribou trails and 4-wheel traffic.  

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-179 
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Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
BLM: Should we have established routes of travel, or allow people to go anywhere?  
Community: Even with snowmobiles, most people stay on the trails. When they go off 
exploring, I don’t think they realize the impacts they have. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-180 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Are you going to regulate that? Will you allow permits? Maybe two 
residents in Aniak are there seasonally, with mines southwest of Aniak. They were going 
with heavy equipment across the tundra. They thought they were not going to leave 
any marks, but they did.  
BLM: What should we do? Do we set routes and require people need to stay on the 
routes? For heavy equipment, we would not likely allow tundra travel until conditions 
meet the winter definition, for depth of snow and/or frost to protect the vegetation 
and soils. 
Community: With something like that (restricting travel to designated routes), you’re 
going to get a lot of people upset. People use the tundra all the time for hunting and 
berry picking. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-181 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Stay on established routes and do not make new ones. Sometimes there 
might be obstacles, and we will have to go around.  

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-182 
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Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
BLM: Should we keep established routes? Or do we allow people to go all over with 
vehicles? If we allow people to go anywhere, do we have limits on vehicle size and 
weight?  
Community: We grew up in this area. You notice big changes from when our 
grandparents took us out. ATVs ruin tundra and berry picking areas.  

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-183 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: The trails we have now are great and they connect to each other. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-184 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: I would like to preserve our subsistence areas and not allow vehicles to be 
bigger. There are restrictions in other places; in the Holitna, they do not allow anything 
over 40 horsepower. We do have to make a road/designated route. When people take 
shortcuts, it ruins the tundra. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-185 
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Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: I have witnessed snowmachines hauling a 4-wheeler. It was near where we 
go get wood. They took it way back where it normally could not go in the summer. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-186 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: With the caribou herd, they move around. They do not stay in one route. 
You would need local enforcement on the trails. If people want to go, they are going to 
go.  
BLM: Enforcement is difficult. It is a big area. Fish and Game would be a big help for 
keeping restrictions on trails. 
Community: What would be the logical punishment? A fine?  
BLM: It could be administrative or criminal, so it could have a fine or maybe required 
restoration. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-187 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: In some instances, we will just do it anyway. Some of the rules were 
passed many years ago. We need to do a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to 
educate our people to work together. I would like to see that. It is not just us that use 
the trails, it is other villages and we use their trails. We need to educate our young 
people.  

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-188 
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Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: Would your plan show the original trails? 
BLM: Right now, we are looking at weight and width limits, rather than designating 
routes. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-189 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: My great-grandfather travelled all over. I use his routes. These guys use 
other routes.  
Community: But we need to use the routes that are already made and not make new 
ones.  
Community: The Paimiut Trail and the Russian Mission Trail, those routes are used. If I 
want to go to the Yukon River, I will go by my route. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-190 

Issue 11 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of the community 
strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated routes, as well as weight and 
width restrictions. Some residents advocated for more traditional access, walking from 
designated travel routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence 
resources is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV access. 
Specific comments:] 
Community: I like the idea of showing all the routes on paper. People can see it visually. 
Maybe you can come to the hunters. These trails are all fairly connected. When we go 
in the air, we see trails that have been used. We need ongoing education for our young 
people too. We have to have that. Put those two together with the weight limits. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-191 

Issue 11 

What about the use of big motors? Sport fishing guides have huge 250 horsepower 
motors, and sometimes two of them on one boat. You talk about navigable waters. If 
they did not have the jet units, those rivers would not be navigable. BLM response: 
They may be going places that are not listed as navigable, due to equipment available 
nowadays. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-200 
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Issue 11 

We are concerned about the future, about building roads. Do you have plans for that? 
BLM response. We do not have plans for roads, but we hear about plans for roads.  The 
plan will help to guide our management of proposals for development, including roads. 
The Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) has been talking about a road 
between the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. There are still several routes being 
considered, but there has not been a permit application to the BLM for a proposal to 
develop the road. It sounds like you would be in favor stipulations for management of 
roads. Community response: Sounds good. It is way in the future. We want to make 
sure they do not ruin the lands. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-243 

Issue 11 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
The old trails – we use those with snowmachines to go subsistence hunting. If we don’t 
use the same trails, we will get lost. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-244 

Issue 11 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
Everyone usually follows the same trails. We have not gotten into the problem of big 
vehicles. In summertime we see there are different trails. I like how it is now, where 
snowmachines and ATVs are allowed but not big trucks.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-245 

Issue 11 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
I don’t think hovercrafts should be allowed on the tundra. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-246 

Issue 11 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
Trails are used for hunting, subsistence use. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-247 

Issue 11 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which could limit the 
size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing routes. Discussion included 
several topics, including use of existing trails and definitions for winter use:] 
If you define winter, it has changed so much that sometimes you will not see snow. 
Maybe the months definition will work the best.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-248 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-50 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 11 
Make sure that we understand that you are trying to protect the vegetation. Some 
people cannot read or do not understand well. You need to use simple words. Explain 
why regulations are made. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-249 

Issue 11 
We worry about ATV trails in the Russian Mountains. We want gravel on them because 
vegetation is getting torn up. People should stay on the trail. Aniak Meeting AN-271 

Issue 11 
The old trails are connected. If something happens in the Holitna and the George, it 
affects us too. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-298 

Issue 11 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
Leave the planes alone—we need them to get in and out. BLM: These regulations would 
be for flightseeing and sport hunters utilizing BLM lands, not for general flights. These 
permits would not be for planes for health/cargo, but would be for guide transporters. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-334 

Issue 11 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
People depend on planes for things, and we do not want them to go away. 
We do not want flight operators to be hassled. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-335 

Issue 11 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
The proposed flight regulations for aircraft transporters do not seem to be enforceable. 
If you fly around to enforce them, then the enforcing plane is disturbing planes. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-336 

Issue 11 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
We do not want regulations on the height that aircraft may fly; it seems like this 
regulation would be pointless. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-337 

Issue 11 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
We would spend money trying to enforce something we cannot do much about. Most 
people will fly at a high height, but at times you need a plane to fly lower for safety. 
Most people would fly at height because they use the resources too. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-338 

Issue 11 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
We are worried that all operators would be hassled. The intent of the regulation would 
not occur. We are worried that enforcement would be broad and overreach the intent. 
It is best to not have an official regulation and maybe just educate people about flying 
at a proper height. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-339 
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Issue 11 
[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. Specific 
comments:] 
Initial regulation could lead to more rules in the future. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-340 

Issue 11 
The proposed Donlin Mine road would be private, but we all know we will cross it at 
some point. We know the port site would affect us. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-345 

Issue 11 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
A resident is worried that Alaska will become more like Montana and have greater 
regulations. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-346 

Issue 11 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
How would ATV use affect streams and the water? BLM: Crossing streams may stir up 
sediment and salmon eggs. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-347 

Issue 11 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
Around here, rain may do more damage that ATVs. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-348 

Issue 11 

[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
I can understand regulations for more populated areas on ATV traffic, but here there is 
not enough use to cause much damage. Why put another layer of regulation? 
Enforcement may end up not letting anyone use an area. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-349 

Issue 11 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specific comments:] 
What does no surface occupancy mean? BLM: This refers to infrastructure such as 
mines. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-350 

Issue 11 It is intrusive to have our boats inspected. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-357 
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Issue 11 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? Concerned weight limits 
are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to reduce damage and consulted the state’s 
generally allowable land use restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would 
like the BLM to set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to 
differing limits. Specific comments:] 
How did you come up with the 1,500 pound weight limits for OHVs? Did BL M consider 
safety and welfare in determining this weight limit? I am concerned that this limit 
would not be high enough for multi-day hunting trips with family. BLM: BLM reviewed 
the OHV limits in question with the audience, and the definitions for winter and 
summer travel. The reason for OHV weight limits are to reduce potential for erosion, 
trail rutting, and braided trails. The 1,500 OHV weight limit is one alternative being 
considered. There is also a 2,000 pound weight limit as another alternative. Common 
types of transportation all fall under the 2,000 pound gross vehicle weight rating 
(GVWR). This weight rating accounts for the weight of a fully loaded vehicle. The BLM’s 
Ring of Fire and Kobuk-Seward Peninsula planning areas proposed a 2,000 pound GVWR 
limit. A 1,500 pound curb weight limit is the same as a 2,000 pound GVWR weight limit. 
These limits match the state’s generally allowable land use restrictions. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-420 

Issue 11 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? Concerned weight limits 
are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to reduce damage and consulted the state’s 
generally allowable land use restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would 
like the BLM to set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to 
differing limits. Specific comments:] 
Suggestion to go to a psi rating instead. The original OHV trails were made by bulldozers 
and rigs 3-4 times as much as the proposed weight limit. Suggestion to expand these 
weight ratings. BLM: The BLM planning team discussed internally a psi rating, and 
decided against it. The OHV access limits would be for casual, subsistence uses. If there 
are construction activities that would require larger vehicles, that would be authorized 
separately. BLM wants to separate monster trucks and army surplus vehicles from more 
traditional OHV vehicles. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-421 
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Issue 11 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? Concerned weight limits 
are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to reduce damage and consulted the state’s 
generally allowable land use restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would 
like the BLM to set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to 
differing limits. Specific comments:] 
ADF&G would like to see one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed 
to differing limits in various sections. BLM: Resource specialists suggested these limits. 
BLM would like to be consistent with the OHV management policies of neighboring 
landowners. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-422 

Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Where is the proposed Ambler Road supposed to go? BLM: It is north of this planning 
area. The proposed Ambler Road is an uncertain project with the change in governor 
and budget concerns. 

Nulato Meeting NL-439 

Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Nulato is concerned about impacts to fisheries from the Ambler Road. 

Nulato Meeting NL-440 

Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
BLM staff discussed the possibility of road development being analyzed in the 
cumulative effects section of the BSWI RMP. The proposed road to Nome will not be 
analyzed in the plan. The Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority supports 
the Roads to Resources program. If projects seem likely to be completed, impacts will 
be considered in the BSWI RMP. 

Nulato Meeting NL-441 

Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Is there an EIS for the road to Ambler? No. The proposed road was moving toward an 
EIS, but the new governor slowed down big projects due to funding concerns. 

Nulato Meeting NL-442 
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Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Nulato is also concerned about fisheries effects from a proposed road from Fairbanks to 
Nome. 

Nulato Meeting NL-443 

Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
The Nulato Tribe opposed the Ambler Road because it would cross five spawning 
creeks, only one of which has data. Up to one third of silver salmon spawning creeks 
could be affected by the road. Silver salmon are important to us and other villages 
because of the lack of chinook/king salmon in recent years. The silver salmon are saving 
us. 

Nulato Meeting NL-444 

Issue 11 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little certainty for 
construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the proposed Ambler Road, a 
road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to Tanana. Specific comments:] 
How about the road to Tanana? BLM: We do not have much information about that 
road; it is also outside of the BSWI RMP planning area. 

Nulato Meeting NL-445 

Issue 11 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
There are a couple side-by-sides in town. Nulato Meeting NL-446 

Issue 11 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
No pickups with big tracks are in Nulato. Trucks would likely be too heavy for this area 
because we have a lot of tundra. Nobody out here can afford that stuff. 

Nulato Meeting NL-447 

Issue 11 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:]  
The trails we make are usually for local people. We like to keep the country a bit of a 
secret. 

Nulato Meeting NL-448 

Issue 11 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Vehicle use in this area is pretty much determined by season. The land around Nulato is 
mostly wetlands. Argo makes more sense than a side-by-side to facilitate water travel. I 
worry about damage to the land from Argos. We do see damage areas. The land is alive 
just like us, and we do not want to kill the land. 

Nulato Meeting NL-449 

Issue 11 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Do you need permit for ATV travel on BLM lands? BLM: No. We are considering 
restrictions on size and weight. 

Nulato Meeting NL-450 
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Issue 11 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
We want to keep trail use to ATVs and snowmobiles. Why not just restrict it now to 4-
wheelers and snowmachines? BLM reminded the community to think about the side-
by-side ownership mentioned earlier for restrictions. 

Nulato Meeting NL-451 

Issue 11 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Nulato resident brought up idea to have certain routes where travel would be 
restricted. 

Nulato Meeting NL-452 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Protect the land from over-use from off-road vehicles. We are seeing more and more 
damage from that.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-524 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Who would do the monitoring for travel management? Just like the permits for tree 
cutting? BLM: We have a vacant law enforcement position now, and we hope to fill it 
soon 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-525 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
People think the land belongs to them and they can go anywhere with whatever they 
have available to them. BLM: 50 years ago, people did not pick berries via all-terrain 
vehicles. How can we manage this without damaging the land? Legally we cannot 
restrict subsistence access. We want it to work so it is not damaging the resources you 
rely upon. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-526 
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Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Some people use aircraft, boat, snowmachine, and many wheeled off-road things. 
Whatever technology is available, it will be used. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-527 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
We do not want to damage the resources. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-528 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
The weight and width rating is too much.  BLM: I recommended a 2,000 pound gross 
vehicle weight (GVW) rating to acknowledge 3, 4, 6, and 8 wheel vehicles. We want to 
manage and allow common vehicles used for subsistence. We want to separate larger 
vehicles that are damaging wetlands and permafrost. The greatest impact on BLM lands 
is from unmanaged off-highway recreation. The future of this plan is 20 years.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-529 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
If you allow amphibious types of vehicles, they can go on any waterway and then go to 
otherwise inaccessible areas. I would not allow those. BLM: Crossing salmon streams 
requires a permit. That is one way to manage it. We can close, harden, make seasonal 
use restrictions, or other types of use restrictions. I think GVW is the most consistent 
way to go. State of Alaska policies include a 1,500 pound curb weight, which is the same 
as 2,000 pound GVW. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-530 
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Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Can they go anywhere, or is there an established route? BLM: For casual use, there is a 
wide variety of alternatives. One is to stay on existing roads and trails. We are working 
to define that. We are looking at weight limits, and existing roads and trails. Again, the 
greatest impacts we see are associated with unmanaged off-highway vehicle use. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-531 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
What is the current policy versus the proposed policy? BLM: We have no policy 
whatsoever for off-highway vehicles right now in this planning area. Recent planning 
areas include Kobuk-Seward Peninsula, Ring of Fire and the Bay Plan. In two of those 
three plans we have considered the 2,000 pound GVW.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-532 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
What are your proposed consequences for people who violate this policy? For the most 
part, someone that could afford that type of vehicle would be bear guides. Will the 
regulations be written in to this? BLM: It is actually already part of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, and it is enforceable. However, we have nothing to enforce now, because 
we have no policy in place for this planning area. In the case of a commercial operator, 
the how a guide operates is considered when we issue a permit. If we issue a new 
permit, it is for 1 year, so we can determine if the stipulations are adequate. If all goes 
well, can consider a 10 year permit. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-533 
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Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
I would like to see heavy consequences for a commercial operator violating travel 
management rules. They have a greater responsibility to the resource and resource 
management. BLM: With a permitted use, we have discretion for whether or not we 
issue the permit. If there is a violation, we can suspend or terminate the permit.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-534 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Can you do that above Chirosky? BLM: Our jurisdiction is above 10 Mile Creek. Uplands 
are our responsibility. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-535 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Could we change the wording on summer subsistence cross country travel, like for 
berry picking and moose hunting, to 4-wheelers, 6-wheelers, and 8-wheelers? Make it 
for all-terrain vehicles only. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-536 

Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
Some people will take 3 people on their 4-wheeler.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-537 
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Issue 11 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community expressed 
concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-road vehicle use. 
Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear preference was not identified. 
Concerns were expressed regarding enforcement of policies and maintaining access to 
traditional use areas. Specific comments:] 
(Referring to slide 31 in the presentation, regarding use of off-highway vehicles.) I am 
interested in the alternative regarding special areas within 100 feet of identified 
airstrips and boat landings. Are you looking at limiting certain areas, so there is not a big 
concentration in certain areas: BLM: Certain areas may need different restrictions. For 
example, the Iditarod trail may need different restrictions. The trail to Kaltag is about as 
wide as a dogsled team. Community response: I am a little concerned, since you don’t 
have someone on the ground here. Our area is so big and the area is so different. There 
are different conditions, like no snow, or plenty of snow. Will you have active 
management of when we can use a snowmachine? BLM: Let’s use the Iron Dog as an 
example. It’s a 2,000 mile race. The conditions may be favorable in one area, but not in 
another. That is a management challenge we struggle with. Our proposal is for 10 
inches of snow or ground frost to accommodate winter travel without damaging soils 
and vegetation.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-538 

Issue 11 2. Easement identification on the ground. Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-573 

Issue 11 
Summer Subsistence cross country travel like for berry picking and moose hunting will 
be permitted to four wheelers, six wheelers, and eight wheelers. All terrain vehicles 
only. 

Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-580 

Issue 11 

The BLM should also be required to study transportation alternatives as a part of the 
planning process. This is an important component to the BLM lands as well as adjoining 
owners including the State, Native Corporation, private parties and other Federal lands. 
Federal and State funded transportation studies have already been completed in the 
area and will help in this analysis. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-606 

Issue 11 

The extension coincides with the AVCP Yukon-Kuskokwim Freight and Energy Corridor 
Plan completion, providing the opportunity for A VCP to request BLM incorporate the 
enclosed Corridor Plan into the BS/WI RMP comments under the.BS/WI RMP Effective 
Public Comment guidelines #3: Presents new & relevant information to the inventory, 
report, or alternative concept. 

Bethel Sent In BT-640 
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Issue 11 

For motorized vehicle use in winter, it would be beneficial to take advantage of the 
codified definition at 43 CFR 36.11 for “adequate snow cover” to eliminate potential 
confusion and/or conflicts between the law and management proscriptions. The 
standards proposed in the preliminary alternatives are variable – e.g., minimum of 10 
inches of snow, when frost and snow CACFA Comments May 31, 2015 BSWI Preliminary 
Reports cover is sufficient, appropriate snow cover and frozen ground. Having a 
consistent standard, especially one used by other federal land management agencies, 
would be informative for allusers regarding what to expect. Moreover, if the standard  
proposed in the RMP were more restrictive than the existing regulatory standard, which 
each of these examples could be, the  
procedures at 43 CFR 36.11(h) would need to be followed where applicable. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-732 

Issue 11 

P.S.I. (pounds per square inch) must be the standard for Off-Highway Vehicles use by 
USERS. Practicality, efficiency and safety all are major concerns when traveling in the 
outback with friends or family for an extended trip. Weather is the great equalizer when 
seeking food, wood, berries, which mature in September, yet it is not unusual to 
awaken to a foot of snow, a real emergency for many USERS. I have pulled many 
pickups and atv's to the highway or to the "top of the grade" for a quick departure, 
myself returning to a safe camp with my children to stay another few days. The P .S.I. by 
track rigs up to 8000 lbs. is negligible. Snow-Tracs, Bombardiers, etc. P .S.I. is far less 
than 4-wheelers, people and Caribou walking, or people traveling by horseback. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-752 

Issue 11 

ATA contends that a vehicle's lbs/square inch should also be considered for trail use. 
For example, the primary vehicle that ATA's members utilize are Snow Trac vehicles. 
Snow Tracs were produced from 1958 to 1981 in Sweden. The vehicles are constructed 
mostly of aluminum thus they have an extremely light weight when the vehicle's weight 
is distributed from the track surface to the ground. There are many tracked vehicles 
used in Alaska and have been for many decades. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-753 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-61 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 11 

ATA suggests the following addition to the vehicle weight wording (we are unclear of 
the actual wording but here is our intent). 
"Vehicles which weigh less than 2,500 lbs, or vehicles with a lighter footprint than a 4 
wheeler, are allowed to utilize the trails." 
The reason why we would like to see this wording amended to include light footprint is 
that the average 4 wheeler has a ground pressure of approximately 8 lbs/ square inch. 
A Snow Trac tracked vehicle has a ground pressure of less than 1 lb/ square inch. ATA 
understands the intent of this wording as a method to reduce impact on Alaska's trails. 
However, it is our opinion that stating a 'less than' weight misses a critical issue of how 
much impact a vehicle has on the ground. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-754 

Issue 11 

Trails, roads, and routes, including RS 2477 rights-of-way and 17(b) easements are not 
depicted on maps or adequately discussed in the existing documentation.  These are 
broad data sets that are readily available and have legal or management implications to 
transportation.  
We request the inclusion of these existing transportation routes on maps and in 
documentation, as appropriate, this will greatly improve the ability of land managers to 
anticipate the impacts of transportation related decisions within the BSWI planning 
area.  The transportation section of this plan should seek to understand both the 
existing physical and legal network of transportation routes within, adjacent to and 
leading to the planning area. 
We request BLM provide depictions, documentation, and discussion of the physical and 
legal transportation networks as additional information is provided by the various 
contributing parties, stakeholders, and public. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-773 

Issue 11 
There are many mineral prospects and operating mines located within the planning 
area.  We request that access for transportation and utility infrastructure to these 
mineralized areas be implemented. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-774 
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Issue 11 

We are also concerned that restricting activities for access and development along non-
contiguous State and private parcels within the planning area will result in reduced 
access for exploration, development, and transportation of resources. The patchwork of 
land ownership in the planning area makes access to all lands an important 
consideration in land and resource management planning. The adoption of ACECs, 
without the consideration of all existing and future travel routes and needs, will make 
access in the area difficult. At this time, given the complexity of this plan, it’s practically 
impossible to foresee the on-the-ground consequences that these potential ACECs may 
have.  Because travel management has not yet been fully considered, it is unclear how 
adjacent landowners will be impacted or how access will be obtained to specific parcels.  
In fact, in many places it looks like access to non-BLM managed lands would essentially 
be blocked if many of these ACECs are adopted. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-786 

Issue 11 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
OHV, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 1 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing travel 
associated with a development site within a designated watershed but outside of a 300-
foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 
3.6 . 

Anchorage Sent In AC-859 

Issue 11 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Right of Way Exclusion Areas, Alternatives Table] 
The distinction between exclusion and avoidance ares is unclear, this action seems to 
be strictly targeted at a single proposed utility ROW and is not consistent  with Goals 
outlined in Section 3.6  

Anchorage Sent In AC-860 

Issue 11 BLM should allow transporation corridors at right angles to trails for safe crossings Anchorage Sent In AC-874 

Issue 11 

[Comment D24 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Actions Common to All Action Alternatives; River Crossings] 
By requiring three years data, the data and timeframe requirements are too stringent 
and requiring this level of monitoring for all crossings may inadvertently reduce the 
resources available to monitor crossings that are truly a concern.  Proposed stream 
crossings should be managed on a case by case scenario rather than blanket 
regulations, such as described above. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-883 
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Issue 11 

[Comment JC114 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR 
PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
LWC travel management area...] 
We question why the weight limit and size limit for winter OHV use, while the ground is 
protected, is lower than for summer OHV use. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-893 

Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
Our Native lands are protected. Will BLM work with the corporations to manage guides 
and outside hunting impacts in this area? It’s happening between here and the 
corporation lands. We don’t allow outside hunting. BLM response: BLM does permit 
outfitter guides for big game hunting. Fishing guides operate more on the river 
corridors, which are managed by the state. BLM does not permit transporters, which 
are where pilots transport sport hunters, drop them off, and then come back and pick 
them up. Across the state there are Guide Use Areas (GUAs) and there are some on 
BLM land. We don’t have a limit of number of guides per area for BLM land. We are 
looking at establishing limits within GUAs, and also looking at prohibiting guides within 
25 miles of a community. One alternative is for a maximum of 33 for the whole planning 
area which includes 20 GUAs. Another alternative is for a maximum of 40 guides in the 
whole planning area. Another idea is to limit any single guide to operate in max of 2 or 3 
GUAs. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-025 

Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
Comment: That’s a big decision. Everybody in this area has lost king salmon. Now we 
have outside people coming in to hunt and we are worried about that. Planes from 
Bethel or Anchorage are coming in to hunt. It should be restricted. It’s affecting 
waterfowl and fishing and everything. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-026 
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Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
Comment: The people were asking to have restricted use areas extended to the hills to 
take care of our birds. We don’t want planes to come and land for the weekend and 
take what they want and go back to town. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-027 

Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
Q: Did I understand you right that you don’t allow guides to fly out?  
BLM response: There guides that accompany hunters and there are also transporters. 
Transporters are not guiding, they are just dropping people off. We don’t presently 
manage transporters; all they provided is a flight. Some transporters also provide 
equipment (such as a camp). If the pilot is a licensed guide, then they are under a 
permit. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-028 

Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
BLM question: Are you getting any meat donated in the communities?  
Community response: No. We don’t see any.  

Holy Cross Meeting HC-029 

Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
BLM question: Are there any local hires for guides?  
Community response: No. We have seen lots of antlers getting shipped out. We have 
asked about the meat. We don’t have recipes for antler soup. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-030 
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Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
Community comment: There should be a BLM officer with every guiding camp. 
BLM comment: We are considering an exclusion area for guide activities to include a 25-
mile radius around the community. 
Community comment: We would prefer a 25-mile radius around corporation lands. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-031 

Issue 12 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are causing impacts 
to limited subsistence resources. The community would like to see a broad exclusion 
zone, not around the community, but buffering around the corporation lands 
surrounding the community. Specific comments:] 
Community comment: Up the river in the Koyukuk area, all moose antlers must be cut 
off the head. That stopped the sport hunting in that area.  
BLM response: That’s something to share with the state.  
Community response: We tried. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-032 

Issue 12 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from 
other areas where sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. Specific 
comments:] 
BLM: Do you get a lot of sport hunting in this area? 
Community: There is one registered guide who lives in Kaltag. The guide, Earl Esmailka, 
is the brother-in-law of a meeting attendee. Community member noted importance of 
sharing resources. Community member noted importance of Earl’s guide service, and 
that he hires locals. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-075 

Issue 12 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from 
other areas where sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: What do you do about people going across BLM lands to access their own 
lands? BLM authorizes for guide use areas (GUAs). BLM is proposing to manage a 
certain number of guides per GUA to alleviate pressure amongst sport hunters and 
between sport and subsistence hunters when GUA is on BLM lands. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-076 
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Issue 12 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This provides a 
source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, Kaltag has heard from 
other areas where sport hunters compete with subsistence hunters. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: Have heard of Koyukuk complaining of a lack of moose meat, and of 
Fairbanks guides competing with subsistence uses along Koyukuk River. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-077 

Issue 12 
On jet units, can you guys stop the sport fisherman from operating over spawning 
habitat. i.e. Salmon River, Aniak River drainage, East Fork, Kichuk, head of Buckstock, all 
tributaries that drain into the Aniak River that drains into the Kuskokwim River. 

Aniak Comment 
Form AN-254 

Issue 12 There are outfitter guides in the Aniak area. Aniak Meeting AN-268 

Issue 12 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter 
use restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
Would the BLM create a guide use system such as the FWS in refuges and NPS in parks? 
BLM:  BLM is proposing an allocation limit on operators. The allocation numbers were 
determined from the ten-year average of BLM-permitted guide numbers. The goal is to 
reduce social conflicts through these allocations. BLM is not proposing 
recommendations for how many clients a guide outfitter may have. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-415 

Issue 12 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter 
use restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
If the Alaska state legislature passes a guide concession program, how would that affect 
things? BLM: These are only recommendations for BLM lands. A state guide concession 
program would give guide allocation limits for state lands. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-416 

Issue 12 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter 
use restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
What is the difference between a guide outfitter and a guide transporter? There is a 
perception in the villages that transporters take subsistence resources from 
communities and do not contribute to economic activity. BLM: A transporter moves 
clients, typically by boat, plane, or horse. The State Troopers sometimes are confused 
about their authority to regulate transporters. BLM does require permits for 
transporters in the Squirrel River area. Please let the BLM know if you have another 
area where transporters should be placed under permit, and we can place limits. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-417 
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Issue 12 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter 
use restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
Are you currently looking specific areas to regulate transporters outside of the Squirrel 
River area? BLM: We are recommending a no operating radius of 25 miles around 
communities for operators and transporters. This is a number for consideration, and it 
is open to suggested changes. You could request the BLM to make a map that visually 
displays this proposed recommendation. This restriction is only for BLM lands. Often 
BLM lands are not located near communities. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-418 

Issue 12 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is proposing allocation 
limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also proposing guide and transporter 
use restrictions near communities. Specific comments:] 
Does the BLM have a map of guide use areas? BLM: The BLM has not made one yet, but 
we could add a map so users would not have to refer to the state’s defined guide use 
areas. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-419 

Issue 12 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
Who are guys who have guide permits for BLM land in our area? We see a lot of guide 
use in our area. Hunters that got squeezed out of other areas are now in Kaltag and 
Galena. 
BLM: Some are regulated by the state, but BLM has talked about limiting guides and 
transporters on BLM lands. 

Nulato Meeting NL-461 

Issue 12 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
We often see guided hunting in refuge areas where there are not supposed to be 
guides. The refuge does nothing about enforcement. We have a hard time with federal 
agencies and a lack of action. The refuge is only 50 miles away from us. How do we deal 
with something like that? Guides and hunters are affecting our lifestyle. We cannot 
have any say over refuge lands. 

Nulato Meeting NL-462 
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Issue 12 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
Nulato mentioned prior communication with Kenton Moos, Koyukuk National Wildlife 
Refuge Manager, who flew over the area in a plane. If you contact him, please mention 
our issues with guide permit enforcement in the refuge. 

Nulato Meeting NL-463 

Issue 12 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are concerned about 
unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts to subsistence hunting. Specific 
comments:] 
Guides in Kaltag may go after grizzly bears in the Nulato Hills where there is BLM land. 
We don’t hunt bear traditionally. 

Nulato Meeting NL-464 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Who do you request to check permits during king salmon season? BLM: I’m one person. 
We also have another outdoor recreation planner doing compliance. We use all other 
staff: biologists, subsistence coordinators, etc. We get calls from other people bringing 
issues to our attention during and after hunting season. We try to work together. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-539 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Our biggest concern is during king fishing. When we see guided boats go way up the 
North River, that is of concern.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-540 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Can you restrict guided king salmon fishing? There is value in working with other 
agencies, including the state. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-541 
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Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
I have concerns not only with the Apples, but also with Vance and his crew. A lot of 
Vance’s crew is not guided. They drive their own boats. That is where my concern lies. If 
you are guided and the owner of the company, you will tell them to be responsible to 
the one fish per year. On the unguided operation, they are from Switzerland or 
Germany, perhaps they do not care as much whether they catch 1 or 10. If they get 
caught, they are still at home overseas. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-542 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
From my point of view, it would be more beneficial to have a local ranger that knows 
the land and the boundaries, rather than bringing in someone that has never been here. 
It would make us feel better to have someone. BLM: We have tried that in the past. 
Fred Ivanoff worked for us in the summer. We could not find 40 hours of work for him 
to do. Maybe a half-time employee would work better. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-543 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Unalakleet Native Corporation (UNC) or the tribe would like to enforce parts of the 
river, particularly close to the community. We would be willing to take on assistance 
during king salmon or silver salmon fishing. It could be done with a cooperative 
agreement. BLM: We have plans to hire two more employees out of the Nome field 
office. Maybe they will be able to work more in this area. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-544 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Is there some kind of etiquette that the river guides have to follow to be a river guide? 
BLM: They have to have an operation plan and a safety plan.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-545 
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Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
The guided ones, the boats stay out of the way of our fishing. The unguided ones, they 
do not care. BLM: If there is something that needs to be investigated, please let us 
know. BLM will not share your names.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-546 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
UNC land is limited. Are there a limited number of guided sport hunting permits on the 
UNC land? BLM: The state manages guides on state lands, but you have private lands. 
Community response: It could be trespass then. Our corporation has a right to say 
whether the state can allow guided hunters on corporation lands. BLM: The state or 
BLM would not authorize guided activities on private lands, such as Native corporation 
lands or Native allotments.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-547 

Issue 12 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a concern for the 
community, particularly related to king salmon fishing season. A local presence was 
recommended for enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Doyon Corporation allows people on their lands, but with a price, for a permit under 
authorization via the corporation. BLM: 3 percent of gross commercial fees come back 
to the office to manage permits, for compliance. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-548 

Issue 12 
Unalakleet Native Corporation has a right to say whether the state can allow guided 
hunters. Can be allowed on coprorate lands. Unalakleet Comment 

Form UN-583 

Issue 13 
It’s been like that for a long time. There is no patrolling. Anyone can go poaching all 
they want and there is nothing done.  Holy Cross Meeting HC-034 

Issue 13 

There was a study done last year that showed the State of Alaska spends the most 
money in the union prosecuting Alaska Natives. We are hoping BLM can take over the 
waterways for fisheries management. The horns go and the meat stays to rot in the 
woods. We live here and we live off the land. We are subsistence people. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-035 

Issue 14 
A resident asked if there was potential for oil and gas development in the area. BLM 
answered the potential is very low due to the geologic formations in the area and the 
economic feasibility of development. 

McGrath Meeting MG-003 
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Issue 14 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
There is a known oil/gas basin (Galena Basin), but potential for commercial 
development is very low. There are coal deposits near Kaltag, which also has a low 
potential for commercial development. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-070 

Issue 14 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: There are two areas of coal near Kaltag. One is an outcropping at 9-Mile 
near Nulato. It is a narrow band of about 4-5 feet. The other is about 25 miles south of 
Nulato. Community member described how he gathered a few buckets of this coal, and 
tried to burn the coal in his stove last year without success. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-071 

Issue 14 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:]Community: Do you have any current permits for placer or hard rock 
minerals anywhere in the Kaltag area? No, the Kaltag area has a very low potential for 
mineral development. The majority of mineral deposits are much further south of 
Kaltag. Downriver, there is the Stuyahok Mine near Russian Mission. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-072 

Issue 14 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
Community member noted a historic mine near Kaltag near the Bonasila River. Ernie 
Chase, the owner, was killed in a plane crash and the mine is no longer in operation. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-073 

Issue 14 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal deposit near 
Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its development. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: If someone was going to come into the area for mineral development, 
would you notify the community? Yes. This RMP guides general management decisions. 
There would be another step of review and communication with the community if there 
would be a mineral development permit application. BLM could set stipulations for 
developers to follow. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-074 
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Issue 14 

[Grayling has a very low potential for mineral leases because there are very few 
facilities. The community and BLM are aware of coal deposits north of Grayling. 
Grayling would not want coal deposits near town to be developed. There is an oil and 
gas deposit on refuge land near Grayling. There is a very low likelihood of it being 
developed, and would likely take federal action for it to be developed. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: We have seen coal outbreaks along the river. They are north and very close 
to Grayling. We don’t want it developed. The coal does burn. 
BLM: BLM is aware of the coal deposit Grayling brought up if it is the one closer to 
Kaltag and Nulato. The coal deposit is mostly on Native corporation land, and not BLM 
lands. It can be for local use. BLM will leave a map of coal deposits and provide a 
summary of PLOs. 

Grayling Meeting GL-099 

Issue 14 
Should we restrict mining or development in moose habitat in this area? Yes, it will 
likely just tear up the land. Bethel Meeting BT-124 

Issue 14 
If you go to Tuluksak, they will tell you the history of the Nyac mine. There has been a 
lot of work and restoration activities for that site. For the longest time there were no 
fish in that river. 

Bethel Meeting BT-125 

Issue 14 

There are restrictions on state land, for example, you cannot change a salmon stream. 
Does BLM have similar restrictions? For mining on BLM land, are the restrictions similar 
to restrictions from state land. Are the permit processes similar? BLM responded, there 
are 3 new instruction memorandums for placer mining. They no longer do placer mining 
in the lower 48. For the BSWI plan, we are considering management alternatives that 
would allow only a certain percentage of an area to be disturbed by placer mining at 
any given time. The mined area must be restored before moving to a new segment. For 
example, at Nyac, they kept moving from segment to segment, but that project was not 
required to do restoration before moving to the next segment.  

Bethel Meeting BT-126 

Issue 14 
Tailings, how many miles wide and how many miles long? On the moose level and on 
the bird level, they don’t know how to read. Are they going make a sign saying birds do 
not land on a tailings pond? 

Bethel Meeting BT-127 
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Issue 14 

Discussion of placer mining disturbance to riparian areas included a question from BLM 
regarding potential future management. BLM is considering limits to the percent of a 
watershed that is disturbed at any one time. Placer mining operations would be 
required to reclaim areas before moving on to adjacent areas. Would you support that 
kind of concept? Community response: Our subsistence is so important to us, why even 
disturb the spawning areas? We are having pressure to not fish. Why even disturb a 
stream for salmon spawning? There are many impacts in the high seas; they are 
disturbing everything, even the bottom fish. It’s common sense. If you are destroying 
the spawning grounds, you are destroying the species, and you are destroying our 
subsistence. Those fish go back to where they were born. Why allow boats to go way up 
those little streams where fish are spawning? They snag fish and stuff like that. They 
shouldn’t be disturbing fish once they have reached their spawning grounds. 
Some of those streams we may not go there in the summer, but maybe we use an area 
in the winter. If they say there is no trespassing on this land, will it affect our access to 
an area? BLM response: If we put limits on mining or other activities, it will not affect 
subsistence access. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-173 

Issue 14 

BLM asked: What do you think about setting limits to how much area is disturbed in a 
drainage by placer mining at a given time? Does it make sense to have only a certain 
amount disturbed at a certain time? Community response: What is placer mining? BLM 
response: It’s a dredge within a stream, to get the gold out. Community response: It 
makes sense to put it back. If they are going to allow it, yes, reclaim it. Put it back.  

Kalskag Meeting KS-174 

Issue 14 

[BLM asked: What do you think about setting limits to how much area is disturbed in a 
drainage by placer mining at a given time? Does it make sense to have only a certain 
amount disturbed at a certain time?] 
Spawning areas, regardless of what kind of fish they are, I would not allow anyone to 
disturb it. Have you ever been to Nyac? That is 30 miles of devastation, from one side of 
the drainage to the other. It’s unreal. That river has not recovered. They disturbed the 
headwaters. It’s a crime. You cannot reclaim nature; there is no way to put back what 
you lost. You cannot regulate, change, or manage nature. No matter how they try to 
reclaim anything, it will never go back to its original state. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-175 

Issue 14 
Put limits on the harmful minerals that are being drained out into our waterways. I have 
heard that mercury in our fish is now higher than in the past.  Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-201 

Issue 14 
When they are mining, it should be reclaimed as they go. Or they say we are out of 
business now, and we are leaving that behind. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-202 
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Issue 14 
When they are done with the mining, what do they do with the pond? BLM response: 
The water either evaporates or is absorbed into the ground. The sediment in the pond 
will be reclaimed, or capped and left in place.  

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-203 

Issue 14 
Will our fish and water still be safe? The spawning grounds are in the Aniak area. Have 
buffers for mining, staying away from streams. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-204 

Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
Donlin Gold Mine will be building a pipeline. You mentioned protecting birds and 
nesting and such. I know they analyze water going down to the Kuskokwim. Does BLM 
do testing on those sites? BLM response: We are a cooperating agency on the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project. The application to BLM is for the 
pipeline and a fiber optic line. We are not responsible for baseline water studies and 
ongoing evaluation; that will be the responsibility of the applicant and the state. We do 
not know what the next proposed project might be, but this project will help to make 
stipulations for management of future projects. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-221 

Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
We are worried about pollution. We do not know what is coming next. The Keiko Mine, 
on the Stuyahok River, about 14 miles inland and 6 miles upriver. For about 30 years it 
was a mine. The dug the ground out, and all of that stream upriver eroded. Can BLM do 
water samples and tell the public if it is safe? BLM response: Monitoring water quality is 
the responsibility of State of Alaska, Division of Mining. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-222 

Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
What about panning for gold? Is that allowed on BLM land? BLM response: That is an 
allowable use on BLM land. A permit is not required for casual use or simple panning. If 
someone wanted to start a placer mine, or a dredge, then a permit is needed.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-223 
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Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
I was wondering about Pebble Mine. There is a lot of conflict. They are mining platinum 
down near Goodnews Bay. BLM response: Interestingly enough, we have just indicted 
someone for abandonment of a mine in that area. We are hoping to get someone else 
to come in and re-mine the tailings, and re-establish the stream as they go. That would 
help to decontaminate and restore the site. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-224 

Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
Limits on mining sounds like good idea. Stay out of the spawning habitat in streams. 
BLM response: We would like to see that too! There is still a lot of placer mining 
interest in this state. In the lower 48, they do not allow placer mining any more. It can 
completely alter watersheds. We have new guidance for placer mining that we are 
working to implement. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-225 

Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
What about cleaning up mining for mercury, like at Red Devil? BLM response: Yes, we 
are working on clean-up efforts at Red Devil and other sites, such as Kolmokoff Mine, a 
smaller site than Red Devil. We did some work last summer where we moved tailings 
away from Red Devil Creek and developed some settling ponds. It is a temporary fix to 
keep the tailings out of the Kuskokwim River. We are talking about the proposal for 
remediating or cleaning up the whole site. We are talking about taking the tailings to a 
lined facility or moving tailings to lower 48, but there is risk in the transportation of that 
material too. There is a conflict of a couple different laws. We are obligated to convey 
the land to Sleepmute, but we cannot convey the land to the corporation when it is a 
contaminated site. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-226 
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Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
The City of Russian Mission is working with Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium 
(ANTHC) to relocate the dump. We need some rock, but we do not have a lot of 
information on resources in this area. I heard Marshall got funding for a rock quarry. 
Does BLM do tests for minerals throughout our area? Can we refer ANTHC to you for 
information? Do you share that type of information? Do you charge for that kind of 
information? Many villages are expanding and we need more gravel resources. BLM 
response: I do not know if we have any studies for rock resources in this area. If we 
have the resource on BLM land, we can authorize it to be developed. I do not know that 
we have been out looking for the location of gravel deposits. Many times that type of 
information comes with the development of roads. That information is not typically 
available in isolated areas. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-227 

Issue 14 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and proposed 
mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water quality, potential 
impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of contaminated sites. Availability of salable 
minerals (gravel) is important for community projects. Specific comments:] 
We are trying to get a road built to Keiko mine so we can get the waste rock. That 
would be useful. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-228 

Issue 14 An issue with minerals is that the mine is often by water. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-330 

Issue 14 
Worries about increased activity in the area from mines on animals. Concerned about 
increased boat traffic and plane activity. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-331 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
There are many young people without work. I am not totally against mining because it 
would offer jobs. I am not totally against mining if it is done right. We live in an age 
where we do need money to get the things we need. Done sensibly, I think it would 
work to have mining. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-358 
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Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Do you have guidelines in place like Donlin that dictate hiring practices and mining 
practices? BLM: Donlin is on Native corporation land, and not on BLM land. Donlin does 
have strict policies for a safe work environment. I have heard of local hiring by Donlin. 
There are no BLM policy stipulations on hiring for a permit, but BLM may provide other 
stipulations if we permit a mine. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-359 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Discussed an abandoned mine in the Mission Creek area from the 1880s. The Hazardous 
Materials Specialist in Chuathbaluk has been up there to see if there are hazardous 
materials. He shared photos of the abandoned mine with BLM staff before the meeting. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-360 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
In 2009, there was drilling behind the mountain for core sampling to identify gold 
deposits. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-361 
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Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
There was some mining upriver and maybe 2, 3, or 4 years ago some fish were dying. 
Anything to do with closed mine in Red Devil? Any mercury leaking? BLM: The site is a 
Superfund area and has had sampling that showed elevated methyl mercury and 
arsenic levels. BLM broadened the sample area to include soils. Tailings will be pulled 
out of the creek. Consumption guidance recommends limiting bigger, older pike that 
has been in the water longer and absorbed more mercury. Young people and woman of 
child-bearing age should limit their consumption. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-362 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
I am opposed to mining. Even though they say it is safe, it can destroy things. How far 
would studies go if they develop mineral areas on the map? Could things come down to 
us? I am concerned about downriver effects from mining and things coming to our 
village. I am concerned about the proposed Donlin mine. BLM: We are involved in 
permitting the pipeline for the Donlin mine, and an Environmental Impact Statement 
that analyzes the impacts will be out soon. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-363 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
I had a negative thought that BLM is redoing this plan so that it would allow roads and 
mining companies. BLM: Congress has to lift withdrawals on areas that are closed to 
allow mining. This plan can recommend these changes. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-364 
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Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Would they have to do cleanup activities if the mine is permitted? Could they just 
leave? In the past companies have said they would reclaim the land, but then just leave 
it there and it affects subsistence and hunting. BLM: Reclamation is required today. 
Companies want to maintain their reputation. BLM inspects mines at least once a year, 
and can require changes for things that are out of compliance. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-365 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Mines may be a good thing, but there is also a bad side, too. Mount Polley is a recent 
tailings dam failure. If the Donlin tailings dam fails, the Kuskokwim River will be one big 
contaminated site and our natural resources will be gone.  

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-366 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
We should try to reuse stuff that we are throwing away so that we would not have to 
have mines. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-367 

Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
Concerned for when the mining resource runs out and we no longer get money or jobs 
from the mining company. I don’t want to be left with nothing in the long term.  

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-368 
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Issue 14 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The group talked 
mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed Donlin Gold Mine and the 
former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring jobs and there are standards in place for 
mining companies, but there are worries about impacts to natural resources and the 
community. Specific comments:] 
We must look at things from both the negative and positive sides. We can’t undo things 
once done. We may have to move and we may not have the same plants and animals. 
We should change not just for sake of change. It must be a good change. I want to put 
in more guidelines for mines. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-369 

Issue 14 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
We know there is coal back there near Nulato. 

Nulato Meeting NL-426 

Issue 14 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
Nulato’s opinion on oil/gas or coal development really depends on how big the project 
would be. Development brings extra people in. Nulato is just perfect the way it is now. 

Nulato Meeting NL-427 

Issue 14 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
The biggest worry out here is our lifestyle. We have lived this lifestyle since forever. For 
a company to come in and produce a mine, it is a nonrenewable resource. If our 
resources are poisoned, we are done for. We are comfortable here. There is no such 
thing as a homeless or hungry person here in the village. We take care of each other. 
We do not have much money, but we have food and a home. 

Nulato Meeting NL-428 
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Issue 14 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
We need to keep an eye on the state. They too know where mineral resources are 
located, and they build roads and other infrastructure important to them but not to us. 
For us, the land is more important than minerals. We cannot eat nonrenewable 
resources. 

Nulato Meeting NL-429 

Issue 14 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
There was coal exploration conducted near Nulato on Native allotments or corporation 
land. There are a few outcroppings of coal on corporation land. 

Nulato Meeting NL-430 

Issue 14 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried about an 
outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in a large-scale operation 
and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to smaller-scale mineral developments that 
would not bring in many outside people.  Specific comments:] 
What is the development potential? BLM: There is some potential for small-scale coal 
development on Native corporation land for local use. 

Nulato Meeting NL-431 

Issue 14 
It is critical to have adequate notification to affected communities important regarding 
policies and steps, particularly related to proposed mining plans. Unalakleet Meeting UN-549 

Issue 14 
If you find gold in our area, don’t tell anyone. 
A lot of it is south, along the Kuskokwim belt. Unalakleet Meeting UN-550 

Issue 14 4. Permit not [?] to affected communities, reference to commence, development 
projects. Unalakleet Comment 

Form UN-575 
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Issue 14 

The locatable and leasable mineral studies conducted for the study area are helpful for 
indicating possible development areas in the near---term. However they are based only 
on known occurrences, and do not consider mineral potential. The BLM should be 
required to include a USGS---prepared report and maps on the geology and 
undiscovered mineral potential of the region for the BSWI area and an analysis of the 
USGS minerals report to be included and referenced where appropriate for every 
resource management plan area during the planning process. Considering the huge land 
area involved and the geologic potential for minerals in the area, additional minerals—
focused exploration work and information are necessary to make valid management 
decisions. In addition, airborne geophysical studies (aeromagnetic, conductivity etc.) 
would assist in this effort and provide worthwhile information to your planning effort. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-607 

Issue 14 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Goals (p. 25). AMA strongly supports the following 
goals that appear on page 25, but feels they are not adequately considered in the 
alternatives presented in this Concept report: 
1. Provide for the opportunity to develop locatable and salable mineral resource on 
public lands to meet the national, regional and local needs while ensuring the long---
term health and diversity of the land.  
2. Encourage exploration of public lands to define potential mineral resources of 
national strategic interest, minerals to support green technology development and 
carbon reduction technology, and economically crucial for state and local communities. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-615 

Issue 14 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Withdrawals – (p. 27). AMA supports Locatable 
Minerals Alternative 3 – “Withdrawals – Open all BLM lands to mineral entry”. AMA 
strongly opposes Alternative 1 – “Withdrawals,” that would close ALL designated ACECs 
and RCAs to mineral entry. The need for the blanket closure of all ACECs and RCAs is not 
explained or justified. See AMA comments on ACECs elsewhere in this letter. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-616 
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Issue 14 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Leasable Minerals Alternatives 1 and 3 – (pp 30 and 31). AMA opposes Alternative 3 
that closes all coal deposits to leasing. AMA supports Alternative 1 where it states that 
all coal deposits would be open for leasing, although we oppose the no surface 
occupancy requirements as these would make surface coal mining impossible in these 
areas. We note that the provisions for leasing in the Galena Basin Coal deposit appear 
to be reversed in the alternatives table on page 31. Alternative 1 stated on page 30 that 
all coal deposits would be open for leasing, but then says Galena Basin is closed in RCAs, 
while Alternative 3 (on page 31) says all coal deposits are closed, but on page 32 says 
Galena Basin is open in RCAs. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-617 

Issue 14 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas Alternatives – p. 31. AMA opposes the Leasable 
Minerals Alternative 1 that closes all RCAs, critical moose calving and wintering 
habitats, critical caribou calving and wintering habitats, Nulato Hills Lichen, Caribou and 
Sensitive Plant Conservation Areas to oil and gas leasing. Many of these resources can 
be protected through directional drilling and seasonal restrictions. The No Surface Entry 
requirements for oil and gas in Alternative 1 are also excessive and overly restrictive. 
AMA supports alternative 3 for oil and gas leasing. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-618 

Issue 14 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
1. Virtually all existing and proposed ACECs propose to either close areas to mineral 
location and entry under the federal mining laws, or retain existing withdrawals that 
close these areas. In this report, BLM has totally ignored the mineral values of the 
proposed ACECs and provides no explanation of how mining presents an irreconcilable 
conflict with the ACEC values;  

Anchorage Sent In AC-623 

Issue 14 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
2. Most ACECs will either result in seasonal or permanent restrictions on access for 
mineral exploration;  

Anchorage Sent In AC-624 
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Issue 14 

Protection of existing and proposed ACECs and RCAs by prohibiting mining, oil or gas 
development must be a priority in the Bering Sea-Western Interior planning process to 
achieve the vision and goals of the RMP. 
Recommendation on Prohibiting Development: Subject to valid existing rights, the BLM 
should retain existing or institute new withdrawals to prohibit mining and oil and gas 
development within BSWI ACECs or RCAs to protect important values and proceed to 
‘segregate’ the land recommended for withdrawal until the withdrawal process is 
complete. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-679 

Issue 14 

Locatable and Minerals. The minerals report suggests little mineral potential for BLM 
lands in the plan area. Lack of Infrastructure and the high cost of logistics for a minins 
operation in western AJaska, make mining operations expensive there. These reasons 
suggest no restriction on cumulative effects and keeping all BLM lands open to mineral 
entry. Costs of operations and low potential for returns will keep mining activity low in 
this area. There are already regulations in place to guarantee safeguards to the 
environment, such as the Clean Water Act, without additional restrictions within BLM 
lands. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-760 

Issue 14 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
No Surface Occupancy, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of locatable minerals within watershed 
but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with 
Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Anchorage Sent In AC-856 

Issue 14 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 3 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing mineral 
exploration, development and mining within watershed but outside of a 300-foot buffer 
of fish-bearing streams -- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Anchorage Sent In AC-858 
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Issue 14 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Cumulative effects of placer mines] 
"No cumulative effects restrictions" as an alternative is most consistent with goals 
outlined in Section 3.6 . Placer gold, particularly in the this planning area, occurs in 
clusters of drainages. Some 6th level HUCs in the region will be more intesively mined 
becasue that "is where the gold is", while the large majority of the larger HUC will be 
untouched becasue there are no comercial concentrations of gold.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-865 

Issue 14 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals] 
Alternative 3 is prefered and most consistent with the goals listed for this Section. 
Alternative 1 would be a step towards the goals outlined in this section. However, any 
new closures under newly established RCA or ACEC designations should be subject to 
prior existing rights. Withdrawing RCA watersheds in their entirety is not consistent 
with some of the alternative actions in Section 3.2.   

Anchorage Sent In AC-866 

Issue 14 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts;  and 3.7 Leasable Minerals 
Preliminary Alternatives Concepts] 
Construction material resources are required for the development, maintenance, and 
expansion of critical infrastructure including roads, pipelines, airports, businesses, 
residences, utilities, communication facilities, and similar types of projects. Transport of 
materials over any significant distance (e.g., more than 1000 ft from an existing road) 
quickly makes their use cost prohibitive, thus lack of material sites within a reasonable 
distance from projects effectively prevents maintenance and development activities 
that are necessary and/or desirable. Recognizing the critical need for construction 
material resources wherever infrastructure is present or planned, DNR-DGGS strongly 
recommends that the Plan explicitly address the issue so as to facilitate appropriate 
development and maintenance activities wherever they may occur. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-871 
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Issue 14 

[Comment PB31 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Alt 3; No Surface Occupancy] 
Would this include all types of suction dredging?  Suction dredging, depending on hose 
size can be authorized by a general permit, or may require an annual application – and 
these users don’t have valid existing rights.  Should exclude beds of state owned / 
navigable waters. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-884 

Issue 15 
[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM lands. Specific 
comments:] 
Do I need a permit to get house logs? Yes, you would need a house log permit. 

Grayling Meeting GL-095 

Issue 15 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM lands. Specific 
comments:] 
How is paperwork for the permit and for reporting? Ones I have seen are fairly simple—
usually just one piece of paper front-and-back. When use is complete, the permit is 
collected by BLM and to report where things were collected, to keep track of use. 

Grayling Meeting GL-096 

Issue 15 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM lands. Specific 
comments:] 
Comment written on form and submitted at meeting: Many rural people do not have 
email access, and there would be a lot of unreported use. There would be people who 
would use BLM land, but not bother with permitting or reporting. 

Grayling Meeting GL-097 

Issue 16 
Meeting attendees expressed general support for restrictions for permitted activities 
that would affect browse, near wetlands or near river bottoms.  Bethel Meeting BT-121 

Issue 16 

Wood bison will be introduced. Will that be on BLM land? Will it be federally managed? 
BLM responded the state is handling the wood bison release. They will be released on 
other lands, but will likely eventually end up on BLM land. The US Fish and Wildlife 
Service declared non-essential experimental population. They will not be considered a 
threatened species, unless they go onto a National Wildlife Refuge. The state is 
expecting they will be used for hunting and subsistence purposes. The state will 
determine when they will be hunted. On Native corporation, BLM, state lands, and 
others, they are just another species.  

Bethel Meeting BT-150 

Issue 16 What is in place now works. We do not need more federal control. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-341 
Issue 16 I am against sport hunting for trophy animals. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-342 
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Issue 16 
A couple decades ago we heard of transporters who said they were sharing expenses, 
and they were able to get into Unit 19A. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-343 

Issue 16 Don’t regulate sport hunting to the extent that it would affect subsistence hunters. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-344 

Issue 16 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Where are fish weirs, and does BLM work with them? BLM: There is a weir in Unalakleet 
where we partnered with Alaska Department of Fish and Game. We intercepted every 
anadromous fish over a six-week period and wanted to know why king (chinook) 
salmon populations have declined. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-378 

Issue 16 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Do the weirs affect the spawning of the fish? BLM: Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
are responsible for weirs. Weirs do funnel fish and that gives some stress, but it is very 
minimal impact to those going upstream. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-379 

Issue 16 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Were there more fish after the wish weir? BLM: Chinook runs are still less and less each 
year. There are many theories for why, but we do not know for certain why they have 
declined. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-380 

Issue 16 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Why are they using the weir? In past there were no weirs, who use them now? BLM: 
The state did use sonar in the past, but it cannot travel the distance of a very broad 
river mouth. A weir is inconvenient to local people because they need to use a special 
gate. Scientists feel there is a tradeoff from the inconvenience vs. the knowledge gained 
from the weir. In some places, they feel the knowledge outweighs the inconvenience. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-381 

Issue 16 

Wondering about the potential for disease transmission, particularly for goat and Dall 
sheep. Will you identify areas of concern for wild/domestic sheep and goats? BLM: We 
will work with Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to improve map coverage 
of herds. BLM would not allow domestic goats anywhere in the planning area because 
of the potential for disease transmission. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-412 

Issue 16 
We just submitted a proposal to get a fishing weir on the Nulato River with Alaska Fish 
and Game on village corporation land through Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC). Nulato Meeting NL-432 

Issue 16 

Regarding caribou hunting north of Shaktoolik, do you have anything for predator 
control written into the plan? Can something be done? Like today, where there is a 
rapid decline in the caribou population, can you do something with that? BLM: We 
normally work with ADFG. We manage the habitat, and they manage the wildlife 
populations.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-510 
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Issue 16 

Thank you for your well advertised wide spread meetings. During the March 19 '15 
meeting Anchorage, staff approached citizens (if the people didn't seek them). A large 
variety of users came together respectfully. Because of the importance of predators in 
the ecosystem, I am concerned about BLM's participation. I don't see AKDF&G's 
concern over long term [?] ability of predators. E.g. March 2015, helicoptor assisted 
killing of wolves near Allakaket and Alatna (prior kills 2012 of 13). Not to mention cost 
of operations. AKDF&G has mentioned non-[service?] of sanctuaries as keeping costs 
down. Recently, a private organization offered to help the wolves. Does BLM have 
representation at the Fed. Subsistence Advisory Countis and Board? Thank you for 
helping all citizens.  

Anchorage Sent In AN-567 

Issue 16 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Wildlife Alternatives 1 and 3. (p. 15). AMA supports the Minerals provision of Wildlife 
Alternative 1 that allows mineral leasing in critical moose calving and wintering habitat. 
We disagree with the prohibition on all ROW construction in May and June and 
November to February. This should be determined on a case-by-case basis as year 
round construction could be necessary for major ROW developments. We strongly 
object to the provisions of Alternative 3, particularly the absolute prohibitions of above 
ground ROW in moose and caribou winter and caribou calving habitat and the provision 
of no ROW in critical land bird nesting habitat or waterfowl areas as these prohibitions 
could make it impossible to access other BLM, state and private lands where 
development may be proposed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-614 

Issue 16 

[3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s)] 
For each action, Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of locatable minerals 
within designated habitat areas with stipulations   -- Would be consistent with Goals 
outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Anchorage Sent In AC-861 

Issue 16 

[Comment DC37 
3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Alt 3; No Surface Occupancy] 
This statement implies that BLM has the authority to set annual harvest levels.  We 
request the language reflect BLM’s actual authority and request the Alaska Board of 
Game and Federal Subsistence Board authority to set harvest, seasons and bag limits be 
appropriately acknowledged.   

Anchorage Sent In AC-885 
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Issue 16 

[Comment ARL41 
We recommend general timeframe guidelines with site-specific, case-by-case 
requirements. There should be flexibility to address the times when caribou are actually 
in or likely to be in the specific area rather than set time periods.  This comment applies 
to all blanket time period restrictions in the alternatives. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-886 

Issue 17 

Do you have any regulations for a spill and what kind of a response that might be 
required? Between here and Paimiut is God’s country. On that road between the Yukon 
and Kuskokwim Rivers, if they are hauling fuel, what kind of spill response might there 
be? BLM response: Whenever anyone makes a proposal that involves transporting or 
storing large quantities of fuel, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires a 
spill plan. It focuses on how to prevent spills, but then if a spill occurs, how to handle it. 
We require a plan to be in place before we permit activities. It requires reporting to the 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). It is an established program. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-154 

Issue 17 
We are concerned about oil spills. Ghost ships (abandoned vessels at sea), they shoot 
and sink them and it makes oil spills.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-251 

Issue 17 
Are there restrictions for barging diesel? BLM response: BLM does not manage barging. 
If fuel is being stored or transported on BLM land, we would have stipulations for fuel 
management.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-252 

Issue 18 

Energy supply and energy costs are of concern to the community. Commercial peat was 
investigated in the area years ago. Peat resources were identified, but it was not 
determined economical for development. The Donlin Gold project could develop a 
pipeline in the area, but fuel would not be available to the community unless an 
independent party was identified as a utility. Importing power with long distance 
transmission lines was also identified as a potential means of supplying power to the 
region. 

McGrath Meeting MG-002 

Issue 18 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
We have sawmills in the community. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-051 

Issue 18 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
There is talk of a biomass boiler; there is interest in biomass in the community. Biomass 
projects are becoming more popular. They are going to burn a lot of timber in our area. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-052 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-90 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 18 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
Community member requested discussion of wildfire management with BLM. BLM 
noted that fire would be actively managed. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-053 

Issue 18 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in Kaltag, but 
most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is not marketable or suitable 
for biomass. Specific comments:] 
Tripod Flats area is mostly black spruce, with some pockets of white spruce. Most of 
trees are in areas not suitable for timber or biomass (black spruce mostly grows in bogs 
and is small and wiry). Trees near Kaltag are not very marketable or suitable for biomass 
energy. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-054 

Issue 18 Biomass was a concern raised during scoping. Grayling Meeting GL-090 

Issue 18 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. Wood is 
frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well informed of land ownership 
boundaries. Residents are interested in forest management to protect the watershed 
that supplies the community water. Specific comments:] 
Russian Mission is looking into biomass heating. BLM response: We will likely address 
biomass in this plan, as people are starting to get interested in this type of fuel. We may 
need to find the resources, and then consider potential management for meeting the 
needs.  We usually start with a viability assessment to see if resources are available in 
the area and how long they would it last. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-234 

Issue 19 
Regarding discussion of restricted uses and exclusive uses, a resident commented that 
he did not want to see management actions that would prohibit development in the 
area. 

McGrath Meeting MG-001 

Issue 19 

[The community is opposed to the proposed development of a road from Paimiut 
Slough to the Kalskag area, due to potential increases in access to important 
subsistence use areas. Specific comments:] 
I would say to avoid it all together. There are some good hunting grounds down there. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-006 

Issue 19 

[The community is opposed to the proposed development of a road from Paimiut 
Slough to the Kalskag area, due to potential increases in access to important 
subsistence use areas. Specific comments:] 
Q: Is BLM is going to allow the Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) proposal 
for a road from Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (Kalskag and Lower Kalskag)? 
We haven’t seen them (AVCP) yet here in Holy Cross. 

Holy Cross Meeting HC-007 
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Issue 19 Does BLM or the State own the water? The state owns the water and manages the 
fisheries.  Holy Cross Meeting HC-014 

Issue 19 We get stopped on the river more than anyone else to check for life jackets. Holy Cross Meeting HC-033 

Issue 19 

BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. BLM lands 
near Kaltag were managed out of BLM’s Fairbanks Field Office in the past. BLM lands 
near Kaltag will now be managed by BLM’s Anchorage Field Office with the BSWI 
boundary change. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-036 

Issue 19 Community remarked that BLM owns some land near Bullfrog Island. Kaltag Meeting KT-037 

Issue 19 
BLM also has an easement to Unalakleet that goes past Tripod Flats and Old Woman 
cabins. Kaltag Meeting KT-038 

Issue 19 
Persons who use on BLM land, but don't want to bother with permit and reporting?? 
Many rural people don’t have email access to there will be a lot of un-reported use. Grayling Comment 

Form GL-080 

Issue 19 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling 
asked about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly 
discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, 
leasing potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. 
Specific Comments:] 
Question on access corridor requirement to cross Native allotment or corporation land 
to access other lands; in particular asked about access to two townships behind 
Grayling. BLM discussed history of ANCSA 17(b) easements that were based upon 
historic travel routes. BLM could research specific 17(b) easements if Grayling would 
like more information about particular ones. 

Grayling Meeting GL-081 

Issue 19 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling 
asked about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly 
discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, 
leasing potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. 
Specific Comments: 
Community: The Eastern Interior Plan said there was a very low potential for 
development, and opened up a lot of the land to leasing. This does not make sense to 
me. The land should be open to leasing or closed to leasing based upon what is right for 
the area, and not based upon mineral potential. 
BLM: Around Grayling there are some withdrawals that close certain uses. Lands closest 
to Grayling are closed to mining. A little further out from Grayling, lands are open to 
mining/leasing. 

Grayling Meeting GL-082 
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Issue 19 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling 
asked about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly 
discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, 
leasing potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. 
Specific Comments: 
Community: Question on presidential action for oil and gas located on the Yukon Delta 
National Wildlife Refuge. Does this have anything to do with North Slope presidential oil 
and gas decisions?  
BLM: No. The BSWI RMP just makes recommendation of areas to be open or closed to 
mining, and considers public input. The Secretary of Interior would change PLOs open 
or closed to mining. Discussed avoidance vs. excluding for proposed projects. 

Grayling Meeting GL-083 

Issue 19 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. Grayling 
asked about access easements through Native corporation land, and BLM briefly 
discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed Public Land Order (PLO) areas, 
leasing potential, and clarification of US Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. 
Specific Comments: 
Community: What kind of withdrawal is on land closest to Grayling?  
BLM:PLO 5184 is closest to communities in the BSWI planning area. PLO 5184 removed 
lands for Alaska Native corporation land selections.  
Community: PLO 5184 does not allow any oil and gas mining or leasing?  
BLM: Yes. There are 2.4 million acres of this PLO in the BSWI planning area. It is shown 
with green hash marks on the map. 
Further out from communities, BLM lands are open to mining under PLO 5180. 

Grayling Meeting GL-084 

Issue 19 

There are always many acts. What about the Migratory Bird Treaty Act? We are 
concerned about Kuskokwim salmon. What does the book say? Any kind of problem we 
run into, they say, it doesn’t say it in the book. There are all kinds of regulations on 
different things.  

Bethel Meeting BT-143 

Issue 19 

Discussed Public Land Orders (PLOs) – These are withdrawals, to allow for selection 
conveyances to take place without encumbrance. Do we recommend retaining those 
withdrawals or lifting them? Most conveyances are complete and we have 
recommended removing the withdrawals. The Secretary of the Interior has not taken 
action on those within recent years. For example, if this high mining potential were on 
BLM land, there may be a push to remove those withdrawals. 

Bethel Meeting BT-148 

Issue 19 Townsite lots are not managed by BLM; they are private lots.  Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-211 
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Issue 19 Be more aware of federal and state lands.  Russian 
Mission 

Comment 
Form RM-213 

Issue 19 
It seems like people around here do not go on BLM lands. We use state and Native 
corporation lands. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-215 

Issue 19 The land ownership is complex; we do not want to be restricted for subsistence use. Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-216 

Issue 19 

Talking about a land trade, somebody has a 14(c)1 or 14(c)3 land, one would be 
homeowners, and the other is city/municipal. Can someone claim BLM land? BLM 
response: If we identify land for sale or exchange in this plan, we can consider that. If 
there is something as a community or corporation you want to exchange, let us know. 
Should BLM put a restriction on certain land that would help us to manage it better?  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-217 

Issue 19 The church owns some land in this area, a large parcel around the city.   Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-218 

Issue 19 
Do you have lands in coastal areas? BLM response: A little between Unalakleet and St. 
Michael.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-220 

Issue 19 

It is good to teach younger generations skills. Note of cultural camp in Kalskag. Meeting 
attendee in Aniak visiting from Chuathbaluk discussed how Chuathbaluk is trying to 
start something similar, but do not have a camp site identified. Perhaps it could be on 
BLM lands. 

Aniak Meeting AN-273 

Issue 19 
We support cell phone towers and other infrastructure that would improve 
communication in the area. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-275 

Issue 19 
Question about restrictions on the Innoko Wildlife Refuge where BLM clarified they do 
not manage refuge lands. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-276 

Issue 19 
There are too many laws and regulations. They are looking at us more and more 
because things are changing quickly. Everything we do is being eroded. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-352 

Issue 19 
We are worried about interpretation of regulations. The laws and permits you propose 
may not be enforced in the manner you thought. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-353 

Issue 19 If something is working, don’t change it. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-354 
Issue 19 For Crooked Creek, less is more. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-356 

Issue 19 

If there are lands with overlapping or connected multiple resources, are these areas a 
higher priority for management? BLM: There is a lot of overlap of resources on BLM 
lands. Sometimes lands have a unique characteristic BLM would want to manage 
differently. For instance, sheefish spawning creeks on the Kuskokwim River provide 
special habitat that is important to protect. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-406 
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Issue 19 

Who is responsible for 17(b) easements? Who designates them? Who takes care of 
them? Who alerts the public that 17(b) easements can be terminated under certain 
conditions? BLM: BLM is responsible only for 17(b) easements that cross lands 
conveyed under ANCSA to native corporations. The easements are put in place at the 
time of conveyance through a public process. Once lands are conveyed, the 17(b) 
easements that access federal lands are the BLM’s highest easement management 
priority. Many 17(b) easements access state lands, and those are a lower management 
priority for the BLM. The 17(b) easement that access lands owned by other agencies, 
such as National Park Service lands, may have management authority transferred to 
them by the BLM. Only the BLM may terminate a 17(b) easement, regardless of the 
managing entity. The termination of a 17(b) easement is a public process and is an 
appealable BLM decision. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-407 

Issue 19 

Are you planning for state-selected BLM lands in this plan? How will that work in the 
draft plan? Will these lands be called out separately? BLM is planning for state-selected 
lands in this plan. All land is considered BLM land regardless of selection status. When 
BLM gets a permit application, there must be concurrence for state-selected lands and 
consultation for native-selected lands. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-408 

Issue 19 
Where are the BLM lands near Nulato? BLM: It is about 12-20 miles to the closest BLM 
lands. BLM lands are in the hills behind you. Nulato Meeting NL-424 

Issue 19 A camp in the area has been abandoned and not been cleaned up. Unalakleet Meeting UN-493 

Issue 19 

[There is a desire for additional local ownership of land in the area. Specific comments:] 
Is there any way our corporation could get any land above Chirosky?  
BLM: Land has already been selected. In this planning effort, we could identify land for 
exchange in the future. We usually don’t identify much land for sale or exchange. We 
will exchange lands to resolve an issue, or for some other benefit to the government.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-494 

Issue 19 

[There is a desire for additional local ownership of land in the area. Specific comments:] 
Some of us weren’t given land because we were in the military. Then we got letters 
from BLM saying that we could get land, but then it didn’t work when we tried to file 
for land. A bunch of people got land above Chirosky and we thought we could get land 
up there too.  
BLM: I am not sure about that issue, but we would be happy to look into it. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-495 

Issue 19 

When the Air Force and the White Alice sites are completely cleaned, does that land go 
to the corporation? BLM: When those withdrawals have been lifted by Congress and it 
has been cleaned, and if it has been selected by the corporation, it can be conveyed by 
BLM. Both sites are still being cleaned.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-496 
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Issue 19 
A concern was expressed regarding BLM’s commitment to provide permit notification 
to affected communities, relative to commerce and development projects which may 
occur in the future.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-497 

Issue 19 Do you go offshore too? Or just on the land? BLM: Just on the land. Unalakleet Meeting UN-498 

Issue 19 

2. "Permafrost and Highly Erodible Soils" 
As for proposed "ROW exclusion areas" for underground utilities where there is 
"permafrost and highly erodible soils," Donlin questions just how large a portion of the 
planning area would trigger this exclusion. If the potential presence of permafrost were 
to prohibit any underground utilities, this could dramatically restrict the public's ability 
to develop resources on non-federal land both within and around the planning area. 
Such a sweeping prohibition would contravene one of the two explicit regulatory 
principles that should be guiding BLM's planning efforts, as set out in 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-
8: consideration of how BLM's RMP might impact "local economies and uses of adjacent 
or nearby nonfederal lands." 

Anchorage Sent In AC-590 

Issue 19 

In order to properly evaluate the area and proposed uses or restrictions the BSWI plan 
needs to provide information on historic and present R/W’s , RS 2477’s, anthropogenic 
trails, airstrips, river access etc, which is basic to a planning effort, and missing in this 
current review. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-604 

Issue 19 
In order to provide a comprehensive lands study of this type the use and enjoyment of 
adjacent land owners should be considered. This is particularly important where access 
could either be enhanced or restricted depending on the owner’s plans. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-608 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-96 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 19 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Realty Alternatives – Rights of Way (ROW) – p. 35. AMA opposes Realty Alternative 1 as 
it pertains to ROW avoidance and Alternative 3 as it pertains to ROW exclusion areas. 
AMA does not support blanket ROW exclusion or avoidance areas as they are not 
justified. ROWs impacts on these various areas can be mitigated by siting and design. 
We also fail to understand the difference between exclusion and avoidance, both terms 
imply that ROWs will not be allowed in these areas. BLM needs to define these terms in 
order to receive meaningful comments on these two alternatives. Regardless of 
definitions, both alternative appear to prohibit or substantially restrict a ROW within 
the Iditarod NHT, Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area, Riparian Conservation Areas, 
the Unalakleet WSR corridor, lands managed for wilderness character, areas with BLM 
sensitive plants, six “unique ecosystems”, and the footprint of public shelter cabins. 
These alternatives will essentially make it impossible to ever build any underground or 
surface communication line, pipeline, road or trail in the planning area. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-621 

Issue 19 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
3. Most ACECs will restrict or prohibit access (Rights of Way) through the ACECs to other 
federal, state or Native Corporation lands with mineral or other resource development 
potential, or at a minimum will further complicate the permitting process for needed 
ROWs across BLM lands;  

Anchorage Sent In AC-625 

Issue 19 

Calista supports removing the existing withdrawals under outdated PLO 5180 and PLO 
5184. ANCSA corporations in the Calista Region have completed their final selection 
priorities and many have reached or will soon reach their final land entitlements. The 
purpose for which these land withdrawals were created have been satisfied. Removing 
them would better facilitate BLM's mandate for multiple use. 

Anchorage Sent In CA-646 
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Issue 19 

Many large tracts of lands that were conveyed to Doyon from the United States under 
ANCSA are now surrounded by CSUs. As a result of this planning process, even more 
Doyon lands could be surrounded by or adjacent to river segments proposed for Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act ("WSRN') designation, lands proposed to be maintained for 
wilderness characteristics, or Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ("ACECs"). As a 
result of the location ofDoyon's lands and the location of resource exploration and 
development activity on those lands, Doyon anticipates that it ultimately will need to 
obtain access across certain CSUs in Alaska pursuant to Title XI of ANILCA and, more so 
in the case of the BSWI Planning Area, across other federal, BLM-managed lands 
pursuant to ANILCA Section 1323(b). Further enveloping Doyon's lands within Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, lands to be maintained for wilderness characteristics, and/or ACECs 
would further complicate access to and use of Doyon lands, and potentially prevent 
Doyon from fully realizing the economic and other benefits that Congress intended it 
would enjoy as a result of ANCSA's settlement of aboriginal land claims. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-647 

Issue 19 

The Final Plan Must be Consistent With ANILCA's Unique and Specific Provisions. 
Governing Access to Lands and Resources 
ANILCA included unique and specific provisions to guarantee that such landowners 
would have reasonable access to inholdings within or effectively surrounded by one or 
more conservation system units, national recreation areas, national conservation areas, 
or areas of public lands designated as wilderness study so that they could make 
economic and other use of their property. It should be without dispute that any 
elements of the RMP that may affect access to inholdings within CSUs and general (non-
CSU) BLM-managed public lands must be fully consistent with these provisions. 
Accordingly, these provisions should be addressed prominently in the Draft RMP. 
In developing the RMP/EIS, BLM should specifically address the access guaranteed to 
Doyon and other inholders under Section 1323(b). The RMP must be consistent with 
meeting the future access needs of Doyon and other inholders within the Planning Area 
as guaranteed under this provision and under the Title XI provisions discussed above. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-661 

Issue 19 

Generally, managing for BLM lands should allow for flexibility and creative solutions, 
rather than directing absolutes. Communities have a better sense than the government 
sometimes. Preserving more and more land or trees may not save species or land value. 
Too much wonton waste of resource has occurred by not taking into consideration 
human needs or the resource. For example, diseased trees forests full of beetle 
killedtrees burned instead of managers allowing the harvest of those trees by loggers in 
the Chugach. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-720 
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Issue 19 

RDC is concerned the Preliminary Alternatives are overreaching and exclusive of the 
necessary information needed to make decisions on lands in the BSWI RMP. Therefore, 
RDC encourages the BLM to withdraw the proposal and engage stakeholders in land 
planning to develop an RMP that encompasses multiple use and access. 
The Preliminary Alternatives selected by BLM create more restrictions for resource 
development, as virtually no BLM land in the planning area will be made available for 
resource development or access. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-722 

Issue 19 

RDC encourages the BLM to incorporate multiple---use management, such as opening 
the area to resource development, increased access for exploration, mineral leasing, 
mining, and oil and gas development. Much of Alaska’s federally managed lands are 
closed to responsible resource development, and the RMP should include provisions to 
open more areas to resource development activity. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-723 

Issue 19 
Access to private, native and village corporation, and state lands should be addressed 
and a primary concern for BLM.  Anchorage Sent In AC-725 

Issue 19 

[ANILCA Section 1323(b)] 
This guarantee of access is similar to that found in Section 1110(b) for conservation 
system units, but applies to all BLM-managed lands in Alaska. The draft RMP should 
address this provision as it applies to future access needs for State of Alaska, Native 
Corporation and other private lands within the planning area. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-730 

Issue 19 

The RMP should also address current types and levels of access for recreation and other 
purposes. Existing access restrictions should be fully assessed to determine if they are 
still needed for resource protection or management purposes. For conservation system 
units, any decision to implement additional restrictions on types of access or to close 
areas can only be implemented through the process outlined in 43 CFR 36.10(h); such 
closures cannot be legally implemented simply through adoption of a RMP. This 
includes the closure to the use of pack animals proposed on page 17. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-731 

Issue 19 

The alternatives and actions common to all alternatives focus on restrictions and 
permits to protect various resource values. We request BLM reconsider whether there 
are any related “on-the-ground” issues that require management attention and clearly 
explain the need for  proposed management prescriptions in relation to existing 
resource conditions, existing management, existing use, and reasonably expected future 
use.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-767 
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Issue 19 

[3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals] 
Alternative 1 Is most consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Anchorage Sent In AC-869 

Issue 19 

[3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Right-of-way Exclusion & Avoidance] 
Alternative 1 Is most consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Anchorage Sent In AC-870 

Issue 19 

[Comment PB67 
3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 1; Right-of-way (ROW) Exclusion & Avoidance] 
This isn’t a realistic alternative.  Most of these items actually. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-888 

Issue 19 

[Comment PBM73 
3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; Permits and 2920 Leases] 
The old Alaska Roadhouse trail system had roadhouses about 20 miles from each other, 
the distance a person could travel in a day.  Locations of trapping cabins should be on a 
case by case instance. This seems designed to limit to the greatest extent possible to 
ability of anyone to build a trapping cabin.  30 miles is a long way to travel in a day, and 
set traps. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-889 

Issue 20 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Iditarod Trail goes through Kaltag. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-066 

Issue 20 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
There is not good timber near Kaltag in the Iditarod Trail corridor. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-067 

Issue 20 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Discussed vehicle use on Iditarod Trail. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-068 

Issue 20 

[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and community pride in 
the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Brief discussion of Kaltag Portage. Community members noted Kaltag Portage is pretty 
famous and was used in 1925 Iditarod ceremony and used in the Gold Rush. BLM 
discussed that the RMP would likely withdraw the Kaltag Portage from potential mining 
leases. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-069 
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Issue 20 

Who do we contact for the possibility for designating National Historical Trails? 
Congress designates them. We can recommend them in the planning process. Kalskag 
to Russian Mission and Kalskag to Paimiut, these were commercial routes, used for 
commerce before statehood and before territorial days. There are remnants of travel 
from those days. Some of these trails are really in need of repair. BLM response: Some 
of those historic trails that are not part of the Iditarod may be suitable as historic trails. 
The Iditarod National Historic Trail is not just Iditarod race route. It is part of a network. 
We will look at these routes to see if they are connected. We can see other trails being 
historic. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-158 

Issue 20 
[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Your jurisdiction covers the historic Iditarod Trail? BLM: Yes. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-499 

Issue 20 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
We have a trail between here and Egavik and Chirosky, and all the way down to the 
river.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-500 

Issue 20 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Is there any potential for roads to come through the trail, like between Unalakleet and 
the Yukon? Is there planning to use the easements? How does that work? BLM: The 
easements for the Unalakleet River and the Iditarod Trail were set up for those kinds of 
uses. The state has lots of stripes across BLM land, where they had recommendations 
for potential roads. We can consider utility corridors and roadways in this plan. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-501 

Issue 20 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
What about high tension lines and utilities? And can it be done today, like between 
here and Powers Creek, for example? BLM: Yes, but we do not really own that land.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-502 

Issue 20 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Everyone nowadays follows the road behind the slough. The question is for several 
reasons. The current water/utility system is on the ocean side. If there were a way to 
use the utility corridor from Powers Creek to Unalakleet, it would potentially help the 
City of Unalakleet with their disaster plan. It would help to get the water line in above 
sea level. BLM: That particular land we do not manage. Let’s look at a 17b easement 
map. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-503 
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Issue 20 We don’t need any more markers saying this is a National Historic Trail! Unalakleet Meeting UN-504 

Issue 20 
City has access to or right to Historic Iditarod Trail for using it to set or put a water line 
in above sea level.  Unalakleet Comment 

Form UN-582 

Issue 21 
In the Innoko Bottoms area, there is a proposal to create wildlife conservation area. Is 
this something Bethel residents would support? Yes, meeting participants expressed 
support for stipulations to restrict cutting of willows/browse for moose.  

Bethel Meeting BT-120 

Issue 21 
We want to preserve the Kilbuck Mountains, further from Bethel area. That is near the 
refuge. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-206 

Issue 21 

Mineral leasing should be allowed in critical moose calving and wintering habitat with 
standard stipulations. BLM managers can monitor mining activity and its effects on 
animal behaviors to judge how to manage mining activity and subsistence hunting. 
Likewise, ROW in critical moose and caribou winter and calving habitat should be 
designed to allow safe movement for humans and animals. Safe movement is not a new 
concept in Alaska, and In other states and countries, and should be standard in BtM's 
management plan for BSWI. Wildlife Alternative 1 is best- No Wildlife Conservation 
Area. BLM land is for mixed uses and can be managed for wildlife and other uses at the 
same time. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-758 

Issue 22 

What about Wild and Scenic Rivers? There’s one that flows into Yukon near Andreafsky. 
Does BLM designate that? Yes, but the only one we have now is Unalakleet. There are 
23 rivers are eligible; there is another step to determine suitability. We hope to finish 
the studies a year from now, when they are released with the draft plan. 

Bethel Meeting BT-133 

Issue 22 
We are worried about the spillover of regulations from other rivers to our river. We do 
not want the rivers we use to become non-motorized areas. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-333 

Issue 22 
Unalakleet is a high quality watershed. The Unalakleet River is already an important 
watershed, designated as a Wild River.  Unalakleet Meeting UN-555 

Issue 22 

Are there plans to make more Wild and Scenic Rivers? BLM: The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Eligibility Report identifies 23 rivers as eligible. Then we will need to look at suitability in 
Resource Management Plan. We could recommend rivers in this plan, and then 
congress would have to designate them. I haven’t seen anything likely to be identified 
as suitable at this time. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-556 
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Issue 22 

What is the advantage of a Wild and Scenic River designation? BLM: Additional 
protection. There could be more labor and funds are dedicated to the area for 
management. The important features, like subsistence, cultural, and fish resources 
would be protected and enhanced now and into the future. We have a BLM 
Administrative site here, due to Unalakleet River.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-557 

Issue 22 When do we have to make the recommendations? BLM: The comment period ends 
April 19.  Unalakleet Meeting UN-558 

Issue 22 Does BLM designate the rivers? BLM: No, we make recommendations to Congress. Unalakleet Meeting UN-559 

Issue 22 
Can we un-designate the Unalakleet River? BLM: Congress would have to take the 
designation away. Unalakleet Meeting UN-560 

Issue 22 

[Email from BLM to Nikolai Edzeno Village Council]  
Thank you for your time over the phone and thank you for expressing the concerns of 
your council members about the eligible segment of the Salmon River as a Wild and 
Scenic River. I understand that people do not understand the label Wild and Scenic and 
are are concerned that it will affect the area where they go salmon fishing on the 
Salmon River. I also understand that Council members with allotments on the river are 
concerned about what the impact would be to their allotments. 

Nikolai Sent In NI-569 

Issue 22 3. Co-management of Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River with local tribe/corporation. Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-574 

Issue 22 

To the greatest extent possible, the BLM will avoid authorizing new rights-of-way within 
the WSR boundary. The BLM will, through appropriate land use planning processes and 
project-level reviews, exercise its discretion to deny applications for right-of-way grants 
in WSRs if the BLM determines through appropriate environmental analysis that the 
right-of-way proposal is not compatible with the river's classification and the protection 
and enhancement of river values. 
Given BLM's written policy, Donlin is and will remain wary of any Wild and Scenic River 
classification on river segments that overlap Donlin's proposed pipeline corridor. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-591 

Issue 22 

The BSWI area needs to address navigable waters issues before contemplating 
additional reserves such as wild and scenic rivers. This will have a bearing on land 
ownership access etc. State ownership of waters should also be cited and 
acknowledged.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-605 
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Issue 22 

Doyon generally opposes recommending additional river segments for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers ("NWSR'') System. NWSR recommendation and 
designation imposes significant restrictions on the use of, and access to, surrounding 
lands. Recommendation and designation of additional river segments reviewed in 
connection with this planning effort could prevent Doyon from reasonably accessing its 
lands and enjoying the full economic benefit of those lands as intended by ANCSA. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-648 

Issue 22 

Yukon River 
In its WSR Eligibility Report, BLM explains that the Yukon River has been found eligible 
and was assigned a tentative classification of wild. The relevant factors that BLM has 
identified for consideration as part of a suitability evaluation do not support a suitability 
determination for the Yukon River. Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges BLM to determine 
the Yukon River nonsuitable for designation under the WSRA.  

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-649 

Issue 22 

Yukon River 
[BLM Manual, 6400- Wild and Scenic Rivers -Policy and Program Direction for 
Identification, Evaluation, Planning, and Management (Public), pp. 3-4 (BLM July 12, 
2012).] These considerations should weigh heavily against any finding that the Yukon 
River may be suitable for designation under the WSRA. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-650 

Issue 22 

Yukon River 
In addition, designation of the Yukon River as a Wild & Scenic River would adversely 
impact historical and important uses of the river. As the WSR Eligibility Report states, 
"[t]he Yukon River is a major watercourse of northwestern North America." Id., pp. 10, 
21. As the Report states, "[t]he villages along the Yukon have historically and continue 
to rely on salmon for their cultural, subsistence, and commercial needs." Id., pp. 10, 21. 
However, these small, isolated communities have historically relied on and continue to 
rely on the Yukon River for far more than that. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-651 

Issue 22 

Kuskokwim River 
Consideration of the relevant questions and factors similarly fails to support a 
detennination of suitability for the Kuskokwim River. Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges 
BLM to determine the Kuskokwim River nonsuitable for designation under the WSRA. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-652 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-104 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 22 

Kuskokwim River 
Further, designation of the Kuskokwim River as a Wild & Scenic River would adversely 
impact historical and important uses of the river. As stated in the WSR Eligibility Report, 
the Kuskokwim River, today, provides a "useful" and ''viable transportation route for 
many types of watercraft, as well as road vehicles during the winter when it is frozen 
over." WSR Eligibility Report, pp. 8, 15. Like the Yukon River, the Kuskokwim River 
serves not only as an important source of subsistence resources, but also as a critically 
important transportation route for remote, isolated communities along the river. As 
noted above, the road and rail system in Alaska is extremely limited, and this is 
particularly the case in western Alaska. BLM has determined the entire length of the 
Kuskokwim River to be navigable from its mouth to the confluence of its North and 
South Forks. Jack Frost to AA-086371, p. 6. Indeed, BLM has stated that "[t]he 
navigability of the Kuskokwim River is not in question due to the wealth of information 
available about use of the river for commerce and the travels of its many users 
throughout its history." ld. That history of the river's use as a highway for travel and 
transportation is summarized in a 2013 BLM memorandum summarizing the federal 
interest in lands underlying the river. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-653 

Issue 22 

Recommendation on Wild and Scenic Rivers: For the stream segments found to be 
suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation, BLM should consider the following 
management options protective allocations: 
• Withdrawn from mineral entry; 
• Visual Resource Management Class I or Class II areas; 
• Right-of-way exclusion areas; 
• Subject to remedial actions to ensure sensitive species habitat is maintained or 
enhanced; 
• Subject to extensive and reliable no-surface-occupancy stipulations for all activities; 
• With related ACECs closed to mining, oil and gas exploration and development; and 
• Other appropriate measures. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-687 

Issue 22 

The Kuskokwim River King Salmon Run is in serious jeopardy today. Much of the River 
was closed to fishing last year. Any additional pressure on the resource could hasten its 
decline. Classifying Salmon River, Pitkas Fork and other drainages as Wild and Scenic 
Rivers probably would so overrun these Rivers with People that it may be the final 
straw that totally destroys the King Salmon Run. 

Nikolai Sent In NI-690 
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Issue 22 

The WSRA requires agencies to address potential wild and scenic rivers in all planning 
efforts. Even if the BLM Specialist, therefore, correctly concluded that river certain river 
segments did not meet the statutory criteria, by leaving ORV columns blank in Table 3, 
the public is not provided the opportunity to review, as contemplated by WSRA, the 
criteria used by the specialist in making these determinations. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-693 

Issue 22 

Existing statutory and regulatory authorities are more than adequate to protect all 
rivers and waters within the planning area, making any additional designations 
redundant and wholly unnecessary. More than that, however, similar to our above 
comments on proposed wilderness, ANILCA very explicitly intended to provide Alaskans 
with finality regarding river designations. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-737 

Issue 22 

WHEREAS: some Nikolai residents own Native Allotments, have established hunting and 
fishing camps on several drainages that are proposed to become Wild and Scenic Rivers 
and; 
[NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council opposes the 
designation of Wild and Scenic Routes for the proposed area and also opposes the 
1,100 square mile ASEC immediately south of Nikolai and wants it permanently noted.] 

Nikolai Sent In NE-749 

Issue 22 

WHEREAS: The Kuskokwim king salmon fishery populations have declined to almost 
nonexistent in recent years and A Wild and Scenic Rivers classification on the Rivers 
may cause them the to be run over by people and destroy the King Salmon species 
altogether and; 
[NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council opposes the 
designation of Wild and Scenic Routes for the proposed area and also opposes the 
1,100 square mile ASEC immediately south of Nikolai and wants it permanently noted.] 

Nikolai Sent In NE-750 

Issue 22 

Several Nikolai Citizens own Native Allotments, Hunting and Fish Camps on or near 
several of the Salmon River, Pitka Fork or other Upper Kuskokwim Drainages that are 
slated to become Wild and Scenic Rivers. Setting onerous Regulations for activities on 
these Rivers can only cause serious adverse consequences. These Drainages are more 
placid than wild. If you really want a Wild River please Designate the South Fork of the 
Kuskokwim from Rohn to Nikolai. At medium or high water a raft, canoe or kayak trip 
down that stream would encounter several Sweepers and potential overturned boats. 
Plus the daily views of the Alaska Range Weather permitting are truly Scenic unlike the 
proposed Rivers that pass through Alder Jungles and muddy Banks with little Scenic 
Views. Additional human use of these drainages may also scare off what Wildlife now 
exists. The Kuskokwim King Salmon Fishery Populations have plummeted to almost 
nonexistence and a Wild and Scenic Classification may totally destroy the Runs.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-755 
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Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The report indicates several of the rivers determined to be eligible are within an 
existing ACEC designation.  We assume that is considered additional justification for a 
river’s eligibility determination, although that is unclear.  We request BLM consider 
these designations separately.  Layering designations is redundant and is likely to cause 
unnecessary confusion when considering the hierarchy associated with any competing 
authorities and management prescriptions. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-807 

Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
Further, the eligibility report lacks the detailed information necessary to evaluate a 
river’s eligibility. Each of the 22 rivers considered eligible identifies fish resources as an 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV), and the fish resource was the sole ORV for 17 
of the rivers. However, the vast majority of the descriptions lack even a brief 
description of the fish resources beyond saying the river is “crucial fish habitat.” The 
descriptions for the following 15 rivers lack any identification of the fish resource or 
why it is outstandingly remarkable, and make no mention of species, habitat type, or 
any other fisheries-related information: • Page 13, 2.2.2 Bear Creek (Nikolai) • Page 14 
2.2.4 Black Water Creek • Page 14 2.2.5 Canyon Creek • Page 14 2.2.6 Khuchaynik Creek 
• Page 16 2.2.9 Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River • Page 16 2.2.10 North Fork 
Unalakleet River • Page 16 2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak) • Page 16 2.2.12 Otter Creek 
(Anvik) • Page 17 2.2.13 Pitka Fork Middle Fork Kuskokwim River • Page 17 2.2.14 
Salmon River (Nikolai)• Page 17 2.2.15 Sheep Creek  • Page 17 2.2.16 Sullivan Creek • 
Page 18 2.2.17 Swift River (Anvik) • Page 18 2.2.19 Theodore Creek • Page 20 2.2.21 
Yellow River 
We request that BLM briefly describe the fish resource and why it is outstandingly 
remarkable for each of the eligible rivers. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-808 

Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
We also request BLM describe its area of consideration for comparative analysis per 
BLM Manual 6400. The table often simply states “Regional” without describing the 
boundaries of what is considered regional. Also, some areas of comparative analysis 
appear too small, such as using the Unalakleet River as the area of consideration for 
evaluating the North Fork of the Unalakleet River. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-809 

Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The only historic resource identified in the report is the Iditarod National Historic Trail. 
It is unclear why the presence of the INHT constitutes an ORV for these rivers, 
considering the INHT crosses myriad waterways over its 2300-mile length.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-810 
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Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The description of the Anvik River, which has ORVs for cultural and historic values, only 
states that “This river corridor which appears to provide important access and fishery 
resources suggest a moderate to high potential for the discovery of cultural resources.” 
The Middle Fork Kuskowkim and Sullivan Creek have a historic ORV, but the only 
justification is that the INHT is within the area of those rivers. We request the BLM 
further describe why these historic and cultural resources are outstandingly 
remarkable, and describe its area of consideration for comparative analysis beyond 
simply stating “Regional.” 

Anchorage Sent In AC-811 

Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
Section 2.2, Explanations of the Eligibility Determination for 22 Waterways, indicates 
that numerous waterway descriptions simply identify “fish resources” as outstandingly 
remarkable values yet fail to describe how the fish resources are outstandingly 
remarkable. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-812 

Issue 22 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
It would be useful to compare the waterways deemed eligible for WSR designation to 
other waterways in the area that were found not eligible.  There must be a resource 
demonstrating outstanding remarkable values above and beyond those of other rivers 
in the region.  Something unique must be present in the waterway, and this needs to be 
fully disclosed and described to support an eligibility finding. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-813 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
Pages 8-10.  “Table 1. Summary Of River Segment Eligibility And Tentative 
Classification” lists whether the river is located partially within an ACEC, which is 
unrelated to river segment eligibility under WSR classification. The inclusion of ACEC 
status within this table is confusing, and such references should be removed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-814 

Issue 22 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.2 Anvik River, page 13.  The state file on the Anvik River indicates that the state 
considers this river to be navigable.   

Anchorage Sent In AC-816 
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Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.3 Big River, page 14. Tributary to the Kuskokwim main stem.  BLM records show the 
Big River is navigable 38 miles, while state records indicate the river to be navigable 
upstream to approximately river mile 137. 
The description mentions that the Big River is a salmon spawning stream and a foraging 
area for brown bears, but makes no mention of sheefish, despite BLM’s proposal to 
designate 700,000 acres for an ACEC because of the Big River’s sheefish spawning 
habitat. The description also incorrectly describes the Big River mouth as reaching the 
Pacific Ocean; the Big River flows into the Kuskokwim River, not the Pacific Ocean 
directly. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-817 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.4 Black Water Creek.  Tributary to the Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim; confluence 
with MF in Section 11. T. 33 N., R. 30 W., SM. In an August 11, 1981 determination the 
Black Water Creek was determined navigable upstream to NE¼SE¼ Section 32, T. 33 N. 
R. 30 W. SM. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-818 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.7 Kuskokwim River, page 15.  The entire length of the main stem of the Kuskokwim 
River is navigable from its mouth upstream to Medfra where it splits into the North, 
East, and South Forks and the State of Alaska has a RDI on file for the main stem of the 
river, with the North, East and South Forks of the Kuskokwim also navigable. 
The Kuskokwim River has been determined navigable and the BLM only manages 0.4 
percent of the total uplands. We request that BLM take a hard look to determine if the 
outstanding remarkable fish resource value occurs on BLM lands in sufficient quantity 
to qualify as an ORV.   

Anchorage Sent In AC-819 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.9 Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River, page 16.  Determined by the BLM to be 
navigable up to the mouth of the Pitka Fork in Section 22, T. 33 N., R. 29 W., SM. based 
on “Alaska’s Kuskokwim Region a History” (1985).  In an August 11, 1981 determination 
the Middle Fork was determined navigable upstream to its “Juncture with the Windy 
Fork”. 
However the Iditarod National Historic Trail is not within the boundary of the Middle 
Fork Kuskokwim River where BLM manages the uplands, and the historic trail is not 
directly related to this river, nor does it owe its location or existence to the presence of 
the Middle Fork Kuskokwim River.  We request the historic ORV be removed for the 
Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-820 
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Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.10 North Fork Unalakleet River.  Currently designated WSRC.  Administratively 
determined navigable within the WSRC from its confluence with the Unalakleet River 
upstream to the northern boundary of Section 26, T. 17 N., R. 7 W., KRM. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-821 

Issue 22 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak). The Tuluksak River is navigable upstream of the confluence 
with Otter Creek but there is no navigability data for Otter Creek. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-822 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.13 Pitka Fork, page17.  Tributary to the Middle Fork , navigable from the confluence 
with the Middle Fork upstream to S032N028W06; may be navigable further upstream 
to S031N028W14 but BLM records just go to S032N028W06. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-823 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai), page 17.  A Tributary to Pitka Fork, confluence in 
S032N028W05; BLM data show a short segment, approximately 3.5 miles, of the 
Salmon River is navigable from confluence with Pitka Fork up to the forks in 
S032N028W03. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-824 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.18 Tatlawiksuk River, page 18. In an August 25, 1982 Final Easements for The 
Kuskokwim Corporation the Tatlawiksuk River was determined to be both a major 
waterway and Navigable. On August 18, 1988 the BLM determined the lower reaches 
within T. 21 N., R. 38 W., SM. navigable. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-825 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.20 Unalakleet River, page 18. State records indicate the Unalakleet River is 
navigable up to the confluence with Tenmile Creek in K016S005W22. We question the 
inclusion of the Unalakleet River in this eligibility study since it is already been identified 
by Congress under Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as a designated wild 
river.  The eligibility study contained in this report is the first step in the evaluation of 
rivers for possible inclusion in the National System and should not be applied to 
designated rivers. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-826 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.21 Yellow River, page 20.  Tributary to the Anvik River; confluence in S033N060W28.  
There are no navigability records in SDMS, however, there is a Native Allotment (NA) on 
the river in S034N059W32.  The records indicate the NA has been surveyed.  The case 
file number is AKFF 013797.  A NA on a river is a good indication that the water body 
may be navigable because the allotees usually use boats for access to their allotment. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-827 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-110 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 22 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.22 Yukon River, page 21.  The Yukon River is navigable from its mouth to the 
Alaska/Canada border.  We question the inclusion of the Yukon River in this report, as it 
is a heavily used international river. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-828 

Issue 22 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: Several Nikolai Citizens own Native Allotments, Hunt and Fish Camps on 
several drainages that are proposed to become Wild and Scenic Rivers, and; 

Nikolai Sent In NI-851 

Issue 22 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: The Kuskokwim King Salmon Fishery Populations have plummeted to almost 
nonexistence and A Wild and Scenic Rivers classification on the Rivers may cause them 
to be run over by People and Destroy the King Salmon, and; 

Nikolai Sent In NI-852 

Issue 22 

[Comment DC133 
3.19 Wild and Scenic Rivers Preliminary Alternatives Concepts  
Alt 3; 22 eligible...] 
Anvik River No data in BLM's SDMS; State says navigable up to approximately river mile 
150, upper limit of navigability not well defined. There is a Native allotment (AKAA 
083173A) on the Anvik in K023S008W30. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-895 

Issue 23 
Are you aware of any endangered species in this area or on the Kuskokwim? No. The 
Endangered Species Act would take over if there were.  Bethel Meeting BT-141 

Issue 23 

A resident noted that it looks like there are some ACECs that are overlaying the coal 
area. BLM agreed and noted the ACECs established in the last planning effort may or 
may not be retained. The most important thing in those areas is salmon rearing, even if 
coal development is allowed in the area. There are some areas near Kaltag or Nulato 
that could be developed for coal. There are a couple other little pockets. It’s pretty 
unlikely oil and gas development would occur. 

Bethel Meeting BT-142 

Issue 23 

What about whitefish spawning areas at Whitefish Lake and Whitefish Creek? Why do 
you think about sheefish spawning but not whitefish spawning? Are those on BLM land? 
BLM response: It looks like those are on the refuge, managed by the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  

Kalskag Meeting KS-162 
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Issue 23 

BLM would like to hear your thoughts on this watershed; the management of that land 
has an effect on your community. You could request that land be part of a Critical Area 
of Environmental Concern, so it would be managed for the particular resource values. 
Community response: BLM can be part of our watershed. Watersheds should be areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-237 

Issue 23 
We are in favor of an ACEC, especially for fish protection, not landscape wide, but a 
specific ACEC for an important area. Individualized recommendations for important 
areas. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-240 

Issue 23 

It looks like a number of the headwaters of the Kuskokwim River are potential Wild and 
Scenic Rivers. This area is also where the pipeline for the proposed Donlin Gold Mine 
would be located. Are these things mutually exclusive? Can you have a Wild and Scenic 
River and also permit the Donlin Gold pipeline to cross them? BLM: These are eligible 
river segments, and the next step is to determine if they are suitable for a wild and 
scenic river rating. Attendee: ANILCA allows for such corridors in wild and scenic rivers. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-414 

Issue 23 

The November 2013 notes from scoping show a lot of concern for the Nulato River. We 
get fish and our drinking water from the Nulato River, and it is very important to our 
community. There is an ACEC on the Nulato River. We would like to expand this area 
back there if possible. We discussed a wilderness area designation with Stacey Fritz in 
the Fairbanks office. Stacey told us it is difficult to get a wilderness designation, but an 
ACEC is easier to get. 

Nulato Meeting NL-468 

Issue 23 

An Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) was recommended by the community 
on the Unalakleet River. What are they for? BLM: Many are primarily for protection of 
salmon spawning areas. The Pew Institute has recommended a couple ACECs. Some are 
looking at the whole watershed, rather than a river corridor. We will likely look at 
common themes, and maybe will combine some together. We will make 
recommendations for ACECs in the draft plan. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-561 

Issue 23 Is that funded by the Pew Project? BLM: They recommended ACECs in this planning 
effort. Unalakleet Meeting UN-562 

Issue 23 
They did it because they are interested in conservation of this area? BLM: They are a 
conservation organization that has worked with other villages.  Unalakleet Meeting UN-563 

Issue 23 

That ACEC designation would do what? BLM: It would pick key resources for 
management. Most are focused on salmon spawning or rearing areas. The designation 
does not necessarily put restrictions or prohibitions or the area. If we do apply special 
management restrictions, it would be through a public process.  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-564 
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Issue 23 
Do you do consultation when you are deciding? BLM: Yes, it would be a more focused 
planning process, just for that ACEC, not such a big area like we are looking at now. Unalakleet Meeting UN-565 

Issue 23 

Perkins Coie Lawyer, Cam Leonard, represents customer Donlin Gold and called to get 
clarification on the Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) mentioned on page 5 of 
the Preliminary Alternatives Concept document. He was aware of the Sheefish ACEC, 
but could not find more information on the Sheefish RCA. RMP Project Manager Daly 
referenced him to the Watershed Analysis Framework document that explained the 
model input and development for the two existing maps that would eventually feed 
into the development of the RCAs and High Priority Restoration Watersheds. Then Daly 
explained the difference between RCAs, Restoration Watersheds, and ACECs and 
explained that there were no RCAs developed yet but that there was a Sheefish ACEC. 
Cam had a good understanding of ACECs and referenced the text on Page 5 again that 
said Sheefish RCA. Daly determined that it was likely a typo and meant to state Sheefish 
ACEC, not Sheefish RCA. Cam expressed his thankfulness for the public comment 
extension to May 31. 

Anchorage Sent In AN-568 

Issue 23 

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF NOMINATING AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN for Bureau of Land Management's (BLM 'S) BERlNG SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNlNG 
WHEREAS: the creator placed the Holy Cross people on the land and waters of the 
Yukon River and its tributaries to use and care for in a responsible manner. 
WHEREAS: the members of Holy Cross have traditionally hunted, fished, and gathered 
necessary foods and other natural products from the lands and waters of our region of 
the Yukon River for thousands of years. 
WHEREAS: all of the Yukon River and its surrounding land provides important moose 
habitat, species of pike, white fish and cisco spawn in this river; the watershed is also a 
major spawning arcn for sheefish, and 4 species of salmon, is home to ducks. geese. 
grouse, and ptarmigan and provides berries, greens and firewood. 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Holy Cross Village supports: 
1 . The protection of the watersheds of the Yukon River and its tributaries through 
designation as Areas of Critical Emvironmental Concern on Bureau Of Land 
Management lands in the Bear Sea Western Interior Planning Region: and 
2. All the areas within the watersheds of these rivers and their tributaries regardless of 
the Statutus of land ownership and management: and 
3. The continuance of the existing ACECs within the Holy Cross Tribe's traditional 
hunting. fishing and harvesting areas and the habitat associated with these. 

Holy Cross Sent In HC-570 
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Issue 23 

[Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) Proposal] 
[Describe the Area to be Nominated or Modified] 
Traditional watersheds containing harvest lands/waters used by the Native community 
of Holy Cross along the Yukon River extending down the river to Paimuit Slough, up the 
Innoko River, the Koserefaki River, Deer Hunting Slough, Stuyahok River, 
Reindeer/Albert/Stevens Lake & tributaries 

Holy Cross Sent In HC-571 

Issue 23 

1. Sheefish Spawning ACEC 
BLM has proposed to establish a Sheefish Spawning ACEC that would overlap part of 
Donlin's proposed pipeline route. BLM has further proposed to exclude or restrict any 
rights of way (ROW's) within that ACEC. BLM's proposals are a direct threat to Donlin's 
plans for how it will provide power to its mine project Donlin maintains that BLM's draft 
proposals to limit ROW's in the designated ACEC are both premature and unnecessary, 
as discussed below. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-586 

Issue 23 

Proposing Any Restrictions on Uses of the Sheefish Spawning ACEC is Premature. 
Yet despite BLM's acknowledgement of the two-stage process for establishing and 
administering ACEC's, BLM is already proposing specific restrictions on activities and 
uses within the proposed sheefish spawning ACEC. Those restrictions, described further 
below, appear to pre-determine the threshold question of whether any "special 
management attention" is even required in that ACEC. BLM's premature discussion of 
restricted activities within the proposed sheefish spawning ACEC violates the sequential 
deliberative procedure contemplated under FLPMA and BLM's regulations. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-587 

Issue 23 

Additional Protection for Sheefish Spawning is Unnecessary. 
The underlying premise that sheefish spawning grounds even require additional 
protection by BLM, through restricting activities in a designated ACEC, is mistaken. State 
law already protects the water quality needed to support sheefish spawning. The Alaska 
Water Quality Standards (WQS) found at 18 AAC 70, provide a comprehensive 
regulatory scheme administered by the Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation (ADEC). 
Unless BLM has reason (and supporting evidence) to question ADEC's ability to 
effectively administer state law, there is no basis for BLM to presume that any 
additional protection for sheefish spawning is needed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-588 
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Issue 23 

In essence, BLM is proposing to prohibit or restrict activities like Donlin's proposed 
ROW for a buried gas pipeline, on the off-chance that it might protect sheefish 
spawning more effectively than the state's long-standing regulatory regime. This result, 
if adopted in the final RMP, would impose a disproportionate trade-off, by sacrificing 
significant and quantifiable economic benefits to the region from the Donlin project for 
the sake of wholly hypothetical benefits to sheefish populations. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-589 

Issue 23 

1. The massive acreage being considered for ACEC designation, as well as potential Wild 
and Scenic River designations, are federal land withdrawals that violate the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).  
AMA believes that the ACEC and Wild and Scenic River proposals being considered in 
the BSWI RMP that would close more than 5,000 acres of Public Land to mineral entry, 
mineral leasing, and other uses, or keep existing closures in place, constitute de facto 
land withdrawals under FLPMA. BLM has made no effort in the past, or commitment in 
the BSWI RMP, to abide by the requirements of ANILCA Section 1326(a) before making 
these proposed withdrawals. 
BLM issued on May 21, 2015, a two page ACEC “Information and Status Update” that 
states: “ACECs are not withdrawals, however, an ACEC may have an associated 
withdrawal. Associated withdrawals over 5,000 acres require congressional approval.” 
BLM does not define “associated withdrawal” and provides no analysis to support its 
statement that the ACECs themselves are not withdrawals under FLPMA and ANILCA. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-592 

Issue 23 

The ACEC review document (157p, released 4-13-15) is exclusively focused on cultural, 
and fish and wildlife resources, and does NOT address any “natural processes or 
systems” or “natural hazards.” BLM should be required to address ALL or NONE of the 
relevant criteria for an ACEC. The ACEC document prematurely concludes that over a 
third of the planning area meets the criteria for ACEC designation (4.8 million acres out 
of 13 million acre planning area). These ACEC proposals are made without regard to 
competing resource values of the areas, such as mineral potential or 
transportation/access needs. In addition, the criteria used for ACEC designation in this 
planning area are far more liberal and deviate greatly from the criteria used in other 
BLM planning efforts in Alaska. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-609 
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Issue 23 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA’s previous comments as part of the ACEC nomination process (see letters dated 
August 29, 2014) questioned the need for most ACEC designations. While BLM dutifully 
and accurately summarizes AMA’s concerns in Section 3.1, BLM still fails to respond to 
these concerns. BLM does not explain why existing state and federal laws and 
regulations are not adequate to protect the resources that BLM uses to justify the 
additional restrictions Of an ACEC designation. Furthermore, BLM fails to explain 
inconsistencies in use of ACEC designations between these new plans and previous 
plans in other areas of Alaska. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-627 

Issue 23 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
Comments on Existing ACECs and Proposed ACECs that are exclusively or primarily to 
protect fisheries. In previous comments, AMA specifically requested that BLM explain 
“why existing protections do not adequately protect these areas and why their fisheries 
resources are particularly unique.” These existing authorities include state and federal 
regulations of waters under the Clean Water Act, State Fish and Game regulation under 
Alaska Statutes Title 16, and stipulations BLM can already place on permits, leases and 
ROWs without the need for an ACEC designation. In this 151---page document, BLM 
does not address either the issue of inadequacy of existing regulations nor why on 
either a state or national level, the fisheries resources in these watersheds require or 
justify a restrictive land use designation. We note that in the current document, 
fisheries are the ONLY reason used to justify many ACEC designations. AMA also 
questions why entire watersheds are designated ACECs to protect spawning and rearing 
habitats that are found in only portions of streams in the much larger watersheds. 
Based on this concern, AMA opposes the designation of the following areas as 
ACECs: 
• Anvik River  
• Drainages of the North River 
• Inglutalik River 
• Kateel River 
• Ungalik River 
• Giassa River 
• Shaktoolik River 

Anchorage Sent In AC-628 
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Issue 23 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
Comments on Existing or Nominated ACECs that BLM does not intend to advance in the 
Alternatives Process. We agree with BLM that the following areas do not qualify for 
designation as ACECs: 
• Kuskokwim River Raptor Nesting Habitat 
• Peregrine Falcon Nesting habitat  

Anchorage Sent In AC-629 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Anvik River – Section 3.3.1 --- On pages 10---11, the “Important Value – More than 
locally significant” is that the Anvik River drains into the Yukon River, and the Yukon is 
internationally significant due to the 2002 Yukon River Salmon Agreement. Using this 
logic, all BLM lands in the entire Yukon River drainage could qualify as an ACEC, which 
clearly is not the intent of FLPMA. As AMA previously noted, BLM has failed to explain 
what makes the Anvik River unique on a state or national level, and why can’t these 
resources be protected under existing state and federal regulations. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-631 
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Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Sheefish Spawning Areas – 3.3.6 – this 698,260 acre ACEC is specifically to protect 
sheefish spawning areas. The analysis fails to explain why existing state (under Alaska 
Statutes Title 16 and federal authorities (Clean Water Act, BLM permit or lease 
stipulations) do not adequately protect sheefish spawning areas. In addition, even if 
additional protections were warranted, there is no justification provided for protecting 
all BLM lands in the watershed. BLM’s proposal states “Sheefish spawn in relatively 
small and specific locations, and a 20 KM section of the Big River located south of 
McGrath has been identified as a well- -known spawning area for sheefish.” The 
Rationale on page 34 says “80 percent of the sheefish spawning in the Kuskokwim River 
spawn in a 15.5 mile section of the Big River”. 
This proposal seems even more dubious, in fact almost ludicrous, when one looks at the 
map in Figure 4 of the Appendix. Virtually all of the mapped, documented sheefish 
spawning areas shown on this map are downriver from BLM lands, it appears that 
barely two miles of documented sheefish spawning occurs in waters adjacent to BLM 
lands. Even more questionable is the inclusion of over 200,000 acres of BLM land in the 
Northeastern portion of the proposed ACEC that shows NO documented sheefish 
spawning in the Sullivan Creek, Bear Creek and Pitka Fork drainages whatsoever. BLM 
cannot justify a 1,091 square mile ACEC based upon a resource that is primarily 
concentrated along 15.5 miles of the Big River, most of which is not BLM land. We also 
find it dubious to use as rationale that “on one day in July 1968, seven plane loads of 
fishermen were fishing at the mouth of the Holitna River,” as that information (page 35) 
is dated by 47 years! 

Anchorage Sent In AC-632 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
In addition to the above concerns about the Sheefish Spawning ACEC, AMA also 
opposes the designation because of its negative impact on a proposed gas pipeline to 
provide natural gas to the proposed Donlin Creek mine. The proposed route traverses 
the uppermost portions of the watersheds. AMA strongly concurs with comments 
provided to BLM from Donlin Gold in a letter dated May 11, 2015. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-633 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – this 291,136 acre ACEC is justified based on its 
Cultural Resources. The two cultural resources areas are Bonasila Dome and Bonasila 
winter village. Although no acreage is given in the report, we question why a 291,136 
acre ACEC is necessary to protect two specific sites. If an ACEC is truly necessary to 
protect these areas, it should be confined only to the actual sites.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-634 
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Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – Also, on page 50, under “Carry forward….” It 
states that “[n]o the area does not meet both the relevance and importance criteria for 
any resource”, but then it says it does meet the relevance and importance criteria for 
Cultural resources. One of these statements is in error. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-635 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Anvik Traditional Trapping Area – 3.3.10 – This area was nominated for wildlife,  which 
BLM found does not meet the importance criteria. BLM then concluded it does meet 
the Cultural Resource criteria because of a spur (Iditarod---Anvik Connecting Trail) of 
the Iditarod National Historic Trail. If this is already part of a National Historic Trail, we 
fail to see why an ACEC is necessary and oppose this proposal going forward. For an 
example of how such as designation could impair future mineral development, 
elsewhere the planned Donlin Creek gas line passes through a portion of the Iditarod 
National Historic Trail. A restrictive ACEC designation likely in that area could prevent 
construction of this proposed gas pipeline. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-636 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Unalakleet– 3.3.16 – BLM’s analysis of the nomination essentially concludes that it 
provides no new reasons that would justify expansion of the existing or proposed ACECs 
that overlap portions of this nomination. Therefore, rather than consider an additional, 
massive 1.5 million acres ACEC, BLM should reject this proposal. Many of the resources 
listed under the section “[m]ore then locally significant importance” on page 79 could 
describe virtually any lowland, hilly or valley area in Central or Southern Alaska (e.g.; 
high vertebrate species richness, moderate surface water availability, moderate 
vegetation, community diversity, moderate topographic complexity, high landscape 
naturalness). 

Anchorage Sent In AC-637 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Kateel River – 3.3.19 – The primary reason for this massive, potentially 876,600 acre 
ACEC is to protect fish spawning and rearing habitat. As previously stated – AMA 
opposes these massive land withdrawals for fisheries resources that are already 
protected under state and federal statutes and regulations. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-638 

Issue 23 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Nulato River – 3.3.24 – The primary reason for this 342,824 acre ACEC is to protect fish 
spawning and rearing habitat. As previously stated – AMA opposes these land 
withdrawals for fisheries resources that are already protected under state and federal 
statutes and regulations. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-639 
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Issue 23 

Calista is deeply concerned about both the areal extent and the management 
prescriptions for a proposed new Area of Environmental Concern to protect sheefish 
spawning on Big River and the impact they may have on the Donlin Creek project on 
ANCSA lands. The proposed ACEC overlaps a portion of the pipeline route for which 
Donlin Gold is seeking approvals. The proposed ACEC is enormous in scale: 698,260 
Acres for sheefish spawning grounds on the Kuskokwim River. The BLM's own ACES 
notes that the [s]heefish spawn [is] in relatively small and specific locations" [p. 34). 
Nonetheless, one proposed Alternative would be a ROW "exclusion area for 
underground utilities would be established in the Sheefish RCA"-an area of nearly 
700,000 acres, which includes watersheds that neither contain nor drain into sheefish 
spawning areas. As such, the proposals in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
document to either avoid or exclude underground utility rights of way in the proposed 
ACEC are overbroad, unsupportable and extremely troubling: BLM's land management 
must conform to principles set out in FLPMA and governing regulations. 

Anchorage Sent In CA-642 

Issue 23 

Some of BLM's proposed "ACEC's, and their proposed restrictions on uses, could 
severely impact significant projects on non-Federal land, such as the Donlin Mine 
Project, which would be a catastrophic loss to Calista shareholders of significant 
amounts of dividends and employment opportunities unprecedented in its nature. In 
regard to proposed "ROW exclusion areas" for underground utilities where there is 
"permafrost and highly erodible soils," Calista is very concerned about how much of the 
area would be affected by any proposed exclusion. If the potential presence of 
permafrost were to prohibit any underground utilities, this could severely restrict the 
public's ability to develop resources on non-federal land both within and around the 
planning area. Such a sweeping prohibition would violate one of the two explicit 
regulatory principles that should guide BLM's planning efforts, as set out in 43 C.F.R. § 
1601.0-8: consideration of how BLM's RMP might impact "local economies and uses of 
adjacent or nearby non-federal lands." 

Anchorage Sent In CA-643 
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Issue 23 

It is premature for BLM to draft restrictions on activities within proposed ACEC's, as that 
would pre-determine the threshold question of whether any "special management 
attention is required." BLM should first evaluate whether other federal and state 
agencies are already protecting resources (such as sheefish spawning), before BLM 
decides to restrict land uses across broad areas designated as ACEC's. The underlying 
premise that sheefish spawning grounds 
require additional protection by BLM through restricting activities in a designated ACEC 
is mistaken. State law already protects the water quality needed to support sheefish 
spawning under the Alaska Water Quality Standards (WQS) found at 18 AAC 70, 
administered by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). Any 
new restrictions must have meaningful, specific and sufficient justification to warrant 
any restriction that might significantly inhibit the development of natural resources by 
ANCs. 

Anchorage Sent In CA-644 

Issue 23 

As a result, significant portions of the existing Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC, 
among others, are no longer in federal land status, and should be removed formally 
from the ACECs to the extent they are otherwise maintained. Other areas within the 
ACECs may no longer be appropriate for continued designation because of the status of 
adjacent lands and/or for other reasons. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-654 

Issue 23 

Moreover, the RMP should not propose the designation of any new ACECs or that 
would occupy lands selected by Doyon under ANCSA or surround lands that already 
have been conveyed to Doyon. Such ACECs are unlikely to meet the regulatory criteria 
for designation of ACECs. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-655 

Issue 23 

Further, in the event that BLM proposes designation or continued designation of lands 
that surround or are adjacent to Doyon lands as ACECs, the RMP should not propose 
designation of those ACECs as right-of-way avoidance areas. Over the life of the plan, 
Doyon may require access across ACECs in order to use its lands. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-656 
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Issue 23 

Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC 
Doyon strongly supports BLM's proposal not to carry forward the Peregrine Falcon 
Nesting Habitat ACEC in the Draft RMP. As explained in BLM's ACEC Report, with the 
recovery of the species and its delisting under the Endangered Species Act, the 
peregrine falcon no longer meets the importance criteria required for ACEC 
designation. ACEC Report, p. 18. Moreover, as stated in the ACEC Report, ''raptor nest 
sites can be protected under the migratory bird treaty act, as well as through land use 
authorization permit terms and conditions that provide buffers around active nests." Id. 
at 20. Accordingly, BLM should eliminate the Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC as 
proposed in the Report. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-657 

Issue 23 

Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC 
Doyon strongly urges BLM not to carry forward the Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC for 
consideration in the Draft RMP as proposed in the ACEC Report.  
ln addition, designation of the Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC could have significant 
impacts on other resource uses. As proposed, the very southern area of the proposed 
ACEC would extend into the proposed Donlin Pipeline Corridor. The Sheefish Spawning 
Area ACEC should not be carried forward for consideration in the Draft RMP.  

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-658 

Issue 23 

Proposed Kuskokwim River King Salmon ACEC 
The Kuskokwim River has experienced poor Chinook salmon returns since 2010. With 
salmon the staple of the traditional and customary lifestyle of communities in the 
Bering Sea-Western Interior area, the Bureau should create an ACEC on BLM land 
adjacent to the Kuskokwim River to protect Chinook salmon runs as this declining trend 
over time is of a conservation concern. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-672 
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Issue 23 

ACEC Recommendations: The RMP should identify key habitat for rare and imperiled 
species in the field office, and create Areas of Critical Environmental Concern to protect 
their critical habitat. Consideration should be given to ACEC designation on BLM land 
adjacent to anadromous streams in the planning area to protect the Kuskokwim and 
Yukon River drainages as they intersect with BLM land. Such ACEC protections on the 
BLM land adjacent to the Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers and their tributaries could help 
king salmon runs as this declining population trend over time is of a serious 
conservation concern. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern should be established to 
provide real protections for near-shore rearing habitat for fingerling and smolt. Given 
the importance of subsistence resource to the region, Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern should be established to protect anadromous fish habitat, as well as caribou 
calving, wintering, foraging and migration habitat. Pew will submit additional 
information to BLM between now and the release of the draft RMP to nominate specific 
areas for protection. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-673 

Issue 23 
BLM should consider ACEC designation on BLM land adjacent to anadromous streams in 
the planning area to protect near shore habitat important to salmonids. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-674 

Issue 23 

Recommendation on Rejected Tribally Nominated ACECs: BLM should dedicate staff 
time to visit the tribal council of each nominating tribe to make sure information 
provided in the nomination paperwork sufficiently described the nominated area’s local 
significance and values, especially for cultural values. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-675 

Issue 23 
Recommendation on Tagagawik ACEC: BLM should allow a refined submittal on the 
Tagagawik nomination by Pew within 60-days for further consideration by BLM. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-676 

Issue 23 

ACECs to Protect Historic and Cultural Values 
Cultural and historical values on BLM-managed lands can be protected through 
establishment of ACECs. In addition to protecting historical or cultural resources, ACECs 
can be designated to protect culturally important subsistence resources. BLM’s own 
publication about the Fortymile ACEC in the Eastern Interior Field Office states the 
following: “The Fortymile Caribou herd is one of the most important subsistence 
resources in east-central Alaska. Once estimated to number more than 500,000 
animals, the herd is also an international resource, with a considerable portion of the 
historical range occurring in Canada...” BLM should consider areas where traditional 
subsistence activities occur in Alaska as eligible for designation as an ACEC. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-677 
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Issue 23 

Layering Administrative Designations 
Nothing prevents the BLM from overlapping administrative designations, such as 
Riparian Conservation Areas and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern or Riparian 
Conservation Areas and Wild and Scenic River segments with mineral withdrawals. 
These overlapping administrative designations ensure that BLM protects both the 
relevant and important values associated with the ACECs while maintaining the health 
of the watershed. 
Recommendation on Layering Protections: To achieve management goals identified in 
the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts for Bering Sea-Western Interior, BLM should 
create management allocations and consider layering these designations to conserve 
important habitats and subsistence values, especially within ACECs. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-678 

Issue 23 

The Sheefish ACEC is a fish of another totally fraudulent species. Sheefish run around 
the South Fork, East Fork and North Fork before they go to spawn much like Silver 
Salmon do rather than heading directly to their spawning grounds. They are caught by 
Rod and Reel and are net utilized as subsistence fish very often on the Upper 
Kuskokwim and if caught are usually placed iri Eskimo lceCream (Agoda). The whole 
concept of the Sheefish Spawning ACEC is unnecessary as Sheefish are not threatened 
and this reservation would not enhance their survival. 

Nikolai Sent In NI-691 

Issue 23 

BLM defines ACECs as “areas within the public lands where special management 
attention is required….” We believe that this “special management attention,” will 
equate to managing ACECs as de facto conservation system units. We object to the 
arbitrary and undefined processes inherent in expanding the areas properly withdrawn 
under ANILCA to massive areas requiring “special management attention,” and failing 
to specifically define that protection. Shutting down unnecessarily large swaths of safely 
developable property deprives Alaska Native Corporations like CIRI potentially valuable 
conveyance acreage it is owed under ANCSA, and which could be used to enhance the 
lives of its shareholders and the shareholders of its region villages. 

Anchorage Sent In CI-710 

Issue 23 
Imposing such limits on lands will limit the selection opportunities CIRI has going 
forward. Therefore, we request that these proposed ACECs be withdrawn. Anchorage Sent In CI-712 

Issue 23 

We appreciate the findings by BLM planners that the Gisasa and Kateel Rivers should be 
further considered as important and relevant nominations for Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern. We disagree with your determination that the Honhosa River 
should not be included.  

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In KY-715 
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Issue 23 

BLM stated, "The Honhosa didn't meet the importance criteria for fish." We would 
challenge the approach by BLM of comparing these various rivers and the finding that 
the Honhosa is not significant. The :natural variability and differences between 
watersheds changes over time.  But all the rivers are critical for supporting the habitat 
and genetic diversity of native fish species and the biological richness of all the local 
species, many of which we depend upon for our survival. BLM's Fish Biologist's finding 
that the species and habitat of the Honhosa River are ''typical of the area and only 
locally important" is disturbing. This approach misses our point. Local importance is 
primary to us. This is where we live, hunt, harvest and fish. This is where our ancestors 
did the same for thousands of years. We believe our nominations fit the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act ACEC definition: "areas within the public lands where 
special management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or 
where no development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to 
important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural 
systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from natural hazards." and we 
request that the Honhosa River ACEC nomination be considered in the draft plan. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In KY-716 

Issue 23 
The ACEC appears to be a blanket closure to mineral entry, and lacks justification and 
explanation for the closure.  Anchorage Sent In AC-727 

Issue 23 

In reviewing the preliminary reports, especially the Preliminary Alternatives and Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern Report, the Commission found discussions and 
proposals regarding existing and future withdrawals fragmented and insufficient. In 
many instances, reference is made to existing withdrawals (e.g., prohibitions on mineral 
entry) when, in actuality, a new or modified withdrawal would need to be imposed 
because, for example, a use is newly withdrawn or coincidentally withdrawn under a 
withdrawal which has “outlived” its purpose. 
For Alaska, ANILCA required action by legislature in addition to the administrative 
decision that a large scale withdrawal is warranted. 
The use of d-1 withdrawals to limit or close areas to use, and limitations or closures 
without an existing withdrawal, will require substantially more detailed discussion in 
the draft RMP. The Commission suggests the BLM consider including a separate 
appendix that addresses the issue of withdrawals, how existing withdrawals will be 
handled in the various alternatives and whether new or additional withdrawals are 
proposed in one or more of the alternatives. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-742 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-125 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 23 

In general, it begs the question of “uniqueness” when over 4.3 million acres are placed 
into 16 large ACECs. If a relevant and important characteristic or value requires from 
thousands to hundreds of thousands to over a million acres to be determined “unique,” 
the issue of scale should be a factor in considering whether designation is genuinely 
warranted or whether this is just a segregation of the planning area according to 
common landscape specifics. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-743 

Issue 23 

For potential special management attention in proposed ACECs, the draft RMP will need 
to describe a sufficient connection to the criteria identified in this report. According to 
BLM Manual 1613.2.22(B)(1), no designation is warranted where the use(s) being 
proscribed “could not result in harmful effects to the important and relevant resource 
values[.]” For example, with respect to mineral entry, the only guaranteed restriction 
accompanying ACEC designation is that notice level operations would become plan level 
operations. Closure of an ACEC to all mineral entry is thus a deliberate choice and must 
describe the nexus between that closure and any perceived impact concerns requiring 
special management. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-744 

Issue 23 

Finally, even for nominated acres that ably diffuse through the relevance and 
importance filters, existing management arguably ranges from ample to sufficient in 
addressing identified concerns. To sufficiently justify special management, as required 
under FLPMA and implementing regulations, the draft RMP will need to fully consider 
existing federal and state laws as well as the BLM’s present capacity to “protect and 
prevent irreparable damage” or to “protect life and safety” within the proposed ACECs. 
The characterization of this step in Section 2.3 of the report and in Section 1613.02 of 
the BLM Manual notably lacks an examination of external tools and the statutory 
authorization’s severity, again emphasizing presence over uniqueness. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-745 

Issue 23 

[The Commission believes the designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs) in Alaska is operating well beyond FLPMA’s intended use of this management 
tool. Our non area-specific comments regarding ACEC additions in the Eastern Interior 
RMP, submitted in a March 3, 2015 letter, are incorporated here by reference.] 
The Additional Information’s description and application of the criteria for ACEC 
designation appears highly subjective and scantily justified, particularly considering the 
reduced availability of enormous areas of public lands for multiple and non-conflicting 
uses. This holistic approach ignores the ecological, social and legal context of Alaska, 
which favors significant restraint. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-746 
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Issue 23 

[The Commission believes the designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs) in Alaska is operating well beyond FLPMA’s intended use of this management 
tool. Our non area-specific comments regarding ACEC additions in the Eastern Interior 
RMP, submitted in a March 3, 2015 letter, are incorporated here by reference.] 
Lastly, any restrictions to access guaranteed and protected under ANILCA cannot be 
accomplished simply through the designation of an ACEC. Where applicable, any 
restrictions on these statutory grants of access require specific findings and public 
engagement subsequent to the planning process. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-747 

Issue 23 

The fish resources cited are Sheefish spawning areas and are not an endangered species 
and less than half the spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai residents rarely 
encounter sheefish and have not speared or netted them in decades. Creating this huge 
ACEC will do very little for the sheefish, but will put all kinds of restrictions on boats, 
motors, snowmobiles, airplanes, four wheelers and other all terrain vehicles and 
ultimately hurts the residents in the area 

Nikolai Sent In NE-751 

Issue 23 

The Fish Resources cited are Sheefish Spawning areas. Sheefish are not an endangered 
species and less than half the Spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai Citizens 
rarely encounter Sheefish and have not speared or netted them in Decades. Creating 
this huge ACEC will not do anything for the Sheefish, but will put all kinds of Restrictions 
on Boats, Motors, Snowmobiles, Airplanes, Four Wheelers and other All Terrain 
Vehicles. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-757 

Issue 23 

However, ACEC management is only mentioned once in the PAC. It is therefore difficult 
to envision the full impacts of the alternatives to existing uses because there is no 
information regarding potential special management of the vast ACECs being carried 
forward per the report.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-765 

Issue 23 

A major concern regarding the ACEC Report is that several ACECs appear to rely 
primarily on existing statutory designations, such as National Trails System and WSR 
designations, as justification for ACEC designations. These statutory authorities and 
BLM’s general authority under FLPMA to apply stipulations to permitted activities, as 
well as other state and federal agencies’ existing regulatory authorities (e.g., ADF&G AS 
Title 16, USACE and EPA Clean Water Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act ), already provide 
multiple layers of protection for important resources.  The report needs to fully 
demonstrate why ACEC designations are necessary in light of these existing statutory 
and regulatory authorities available for management of lands administered by BLM. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-779 
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Issue 23 

Special management to protect historic or cultural resources is inherently different 
from special management to protect fisheries. Therefore we object to appending areas 
that contain the INHT to fisheries-based ACECs, particularly when doing so incorporates 
adjacent land that contains neither the INHT nor special fisheries resources. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-780 

Issue 23 

We also have significant concerns with the overall size of newly nominated ACEC’s that 
will be carried forward in the RMP, some of which encompass hundreds of thousands of 
acres, compared to the existing ACECs in BSWI, which are typically narrow and follow 
river corridors. The report’s justifications do not explain the tie between the large size 
of the ACECs and the intended protections to the resources. Namely, many of the 
ACECs are based on fisheries resources but the report does not explain the need to 
encompass entire watersheds and adjacent watersheds. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-781 

Issue 23 

Further, to be designated an ACEC, an area must require special management attention 
to protect its important and relevant values (43 CFR 1601.0-5(a)).  Several of the ACECs 
to be carried forward are existing ACECs for which BLM has never implemented special 
management provisions. It is therefore unclear whether special protections are even 
necessary. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-782 

Issue 23 

We request that all proposed ACECs carried forward to the draft RMP on the basis of 
fisheries resources be compared to the typical conditions (water quality, fisheries, 
productivity, escapement, etc.) throughout the BSWI planning area and elsewhere in 
Alaska.  Some of the proposed ACECs have escapement data for fish species, but there 
is no comparison with fisheries in other river systems in regards to species 
composition/diversity or abundance.  Such a comparison is needed to justify that the 
fisheries resource is unique, important, and/or significant either locally or more than 
locally.  Also, while the wildlife resource evaluations generally state that the wildlife 
species within the nominated ACEC are common locally and exist throughout the region 
and state, similar comparative statements are lacking for the fisheries descriptions and 
should be provided. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-783 
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Issue 23 

Finally, although we have raised significant concerns about ACECs, we support justified 
restrictions on activities where there is a demonstrated need to conserve fish, wildlife 
and their habitat, or other important resources, such as historic, cultural, or scenic 
values. However, at this stage of the planning process, millions of acres of land and 
water are being nominated for protection without adequate justification, or affected 
use considerations.  We are concerned that such extreme, broad-scale protective 
oriented designations, as are now being considered in this planning process, will 
diminish the importance of mitigating project-specific impacts across the planning area 
as a whole. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-787 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Table – Overall, the ACEC table is both inconsistent and confusing and the justifications 
for which several ACECs are being carried forward are unclear. The first sentence under 
the “Carry forward…” title seems to state the reason the ACEC is being carried forward 
(e.g., cultural resources), yet the discussion that follows often includes additional 
resources which are identified as relevant and important, but which were not 
previously mentioned.  The relevance and importance conclusions are sometimes 
contradicted by the earlier information in the same table under the relevance and 
importance sections. Especially for the various existing and nominated Unalakleet 
ACECs which overlap, it is difficult to determine for a particular geographic area what 
resources are relevant and important and which resource is the justification for carrying 
forward the nomination. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-788 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik River  
We do not agree that “the Anvik River produces many of the fish that escape into the 
Yukon River, contributing to an internationally significant fisheries resource” (p. 12). 
Summer chum from the Anvik River do not contribute to the escapement of fish into 
Canada. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-789 
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Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Drainages of the Unalakleet River  
We question the relevance of using the WSR designation as justification for an 
additional ACEC designation: “The designation of the Unalakleet River as a National 
Wild River by Congress in 1980 recognized the value of designating the area for 
protection.”  Congress’s designation indicates its desire to protect the Unalakleet River 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, subject to applicable provisions in ANILCA, but 
does not indicate an additional need for an overlaying ACEC designation.   
The existing ACEC was designated for fisheries resources. The report’s evaluation also 
describes cultural resources as relevant and important. It is unclear whether the ACEC 
would be managed for both fisheries and cultural resources. The Kaltag Portage, as part 
of the INHT, is already a CSU and we request BLM explain why additional protection is 
necessary. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-790 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
North River  
We disagree that the North River has sensitive, rare and irreplaceable habitat for all five 
Pacific Salmon species native to Alaska waters.  Such habitat is relatively common 
throughout Alaska. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-791 

Issue 23 

The Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC encompasses an extremely large amount of land 
compared to the relatively small areas identified as sheefish spawning areas in the Big 
River Drainage.  We recommend BLM describe the reasons that such a large area 
upstream of the identified sheefish spawning areas is needed and why narrower 
riparian corridors would not be sufficient. We also request BLM explain the discrepancy 
between the ACEC rationale and the WSR eligibility report, which only describes the Big 
River as a salmon spawning stream and a foraging area for brown bears. That the 
sheefish resource was omitted from the WSR report raises questions about the ACEC 
report’s evaluation of important resources. 
It is also unclear why the proposed Sheefish ACEC includes BLM lands east of the known 
sheefish spawning areas, including a portion of the INHT (see general comment about 
ACEC/CSU overlap). Because the Sheefish ACEC is being carried forward for fisheries 
resources and the historic resources are limited to the INHT, an area already protected 
as a CSU, we request the eastern areas that include the INHT but not downstream 
sheefish spawning habitat be removed from the proposed ACEC. We request the 
Sheefish ACEC be sized to provide the necessary protections to the identified sheefish 
spawning areas, and that adequate justifications be provided. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-792 
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Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik River Watershed  
The rationale for determination on page 44 for fish or wildlife resources mentions 
Wood bison as a species important to subsistence users in the area.  While the recently 
re-introduced Wood bison is culturally important and may eventually become an 
important food resource for local area residents, we request the sentence be revised to 
accurately portray its current status. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-793 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The Anvik River Watershed ACEC analysis acknowledges potential significance of 
cultural sites, if they were to be evaluated, but then the document states that they are 
not important values, even though this remains unknown.  We question BLM’s intent 
and application of the ACEC criteria for this area. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-794 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik Traditional Trapping Area  
This area was nominated for wildlife resources, with no reference of cultural resources 
by the nominators. In its evaluation BLM found that habitat and species diversity did 
not meet the importance criteria under its wildlife evaluation, but did propose to carry 
the ACEC forward under cultural resources criteria, using the INHT and WSR Act, even 
though there is no designated WSR within the ACEC. We disagree with repurposing an 
area nominated for one resource (wildlife) without sufficient justification for another 
(cultural). 

Anchorage Sent In AC-795 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The Anvik Traditional Trapping Area ACEC states that this area is low and marshy, which 
is the justification for the assessment that it has a low potential for cultural resources. Is 
this analysis truly suggesting that all 22,000 acres are low and marshy and therefore, 
have low potential for archaeological resources? This seems to be a broad, generalized 
statement with little basis. If this proposed ACEC is already being recognized for having 
relevance and importance for cultural resource values, why is it necessary to make the 
generalized statement that it has otherwise low potential for archaeological resources 
when that information is unknown? 

Anchorage Sent In AC-796 
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Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Unalakleet River Watershed  
The rationale statement on page 59, “Projected climate change in the Unalakleet Arctic 
renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change”, is a 
blanket statement that could be made about any area.  ACEC designations would not 
change the potential effects of projected climate change. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-797 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Tenmile River Watershed  
The rationale statement on page 73, “Projected climate change in the Unalakleet Arctic 
renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change”, is a 
blanket statement that could be made about any area.  ACEC designations would not 
change the potential effects of projected climate change.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-798 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Tenmile River Watershed  
We do agree that there is value in the spawning areas for Chinook and coho salmon, 
whitefish and other fish, but these values are not unique to the area and such habitat is 
common throughout Alaska. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-799 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
A portion of the Tenmile Watershed is within the Unalakleet National Wild River.  BLM 
has not provided justification as to why it is necessary to add additional layers of 
protection through ACECs to this area. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-800 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The table for the Tenmile River Watershed ACEC contains conflicting statements.  Based 
on BLM’s analysis, it appears the table should state that cultural resources are fragile, 
sensitive, rare, etc. (table says “No” at present).  The same is applicable for whether the 
cultural resources warrant protection.  Based on the analysis presented, it appears they 
should have been found relevant and important (table says “No” at present). 

Anchorage Sent In AC-801 
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Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Unalakleet  
This proposed 1.5 million acre ACEC, one of the largest nationally, meets the relevance 
and importance criteria for cultural resources and fisheries resources per the table. 
However, most, if not all of the identified cultural resources are already within the 
Unalakleet WSR and the INHT CSU and are afforded protections through those 
designations. The evaluation of importance states that no locally, or more than locally, 
significant fisheries qualities have been identified. The rationale states that fisheries are 
not sufficient to carry forward this ACEC however, the “Carry forward…” section states 
that fisheries are relevant and important, despite other information stating the fisheries 
resource does not meet the importance criterion. We question BLM’s justification for 
this ACEC under either cultural or fisheries resources and request adequate justification 
for carrying forward and clarification of the multiple conflicting statements. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-802 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Kateel River  
The justification does not describe any negative impact from the lack of mineral 
closures in the existing ACEC since it was nominated, and we are not aware of any 
negative effects. Adequate justification must be provided to move this ACEC forward, 
particularly given its significant size.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-803 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Nulato River  
 “Significant climate change in the Nulato arctic renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife 
resources vulnerable to adverse change” (page 119), is a blanket statement that could 
be made about any area.  ACEC designation would not change the potential effects of 
projected climate change. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-804 

Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Bonasila River Watershed 
In the Bonasila River Watershed ACEC analysis, rather than stating that the sites do not 
warrant protection, should state that they need to be evaluated for National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) -eligibility, the results of which would inform whether they 
warrant protection. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-805 
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Issue 23 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Old Anvik Village Area & Egavik Creek Watershed 
The Old Anvik Village Area ACEC and the Egavik Creek Watershed ACEC may be more 
than locally significant. We don’t know since sites within those areas have yet to be 
evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. Also, the analysis states that the areas are not fragile, 
sensitive, rare, etc. However, if the village site were found to be eligible for the NRHP as 
a traditional cultural property, it could be characterized as such in the document. It 
would be considered a property of traditional and religious concern to Tribes, which 
would heighten its significance under NEPA and NHPA. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-806 

Issue 23 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM Establishes 
Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile 
Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: The proposed 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern is based on totally specious and irrelevant information. The Fish 
Resources cited are Sheefish Spawning areas. Sheefish are not an endangered Species 
and less than half the Spawning areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai Citizens rarely 
encounter Sheefish and have not speared or netted them in Decades. Creating this huge 
ACEC will not do anything for the Sheefish, but will put all kinds of Restrictions on Boats, 
Motors, Snowmobiles, Airplanes, Four Wheelers and other All Terrain Vehicles; 

Nikolai Sent In NI-853 

Issue 23 

[Comment PB6 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
A right-of-way avoidance area for underground utilities would be established in the 
Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area] 
What impacts would this have on existing applications / authorizations? 

Anchorage Sent In AC-878 
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Issue 24 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Fisheries Alternatives 1 and 3 – Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA) (p. 11) and 
Withdrawals (p. 12).  
Reading these two sections together, it appears that under Alternative 1 and 3, RCA 
watersheds will be withdrawn from mineral entry, staking and oil and gas development. 
It also appears there is No Surface Occupancy allowed in RCAs under Alternatives 1 and 
3. AMA opposes these withdrawals and prohibitions. According to the table on page 11 
of the Preliminary Alternatives Concept document, these prohibitions and withdrawals 
would encompass 37% of the watersheds in the planning area under Alternative 3 and 
20% under Alternative 1. Alternative 3 goes on to say there would be no surface entry 
for non-mineral permitted actions and for valid existing rights – this appears to be an 
absolute prohibition of any surface occupancy (development) on 37% of the planning 
area’s watersheds. This is a totally unreasonable and unjustified prohibition. Note – on 
page 11 (alternative 3) and page 12, alternative 1, BLM specifically refers to this as a 
“withdrawal,” which under ANILCA requires Congressional approval if greater than 
5,000 acres. Also, regarding alternative 3, on page 11, under “No Surface Occupancy” 
section, it says “in RCAs withdraw watershed to mineral entry and leasing,” while on 
page 12 under Withdrawals, it says “No withdrawals.” One of these statements is in 
error. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-612 

Issue 24 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Fisheries Alternative 1 and 3 – ROW Exclusion/Avoidance (page 13). Alternative 1 
establishes a ROW avoidance area for underground utilities in the Sheefish RCA while 
Alternative 3establishes a ROW exclusion. We could not find where the difference 
between exclusion and avoidance is explained. We question why either exclusion or 
avoidance is justified, as an underground utility should have no impact on sheefish 
habitat if properly constructed. We are especially concerned about this proposal as the 
extent of the sheefish RCA is not defined. If it is same as the Sheefish ACEC, this 
alternative would preclude construction of the proposed gas line to the Donlin Creek 
mine. Again, we find this prohibition is unjustified, unnecessary and excessive. It should 
be removed from any alternative. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-613 
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Issue 24 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Note: On page 34, at the top of the Alternative 1 column it reads “Riparian 
Conservation Areas would NOT be withdrawn from mineral entry,” while at the bottom 
of the same Alternative 1 column it reads “FLPMA withdrawals would be placed to 
withdraw the following areas from locatable, salable, leasable mineral entry: … Riparian 
Conservation Areas….” Regardless, AMA opposes the blanket closure of RCAs to mineral 
entry and mineral leasing. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-620 

Issue 25 
Jorjena Daly (BLM Project Manager) provided a brief interview to Mike Lane of KSKO 
radio. McGrath Meeting MG-005 

Issue 25 
Suggestions to combine BLM meetings with communities along the Yukon River (for 
instance, could have a meeting with Grayling and Kaltag in the same day or with Holy 
Cross and Shageluk in the same day). 

Kaltag Meeting KT-078 

Issue 25 

What is the purpose of these meetings? It says “resources.” Do you want to know what 
kind of resources the tribe needs? ANCSA villages? BLM responded, the plan will direct 
how we will manage these lands for the next 20 years; it will be our guiding document. 
The protection for moose browse that we discussed earlier. If that is adopted in the 
plan, the manager would not have discretion; browse would be required to be 
protected. We are asking communities what they are interested in seeing in the plan. 

Bethel Meeting BT-144 

Issue 25 

How many people participated during scoping? 8. For a 20 year plan? BLM responded, 
the BLM lands are farther from Bethel, so this planning process may not generate as 
much interest in Bethel. In the smaller communities closer to BLM lands we are getting 
good participation. The online open house is available on the project website. We 
expect to visit communities again during the release of the draft plan. 

Bethel Meeting BT-146 

Issue 25 

With a proposed pipeline from Cook Inlet to Donlin, and TERRA GCI broadband, I don’t 
get this.  What are you expecting to hear from the tribes regarding management that 
you have now? BLM responded, what we have now is an old framework plan and it 
does not touch on issues that people care about. For example, in the old plan, we have 
no restrictions to protect moose browse. We are looking for information for the new 
plan. 

Bethel Meeting BT-147 

Issue 25 
Did you bring this to Yukon River Watershed Council? They are on our stakeholder list; 
we will check. Bethel Meeting BT-151 

Issue 25 You could do this whole thing in a week, not in 2 hours. There is so much to talk about! Kalskag Meeting KS-155 

Issue 25 
Next time you come, you should put the meetings for Kalskag and Lower Kalskag 
together, and you should stay longer in the community. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-212 
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Issue 25 

How long is the planning period for comments? BLM response: Technically we are not 
ever closed to comments, but we try to move along in the planning process too. The 
comment period is schedule to end on March 20, but we will likely extend to early April 
because we have had to reschedule some communities.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-250 

Issue 25 
Russian Mission Native Corporation meeting is coming up this week; we can discuss 
further.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-253 

Issue 25 
How long are you traveling or are you coming again? BLM: We will be back when we 
take information gathered from the preliminary alternatives outreach period and have 
a draft plan.  

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-403 

Issue 25 When do comment forms need to be in? BLM: April 19th. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-405 

Issue 25 

Will you hold more preliminary alternative meetings when all of the resource reports 
are finished? BLM: The rest of the resources will be addressed in the draft RMP. The 
ACEC report will be available in the next few weeks. Aside from the ACEC report, BLM 
has completed all of the required inventories prior to writing the draft RMP. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-423 

Issue 25 
At meetings like this, I like that I can find out about what protections are offered. I like 
that the BLM personnel had this dialog. I want to get the best protection I can. Nulato Meeting NL-469 

Issue 25 
Projects may go around us unless we say something. We will be affected one way or 
another by projects around us. Nulato Meeting NL-470 

Issue 25 

We need to have consultation as a policy for any programs that are enforced, 
consultation with the tribe and corporation to develop working relationships, to make 
sure the land is able to support the living creatures. WE are custodians of the land. 
Make sure we pass on this land to the next generation, it is what we have  

Unalakleet Meeting UN-509 

Issue 25 
6. Consultation w/ local tribe, municipality, and native corporation on issues of mutual 
concern. Unalakleet Comment 

Form UN-577 

Issue 25 

3. The volume of information provided during this review period is overwhelming for 
the public and interest groups to comprehend and is often confusing. 
Even with the combined lengthy and technical background of this group, AMA found 
that the volume of information contained in the Bering Sea Western planning 
documents was unmanageable and vague. If this group struggled to understand and 
participate in this process, it is without question that members of the general public, 
many of whom stand to be directly affected by BLM’s decisions resulting from the plan, 
will and did also struggle. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-601 
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Issue 25 

Consistent with BLM's multiple use mandate, BLM must meaningfully engage in 
consultations with all affected stakeholders, including owners of property within and 
adjacent to BLM's BSWI planning area, to ensure that the RMP does not unreasonably 
impair property rights and economic opportunities. 

Anchorage Sent In CA-645 

Issue 25 

The Consultation Guidelines of the Department's Tribal Consultation Policy that are 
incorporated by reference into the ANCSA Corporation Policy thus require BLM to 
consult with Doyon and other affected Alaska Native corporations as early as possible in 
the planning process. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-662 

Issue 25 
Doyon cannot overstate the importance of BLM's obligation to consult with the Alaska 
Native corporations regarding these matters under Executive Order 13175, as 
specifically extended to the Alaska Native corporations by Congress. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-663 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Commit additional staff resources to consultation for purposes of Resource 
Management Planning in Alaska: 
o Consider establishing a staff position in each Field Office to coordinate consultation 
efforts with tribes and the planning manager; 
o Consider establishing local agency positions in key communities to build long-term 
relationships, possibly by co-funding positions with other federal agencies employing 
tribal individuals in remote communities (EPA IGAP); 
o Expand the tribal liaison staff at the State office level to provide hands-on support for 
tribal outreach in Field Offices; and 
o Establish a third-party ombudsman to help facilitate the consultation process. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-664 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Commit resources to developing and adopting an Alaska-specific consultation policy, 
in consultation with Alaska tribes, that identifies best practices for engaging tribes in 
consultation and establishes consultation standards to be followed by agency staff; 
[Federal agencies are required to develop written procedures to ensure they have 
accountable consultation processes.] 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-665 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Create an Alaska-specific chapter in the National BLM Consultation policy to account 
for the unique Alaskan circumstances (see challenges above) and number of federally 
recognized tribes in the state; 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-666 
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Issue 25 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• If it has not yet done so, notify BSWI planning area tribal authorities of the active 
planning effort and offer tribes the opportunity for consultation with the Bureau on a 
government to government basis; and 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-667 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We recommend the 
Bureau: 
• Create a link for tribes on the BSWI website where information can be obtained about 
consultation and identifying the Tribal Liaison Officer (or their designee) for the 
planning effort. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-668 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Staff Training: Agency staff need training in cultural differences 
for presentations in Alaska native communities. For example, persons accustomed to 
the western culture are often unaccustomed to silence in conversations, but silent 
breaks in conversation is often the norm in remote rural Alaskan communities. Agency 
staff making presentations in remote rural communities should understand this practice 
and allow time for input from meeting attendees. In some cultures, silence may signify 
respect, thoughtfulness or seriousness or may be needed to process translation from 
the native language before comment. At a recent meeting in Grayling, few of the 35 
attendees spoke to address the proposed concepts because the presenter allowed 
almost no time for others to speak in the two-hour presentation. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-669 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Appropriate Meeting Notice: We recommend meetings be 
scheduled and published on-line and through local radio public service announcements 
at least 20 days in advance of the meeting. Several meetings were scheduled during the 
Preliminary Alternative Concept stage with short notice. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-670 

Issue 25 

Recommendations on Communicating about a Complex Plan: In the past, rural residents 
have testified that due to the document size and complexity, it was very difficult to 
develop an understanding of a 3,000-page draft plan, despite the residents’ best efforts 
to squeeze learning about the plan into busy lives. In the roll-out of the Draft Bering 
Sea-Western Interior Resource Management Plan, we recommend a series of 
teleconference meetings or webinars, if connectivity is reliable, to introduce complex 
information a section at a time. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-671 
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Issue 25 

In contrast, the multi-agency driven permitting process often authorizes mining activity 
to take place on federal lands under a state process that frequently fails to recognize 
tribal sovereignty or consider Alaska Native rights under federal law. Therefore, impacts 
to subsistence resources usually takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that 
such impacts are occurring. This is contrary to the directive of the Secretary of the 
Interior which states “Government-to-government consultation between appropriated 
tribal officials and the Department requires Departmental officials to demonstrate a 
meaningful commitment to consultation by identifying and involving tribal 
representatives in a meaningful way early in 
the planning process. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-698 

Issue 25 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in Alternative 3 and 
include the following additional concepts:  
One of the fundamental principles of the trust responsibility is that federal agencies 
must respect the rights of sovereign tribal governments by consulting with them before 
taking actions that affect them. Therefore, the BLM was under a duty to, at least, 
contact tribes before any exploration or other activity related to industrial or other 
development on federal land takes place. In fact, according to the Secretary of the 
Interior “Government-to-government consultation between appropriated tribal officials 
and the Department requires Departmental officials to demonstrate a meaningful 
commitment to consultation by identifying and involving tribal representatives in a 
meaningful way early in the planning process. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-705 
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Issue 25 

CWA appreciates the position BLM often takes related to the right of mining interests to 
conduct exploration for locatable mineral deposits under the 1872 Mining Act and 
related laws. We also, note, however, that federally recognized tribes have a unique 
relationship with the federal government stemming from provisions of the U.S. 
Constitution, treaties, statutes, court decisions, and executive orders. One fundamental 
principle of this relationship is the federal government’s trust duty to federally 
recognized Alaska Native tribal entities.  
In contrast, the state driven permitting process often authorizes mining activity to take 
place on federal lands under a state process that frequently fails to recognize tribal 
sovereignty or consider Native rights under federal law. Therefore, impacts to 
subsistence resources usually takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that such 
impacts are occurring. This is contrary to the directive of the Secretary of the Interior 
which states “Government-to-government consultation between appropriated tribal 
officials and the Department requires Departmental officials to demonstrate a 
meaningful commitment to consultation by identifying and involving tribal 
representatives in a meaningful way early in the planning process.” 
Further, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) often authorizes mining 
interests to take a number of actions that, potentially, violate the Alaska Water Use Act 
and threaten tribal trust resources and, potential, federal reserved water rights 
including the issuance of temporary water use permits which could reduce instream 
flows needed by fish and wildlife. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-706 

Issue 25 
In addition, we would like to request formal consultation on this issue pursuant to 
Executive Order 13175, (Nov. 6, 2000); § 161, Pub. L. 108-199 (Jan. 23, 2004). Anchorage Sent In CI-713 

Issue 25 
In addition, much of the lands BLM manages surround or is nearby rural communities in 
Alaska. RDC encourages BLM to involve these communities and stakeholders in 
development of management plans.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-724 

Issue 25 

Regulations at 43 CFR 36.11(a)-(f) also address the use of off-road vehicles within 
conservation system units. The BLM should consult closely with user groups in 
identifying the need to make changes to the management of use areas. User groups 
should also be consulted in developing and implementing a monitoring program and 
establishing threshold standards that would trigger closures or use restrictions. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-729 

Issue 26 
Is the state going to know what your plan is? Yes, so are the refuges, the native 
corporations, just like the public.  Bethel Meeting BT-145 
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Issue 26 

What kind of relationship do you have with the National Wildlife Refuge System? BLM 
response: They have a different mission and their own planning efforts. They are a 
partner with us on this planning effort, paying attention to buffer areas, where their 
land is close to ours. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-153 

Issue 26 

We appreciate BLM’s intent, consistent with direction provided in 43 CFR 1610.3-2, to 
make the BSWI RMP compatible with state and local land use plans for selected lands 
and lands adjacent to BLM’s.  Many of the parcels in the planning area are state 
selected.  It is in the public interest that the management transition be as seamless as 
possible when conveyance occurs.  Therefore, we request that BLM avoid making 
decisions that unnecessarily encumber state selected lands via this planning process.  
Even prior to conveyance, BLM management intent for state selected parcels should be 
as consistent as possible with state management intent.  
In this planning process we ask that BLM carefully review DNR area and management 
plans (which include state selected lands currently managed by BLM), to ensure that 
BLM land are managed consistently with adjacent landowners, to the extent possible. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-772 

Issue 26 

As a cooperating agency, the State requests the opportunity to assist the BLM in the 
final determination of any special designation that will be proposed in the planning 
area.  It is critical that any special designation be scientifically supported and justified, 
fills a hole in the regulatory framework, and provides meaningful protections that can 
be reasonably implemented in this remote area. We further request that the State be 
included in the WSR suitability technical working group. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-850 

Issue 27 For subsistence, is there a federal hunt? Yes.  Bethel Meeting BT-119 

Issue 27 

[Concern was expressed about potential impacts on wildlife due to mining activities at 
the proposed Donlin Gold Mine. Specific comments:] 
I bring this up because I do a lot of communication with Pebble Partnership and in the 
Iliamna area, about whatever they are doing with choppers, and digging up, and 
exploring. People in the Iliamna area people have to go further now to get caribou. Are 
people here going to have to be travelling further, just like our neighbors in the Iliamna 
area? 

Bethel Meeting BT-129 
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Issue 27 

Your vision statement is very urban. Wilderness is our home. We are the fourth world. 
We are not rural; we are in bush Alaska. People in urban areas make these things 
without living out here. Agencies that come out here that tell us how to live. If you 
really want to understand our subsistence way of life, you have to live out here, and use 
those experiences for the rest of your life. BLM response: We don’t live out here. 
Coming out to visit is one of the ways that we can begin to understand how you use the 
land. We have a responsibility to figure out how to manage these areas as best we can. 
We will do our best to incorporate your input. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-152 

Issue 27 
Does vegetation include edible plants and berries? BLM response: Yes. On the 
subsistence side, our responsibility includes wildlife habitat and vegetation is also an 
important part. 

Kalskag Meeting KS-161 

Issue 27 Small streams (5th level watersheds) are important areas where people go fishing. Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-198 

Issue 27 

Aniak River is a high priority; a lot of our fish come from Aniak River. I don’t know if it is 
on BLM land or not. There are a lot of cabins in that area, and that is where the fish 
spawn. BLM response: If it is on BLM land, we can regulate the numbers of cabins. What 
kind of cabins are they? Mining? Subsistence? Community response: I don’t know if 
people are keeping track of whose land the cabins are on. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-199 

Issue 27 

You should permit subsistence uses from village to village. When the state did their 
allocation, people in the rural communities did not get anything in unit 18 and 19; it 
went to everyone. The subsistence users should be the first to get the permits. BLM 
response: I think you are talking about the difference between the state’s rural resident 
requirement, versus allocation to communities. Changes to federal permit decisions 
would need to go through the Subsistence RAC and Federal Subsistence Board. In most 
areas, they use the qualifier as being a rural resident. They do not have the requirement 
of being Alaska Native. Community response: Alaska Natives should have more 
consideration in getting federal subsistence permits. We rely on a subsistence way of 
life and we want to protect it. 

Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-207 

Issue 27 
AK Department Fish and Game be more involve to YK Delta communities and villages, 
especially have King Salmon season be more available to your YK Delta for harvesting 
for the winter. Not only chums but King Salmon as well subsistence fishing season. 

Russian 
Mission 

Comment 
Form RM-214 

Issue 27 
Fish camps are mostly on state lands and corporation lands. They are mostly on 
allotments and corporation lands. Our corporation owns most of our populated area, 
fish camp sites, hunting areas, etc.  

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-241 
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Issue 27 
Federal and state subsistence management needs to involve the Yukon-Kuskokwim 
delta; communities are highly dependent upon the salmon resources. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-242 

Issue 27 Pike Lake is an important resource. Aniak Meeting AN-260 
Issue 27 We mostly hunt moose and caribou. Aniak Meeting AN-262 
Issue 27 Big trollers are an issue. It becomes subsistence fishing vs. commercial fishing. Aniak Meeting AN-264 

Issue 27 
You should regulate commercial fishing more at the mouth of the river. Regulate the 
commercial harvest and not the subsistence harvest. Aniak Meeting AN-267 

Issue 27 We use the George River and Crooked Creek area a lot for subsistence. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-299 

Issue 27 
Subsistence is important. There needs to be more federal protection of subsistence 
rights. Sport hunters can chase game from a plane, but subsistence hunters cannot. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-312 

Issue 27 

Last year we did not have any berries throughout the state. What causes this? 
Weather? BLM: What I have heard is because of the reduced snowpack precipitation 
has been lighter, and that makes for a poor berry year. There are many other issues 
that could be involved with berry production, including climate, temperature, and 
wildfire. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-313 

Issue 27 In recent years have had lots of berries in the area, but last year we had none. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-314 

Issue 27 
The men in the community are knowledgeable of terrain from hunting and trapping. 
Women trap too, but more often pay attention to the vegetation. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-315 

Issue 27 We want to be able to feed ourselves. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-316 
Issue 27 We want to eat wild foods, and do not want to eat beef or chicken. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-318 
Issue 27 Game Unit 19A is very important to us. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-319 

Issue 27 

People must travel farther out to catch food than they used to go. This means more 
time and money for a subsistence lifestyle. There are fewer animals and we must go 
farther out. It is a chain reaction---no fish means we have to get a moose, which is more 
expensive. 

Crooked Creek Meeting CC-320 

Issue 27 There are cumulative effects of health impacts to us if we eat fewer wild foods. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-321 

Issue 27 
Some of the scoping comments were about subsistence use near Aniak. We do not 
travel to Big Lake or Pike Lake very much. There is a Big Lake near Kalskag. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-382 

Issue 27 Chuathbaluk means hills where blueberries grow. Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-386 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-144 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 27 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
Would we need a permit to go berry picking? BLM: Yes, it is what is proposed. This is 
the standard in the Lower 48. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-397 

Issue 27 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community noted that they 
have adapted to other permits systems (such as for moose hunting), but are uncertain 
of their willingness to adapt to a forestry permit. Community voiced support for a 
commercial harvest permit.  Specific comments:] 
Concerned of permitting for berry picking. We have adapted to permits for moose 
hunting, and we could adapt for berry picking. I believe that the tribe can have a strong 
voice with corporation lands. We could say we are not willing to adapt to the permitting 
process within our area. I think about my son who may have to apply for a permit to go 
berry picking if he has to go farther out to BLM lands in the future. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-402 

Issue 27 

[Waste is an issue recreational and guided hunts. While game waste is regulated by the 
state, BLM tries to report and prevent violations. Specific comments:] 
Subsistence harvesters often look at harvesting in a different manner than recreational 
users. I hear about problems with waste. The villages use almost everything and have 
found kills with the head gone and the meat gone to waste. Is there something BLM 
could do to educate recreation users and get meat into villages? BLM: BLM only 
approves access, not hunting. The state oversees hunting, and waste is a state game 
violation. It is still considered a waste violation if the meat is spoiled by the time it is 
donated to a community. BLM does notify State Troopers when they see violations, and 
recommends reporting if people observe wasted harvests. Education outreach is the 
state’s responsibility. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-409 

Issue 27 

[Waste is an issue recreational and guided hunts. While game waste is regulated by the 
state, BLM tries to report and prevent violations. Specific comments:] 
If meat is handled better, it could help local villages a lot and reduce conflicts between 
user groups. 

Anchorage Meeting AC-410 

Issue 27 
On the back side of the village closer to BLM land, we may pick berries, set a few trap 
lines, and harvest moose, caribou, ducks, beaver, wolves, and marten. Nulato Meeting NL-434 
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Issue 27 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of income to pay 
bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
It is about $3,000 per year for electricity plus another $5,000 for fuel. There are a lot of 
people who haul wood to avoid the high cost of fuel oil. 

Nulato Meeting NL-435 

Issue 27 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of income to pay 
bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
For snowmachines, it is about $7,000 for the machine and about $3,000 per year for 
maintenance and gas to hunt/fish/travel. It is $6.10 for a gallon of gas. 

Nulato Meeting NL-436 

Issue 27 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of income to pay 
bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
Energy and store food are the most expensive things out there. We still live comfortably 
out here. We can live within our means because of our lifestyle.  

Nulato Meeting NL-437 

Issue 27 

The BLM should allow us to hunt moose on their land if it is a low harvest year, perhaps 
because of climate change in the future. Our subsistence rights are protected federally, 
but not really with the state. This is just an idea to put out there to get moose 
somewhere else. There were 17 households in Koyukuk that did not get a moose. We 
did okay, but this could happen to us.  

Nulato Meeting NL-438 

Issue 27 
The Nulato River provides drinking water for the community of Nulato, and is an 
important resource to protect. Nulato Meeting NL-456 

Issue 27 

The rivers around Nulato are important subsistence resources. All hunting and fishing is 
done near the Nulato or Yukon River. The Koyukuk River is also important in between 
Nulato and Galena. Subsistence activities are not done in the village, but on the river. 
The Koyukuk Flats are also important. 

Nulato Meeting NL-457 

Issue 27 
The entire Nulato watershed is important to us. The Nulato River is an important 
spawning creek. Nulato Meeting NL-458 

Issue 27 There are berry picking areas only accessible by river. Nulato Meeting NL-459 

Issue 27 The river is important for transportation. I would not want to live where there is no 
river. Nulato Meeting NL-460 

Issue 27 
Our lifestyle is important. All our food is off the land—organic and free range. We do 
not have to worry about pesticides. Nulato Meeting NL-472 
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Issue 27 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean land, water, and 
air is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and healthy communities. Specific 
comments:] 
In living here all my life, I’ve seen a lot of changes. The State of Alaska abolished the 
Coastal Management Program a few years ago, which protected subsistence resources. 
The program was an attempt at keeping the air, water, and land clean. Whatever we 
harvest and eat, that goes into our body. It would be good if you could work that in 
under the subsistence category, because it is a historic subsistence economy. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-505 

Issue 27 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean land, water, and 
air is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and healthy communities. Specific 
comments:] 
I am indigenous to this land. I was here before it became a state. We cannot afford 
vehicles like a Ford, to have Ford tracking over our land. Neither is Chrysler or Diesel 
from here. We don’t like to invite you. Stay in Nome, where the miners and gold diggers 
are. We live off the land, not in the land. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-506 

Issue 27 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean land, water, and 
air is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and healthy communities. Specific 
comments:] 
When we last met, we said it was very important to preserve our land and our Native 
culture. We are saying it again. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-507 

Issue 27 

There are 2 issues relative to operations of programs. We need to identify indigenous 
traditional use for subsistence to be mapped for each community, showing for historic 
and customary indigenous use. We need to keep this context for the next 20 years, the 
life of this plan. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-508 

Issue 27 

I am concerned about continued access to subsistence areas have been traditionally 
accessed. BLM: We are serious about honoring ANICLA and the current rules and rights. 
There are different rules for subsistence, mining, and recreation transportation. ANILCA 
requires reasonable access. Community response: Who can define reasonable? Are you 
hungry? 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-511 

Issue 27 5. Identification of indigenous traditional use of land areas for subsistence. Unalakleet Comment 
Form UN-576 

Issue 27 
7. All natural resource exploration development take in protection of subsistence values 
of the people in the BSWI. Unalakleet Comment 

Form UN-578 
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Issue 27 

In addition, Alaska Native tribes and government entities can utilize traditional 
knowledge as a primary adaptation and mitigation strategy to address climate change, 
food security, economics, holistic wellness, and energy issues related to water quality 
and quantity in the Watershed. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-702 

Issue 27 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in Alternative 3 and 
include the following additional concepts:  
The federal government is subject to standard trust law provisions in carrying out its 
trust duty, which have been described to include "good faith and utter loyalty to the 
best interest of the beneficiary" and "exercise [of] such care and skill as a man of 
ordinary prudence would exercise in dealing with his own property." In addition, 
because, relevant statutes and regulations define the contours of the United State's 
fiduciary responsibilities towards tribes, the application of the fiduciary relationship in 
the case of industrial and other development activity is particularly relevant due to the 
Alaska Native Claim Settlement Act’s (ANILCA’s) requirement that the BLM protect 
subsistence uses. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-703 

Issue 27 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in Alternative 3 and 
include the following additional concepts:  
When Congress passed ANILCA in 1980, for example, it included a subsistence priority 
on federal lands and allowed subsistence on national interest lands. The law, therefore, 
recognizes that subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering are important to Alaska and 
the nation, and both Alaska Natives and nonnatives value the opportunity to choose a 
subsistence lifestyle. In addition, the Act acknowledged that without special protection 
for subsistence uses, commercial, agricultural, and industrial uses of the land and 
wildlife would eventually overwhelm subsistence uses. Further, ANILCA: provides for 
subsistence uses on federal lands. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-704 

Issue 27 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 87, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph: Title VIII protects subsistence use and 
access, not just access as noted.  Further, Title VIII establishes a priority for subsistence 
use by rural residents when there is a documented resource shortage.  Lastly, the Title 
XI Transportation and Utility System (TUS) process also applies to the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail (INHT), which along with wild and scenic rivers, is defined as a CSU under 
ANILCA. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-833 
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Issue 27 

[Comment JC9 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources] 
While this is worded as an allowance, all other areas would be closed to these particular 
subsistence uses.  If carried forward, site-specific justification and adherence to an 
ANILCA closure process, separate from the planning process, would be necessary (see 
NPS and FWS regulations, which allow this use without a permit).  See also above 
comment regarding a subsistence permit system. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-880 

Issue 27 

[Comment DC11 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources 
Only winter harvests are allowed to minimize disturbance to soils and ground 
vegetation, as necessary to protect resources.] 
This requirement would prevent users from gathering forest products that are only 
available in the summer (e.g. berries and other plant materials).  See above comments 
regarding subsistence closures. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-881 

Issue 28 Do no harm to the people who live here. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-355 

Issue 28 
Development projects threaten us. Money does not do us any good out here. If ruin the 
land, they ruin our life. Nulato Meeting NL-471 

Issue 28 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in favor of the 
idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, several residents advocated 
for local staffing, in cooperation with the tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You could hire local people to clean out easement corridors. 

Unalakleet Meeting UN-520 

Issue 28 

Therefore, because a higher percentage of their food supply comes from this 
subsistence lifestyle, the Villages are disproportionately impacted by the effects of 
climate change, which are exacerbated by mining and other industrial development 
activities. The result can be the release of toxic substances and lowered instream flows. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-700 

Issue 28 

The economic benefits of development on these lands are felt statewide through 
ANCSA 7(i) and 7(j) distributions to the other Regional Corporations, and region villages, 
respectively. Specific to this plan, proposed ACECs and their proposed restrictions on 
uses could severely impact significant projects such as the Donlin Mine Project. 

Anchorage Sent In CI-714 
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Issue 28 

BLM planning documents speak little or nothing about local human communities, aside 
from traditional subsistence animals, culture, and hunting. Rural Alaska is not exempt 
from living in a modern cash economy and would benefit from creative ideas for 
developing their local cash economies.  

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-721 

Issue 28 

While the proposed Donlin project is on Native privately owned land, it is concerning 
that some of BLM’s proposed “Areas of Environmental Concern” (ACEC’s), and their 
proposed restrictions on uses, could severely impact significant projects on non-Federal 
land, such as the Donlin Mine Project. The Kuskokwim Corporation believes a robust 
discussion between BLM and all affected stakeholders, including owners of property 
within and adjacent to BLM’s BSWI planning area, is critical to ensure that the RMP 
does not unreasonably impair property rights and economic opportunities for our 
shareholders and all families in the region. 

Anchorage Sent In KC-748 

Issue 29 

Concerns about high cancer rates in the region, especially in the Sleetmute area. YKHC 
has data on cancer rates that BLM should consider when deciding what types of 
activities should be allowed on BLM lands and the impacts to local residents from those 
activities. 

Bethel 
Government

-to-
Government 

ON-107 

Issue 29 
ONC and other tribes have consulted with Mathy Stanislaus of EPA about contaminated 
lands transferred to Native corporations in the past. This remains a great concern in 
Native communities. 

Bethel 
Government

-to-
Government 

ON-108 

Issue 29 
Concerns about air quality from burning various types of wood available in the region. 

Bethel 
Government

-to-
Government 

ON-111 
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Issue 30 

BLM has promulgated regulations to implement FLPMA's planning provisions, which are 
found at 43 C.F.R. Part 1600, Subpart 1601. While some regulations (such as the 
definitions of "multiple use" and "areas of critical environmental concern") simply 
mirror the statute, other sections add new detail. Of particular note are the twin 
"principles" set 
out at 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8. While the first principle simply requires that RMP's be 
consistent with FLPMA's Section 202, the second principle reads as follows: 
"Additionally, the impact on local economies and uses of adjacent or nearby non-
Federal lands and on non-public land surface over federally-owned mineral interests 
shall be considered." See 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8. 
Given the potential barriers that this proposed RMP could place before Donlin's project 
(as discussed below), and the economic stimulus that the project would bring to the 
region, Donlin asserts that this mandatory regulatory principle should be front and 
center in BLM's review and development of this RMP. To ignore or trivialize the 
potential impacts of this planning process on the Donlin project would contravene this 
explicit regulatory principle. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-585 

Issue 30 

To the extent that an “associated withdrawal” means continuation of an existing Public 
Land Order (PLO), and to the extent that BLM plans to continue an existing PLO or 
withdrawal within the Plan Area, it is a new withdrawal under the “reopener doctrine” 
and thus requires submission to Congress pursuant to the ANILCA § 1326(a) process. 
“The reopening doctrine allows an otherwise stale challenge [i.e. pre---ANILCA PLOs and 
withdrawals] to proceed because ‘the agency opened the issue up anew,’ and then 
‘reexamined … and reaffirmed its (prior) decision.’ ” P&V Enters. v. U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, 516 F.3d 1021, 1023 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (quoting Pub. Citizen v. Nuclear Reg. 
Comm’n, 901 F.2d 147, 150---51 (D.C. Cir. 1990)). “[I]f an agency’s response to 
comments ‘explicitly or implicitly shows that the agency actually reconsidered the rule 
[PLO], the matter has been reopened,’” starting anew the limitations period. 
Appalachian Power Co. v E.P.A., 251 F.3d 1026, 1033(D.C. Cir. 2001) (quoting PanAm Sat 
Corp. v. FCC 198 F.3d 890, 897 (D.C. Cir. 1999)). 

Anchorage Sent In AC-593 

Issue 30 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the final plan, are 
de facto withdrawals:  
1. The narrative and tables in the ACEC Relevance and Criteria Report indicate that BLM 
intends to either maintain existing withdrawals that close the BLM lands to all or many 
forms of entry under the public land laws, including location and entry under the mining 
laws, or the ACEC will prohibit location and entry under the mining laws; 

Anchorage Sent In AC-594 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 Page B-151 

Issue No. Comment Community Format Comment ID 

Issue 30 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the final plan, are 
de facto withdrawals: 
2. Even in the absence of issuing Public Land Order (PLO) withdrawals, BLM will manage 
the land according to the requirements of the ACEC, including “withholding land from 
settlement, sale, location, or entry under some or all of the general land laws” (excerpt 
from FLPMA Section 103(j)). This includes proposals to close many ACECs to mineral 
entry or restricting or prohibiting certain types of access. These actions meet the 
definition of withdrawals under FLPMA; 

Anchorage Sent In AC-595 

Issue 30 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the final plan, are 
de facto withdrawals: 
3. BLM has failed to examine and revoke existing withdrawals established under Section 
11 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) and other federal laws. These 
withdrawals (PLOs) are referenced throughout the ACEC report in the section titled 
“Lands and Realty” contained in the discussion of each ACEC. Most of these PLOs 
withdraw BLM lands from “location and entry under the mining laws,” while others 
appear to also “withdraw the lands from leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act” or 
“withdraw the lands from selections by the State of Alaska.” BLM’s plans “re---purpose” 
these withdrawals to meet the intent of the ACEC. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-596 

Issue 30 

2. The planning effort strays from, and in some cases even ignores, the multiple use 
mandate that Congress has established for the Bureau of Land Management through 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). 
The Preliminary Alternatives outreach, combined with the extensive areas being 
considered for ACEC designations, clearly indicate a focus on fish and wildlife 
preservation, rather than a multiple use focus for most BLM lands in the planning area. 
Alternative uses, including economic resources such as minerals are not mentioned, 
and there is no economic evaluation of either the resource purported to need ACEC 
protection or of the other resource values that may exist within the proposed ACEC. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-597 

Issue 30 

FLPMA Section 202 planning criterion #9 requires BLM to consider “land use planning 
and management programs of other Federal departments and agencies of the States,” 
but again the ACEC analysis makes no mention of how adjacent state or private lands 
are planned for and managed, nor does it explain why existing state or federal 
management is inadequate to protect the resources of the ACEC. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-598 
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Issue 30 

Section 103(c) of FLPMA contains a definition of Multiple Use that includes the 
following: “a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that take into account 
the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources, 
including … minerals.” The BSWI ACEC report finds that 4,828,851 acres (36%) of the 
13.4 million acres of BLM lands in the planning area appear to meet the criteria for 
ACEC designation. By emphasizing ACEC designations with little regard for alternative 
resource uses and value, or particularly minerals, the BSWI RMP appears to foreclose 
multiple use on 36% of the BLM lands within the planning area.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-599 

Issue 30 

Furthermore, Section 103(a) of FLPMA defines ACECs as “areas… where special 
management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no 
development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to … fish and 
wildlife resources.” This definition contemplates that development may occur in or near 
an ACEC, but that the development must be managed to protect the ACEC values. 
BLM’s approach in Alaska appears to be to allow no development in ACECs, rather than 
to carefully manage development in these areas as envisioned in FLPMA. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-600 

Issue 30 

It appears that the preliminary alternatives are significantly slanted toward 
preservation, and do not reflect the “multiple use” mandate of the BLM as directed by 
FLPMA. Proposing to close some lands to many types of development, such as locatable 
and leasable mineral exploration and development, or grazing without first conducting 
detailed studies to evaluate their potential is premature. An example is where well---
defined calving areas are closed to mineral entry without actually defining any specific 
calving areas on maps or providing an analysis of whether or not other uses may be 
compatible. It also appears that such proposals are being made without consideration 
of other resource values, such as mineral potential. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-602 

Issue 30 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Realty Alternatives – Withdrawals – page 34. This section is very confusing and is not 
consistent with the alternatives presented for Locatable Minerals in Section 3.6. AMA 
supports an alternative that would revoke existing, obsolete ANCSA d-1 withdrawals 
(see previous discussion) and opposes alternatives that close (withdraw) “Suitable” 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Riparian Conservation Areas, Sheefish spawning areas and the 
Nulato Hills Ecoregion as proposed in Alternative 1. BLM has not provided justification 
for such closures and withdrawals. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-619 
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Issue 30 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new ACECs for the 
following reasons: 
4. All existing and proposed ACECs exceed 5,000 acres, thereby establishing land 
withdrawals without Congressional Approval, a violation of Section 1326(a) of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) 

Anchorage Sent In AC-626 

Issue 30 

We further object to any action that is in conflict with ANILCA. The expansion of ACECs 
beyond the originally withdrawn areas directly conflicts with Section 101(d), as well as 
Section 1326(a), which prohibits administrative closures in Alaska absent a joint 
resolution of Congress, and Section 1326(b), which prohibits federal agencies from even 
studying lands for conservation system units unless Congress has specifically authorized 
it. 

Anchorage Sent In CI-711 

Issue 30 

No ACECs should be designated in the planning area, and RDC encourages responsible 
resource development in this economically---challenged region. It is the most consistent 
within the fundamental principles of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the Alaska Statehood 
Act. It  as the intent of Congress in 1959 that the new State of Alaska become self 
sufficient, and its natural resource potential has long been recognized as key to fulfilling 
that intent. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-726 

Issue 30 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review because the issues identified 
at that time remain unresolved in the PAC as well as the other reports made available 
for public review.] 
We continue to have concerns regarding the manner in which relevant provisions of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) are addressed in BLM 
planning documents. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-769 
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Issue 30 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review because the issues identified 
at that time remain unresolved in the PAC as well as the other reports made available 
for public review.] 
While there are sporadic general references to ANILCA throughout the document, they 
are not consistent or explicit.  The AMS and RMP must also specifically reference and 
explain the special provisions in ANILCA that are unique to Alaska, including in some 
instances, congressional intent that has the potential to conflict with national policy 
guidance (e.g. lands with wilderness characteristics should not be managed more 
restrictively than designated Wilderness in Alaska, which is defined as a CSU under 
ANILCA and subject to provisions that allow motorized methods of access and cabins 
and other infrastructure). 

Anchorage Sent In AC-770 

Issue 30 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the Management 
Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review because the issues identified 
at that time remain unresolved in the PAC as well as the other reports made available 
for public review.] 
We are concerned; however, that BLM has been working on finalizing the Eastern 
Interior RMP and is now well into two new planning processes for BSWI and the Central 
Yukon planning areas without establishing a closure process that implements ANILCA 
Section 811 and accommodates the unique circumstances and conditions in rural 
Alaska. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-771 
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Issue 30 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments apply to the 
bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are generally incompatible with 
maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Right-of-way exclusion areas – the ANILCA Title XI TUS process applies to all CSUs, 
which includes designated Wilderness, national trails and wild and scenic rivers.  Title XI 
clarifies that Congress found that Alaska’s transportation and utility network was largely 
undeveloped and as such, a process was established to ensure such projects would be 
given adequate consideration.  Applying Right-of-Way exclusion or avoidance 
designations to CSUs (i.e. IDNT and wild and scenic rivers) is inconsistent with ANILCA.  
Applying these designations to areas where wilderness characteristics are being 
protected would make these areas more restrictively managed than congressionally 
designated Wilderness in Alaska.  We request this bullet be removed. 
• Construction of new roads – see comment on previous bullet.  We request this bullet 
be removed. 
• Mineral material sales – see comment on right-of-way bullet. Given the State’s limited 
infrastructure as noted in ANILCA Title XI, BLM needs to consider the appropriateness of 
this prohibition and instead evaluate proposals on a case by case basis, rather than a 
blanket prohibition on all lands managed to protect wilderness characteristics. We 
request this bullet be removed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-839 

Issue 31 

Who will make the management decision? Who will make the final decision?  We are 
taking public comment now, but Alan Bittner (BLM Anchorage Field Office Manager) 
will offer the RMP to the BLM’s state director for approval. We have not yet written the 
plan or made a decision on the alternatives. 

Grayling Meeting GL-100 

Issue 31 
Is this plan new, or is there one already existing? BLM response: There is a plan, but it is 
old. This plan will replace the old plan. We started last year to revised and update the 
plan. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-219 

Issue 31 
Will this plan cover the Aleutians and Bristol Bay area? BLM: No, there is a separate 
plan for that area that was just completed. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-274 

Issue 31 
Is this updating a plan that you have for BLM lands? BLM: Yes. The plan we have now 
was written in the 1980s and did not have the detail that we are trying to incorporate 
now. 

Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-404 
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Issue 31 

The Preliminary Alternatives Concepts document states that the next step in the 
process, development of the draft plan, in the process will largely be driven by the 5 
reports/analysis currently out for review – the visual resource inventory, wilderness 
character review, watershed analysis, eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, and ACEC report. 
This is not consistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate contained in FLPMA. 
Specific issues that are not well-addressed by these alternatives are: transportation, 
existing rights of way, navigability, RS2477s, mineral potential, grazing potential, 
integration with other land owners and recognition of the rights and planning efforts of 
adjacent land holders. Of particular concern is the apparent lack of consideration of 
access needs of other land owners and future transportation corridors, such as the 
current Alaska Department of Transportation proposed routing from the Seward 
Peninsula to Interior Alaska (WAAPS, 2011). Many of these transportation needs appear 
to be foreclosed by the alternatives and due to the extensive ACECs being proposed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-603 

Issue 31 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
The alternatives appear to lack two critical pieces of information – maps and 
definitions. The Preliminary Alternatives Concept document refers to numerous 
geographic areas – such as Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs); a variety of types of 
critical caribou, moose, land bird, and waterfowl habitats; the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife 
Priority Area; Nulato Hills Ecoregion; Six unique ecosystems (p. 35); and other 
geographic areas. Numerous restrictions or management guidelines are proposed for 
these areas, but the reader has no idea as to the location or size of these areas. If maps 
of these areas are included in the huge volume of material published by BLM, they are 
not adequately referenced in the report. 
AMA emphasizes that without adequate maps and definitions, it is impossible to 
provide informed comments on the alternatives. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-610 

Issue 31 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
Report (69 page document issued during Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Regarding definitions, the alternatives report uses terms such as exclusions and 
avoidance, but fails to explain the difference. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-611 
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Issue 31 

We are concerned however, that the Alternatives Review do not sufficiently illustrate 
the factors for excluding river segments from wild and scenic designation were 
sufficiently consider nor does it include BLM’s Trust Obligation to Alaska Native Tribal 
entities including engaging in Government-to-Government consultation in relation to 
the management and protection of subsistence resources upon which Alaska Native 
Communities rely. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-692 

Issue 31 

The two draft alternatives, actions common to all alternatives and proposed 
management actions include virtually no mention of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA). Even though the report and its recommendations 
are very preliminary in nature, this fundamental statute has and will have a significant 
impact on both proposed management and implementation in the planning area. The 
lack of essential ANILCA references and application at this point in the process makes it 
very challenging to fully consider what is being planned. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-728 

Issue 31 

There are times when the Preliminary Alternatives appear to imply that multiple uses 
need to be provided for in separate areas/times rather than balanced. This implicit 
concept of mutual exclusivity is odd, particularly in a large area without identified user 
conflicts. ANILCA and other laws and regulations provide for a range of subsistence 
activities, motorized and nonmotorized access, hunting and fishing, as well as other 
recreational, traditional and commercial activities, which often overlap without impact 
or consequence. The need to have users or uses effectively relegated to individual 
areas, seasons or degrees/levels of use should be justified. 
This is further compounded by certain approaches which appear to favor managing for 
or towards “untouched” landscapes. For example, one of the objectives for vegetation 
management is to “manage for at least 95% of vegetation in the planning area to a ‘very 
high’ condition (unaffected by the human footprint).” Extensive right-of-way exclusion 
or avoidance areas fail to take access needs into consideration. The preservation of 
intact areas by aggressively limiting human occupancy and use does not comport with 
the land management principles identified by Congress in FLPMA. The Commission 
recommends a less conservative approach in the draft RMP unless management action 
is genuinely warranted by explicit resource concerns. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-733 
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Issue 31 

The Commission especially hopes the BLM will review and reconsider, or provide 
detailed justification for, the following relatively onerous actions common to all 
alternatives: collection of three years of hydrologic and fish data prior to any proposed 
stream crossing with a part or all of its structure below the ordinary high water mark 
(page 10); aircraft restrictions for all flights associated with BLM-permitted activities 
(page 14); bi-annual third party engineering/stability measurement reports for state-
approved tailings dams (page 26); prohibition on certain structures in areas managed 
for wilderness character (pages 35 and 36); right-of-way avoidance areas, construction 
and travel restrictions on permafrost soils (page 38); mitigation of any activity that may 
result in air pollution (page 42); winter-only limitation on timber harvest permits (pages 
6 and 44); and, prohibitions on commercial harvesting and reindeer grazing in the 
Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River corridor and any lands managed for wilderness 
character (pages 18, 19 and 45). 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-734 

Issue 31 

We have provided detailed comments within the PAC document (enclosed), and also 
offer page specific comments. We are concerned that the range of alternatives 
presented is far too narrow. BLM is seeking input regarding which aspects of two book-
end alternatives should be included in a third alternative. Yet the two book-end 
alternatives vary little from each other, instead many important RMP-level decisions are 
being made in the “Actions Common To All Alternatives” rather than within the 
individual alternatives. These common actions are not a straightforward 
implementation of BLM policy, nor are they a carryforward of the status quo—they are 
new actions and should be presented within the proposed alternatives. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-762 

Issue 31 

BLM could elect to change these common actions, but BLM has neither presented these 
actions as being open to public input or specifically asked for comments on them. We 
recommend that BLM move any action that would constitute a new decision with more 
than one reasonable outcome to the alternatives section. The riparian and community 
buffers, in particular, would benefit from public input via inclusion in the alternatives 
rather than in the actions common to all alternatives. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-763 

Issue 31 
We are also especially concerned that under all alternatives, BLM is proposing to 
implement new permit systems for various activities (including subsistence), without 
justification or recognition of the burden such systems places on users.  

Anchorage Sent In AC-764 
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Issue 31 

In addition to the ACECs, both alternatives rely heavily on a variety of special 
designations, including riparian conservation areas, critical wildlife habitat areas, 
wildlife priority areas, Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV) travel management areas, sensitive 
plant conservation areas, migratory bird habitat areas, riparian habitat areas, areas 
where lands with wilderness characteristics will be maintained and protected, right of 
way exclusion areas, and right of way avoidance areas. As with ACECs, it is difficult to 
understand the consequences these special designations will have on uses under the 
alternatives because most of these terms are undefined and the areas are unmapped. 
Considering the cumulative size of the ACECs to be carried forward, it is likely many of 
these special areas will overlap ACECs, further complicating BLM’s multi-layered 
management approach. We request BLM provide clear definitions of these different 
management areas, and maps that clearly depict the overlay of management and public 
use restrictions. We are also concerned that the alternatives rely on broad 
requirements (e.g., lengthy seasonal restrictions, permafrost avoidance) to such an 
extent that it will likely be difficult to work with commercial permittees on additional 
reasonable site specific requirements to minimize impacts to all of the identified 
resources, including fish and wildlife. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-766 

Issue 31 

We are concerned the existing alternatives will unnecessarily limit public use and that 
the complicated management overlays and permit requirements will be expensive and 
difficult to both implement and comply with, especially in the isolated, rural 
communities within the planning area. Therefore, unless there is a site-specific need, 
we recommend the alternatives place more emphasis on monitoring the planning area 
for resource condition change, whether natural or human-caused, and implementing 
adaptive management on the local scale, as needed, rather than instituting 
unnecessarily broad restrictions and permit systems for non-commercial uses as 
currently proposed. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-768 

Issue 31 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s)] 
Alternatives 1 and 3 are inconsistent; in some actions  alternative 1 is more restrictive 
to development and in other actions in the same Section alternative 3 is more 
restrictive. Not all actions under one Alternative are consistent with other actions. 
Example: "No Surface Occupancy" Alternative 1 is not consistent with "Withdrawals" 
Alternative 1, but is consistent with "Withdrawals" Alternative 3. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-855 

Issue 32 
Page 52. The Scenarios Network for Alaska and Arctic Planning is housed at the 
University of Alaska Fairbanks not Anchorage. 

Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-719 
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Issue 32 

The Iditarod trail crosses multiple land ownership.  At times the trail is a “corridor” 
where there is no natural boundary to restrict wildfire.  While trying to “suppress a fire” 
that is burning across various land ownerships this provision is too restricting. The 
terminology “would not” should be changed to “should be allowed, dependent on the 
direction provided by the Jurisdictional Land Manager and the Fire Protection Agency 
agreement for a particular fire and circumstances.” 

Anchorage Sent In AC-777 

Issue 32 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
Page 11, “Figure 1. WSR Eligibility Status of all 22 Waterways Analyzed by the BLM.” The 
22 eligible rivers should be labeled on the map. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-815 

Issue 32 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
4. Develop...] 
The use of the word "tiered" does not make any sense in this sentence; was a different 
word intended? What at the tiers? Is the goal of the RMP really to "…increase the 
processing time within the BLM"? This goal needs to be re-written in an understandable 
fashion. 

Anchorage Sent In AC-862 

Issue 32 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Actions Common to Alternatives 
4. Establish a BSWI Placer…] 
The statement in this action is full of jargon, and is not comprehensible to someone 
outside of BLM, what does "NOT notice exploration but actual mining" mean? What 
does "tiered" mean? 

Anchorage Sent In AC-863 

Issue 32 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Header] 
The header states: "Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, 
Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions. " This should 
probably state: "Refer to Locatable and Salable Minerals Occurrence and Development 
Potential Report..." 

Anchorage Sent In AC-864 

Issue 32 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] 
spell out "IM" 

Anchorage Sent In AC-867 
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Issue 32 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] 
There is a mis-spelled word in this phrase: "measurement rods (dived into 1 foot 
increments) in each phot…" perhaps "divided" 

Anchorage Sent In AC-868 

Issue 32 BSWI Preliminary_Alternatives SOA comments 5.29.15.docx [Entire document] Anchorage Sent In AC-875 
Issue 32 DOTNR_Preliminary Alter Concepts Review Comments (2).xls [Entire document] Anchorage Sent In AC-876 
Issue 33 Who is in charge of the airports? State of Alaska. Holy Cross Meeting HC-024 

Issue 33 
Donna Esmailka with the Kaltag Tribe brought a letter she received in the mail from 
BLM about permitting activities for TERRA-Yukon microwave repeater towers. Donna 
voiced Kaltag Tribe’s support of the Terra-Yukon project to BLM staff. 

Kaltag Meeting KT-079 

Issue 33 BLM explained the process to develop the aquatic resource condition maps. Grayling Meeting GL-088 

Issue 33 

[Concern was expressed about potential impacts on wildlife due to mining activities at 
the proposed Donlin Gold Mine. Specific comments:] 
With the proposed development of the river, BLM has nothing to do with that. But BLM 
has property in the vicinity (of proposed Donlin Gold Mine). I know they have been 
doing exploration up there for a long time, but they have not been blasting yet that I 
know of. Is the blasting explosives or choppers going to have effects on wildlife? 
BLM responded: They will analyze impacts to wildlife in the EIS. BLM has the proposed 
pipeline location on one of the maps for reference. Our part in the Donlin EIS focuses on 
the permit application for the pipeline.  

Bethel Meeting BT-128 

Issue 33 
Donlin Gold will be hauling gravel and materials in for pipeline construction.  
When the mine opens, they will be using the river a lot.  Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-177 

Issue 33 
When they first put that water tank up there, it started raining a lot, and it made a deep 
hole. 

Russian 
Mission Meeting RM-238 

Issue 33 Sometimes barges struggle to get upriver because of gravel. Aniak Meeting AN-270 
Issue 33 Everything is changing now. Aniak Meeting AN-272 

Issue 33 
We support the proposed Donlin Gold Mine because it would bring jobs and hope for 
the future, in particular for the young men in the community. Crooked Creek Meeting CC-332 
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Issue 33 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report titled “Areas of 
Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
We also agree with BLM that the following nominated areas should not be designated 
as ACECs in the alternatives: 
• Grayling Area Habitat  
• Old Anvik Village 
• Egavik Creek Watershed 
• Golsovia River watershed 
• Box River Treeline RNA 
• Tagagwik River 
• Honhosa River 

Anchorage Sent In AC-630 
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Appendix C - Comments Sorted by Alternative 
 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Fisheries 1 and 3 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Fisheries Alternatives 1 and 3 – Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA) (p. 11) 
and Withdrawals (p. 12).  
Reading these two sections together, it appears that under Alternative 1 
and 3, RCA watersheds will be withdrawn from mineral entry, staking and 
oil and gas development. It also appears there is No Surface Occupancy 
allowed in RCAs under Alternatives 1 and 3. AMA opposes these 
withdrawals and prohibitions. According to the table on page 11 of the 
Preliminary Alternatives Concept document, these prohibitions and 
withdrawals would encompass 37% of the watersheds in the planning 
area under Alternative 3 and 20% under Alternative 1. Alternative 3 goes 
on to say there would be no surface entry for non-mineral permitted 
actions and for valid existing rights – this appears to be an absolute 
prohibition of any surface occupancy (development) on 37% of the 
planning area’s watersheds. This is a totally unreasonable and unjustified 
prohibition. Note – on page 11 (alternative 3) and page 12, alternative 1, 
BLM specifically refers to this as a “withdrawal,” which under ANILCA 
requires Congressional approval if greater than 5,000 acres. Also, 
regarding alternative 3, on page 11, under “No Surface Occupancy” 
section, it says “in RCAs withdraw watershed to mineral entry and 
leasing,” while on page 12 under Withdrawals, it says “No withdrawals.” 
One of these statements is in error. 

Issue 24 Anchorage Sent In AC-612 
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Fisheries 1 and 3 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Fisheries Alternative 1 and 3 – ROW Exclusion/Avoidance (page 13). 
Alternative 1 establishes a ROW avoidance area for underground utilities 
in the Sheefish RCA while Alternative 3establishes a ROW exclusion. We 
could not find where the difference between exclusion and avoidance is 
explained. We question why either exclusion or avoidance is justified, as 
an underground utility should have no impact on sheefish habitat if 
properly constructed. We are especially concerned about this proposal as 
the extent of the sheefish RCA is not defined. If it is same as the Sheefish 
ACEC, this alternative would preclude construction of the proposed gas 
line to the Donlin Creek mine. Again, we find this prohibition is 
unjustified, unnecessary and excessive. It should be removed from any 
alternative. 

Issue 24 Anchorage Sent In AC-613 

Fisheries 1 and 3 

Fisheries Alternative 1 is too restrictive for overland transport of 
equipment. As an agency of the Department of the Interior, BLM is 
supposed to be managing for climate change and this alternative 
assumes the climate will stay the same. Alternative 3 is preferable, 
because it allows innovation to meet changing conditions on the ground. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-759 

Fisheries 1 and 3 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s)] 
Alternatives 1 and 3 are inconsistent; in some actions alternative 1 is 
more restrictive to development and in other actions in the same Section 
alternative 3 is more restrictive. Not all actions under one Alternative are 
consistent with other actions. Example: "No Surface Occupancy" 
Alternative 1 is not consistent with "Withdrawals" Alternative 1, but is 
consistent with "Withdrawals" Alternative 3 . 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-855 

Fisheries 1 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
No Surface Occupancy, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of locatable minerals 
within watershed but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams 
-- Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-856 
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Fisheries 1 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
OHV, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 1 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing 
travel associated with a development site within a designated watershed 
but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be 
consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-859 

Fisheries 1 

Page 21. Commercial Timber Harvest should be allowed if it meets 
criteria for preservation of RCA values in Fisheries Alternative 1. BLM land 
is for mixed uses and should be managed for responsible timber harvest 
– not for preservation of pristine forests.  

Issue 4 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-718 

Fisheries 3 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Mining Transportation, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 3 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing 
occupancy and travel at a development site  within designated watershed 
but outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be 
consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 1 Anchorage Sent In AC-857 

Fisheries 3 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals, Alternatives Table] 
Alternative 3 would be less restrictive and more consistent with allowing 
mineral exploration, development and mining within watershed but 
outside of a 300-foot buffer of fish-bearing streams -- Would be 
consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-858 

Fisheries 3 

[Comment PB31 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Alt 3; No Surface Occupancy] 
Would this include all types of suction dredging?  Suction dredging, 
depending on hose size can be authorized by a general permit, or may 
require an annual application – and these users don’t have valid existing 
rights.  Should exclude beds of state owned / navigable waters. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-884 

Forestry 3 On that one (slide 23), go with #3, commercial harvesting would not be 
permitted along the Iditarod. Issue 4 Kalskag Meeting KS-170 
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Grazing 3 

[Comment PBM47 
3.4 Grazing Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; The following areas would be closed to reindeer grazing] 
How will these areas be determined? The whole concept seems overly 
restrictive against reindeer grazing opportunities, especially given the 
unknown acreage that could be LWC. 

Issue 3 Anchorage Sent In AC-887 

Locatable 
Minerals 1 and 3 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Leasable Minerals Alternatives 1 and 3 – (pp 30 and 31). AMA opposes 
Alternative 3 that closes all coal deposits to leasing. AMA supports 
Alternative 1 where it states that all coal deposits would be open for 
leasing, although we oppose the no surface occupancy requirements as 
these would make surface coal mining impossible in these areas. We note 
that the provisions for leasing in the Galena Basin Coal deposit appear to 
be reversed in the alternatives table on page 31. Alternative 1 stated on 
page 30 that all coal deposits would be open for leasing, but then says 
Galena Basin is closed in RCAs, while Alternative 3 (on page 31) says all 
coal deposits are closed, but on page 32 says Galena Basin is open in 
RCAs. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-617 

Locatable 
Minerals 1 and 3 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals] 
Alternative 3 is preferred and most consistent with the goals listed for 
this Section. Alternative 1 would be a step towards the goals outlined in 
this section. However, any new closures under newly established RCA or 
ACEC designations should be subject to prior existing rights. Withdrawing 
RCA watersheds in their entirety is not consistent with some of the 
alternative actions in Section 3.2.   

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-866 
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Locatable 
Minerals 
Alternatives 1 
and 3 

CWA appreciates the position BLM often takes related to the right of 
mining interests to conduct exploration for locatable mineral deposits 
under the 1872 Mining Act and related laws. We also, note, however, 
that federally recognized tribes have a unique relationship with the 
federal government stemming from provisions of the U.S. Constitution, 
treaties, statutes, court decisions, and executive orders. One 
fundamental principle of this relationship is the federal government’s 
trust duty to federally recognized Alaska Native  tribal entities.  
In contrast, the state driven permitting process often authorizes mining 
activity to take place on federal lands under a state process that 
frequently fails to recognize tribal sovereignty or consider Native rights 
under federal law. Therefore, impacts to subsistence resources usually 
takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that such impacts are 
occurring. This is contrary to the directive of the Secretary of the Interior 
which states “Government-to-government consultation between 
appropriated tribal officials and the Department requires Departmental 
officials to demonstrate a meaningful commitment to consultation by 
identifying and involving tribal representatives in a meaningful way early 
in the planning process.” 
Further, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) often 
authorizes mining interests to take a number of actions that, potentially, 
violate the Alaska Water Use Act and threaten tribal trust resources and, 
potential, federal reserved water rights including the issuance of 
temporary water use permits which could reduce instream flows needed 
by fish and wildlife. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-706 
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Lands with 
Wilderness 
Characteristics 3 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Alternatives – (pp 60-61). AMA 
supports alternative 3 for Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. 
Alternative 3 states “Manage NO parcels as lands proposed for 
management of wilderness character as a priority over other uses. 
Instead, emphasize other uses while applying management restrictions 
(conditions of use, mitigation measures) on these lands.” AMA agrees 
with Congressional intent expressed in ANILCA that no more federal 
lands in Alaska should be designated as Conservation System lands. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-622 

Lands with 
Wilderness 
Characteristics 3 

Alaska does not need any more rivers designated as WSR. Section 101(d) 
of ANILCA provided sufficient protection for the national interest in the 
public lands in Alaska, and "thus Congress believes that the need for 
future legislation designating new conservation system units, new 
national conservation areas, or new national recreation areas, has been 
obviated thereby." Alaska does not need more lands managed for Lands 
with Wilderness Characteristics. Alternative 3 is best. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-761 
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Lands and Realty 
1 and 3 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Realty Alternatives – Rights of Way (ROW) – p. 35. AMA opposes Realty 
Alternative 1 as it pertains to ROW avoidance and Alternative 3 as it 
pertains to ROW exclusion areas. AMA does not support blanket ROW 
exclusion or avoidance areas as they are not justified. ROWs impacts on 
these various areas can be mitigated by siting and design. We also fail to 
understand the difference between exclusion and avoidance, both terms 
imply that ROWs will not be allowed in these areas. BLM needs to define 
these terms in order to receive meaningful comments on these two 
alternatives. Regardless of definitions, both alternative appear to prohibit 
or substantially restrict a ROW within the Iditarod NHT, Innoko Bottoms 
Wildlife Priority Area, Riparian Conservation Areas, the Unalakleet WSR 
corridor, lands managed for wilderness character, areas with BLM 
sensitive plants, six “unique ecosystems”, and the footprint of public 
shelter cabins. These alternatives will essentially make it impossible to 
ever build any underground or surface communication line, pipeline, 
road or trail in the planning area. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-621 

Lands and Realty 
1 

[3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Withdrawals] 
Alternative 1 Is most consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-869 

Lands and Realty 
1 

[3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Right-of-way Exclusion & Avoidance] 
Alternative 1 Is most consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-870 

Lands and Realty 
1 

[Comment PB67 
3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 1; Right-of-way (ROW) Exclusion & Avoidance] 
This isn’t a realistic alternative.  Most of these items actually. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-888 
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Lands and Realty 
3 

[Comment PBM73 
3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; Permits and 2920 Leases] 
The old Alaska Roadhouse trail system had roadhouses about 20 miles 
from each other, the distance a person could travel in a day.  Locations of 
trapping cabins should be on a case by case instance. This seems 
designed to limit to the greatest extent possible to ability of anyone to 
build a trapping cabin.  30 miles is a long way to travel in a day, and set 
traps. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-889 

Subsistence 
Resources 
Alternatives 1 
and 3 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in 
Alternative 3 and include the following additional concepts:  
The federal government is subject to standard trust law provisions in 
carrying out its trust duty, which have been described to include "good 
faith and utter loyalty to the best interest of the beneficiary" and 
"exercise [of] such care and skill as a man of ordinary prudence would 
exercise in dealing with his own property." In addition, because, relevant 
statutes and regulations define the contours of the United State's 
fiduciary responsibilities towards tribes, the application of the fiduciary 
relationship in the case of industrial and other development activity is 
particularly relevant due to the Alaska Native Claim Settlement Act’s 
(ANILCA’s) requirement that the BLM protect subsistence uses. 

Issue 27 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-703 

Subsistence 
Resources 
Alternatives 1 
and 3 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in 
Alternative 3 and include the following additional concepts:  
When Congress passed ANILCA in 1980, for example, it included a 
subsistence priority on federal lands and allowed subsistence on national 
interest lands. The law, therefore, recognizes that subsistence hunting, 
fishing and gathering are important to Alaska and the nation, and both 
Alaska Natives and nonnatives value the opportunity to choose a 
subsistence lifestyle. In addition, the Act acknowledged that without 
special protection for subsistence uses, commercial, agricultural, and 
industrial uses of the land and wildlife would eventually overwhelm 
subsistence uses. Further, ANILCA: provides for subsistence uses on 
federal lands. 

Issue 27 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-704 
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Subsistence 
Resources 
Alternatives 1 
and 3 

This alternative should incorporate Subsistence Concepts included in 
Alternative 3 and include the following additional concepts:  
One of the fundamental principles of the trust responsibility is that 
federal agencies must respect the rights of sovereign tribal governments 
by consulting with them before taking actions that affect them. 
Therefore, the BLM was under a duty to, at least, contact tribes before 
any exploration or other activity related to industrial or other 
development on federal land takes place. In fact, according to the 
Secretary of the Interior “Government-to-government consultation 
between appropriated tribal officials and the Department requires 
Departmental officials to demonstrate a meaningful commitment to 
consultation by identifying and involving tribal representatives in a 
meaningful way early in the planning process. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-705 

Vegetation 3 

[Comment DC94 
3.14 Vegetation Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alt 3; Cumulative Management] 
The effect of permafrost thaw may or may not be compounded by 
additional surface disturbance, depending on site specific conditions.  
This management alternative may displace activities from areas of thaw 
to other areas of intact permafrost—a displacement which may not be 
desirable in all circumstances.  Also, are there current surveys that 
project current permafrost and vegetation composition to 
measure/compare change over time? 

Issue 6 Anchorage Sent In AC-891 
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Wildlife 1 and 3 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Wildlife Alternatives 1 and 3. (p. 15). AMA supports the Minerals 
provision of Wildlife Alternative 1 that allows mineral leasing in critical 
moose calving and wintering habitat. We disagree with the prohibition on 
all ROW construction in May and June and November to February. This 
should be determined on a case-by-case basis as year round construction 
could be necessary for major ROW developments. We strongly object to 
the provisions of Alternative 3, particularly the absolute prohibitions of 
above ground ROW in moose and caribou winter and caribou calving 
habitat and the provision of no ROW in critical land bird nesting habitat 
or waterfowl areas as these prohibitions could make it impossible to 
access other BLM, state and private lands where development may be 
proposed. 

Issue 16 Anchorage Sent In AC-614 

Wildlife 1 

Mineral leasing should be allowed in critical moose calving and wintering 
habitat with standard stipulations. BLM managers can monitor mining 
activity and its effects on animal behaviors to judge how to manage 
mining activity and subsistence hunting. Likewise, ROW in critical moose 
and caribou winter and calving habitat should be designed to allow safe 
movement for humans and animals. Safe movement is not a new concept 
in Alaska, and In other states and countries, and should be standard in 
BtM's management plan for BSWI. Wildlife Alternative 1 is best- No 
Wildlife Conservation Area. BLM land is for mixed uses and can be 
managed for wildlife and other uses at the same time. 

Issue 21 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-758 

Wildlife 1 

[3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s)] 
For each action, Alternative 1 would allow mineral development of 
locatable minerals within designated habitat areas with stipulations   -- 
Would be consistent with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 . 

Issue 16 Anchorage Sent In AC-861 
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Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 3 

[Comment DC133 
3.19 Wild and Scenic Rivers Preliminary Alternatives Concepts  
Alt 3; 22 eligible...] 
Anvik River No data in BLM's SDMS; State says navigable up to 
approximately river mile 150, upper limit of navigability not well defined. 
There is a Native allotment (AKAA 083173A) on the Anvik in 
K023S008W30. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-895 

Unspecified 
Regarding discussion of restricted uses and exclusive uses, a resident 
commented that he did not want to see management actions that would 
prohibit development in the area. 

Issue 19 McGrath Meeting MG-001 

Unspecified 

Energy supply and energy costs are of concern to the community. 
Commercial peat was investigated in the area years ago. Peat resources 
were identified, but it was not determined economical for development. 
The Donlin Gold project could develop a pipeline in the area, but fuel 
would not be available to the community unless an independent party 
was identified as a utility. Importing power with long distance 
transmission lines was also identified as a potential means of supplying 
power to the region. 

Issue 18 McGrath Meeting MG-002 

Unspecified 
A resident asked if there was potential for oil and gas development in the 
area. BLM answered the potential is very low due to the geologic 
formations in the area and the economic feasibility of development. 

Issue 14 McGrath Meeting MG-003 

Unspecified 

Regarding discussion of riparian conservation areas and aquatic resource 
values, a resident asked if the proposed Donlin Gold pipeline location 
played a role in the watershed ratings. BLM responded the proposed 
project did not influence the ratings; the pipeline location was showed 
for reference. 

Issue 1 McGrath Meeting MG-004 

Unspecified Jorjena Daly (BLM Project Manager) provided a brief interview to Mike 
Lane of KSKO radio. Issue 25 McGrath Meeting MG-005 

Unspecified 

[The community is opposed to the proposed development of a road from 
Paimiut Slough to the Kalskag area, due to potential increases in access to 
important subsistence use areas. Specific comments:] 
I would say to avoid it all together. There are some good hunting grounds 
down there. 

Issue 19 Holy Cross Meeting HC-006 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-12 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[The community is opposed to the proposed development of a road from 
Paimiut Slough to the Kalskag area, due to potential increases in access to 
important subsistence use areas. Specific comments:] 
Q: Is BLM is going to allow the Association of Village Council Presidents 
(AVCP) proposal for a road from Paimiut Slough to the Kalsakags (Kalskag 
and Lower Kalskag)? 
We haven’t seen them (AVCP) yet here in Holy Cross. 

Issue 19 Holy Cross Meeting HC-007 

Unspecified 

The Andy Smith Lake area is important for bird nesting. Sport fishing has 
been introduced to that area where there is prime bird nesting. Now 
there are no more birds because there are too many sport fishing boats 
zooming around in that area now. Fish and game used to band birds 
there. There were hundreds of ducks and geese down there, but because 
of this boat ramp they have moved out. This area may be on BLM land. 

Issue 2 Holy Cross Meeting HC-008 

Unspecified The Innoko Bottoms area is prime moose habitat. Issue 2 Holy Cross Meeting HC-009 

Unspecified 
Canada issued 150 gold mine permits and we are concerned mining 
activities could affect our fishing. Can BLM work with Canada for 
managing fisheries? 

Issue 1 Holy Cross Meeting HC-010 

Unspecified Global warming is affecting the fisheries. Issue 1 Holy Cross Meeting HC-011 

Unspecified 
Pollock fisheries impact local fisheries. Now there is only about a quarter 
of what’s left. We cannot manage the number of boats in the river 
corridor. 

Issue 1 Holy Cross Meeting HC-012 

Unspecified 

Q: Is BLM is going to allow the Association of Village Council Presidents 
(AVCP) proposal for a road from Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (Kalskag 
and Lower Kalskag)? 
BLM response: Some of the proposed route would cross BLM lands. The 
BSWI RMP will guide BLM decisions on questions like this over the next 
20 years. BLM would consider potential impacts to resources such as 
caribou and moose habitat, waterfowl nesting sites, rivers, and berry 
picking areas. AVCP has not made a defined proposal to BLM, we are 
aware of the road proposal. BLM would consider areas to avoid or if the 
proposed use would be excluded. 

Issue 11 Holy Cross Meeting HC-013 

Unspecified Does BLM or the State own the water? The state owns the water and 
manages the fisheries. Issue 19 Holy Cross Meeting HC-014 
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Unspecified 
Will BLM need to authorize grazing for the bison reintroduction this 
spring? BLM can authorize grazing for domestic animals, like reindeer. 
The grazing authorizations are not for wild animals, such as bison. 

Issue 3 Holy Cross Meeting HC-015 

Unspecified 
Is there a charge for commercial firewood use? Yes, usually $10. Personal 
use is free, but BLM still appreciates residents getting permits for those 
activities so we can understand how the lands are being used. 

Issue 4 Holy Cross Meeting HC-016 

Unspecified If someone owns an allotment, do they have to have a permit if they are 
going to harvest wood on their own land for their own use? No. Issue 4 Holy Cross Meeting HC-017 

Unspecified 

If you are giving permission to someone to get resources from BLM lands, 
and the proposed use is adjacent to an allotment, what happens if they 
go onto the allotment? It’s easy for them to be legal with you, but illegal 
with us. How do you patrol that? We can use law enforcement rangers 
and resource staff to do inspections. If we were to authorize a timber 
permit, usually the trees are marked in advance. If we know there is an 
allotment in the area, we can provide GPS points to establish use areas. 

Issue 4 Holy Cross Meeting HC-018 

Unspecified Comments on the low level of snow and the winter definition. Conditions 
are changing and variable. Issue 11 Holy Cross Meeting HC-019 

Unspecified Do weight ratings include both rubber tires and track vehicles? Issue 11 Holy Cross Meeting HC-020 

Unspecified 
I don’t think steel tracks should be allowed because it tears up the land. 
Steel tracks are generally on larger vehicles, which would be excluded 
from use due to the weight rating. 

Issue 11 Holy Cross Meeting HC-021 

Unspecified 

I know you have certain restrictions with lines going different ways. I 
don’t think we are too familiar with the different ownerships. I think we 
would need a pamphlet. The Iditarod and proposed Wild and Scenic 
Rivers are special areas for travel management. 

Issue 11 Holy Cross Meeting HC-022 

Unspecified 

The GASH villages (Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross) use trails 
that they have followed for years, mostly using snowmachines. We don’t 
want to see use of these trails prohibited. Many of the historic trails are 
narrow and you can’t fit the bigger vehicles there anyway. 

Issue 11 Holy Cross Meeting HC-023 

Unspecified Who is in charge of the airports? State of Alaska. Issue 33 Holy Cross Meeting HC-024 
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Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
Our Native lands are protected. Will BLM work with the corporations to 
manage guides and outside hunting impacts in this area? It’s happening 
between here and the corporation lands. We don’t allow outside hunting. 
BLM response: BLM does permit outfitter guides for big game hunting. 
Fishing guides operate more on the river corridors, which are managed 
by the state. BLM does not permit transporters, which are where pilots 
transport sport hunters, drop them off, and then come back and pick 
them up. Across the state there are Guide Use Areas (GUAs) and there 
are some on BLM land. We don’t have a limit of number of guides per 
area for BLM land. We are looking at establishing limits within GUAs, and 
also looking at prohibiting guides within 25 miles of a community. One 
alternative is for a maximum of 33 for the whole planning area which 
includes 20 GUAs. Another alternative is for a maximum of 40 guides in 
the whole planning area. Another idea is to limit any single guide to 
operate in max of 2 or 3 GUAs. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-025 

Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
Comment: That’s a big decision. Everybody in this area has lost king 
salmon. Now we have outside people coming in to hunt and we are 
worried about that. Planes from Bethel or Anchorage are coming in to 
hunt. It should be restricted. It’s affecting waterfowl and fishing and 
everything. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-026 
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Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
Comment: The people were asking to have restricted use areas extended 
to the hills to take care of our birds. We don’t want planes to come and 
land for the weekend and take what they want and go back to town. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-027 

Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
Q: Did I understand you right that you don’t allow guides to fly out?  
BLM response: There guides that accompany hunters and there are also 
transporters. Transporters are not guiding, they are just dropping people 
off. We don’t presently manage transporters; all they provided is a flight. 
Some transporters also provide equipment (such as a camp). If the pilot is 
a licensed guide, then they are under a permit. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-028 

Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
BLM question: Are you getting any meat donated in the communities?  
Community response: No. We don’t see any. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-029 

Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
BLM question: Are there any local hires for guides?  
Community response: No. We have seen lots of antlers getting shipped 
out. We have asked about the meat. We don’t have recipes for antler 
soup. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-030 
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Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
Community comment: There should be a BLM officer with every guiding 
camp. 
BLM comment: We are considering an exclusion area for guide activities 
to include a 25-mile radius around the community. 
Community comment: We would prefer a 25-mile radius around 
corporation lands. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-031 

Unspecified 

[Increases in hunting from sport hunters (guided or independent) are 
causing impacts to limited subsistence resources. The community would 
like to see a broad exclusion zone, not around the community, but 
buffering around the corporation lands surrounding the community. 
Specific comments:] 
Community comment: Up the river in the Koyukuk area, all moose antlers 
must be cut off the head. That stopped the sport hunting in that area.  
BLM response: That’s something to share with the state.  
Community response: We tried. 

Issue 12 Holy Cross Meeting HC-032 

Unspecified We get stopped on the river more than anyone else to check for life 
jackets. Issue 19 Holy Cross Meeting HC-033 

Unspecified It’s been like that for a long time. There is no patrolling. Anyone can go 
poaching all they want and there is nothing done. Issue 13 Holy Cross Meeting HC-034 

Unspecified 

There was a study done last year that showed the State of Alaska spends 
the most money in the union prosecuting Alaska Natives. We are hoping 
BLM can take over the waterways for fisheries management. The horns 
go and the meat stays to rot in the woods. We live here and we live off 
the land. We are subsistence people. 

Issue 13 Holy Cross Meeting HC-035 

Unspecified 

BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. 
BLM lands near Kaltag were managed out of BLM’s Fairbanks Field Office 
in the past. BLM lands near Kaltag will now be managed by BLM’s 
Anchorage Field Office with the BSWI boundary change. 

Issue 19 Kaltag Meeting KT-036 

Unspecified Community remarked that BLM owns some land near Bullfrog Island. Issue 19 Kaltag Meeting KT-037 
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Unspecified BLM also has an easement to Unalakleet that goes past Tripod Flats and 
Old Woman cabins. Issue 19 Kaltag Meeting KT-038 

Unspecified 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but 
used to be more common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the 
community. Kaltag know about the upcoming wood bison introduction, 
and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
WACH is north of Kaltag, but used to be more in the area. One meeting 
attendee noted seeing the WACH two times in his life. 

Issue 2 Kaltag Meeting KT-039 

Unspecified 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but 
used to be more common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the 
community. Kaltag know about the upcoming wood bison introduction, 
and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag has heard about plan for wood bison introduction in April. Wood 
bison will likely end up on BLM land if they are released in Shageluk. 

Issue 2 Kaltag Meeting KT-040 

Unspecified 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but 
used to be more common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the 
community. Kaltag know about the upcoming wood bison introduction, 
and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Muskoxen have a lot of feeding grounds. Clarified with community 
member about the difference between muskoxen and wood bison. 

Issue 2 Kaltag Meeting KT-041 

Unspecified 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but 
used to be more common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the 
community. Kaltag know about the upcoming wood bison introduction, 
and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
The community hunts geese, ducks, and other waterfowl. 

Issue 2 Kaltag Meeting KT-042 

Unspecified 

[Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH) is generally north of Kaltag, but 
used to be more common in the area. Waterfowl are important to the 
community. Kaltag know about the upcoming wood bison introduction, 
and is not opposed to it. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag residents generally do not hunt in the Innoko National Wildlife 
Refuge, due to distance. Instead, they use a slough north of Innoko. 

Issue 2 Kaltag Meeting KT-043 
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Unspecified 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher 
aquatic resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific 
comments:] 
Community member noted interest in discussing local watersheds and 
aquatic resource values. 

Issue 1 Kaltag Meeting KT-044 

Unspecified 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher 
aquatic resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific 
comments:] 
Kateel River pointed out by community on the Aquatic Resource Value 
Map; no comment given on its value rating. 

Issue 1 Kaltag Meeting KT-045 

Unspecified 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher 
aquatic resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: Why is the Nulato system not given a high aquatic resource 
value rating? The Nulato has a lot of anadromous species of fish. 
BLM: There is more than just the species that went into the model—
diversity of fish, habitat conditions, and productivity all went into the 
determination. Points were given for each factor. We do realize that the 
creeks and rivers on the east side of the Nulato Hills are important for 
salmon. 

Issue 1 Kaltag Meeting KT-046 

Unspecified 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher 
aquatic resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: Is it because you have two forks of the Nulato River? The 
Nulato system has some of the most diverse and enormous amount of 
fish utilized for subsistence in this whole area. The other streams don’t 
have large villages right at the mouth of the river. Fish and Game has it as 
one of its top monitoring streams. 

Issue 1 Kaltag Meeting KT-047 

Unspecified 

[Residents wondered why the Nulato River System was not given a higher 
aquatic resource rating, and noted its importance to the Kaltag. Specific 
comments:] 
Community: There is a lot of activity from our village on the Nulato River 
and the Kaltag Creek. The numbers don’t seem to reflect the local 
importance of these areas. 

Issue 1 Kaltag Meeting KT-048 
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Unspecified 
Kaltag does not have a big interest in reindeer grazing. This is partly 
because the WACH inhabits this area. Residents have not seen them for a 
few years, but they have been here. 

Issue 3 Kaltag Meeting KT-049 

Unspecified 

The community is concerned about wanting to use BLM’s Tripod Cabin 
while setting snowmachine trail since it is a long, rough trip. Kaltag 
residents do not use the cabin once the trail is set. Kaltag residents do 
use the trail to access trapping areas. BLM noted that trapping cabins are 
discussed in the realty section of the alternative packet. 

Issue 5 Kaltag Meeting KT-050 

Unspecified 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in 
Kaltag, but most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is 
not marketable or suitable for biomass. Specific comments:] 
We have sawmills in the community. 

Issue 18 Kaltag Meeting KT-051 

Unspecified 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in 
Kaltag, but most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is 
not marketable or suitable for biomass. Specific comments:] 
There is talk of a biomass boiler; there is interest in biomass in the 
community. Biomass projects are becoming more popular. They are 
going to burn a lot of timber in our area. 

Issue 18 Kaltag Meeting KT-052 

Unspecified 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in 
Kaltag, but most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is 
not marketable or suitable for biomass. Specific comments:] 
Community member requested discussion of wildfire management with 
BLM. BLM noted that fire would be actively managed. 

Issue 18 Kaltag Meeting KT-053 

Unspecified 

[The community is interested in biomass energy and there are sawmills in 
Kaltag, but most trees on BLM lands near Kaltag are black spruce that is 
not marketable or suitable for biomass. Specific comments:] 
Tripod Flats area is mostly black spruce, with some pockets of white 
spruce. Most of trees are in areas not suitable for timber or biomass 
(black spruce mostly grows in bogs and is small and wiry). Trees near 
Kaltag are not very marketable or suitable for biomass energy. 

Issue 18 Kaltag Meeting KT-054 
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Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Discussed some reality shows with the community as an example of large 
trucks that requested permits from BLM. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-055 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Discussed race sponsored by Camel Cigarettes using large 
pickup that proposed to go down the Iditarod Trail that did not happen. 
Someone, possibly BLM, must have denied their permit. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-056 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Kaltag is aware of the gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) sticker on 
snowmachines and ATVs. Snowmachine travel is well within proposed 
vehicle weight limit restrictions. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-057 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Do you have a feel for how popular side-by-side OHVs are 
becoming in this area? BLM did not think they were very common 
currently. One community member noted seeing them in Unalakleet. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-058 
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Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: A lot of these limits do not apply to Kaltag in summer time. 
You would have to cross the Kaltag Creek twice to get out to BLM lands. 
You would not want to cross salmon creeks. The issue for Kaltag would 
mainly be in winter. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-059 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: I heard near Big Lake that they were enhancing the Iditarod 
Trail. Is the BLM involved in that? I work in the transportation 
department here in Kaltag for the Tribal Transportation Program, and I 
am interested in trail improvements. Is there any other way we can 
enhance trails aside from federal resources?  
BLM: For the Iditarod, you would work with the BLM. There may be some 
funding through Tribal Transportation Program. BLM Iditarod specialist 
has been out here and other areas to work with communities and discuss 
maintenance. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-060 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: There has been talk for years about a road to Unalakleet. 
Will we ever get that road? It is very hard to get a road permitted along a 
Wild and Scenic River like the Unalakleet River. Perhaps a road could be 
built along the hills. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-061 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-22 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Paimiut Slough to the Kalskags (AVCP proposed road) is a potential road 
route. The road is far downriver from Kaltag, but Kaltag could see more 
traffic along the Yukon River if this would be built since more barges 
would be coming from Fairbanks. This road is not foreseeable to be built 
in the near future. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-062 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: What if you find some kind of oil or gas? Would you put in a 
road? BLM discussed the Donlin Gold mine project, and how they looked 
at putting in a road to the mine. They ended up proposing a pipeline 
since a road was difficult to permit and build. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-063 

Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: Kaltag puts in roads to access activities. At one time we 
talked about a road to 8-Mile Flat, which is short of BLM land. Discussed 
that Kaltag could still install local roads on corporation land or other 
areas not owned by BLM. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-064 
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Unspecified 

[Unalakleet Wild River Corridor is near Kaltag and may be traversed by 
Kaltag residents. Discussed proposed travel weight/width limits for off-
road vehicles. Kaltag resident who works for the Tribal Transportation 
Program would like to improve local trails. Discussion of low probability 
for a road within the planning area, though Kaltag may put in local roads 
not on BLM lands to access activities. Specific comments:] 
Community: How far out is BLM land from Kaltag? A community member 
noted about 17 miles away. 

Issue 11 Kaltag Meeting KT-065 

Unspecified 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and 
community pride in the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Iditarod Trail goes through Kaltag. 

Issue 20 Kaltag Meeting KT-066 

Unspecified 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and 
community pride in the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
There is not good timber near Kaltag in the Iditarod Trail corridor. 

Issue 20 Kaltag Meeting KT-067 

Unspecified 
[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and 
community pride in the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Discussed vehicle use on Iditarod Trail. 

Issue 20 Kaltag Meeting KT-068 

Unspecified 

[Community confirmed historic importance of Kaltag Portage, and 
community pride in the Iditarod Trail. Specific comments:] 
Brief discussion of Kaltag Portage. Community members noted Kaltag 
Portage is pretty famous and was used in 1925 Iditarod ceremony and 
used in the Gold Rush. BLM discussed that the RMP would likely 
withdraw the Kaltag Portage from potential mining leases. 

Issue 20 Kaltag Meeting KT-069 

Unspecified 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal 
deposit near Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its 
development. Specific comments:] 
There is a known oil/gas basin (Galena Basin), but potential for 
commercial development is very low. There are coal deposits near Kaltag, 
which also has a low potential for commercial development. 

Issue 14 Kaltag Meeting KT-070 
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Unspecified 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal 
deposit near Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its 
development. Specific comments:] 
Community: There are two areas of coal near Kaltag. One is an 
outcropping at 9-Mile near Nulato. It is a narrow band of about 4-5 feet. 
The other is about 25 miles south of Nulato. Community member 
described how he gathered a few buckets of this coal, and tried to burn 
the coal in his stove last year without success. 

Issue 14 Kaltag Meeting KT-071 

Unspecified 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal 
deposit near Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its 
development. Specific comments:]Community: Do you have any current 
permits for placer or hard rock minerals anywhere in the Kaltag area? No, 
the Kaltag area has a very low potential for mineral development. The 
majority of mineral deposits are much further south of Kaltag. Downriver, 
there is the Stuyahok Mine near Russian Mission. 

Issue 14 Kaltag Meeting KT-072 

Unspecified 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal 
deposit near Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its 
development. Specific comments:] 
Community member noted a historic mine near Kaltag near the Bonasila 
River. Ernie Chase, the owner, was killed in a plane crash and the mine is 
no longer in operation. 

Issue 14 Kaltag Meeting KT-073 

Unspecified 

[Kaltag has a very low possibility of mineral development. There is a coal 
deposit near Kaltag, but there are few facilities in the area to support its 
development. Specific comments:] 
Community: If someone was going to come into the area for mineral 
development, would you notify the community? Yes. This RMP guides 
general management decisions. There would be another step of review 
and communication with the community if there would be a mineral 
development permit application. BLM could set stipulations for 
developers to follow. 

Issue 14 Kaltag Meeting KT-074 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-25 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This 
provides a source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, 
Kaltag has heard from other areas where sport hunters compete with 
subsistence hunters. Specific comments:] 
BLM: Do you get a lot of sport hunting in this area? 
Community: There is one registered guide who lives in Kaltag. The guide, 
Earl Esmailka, is the brother-in-law of a meeting attendee. Community 
member noted importance of sharing resources. Community member 
noted importance of Earl’s guide service, and that he hires locals. 

Issue 12 Kaltag Meeting KT-075 

Unspecified 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This 
provides a source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, 
Kaltag has heard from other areas where sport hunters compete with 
subsistence hunters. Specific comments:] 
Community: What do you do about people going across BLM lands to 
access their own lands? BLM authorizes for guide use areas (GUAs). BLM 
is proposing to manage a certain number of guides per GUA to alleviate 
pressure amongst sport hunters and between sport and subsistence 
hunters when GUA is on BLM lands. 

Issue 12 Kaltag Meeting KT-076 

Unspecified 

[There is one Kaltag resident who is a registered sport hunting guide. This 
provides a source of local employment. While not an issue in this area, 
Kaltag has heard from other areas where sport hunters compete with 
subsistence hunters. Specific comments:] 
Community: Have heard of Koyukuk complaining of a lack of moose 
meat, and of Fairbanks guides competing with subsistence uses along 
Koyukuk River. 

Issue 12 Kaltag Meeting KT-077 

Unspecified 
Suggestions to combine BLM meetings with communities along the 
Yukon River (for instance, could have a meeting with Grayling and Kaltag 
in the same day or with Holy Cross and Shageluk in the same day). 

Issue 25 Kaltag Meeting KT-078 

Unspecified 

Donna Esmailka with the Kaltag Tribe brought a letter she received in the 
mail from BLM about permitting activities for TERRA-Yukon microwave 
repeater towers. Donna voiced Kaltag Tribe’s support of the Terra-Yukon 
project to BLM staff. 

Issue 33 Kaltag Meeting KT-079 

Unspecified 
Persons who use on BLM land, but don't want to bother with permit and 
reporting?? Many rural people don’t have email access to there will be a 
lot of un-reported use. 

Issue 19 Grayling Commen
t Form GL-080 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-26 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. 
Grayling asked about access easements through Native corporation land, 
and BLM briefly discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed 
Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing potential, and clarification of US 
Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific Comments:] 
Question on access corridor requirement to cross Native allotment or 
corporation land to access other lands; in particular asked about access 
to two townships behind Grayling. BLM discussed history of ANCSA 17(b) 
easements that were based upon historic travel routes. BLM could 
research specific 17(b) easements if Grayling would like more information 
about particular ones. 

Issue 19 Grayling Meeting GL-081 

Unspecified 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. 
Grayling asked about access easements through Native corporation land, 
and BLM briefly discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed 
Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing potential, and clarification of US 
Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific Comments: 
Community: The Eastern Interior Plan said there was a very low potential 
for development, and opened up a lot of the land to leasing. This does 
not make sense to me. The land should be open to leasing or closed to 
leasing based upon what is right for the area, and not based upon 
mineral potential. 
BLM: Around Grayling there are some withdrawals that close certain 
uses. Lands closest to Grayling are closed to mining. A little further out 
from Grayling, lands are open to mining/leasing. 

Issue 19 Grayling Meeting GL-082 
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Unspecified 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. 
Grayling asked about access easements through Native corporation land, 
and BLM briefly discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed 
Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing potential, and clarification of US 
Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific Comments: 
Community: Question on presidential action for oil and gas located on 
the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge. Does this have anything to do 
with North Slope presidential oil and gas decisions?  
BLM: No. The BSWI RMP just makes recommendation of areas to be open 
or closed to mining, and considers public input. The Secretary of Interior 
would change PLOs open or closed to mining. Discussed avoidance vs. 
excluding for proposed projects. 

Issue 19 Grayling Meeting GL-083 

Unspecified 

[BLM staff noted the recent boundary change for the BSWI planning area. 
Grayling asked about access easements through Native corporation land, 
and BLM briefly discussed 17(b) easements. Discussion of proposed 
Public Land Order (PLO) areas, leasing potential, and clarification of US 
Fish and Wildlife Service lands and BLM lands. Specific Comments: 
Community: What kind of withdrawal is on land closest to Grayling?  
BLM:PLO 5184 is closest to communities in the BSWI planning area. PLO 
5184 removed lands for Alaska Native corporation land selections.  
Community: PLO 5184 does not allow any oil and gas mining or leasing?  
BLM: Yes. There are 2.4 million acres of this PLO in the BSWI planning 
area. It is shown with green hash marks on the map. 
Further out from communities, BLM lands are open to mining under PLO 
5180. 

Issue 19 Grayling Meeting GL-084 

Unspecified Grayling is not interested in reindeer grazing. Issue 3 Grayling Meeting GL-085 

Unspecified 

[The community confirmed that there are not many caribou in the area. 
Brief informative discussion about wood bison introduction, and the 
community noted the potential importance of wood bison as a hunting 
resource for future generations. Specific comments:] 
Community member asked about wood bison introduction. Wood bison 
would likely end up on BLM lands. The State will allow hunting of the 
population on BLM lands. Hunting limit will be low at first, but may 
increase as the wood bison population increases. Wood bison are treated 
as a nonessential experimental population. 

Issue 2 Grayling Meeting GL-086 
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Unspecified 

[The community confirmed that there are not many caribou in the area. 
Brief informative discussion about wood bison introduction, and the 
community noted the potential importance of wood bison as a hunting 
resource for future generations. Specific comments:] 
Wood bison will provide hunting opportunities for Grayling now, but the 
wood bison could be important to hunting by future generations. 

Issue 2 Grayling Meeting GL-087 

Unspecified BLM explained the process to develop the aquatic resource condition 
maps. Issue 33 Grayling Meeting GL-088 

Unspecified There are sawmills in Grayling. Issue 4 Grayling Meeting GL-089 
Unspecified Biomass was a concern raised during scoping. Issue 18 Grayling Meeting GL-090 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific 
comments:] 
Clarification that Alaska Fire Service manages fire – this plan will not go 
into large level of detail on fire management. This plan will cover when it 
would make sense to fight fire. 

Issue 4 Grayling Meeting GL-091 

Unspecified 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific 
comments:] 
Some meeting attendees are ex-firefighters. 

Issue 4 Grayling Meeting GL-092 

Unspecified 
[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific 
comments:] 
BLM is aware of state cutbacks for Alaska Fire Service program. 

Issue 4 Grayling Meeting GL-093 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of wildfire and wildfire control by request of Grayling. Specific 
comments:] 
Active management of wildfire on BLM lands if it is close to communities 
or threatening lichen habitat relied upon by caribou. 

Issue 4 Grayling Meeting GL-094 

Unspecified 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM 
lands. Specific comments:] 
Do I need a permit to get house logs? Yes, you would need a house log 
permit. 

Issue 15 Grayling Meeting GL-095 
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Unspecified 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM 
lands. Specific comments:] 
How is paperwork for the permit and for reporting? Ones I have seen are 
fairly simple—usually just one piece of paper front-and-back. When use is 
complete, the permit is collected by BLM and to report where things 
were collected, to keep track of use. 

Issue 15 Grayling Meeting GL-096 

Unspecified 

[A plan alternative proposes a free permit to collect personal use on BLM 
lands. Specific comments:] 
Comment written on form and submitted at meeting: Many rural people 
do not have email access, and there would be a lot of unreported use. 
There would be people who would use BLM land, but not bother with 
permitting or reporting. 

Issue 15 Grayling Meeting GL-097 

Unspecified 

Grayling residents are aware of the gross vehicle weight rating (GVRW) 
sticker on off-road vehicles, and BLM discussed proposed travel weight 
and width restrictions for off-road vehicle travel for different 
alternatives. BLM answered a question about why vehicle weight and 
widths decrease in summer when the ground in not frozen and more 
prone to damage. Grayling noted 4-wheeler damage in a blueberry 
harvesting area. 

Issue 11 Grayling Meeting GL-098 

Unspecified 

[Grayling has a very low potential for mineral leases because there are 
very few facilities. The community and BLM are aware of coal deposits 
north of Grayling. Grayling would not want coal deposits near town to be 
developed. There is an oil and gas deposit on refuge land near Grayling. 
There is a very low likelihood of it being developed, and would likely take 
federal action for it to be developed. Specific comments:] 
Community: We have seen coal outbreaks along the river. They are north 
and very close to Grayling. We don’t want it developed. The coal does 
burn. 
BLM: BLM is aware of the coal deposit Grayling brought up if it is the one 
closer to Kaltag and Nulato. The coal deposit is mostly on Native 
corporation land, and not BLM lands. It can be for local use. BLM will 
leave a map of coal deposits and provide a summary of PLOs. 

Issue 14 Grayling Meeting GL-099 
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Unspecified 

Who will make the management decision? Who will make the final 
decision?  We are taking public comment now, but Alan Bittner (BLM 
Anchorage Field Office Manager) will offer the RMP to the BLM’s state 
director for approval. We have not yet written the plan or made a 
decision on the alternatives. 

Issue 31 Grayling Meeting GL-100 

Unspecified 

Responding to discussion regarding the difference between personal use 
and commercial use, a resident noted Napaimiut was selling firewood, 
substantially more than 10 cords. This is a commercial use and the source 
of wood is from corporation lands. 

Issue 4 Bethel Meeting BT-113 

Unspecified 
Would the permit (commercial or personal) be for each season? Yes, 
each year. However, much of the wood harvest areas that are located 
near the river have been selected by the state and corporations. 

Issue 4 Bethel Meeting BT-114 

Unspecified A family from Stony River was gathering about 25 cords of drift wood. 
They went all the way down to Eek. Issue 4 Bethel Meeting BT-115 

Unspecified 

A guy I know wants to go upriver and do some logging. A lot of this 
maybe needs to be made more accessible so people here know how to 
get the information. BLM responded, the answer depends on which land 
you want to use; the answer could be entirely different on state or 
corporation lands. The resident replied, it would be great if the BLM, 
state, and corporations got together and made similar rules. 

Issue 4 Bethel Meeting BT-116 

Unspecified 

Are there BLM lands between Bethel and the Yukon? People like to go 
get wood. They travel from the coast to the Yukon to get their wood. 
BLM responded, we have not talked about an overland route; we talked 
about floating it down from as far as Stony River. 

Issue 4 Bethel Meeting BT-117 

Unspecified Bethel residents sometimes go moose hunting on BLM lands, which are a 
distance from Bethel. Issue 2 Bethel Meeting BT-118 

Unspecified For subsistence, is there a federal hunt? Yes. Issue 27 Bethel Meeting BT-119 

Unspecified 

In the Innoko Bottoms area, there is a proposal to create wildlife 
conservation area. Is this something Bethel residents would support? Yes, 
meeting participants expressed support for stipulations to restrict cutting 
of willows/browse for moose. 

Issue 21 Bethel Meeting BT-120 

Unspecified 
Meeting attendees expressed general support for restrictions for 
permitted activities that would affect browse, near wetlands or near river 
bottoms. 

Issue 16 Bethel Meeting BT-121 
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Unspecified 

[Musk ox populations are perceived to be increasing; more animals have 
been seen in the Bethel area in recent years. Specific comments:] 
If someone sees a musk ox, they go out and kill it. We were told by a lot 
of federal people that we are poaching. 

Issue 2 Bethel Meeting BT-122 

Unspecified 

[Musk ox populations are perceived to be increasing; more animals have 
been seen in the Bethel area in recent years. Specific comments:] 
There were 16 musk oxen in this area. There were 7 in the Johnson area, 
but they were not counted. They haven’t counted moose in this area 
since the moratorium. They had a hunting opening last year and the 
quota was filled in 4 days. There are lots of moose, but they are not 
counting them. The first time they opened a 10-day hunt, they didn’t fill 
the quota. There are more musk oxen now, and the hunt was finished 
quickly. If bison are coming down from Nome, there are a lot of willows 
in that area. 

Issue 2 Bethel Meeting BT-123 

Unspecified Should we restrict mining or development in moose habitat in this area? 
Yes, it will likely just tear up the land. Issue 14 Bethel Meeting BT-124 

Unspecified 
If you go to Tuluksak, they will tell you the history of the Nyac mine. 
There has been a lot of work and restoration activities for that site. For 
the longest time there were no fish in that river. 

Issue 14 Bethel Meeting BT-125 

Unspecified 

There are restrictions on state land, for example, you cannot change a 
salmon stream. Does BLM have similar restrictions? For mining on BLM 
land, are the restrictions similar to restrictions from state land. Are the 
permit processes similar? BLM responded, there are 3 new instruction 
memorandums for placer mining. They no longer do placer mining in the 
lower 48. For the BSWI plan, we are considering management 
alternatives that would allow only a certain percentage of an area to be 
disturbed by placer mining at any given time. The mined area must be 
restored before moving to a new segment. For example, at Nyac, they 
kept moving from segment to segment, but that project was not required 
to do restoration before moving to the next segment. 

Issue 14 Bethel Meeting BT-126 

Unspecified 
Tailings, how many miles wide and how many miles long? On the moose 
level and on the bird level, they don’t know how to read. Are they going 
make a sign saying birds do not land on a tailings pond? 

Issue 14 Bethel Meeting BT-127 
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Unspecified 

[Concern was expressed about potential impacts on wildlife due to 
mining activities at the proposed Donlin Gold Mine. Specific comments:] 
With the proposed development of the river, BLM has nothing to do with 
that. But BLM has property in the vicinity (of proposed Donlin Gold 
Mine). I know they have been doing exploration up there for a long time, 
but they have not been blasting yet that I know of. Is the blasting 
explosives or choppers going to have effects on wildlife? 
BLM responded: They will analyze impacts to wildlife in the EIS. BLM has 
the proposed pipeline location on one of the maps for reference. Our 
part in the Donlin EIS focuses on the permit application for the pipeline. 

Issue 33 Bethel Meeting BT-128 

Unspecified 

[Concern was expressed about potential impacts on wildlife due to 
mining activities at the proposed Donlin Gold Mine. Specific comments:] 
I bring this up because I do a lot of communication with Pebble 
Partnership and in the Iliamna area, about whatever they are doing with 
choppers, and digging up, and exploring. People in the Iliamna area 
people have to go further now to get caribou. Are people here going to 
have to be travelling further, just like our neighbors in the Iliamna area? 

Issue 27 Bethel Meeting BT-129 

Unspecified The state regulates diversion of water, even on federal lands. Issue 1 Bethel Meeting BT-130 

Unspecified Residents are concerned about fish populations. It’s not just salmon, it’s 
also whitefish, blackfish. Many streams have not been inventoried. Issue 1 Bethel Meeting BT-131 

Unspecified If BLM requires inventory of fish prior to any kind of stream disturbance, 
are residents supportive. Meeting attendees expressed general support. Issue 1 Bethel Meeting BT-132 

Unspecified 

What about Wild and Scenic Rivers? There’s one that flows into Yukon 
near Andreafsky. Does BLM designate that? Yes, but the only one we 
have now is Unalakleet. There are 23 rivers are eligible; there is another 
step to determine suitability. We hope to finish the studies a year from 
now, when they are released with the draft plan. 

Issue 22 Bethel Meeting BT-133 
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Unspecified 

The Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) is looking at corridor 
road planning between the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. BLM replied, 
they haven’t settled on a route yet that would cross BLM lands. We 
looked at analyzing a potential route in this plan, but it is premature, 
because there is not a firm proposal at this point.  
We are looking at using that road to partner with the barge companies to 
do back hauling for recyclables. There are possible plans to use that AVCP 
road corridor. There are already plans going on to possibly use that 
corridor. Conex units will be stored in that area with lead acid batteries, 
Freon, and contaminants that will be removed from the villages. We need 
to consider many risks potentially associated with that road. 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-134 

Unspecified 

It’s easy to make a regulation regarding travel management, but hard to 
enforce it. Even if there are regulations on the books, it’s not like there is 
going to be someone out there watching. It’s more of a gesture. That’s a 
pretty vast area. 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-135 

Unspecified 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and 
damage to tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
There are some villages that are riding around on the tundra in the 
summer with their ATVs and snowmachines. Should we have some rules 
about that? Should we have designated routes? Go on the beach, not on 
the tundra. It takes 100 years for tundra to recover. I’d rather see no 
travel on the tundra. We have been trying to educate people to please 
not use those on the tundra at all. We could make geoblock roads on the 
tundra for ATVs. We could encourage the communities to make 
regulations and fine or take away their ATVs. I know that they will get 
really upset at me when I bring this up, but there is a legitimate reason to 
let them know that it is the wrong thing to do. 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-136 

Unspecified 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and 
damage to tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
BLM noted that 17b easements exist, allowing access across corporation 
lands to BLM lands. How should BLM lands be managed for ATVs that 
access via the 17b easements? Just putting weight and width limits can 
still cause damage to the land. 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-137 
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Unspecified 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and 
damage to tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
Let the ANCSA villages know that we don’t want the land to be damaged. 
Of course you have to have a route. They can use an environmentally 
safe road. Have designated trail in tundra areas, with no overland travel. 
We are going to start losing the geese that lay their eggs there. Once that 
area is damaged, they (geese) are not coming back.  
BLM responded, we have had discussions about travel only allowed on 
existing trails or roads. The issue that comes up is subsistence. 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-138 

Unspecified 

[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and 
damage to tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
The reason we are trying to protect the land is because of our 
subsistence resources. There will be somebody out there that will say, 
“How the heck can I go get the food?” Use the route! You can walk! If our 
way of life is so doggone valuable, why are they trying to run around on 
an ATV when we can walk like our ancestors did?  
BLM staff noted that the agency is caught in the middle. BLM cannot get 
in the way of someone accessing subsistence resources. What does that 
mean is the bottom line? Can we regulate ATVs by weight or designated 
route those subsistence users have the right to access? 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-139 

Unspecified 
[Concern was expressed regarding use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) and 
damage to tundra and subsistence resources. Specific comments:] 
Use your BLM markers to establish the route. 

Issue 11 Bethel Meeting BT-140 

Unspecified 
Are you aware of any endangered species in this area or on the 
Kuskokwim? No. The Endangered Species Act would take over if there 
were. 

Issue 23 Bethel Meeting BT-141 

Unspecified 

A resident noted that it looks like there are some ACECs that are 
overlaying the coal area. BLM agreed and noted the ACECs established in 
the last planning effort may or may not be retained. The most important 
thing in those areas is salmon rearing, even if coal development is 
allowed in the area. There are some areas near Kaltag or Nulato that 
could be developed for coal. There are a couple other little pockets. It’s 
pretty unlikely oil and gas development would occur. 

Issue 23 Bethel Meeting BT-142 
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Unspecified 

There are always many acts. What about the Migratory Bird Treaty Act? 
We are concerned about Kuskokwim salmon. What does the book say? 
Any kind of problem we run into, they say, it doesn’t say it in the book. 
There are all kinds of regulations on different things. 

Issue 19 Bethel Meeting BT-143 

Unspecified 

What is the purpose of these meetings? It says “resources.” Do you want 
to know what kind of resources the tribe needs? ANCSA villages? BLM 
responded, the plan will direct how we will manage these lands for the 
next 20 years; it will be our guiding document. The protection for moose 
browse that we discussed earlier. If that is adopted in the plan, the 
manager would not have discretion; browse would be required to be 
protected. We are asking communities what they are interested in seeing 
in the plan. 

Issue 25 Bethel Meeting BT-144 

Unspecified Is the state going to know what your plan is? Yes, so are the refuges, the 
native corporations, just like the public. Issue 26 Bethel Meeting BT-145 

Unspecified 

How many people participated during scoping? 8. For a 20 year plan? 
BLM responded, the BLM lands are farther from Bethel, so this planning 
process may not generate as much interest in Bethel. In the smaller 
communities closer to BLM lands we are getting good participation. The 
online open house is available on the project website. We expect to visit 
communities again during the release of the draft plan. 

Issue 25 Bethel Meeting BT-146 

Unspecified 

With a proposed pipeline from Cook Inlet to Donlin, and TERRA GCI 
broadband, I don’t get this.  What are you expecting to hear from the 
tribes regarding management that you have now? BLM responded, what 
we have now is an old framework plan and it does not touch on issues 
that people care about. For example, in the old plan, we have no 
restrictions to protect moose browse. We are looking for information for 
the new plan. 

Issue 25 Bethel Meeting BT-147 

Unspecified 

Discussed Public Land Orders (PLOs) – These are withdrawals, to allow for 
selection conveyances to take place without encumbrance. Do we 
recommend retaining those withdrawals or lifting them? Most 
conveyances are complete and we have recommended removing the 
withdrawals. The Secretary of the Interior has not taken action on those 
within recent years. For example, if this high mining potential were on 
BLM land, there may be a push to remove those withdrawals. 

Issue 19 Bethel Meeting BT-148 
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Unspecified 

Coastal erosion, due to climate change – what are your plans for that? 
What are you going to do to protect your lands that are eroding into the 
ocean? There’s a lot up there by St. Michael’s and Unalakleet? Some 
studies show that in 50 years, that whole area will be covered in water. 

Issue 6 Bethel Meeting BT-149 

Unspecified 

Wood bison will be introduced. Will that be on BLM land? Will it be 
federally managed? BLM responded the state is handling the wood bison 
release. They will be released on other lands, but will likely eventually 
end up on BLM land. The US Fish and Wildlife Service declared non-
essential experimental population. They will not be considered a 
threatened species, unless they go onto a National Wildlife Refuge. The 
state is expecting they will be used for hunting and subsistence purposes. 
The state will determine when they will be hunted. On Native 
corporation, BLM, state lands, and others, they are just another species. 

Issue 16 Bethel Meeting BT-150 

Unspecified Did you bring this to Yukon River Watershed Council? They are on our 
stakeholder list; we will check. Issue 25 Bethel Meeting BT-151 

Unspecified 

Your vision statement is very urban. Wilderness is our home. We are the 
fourth world. We are not rural; we are in bush Alaska. People in urban 
areas make these things without living out here. Agencies that come out 
here that tell us how to live. If you really want to understand our 
subsistence way of life, you have to live out here, and use those 
experiences for the rest of your life. BLM response: We don’t live out 
here. Coming out to visit is one of the ways that we can begin to 
understand how you use the land. We have a responsibility to figure out 
how to manage these areas as best we can. We will do our best to 
incorporate your input. 

Issue 27 Kalskag Meeting KS-152 

Unspecified 

What kind of relationship do you have with the National Wildlife Refuge 
System? BLM response: They have a different mission and their own 
planning efforts. They are a partner with us on this planning effort, 
paying attention to buffer areas, where their land is close to ours. 

Issue 26 Kalskag Meeting KS-153 
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Unspecified 

Do you have any regulations for a spill and what kind of a response that 
might be required? Between here and Paimiut is God’s country. On that 
road between the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers, if they are hauling fuel, 
what kind of spill response might there be? BLM response: Whenever 
anyone makes a proposal that involves transporting or storing large 
quantities of fuel, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires a 
spill plan. It focuses on how to prevent spills, but then if a spill occurs, 
how to handle it. We require a plan to be in place before we permit 
activities. It requires reporting to the Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation (ADEC). It is an established program. 

Issue 17 Kalskag Meeting KS-154 

Unspecified You could do this whole thing in a week, not in 2 hours. There is so much 
to talk about! Issue 25 Kalskag Meeting KS-155 

Unspecified 
I see National Trails on your list of topics. What about winter trails? BLM 
response: That’s under Travel Management. We manage 17b easements 
through corporation lands and routes across BLM lands. 

Issue 11 Kalskag Meeting KS-156 

Unspecified From here to Paimiut, and from here to Russian Mission, we use those 
trails. The safety and marking is important. Issue 11 Kalskag Meeting KS-157 

Unspecified 

Who do we contact for the possibility for designating National Historical 
Trails? Congress designates them. We can recommend them in the 
planning process. Kalskag to Russian Mission and Kalskag to Paimiut, 
these were commercial routes, used for commerce before statehood and 
before territorial days. There are remnants of travel from those days. 
Some of these trails are really in need of repair. BLM response: Some of 
those historic trails that are not part of the Iditarod may be suitable as 
historic trails. The Iditarod National Historic Trail is not just Iditarod race 
route. It is part of a network. We will look at these routes to see if they 
are connected. We can see other trails being historic. 

Issue 20 Kalskag Meeting KS-158 

Unspecified Invasives? Are you talking about spruce beetles? BLM response: That 
topic refers to any type of invasive species, including weeds. Issue 7 Kalskag Meeting KS-159 

Unspecified 

Are you seeing invasive species move more north and west? BLM 
response: They go where people go, and we are looking at ways to 
prevent dispersal of seeds. For example, for the Iditarod race, they haul 
in lots of straw for dog bedding. We require them to bring in weed-free 
straw so that weeds are not introduced along the race route. 

Issue 7 Kalskag Meeting KS-160 
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Unspecified 
Does vegetation include edible plants and berries? BLM response: Yes. 
On the subsistence side, our responsibility includes wildlife habitat and 
vegetation is also an important part. 

Issue 27 Kalskag Meeting KS-161 

Unspecified 

What about whitefish spawning areas at Whitefish Lake and Whitefish 
Creek? Why do you think about sheefish spawning but not whitefish 
spawning? Are those on BLM land? BLM response: It looks like those are 
on the refuge, managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Issue 23 Kalskag Meeting KS-162 

Unspecified 

What is riparian? BLM response: That area close to water, it is swamp 
lands, near rivers and creeks. It is usually good habitat for animals. 
Riparian areas support willows and that sort of habitat important for 
moose. We are looking at limiting the amount of disturbance in riparian 
areas at any given time. We are considering developing special 
management areas or Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 
for some riparian areas, such as Innoko Bottoms. 

Issue 1 Kalskag Meeting KS-163 

Unspecified 

Our surface land is owned by The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC). If they 
go on trails there, will you follow the corporation’s rules, so it will be the 
same? BLM response: Not necessarily, but that is a good point. We are 
hoping to coordinate with adjacent landowners as we develop this plan. 
We want something reasonable that does not have too much impact on 
the landscape. Subsistence nowadays is usually by machine. How big 
should that machine be? Not that we want to set so many rules, but we 
want to protect the land.  
For example, on Copper River, you can only have 4-stroke motors. Is that 
on BLM? BLM response: No.  
So the state does all the rivers? BLM response: The state manages all 
navigable waterways. BLM manages land and non-navigable waterways. 

Issue 11 Kalskag Meeting KS-164 

Unspecified 

Maybe there should be no overland travel in the summer. There are two 
established routes: Kaltag to Russian Mission and Kaltag to Paimiut. 
Those are historic routes. We cannot go off of those in the summer. BLM 
response: Should we limit travel to those routes? Community response: 
Yeah! We want to protect that land. We have no control over nature. This 
is the first winter in 3 years that we have had snow. You don’t need paper 
regulations. We follow nature. BLM response: You do and that is 
appropriate; we need to make land use regulations. 

Issue 11 Kalskag Meeting KS-165 
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Unspecified 

When it’s all thawed out, common sense says you don’t go back there. 
When it is frozen, it’s different. I go back to Big Lake in the summer in my 
snow machine and it doesn’t tear up anything. It has a wide track and I 
stay on the trail. Use common sense. I don’t think somebody is going to 
come out from lower 48 in the summer with a bunch of 4-wheelers. BLM 
response: There is a 17b easement leaving town, which provides public 
access. How can you stop someone from using it inappropriately? This 
plan could help to limit those types of uses. 

Issue 11 Kalskag Meeting KS-166 

Unspecified 
We use drift logs from the beach after breakup. We get smoke wood, but 
we do not go all the way to Stony River. We get wood on corporation 
lands, not on BLM land. 

Issue 4 Kalskag Meeting KS-167 

Unspecified BLM asked: Are people using BLM lands for cutting firewood? Community 
response: We don’t know where BLM lands are. Issue 4 Kalskag Meeting KS-168 

Unspecified 

BLM asked: We are considering free permits so we can get information 
about what timber is coming from BLM land. A lot of people think BLM 
land is along the river, but BLM land is pretty far back from the river. It 
seems like the closest area to the community is about half the way to 
Aniak. Do you have any thoughts about requiring a permit for subsistence 
or personal use? How would you feel about that? We realize it could be 
burdensome. Community response: What is the point of getting a permit 
when we don’t know where BLM lands are? How are you going to get the 
permit, where would they be available? BLM response: Yes, that is 
something we have not answered yet. Harvest reports would give us 
some information about use of timber resources. 

Issue 4 Kalskag Meeting KS-169 

Unspecified 

I’ve seen clearcutting in Washington. They have a hole in their head. Why 
would anyone do that? The wildlife, fish, plants, and berries all benefit 
from the forests. Down there, they have to re-establish or replant? BLM 
response: It depends. If there are enough trees left, it regenerates on its 
own. 

Issue 4 Kalskag Meeting KS-171 

Unspecified There’s not enough timber in this area to have commercial harvest. Issue 4 Kalskag Meeting KS-172 
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Unspecified 

Discussion of placer mining disturbance to riparian areas included a 
question from BLM regarding potential future management. BLM is 
considering limits to the percent of a watershed that is disturbed at any 
one time. Placer mining operations would be required to reclaim areas 
before moving on to adjacent areas. Would you support that kind of 
concept? Community response: Our subsistence is so important to us, 
why even disturb the spawning areas? We are having pressure to not 
fish. Why even disturb a stream for salmon spawning? There are many 
impacts in the high seas; they are disturbing everything, even the bottom 
fish. It’s common sense. If you are destroying the spawning grounds, you 
are destroying the species, and you are destroying our subsistence. Those 
fish go back to where they were born. Why allow boats to go way up 
those little streams where fish are spawning? They snag fish and stuff like 
that. They shouldn’t be disturbing fish once they have reached their 
spawning grounds. 
Some of those streams we may not go there in the summer, but maybe 
we use an area in the winter. If they say there is no trespassing on this 
land, will it affect our access to an area? BLM response: If we put limits 
on mining or other activities, it will not affect subsistence access. 

Issue 14 Kalskag Meeting KS-173 

Unspecified 

BLM asked: What do you think about setting limits to how much area is 
disturbed in a drainage by placer mining at a given time? Does it make 
sense to have only a certain amount disturbed at a certain time? 
Community response: What is placer mining? BLM response: It’s a dredge 
within a stream, to get the gold out. Community response: It makes 
sense to put it back. If they are going to allow it, yes, reclaim it. Put it 
back. 

Issue 14 Kalskag Meeting KS-174 
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Unspecified 

[BLM asked: What do you think about setting limits to how much area is 
disturbed in a drainage by placer mining at a given time? Does it make 
sense to have only a certain amount disturbed at a certain time?] 
Spawning areas, regardless of what kind of fish they are, I would not 
allow anyone to disturb it. Have you ever been to Nyac? That is 30 miles 
of devastation, from one side of the drainage to the other. It’s unreal. 
That river has not recovered. They disturbed the headwaters. It’s a crime. 
You cannot reclaim nature; there is no way to put back what you lost. 
You cannot regulate, change, or manage nature. No matter how they try 
to reclaim anything, it will never go back to its original state. 

Issue 14 Kalskag Meeting KS-175 

Unspecified 

Where is the Association of Village Council Presidents’ (AVCP) proposed 
road? BLM response: From Paimiut Slough to near Holy Cross. We have 
seen 4 different possibilities, but it is not a specific proposal. We cannot 
analyze a specific route when we have not received an application. 
Community question: Will you go to the villages and see what everyone is 
saying? Yes. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would likely need 
to be prepared for the project. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-176 

Unspecified 
Donlin Gold will be hauling gravel and materials in for pipeline 
construction.  
When the mine opens, they will be using the river a lot. 

Issue 33 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-177 

Unspecified 

Are you going to try to regulate a road constructed between Donlin Gold 
Mine and Aniak? BLM response: We have not seen a proposal for that. If 
it is proposed, an EIS would be required. A road crossing BLM lands 
would be subject to BLM management. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-178 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: Are you doing any studies with what is happening on the 
tundra with ATV use? Between Russian Mission and Aniak it is really 
scarred up. People are going all over the hills and the tundra. You can 
distinguish between caribou trails and 4-wheel traffic. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-179 
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Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
BLM: Should we have established routes of travel, or allow people to go 
anywhere?  
Community: Even with snowmobiles, most people stay on the trails. 
When they go off exploring, I don’t think they realize the impacts they 
have. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-180 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: Are you going to regulate that? Will you allow permits? 
Maybe two residents in Aniak are there seasonally, with mines southwest 
of Aniak. They were going with heavy equipment across the tundra. They 
thought they were not going to leave any marks, but they did.  
BLM: What should we do? Do we set routes and require people need to 
stay on the routes? For heavy equipment, we would not likely allow 
tundra travel until conditions meet the winter definition, for depth of 
snow and/or frost to protect the vegetation and soils. 
Community: With something like that (restricting travel to designated 
routes), you’re going to get a lot of people upset. People use the tundra 
all the time for hunting and berry picking. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-181 
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Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: Stay on established routes and do not make new ones. 
Sometimes there might be obstacles, and we will have to go around. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-182 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
BLM: Should we keep established routes? Or do we allow people to go all 
over with vehicles? If we allow people to go anywhere, do we have limits 
on vehicle size and weight?  
Community: We grew up in this area. You notice big changes from when 
our grandparents took us out. ATVs ruin tundra and berry picking areas. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-183 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: The trails we have now are great and they connect to each 
other. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-184 
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Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: I would like to preserve our subsistence areas and not allow 
vehicles to be bigger. There are restrictions in other places; in the 
Holitna, they do not allow anything over 40 horsepower. We do have to 
make a road/designated route. When people take shortcuts, it ruins the 
tundra. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-185 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: I have witnessed snowmachines hauling a 4-wheeler. It was 
near where we go get wood. They took it way back where it normally 
could not go in the summer. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-186 
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Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: With the caribou herd, they move around. They do not stay 
in one route. You would need local enforcement on the trails. If people 
want to go, they are going to go.  
BLM: Enforcement is difficult. It is a big area. Fish and Game would be a 
big help for keeping restrictions on trails. 
Community: What would be the logical punishment? A fine?  
BLM: It could be administrative or criminal, so it could have a fine or 
maybe required restoration. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-187 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: In some instances, we will just do it anyway. Some of the 
rules were passed many years ago. We need to do a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) to educate our people to work together. I would 
like to see that. It is not just us that use the trails, it is other villages and 
we use their trails. We need to educate our young people. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-188 
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Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: Would your plan show the original trails? 
BLM: Right now, we are looking at weight and width limits, rather than 
designating routes. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-189 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: My great-grandfather travelled all over. I use his routes. 
These guys use other routes.  
Community: But we need to use the routes that are already made and 
not make new ones.  
Community: The Paimiut Trail and the Russian Mission Trail, those routes 
are used. If I want to go to the Yukon River, I will go by my route. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-190 

Unspecified 

[Tundra travel was a topic of extended discussion. Several members of 
the community strongly supported limiting tundra travel to designated 
routes, as well as weight and width restrictions. Some residents 
advocated for more traditional access, walking from designated travel 
routes to protect vegetation. Continued access to subsistence resources 
is extremely important. Some residents were wary of limits to ATV 
access. Specific comments:] 
Community: I like the idea of showing all the routes on paper. People can 
see it visually. Maybe you can come to the hunters. These trails are all 
fairly connected. When we go in the air, we see trails that have been 
used. We need ongoing education for our young people too. We have to 
have that. Put those two together with the weight limits. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-191 
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Unspecified 

Are they planning to take trees down to build the Donlin Gold pipeline? 
What are they going to do with the trees? BLM response: They are trying 
to leave as many trees as they can. Wood could be offered to nearby 
communities. 

Issue 4 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-192 

Unspecified Permits would be burdensome for the people that live off the land and 
normally go to get wood. Issue 4 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-193 

Unspecified If we go off to the west for firewood, it’s not on BLM land. Issue 4 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-194 

Unspecified Would you have to pay for firewood permits? BLM response: No, only if 
you are taking it to sell, and only if you are cutting greater than 10 cords. Issue 4 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-195 

Unspecified Would permits be required for driftwood? No, that is not on BLM land. Issue 4 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-196 

Unspecified People are using more wood for heating. You are lucky you are paying 
only $2.75 per gallon for fuel in Anchorage. Issue 4 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-197 

Unspecified Small streams (5th level watersheds) are important areas where people 
go fishing. Issue 27 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-198 

Unspecified 

Aniak River is a high priority; a lot of our fish come from Aniak River. I 
don’t know if it is on BLM land or not. There are a lot of cabins in that 
area, and that is where the fish spawn. BLM response: If it is on BLM land, 
we can regulate the numbers of cabins. What kind of cabins are they? 
Mining? Subsistence? Community response: I don’t know if people are 
keeping track of whose land the cabins are on. 

Issue 27 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-199 

Unspecified 

What about the use of big motors? Sport fishing guides have huge 250 
horsepower motors, and sometimes two of them on one boat. You talk 
about navigable waters. If they did not have the jet units, those rivers 
would not be navigable. BLM response: They may be going places that 
are not listed as navigable, due to equipment available nowadays. 

Issue 11 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-200 

Unspecified 
Put limits on the harmful minerals that are being drained out into our 
waterways. I have heard that mercury in our fish is now higher than in 
the past. 

Issue 14 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-201 

Unspecified When they are mining, it should be reclaimed as they go. Or they say we 
are out of business now, and we are leaving that behind. Issue 14 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-202 

Unspecified 

When they are done with the mining, what do they do with the pond? 
BLM response: The water either evaporates or is absorbed into the 
ground. The sediment in the pond will be reclaimed, or capped and left in 
place. 

Issue 14 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-203 
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Unspecified Will our fish and water still be safe? The spawning grounds are in the 
Aniak area. Have buffers for mining, staying away from streams. Issue 14 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-204 

Unspecified 

It would be good to set buffers for riparian areas and limits for how much 
can be disturbed at any given time. If you allow disturbance from mining 
or other activities, it would ruin the habitat. We do not want to allow 
disturbance. We want to keep where our animals reproduce and spawn 
safe, so we continue to have the food. We want to keep our way of life, 
our food and animals, so we always have a place to go. 

Issue 1 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-205 

Unspecified We want to preserve the Kilbuck Mountains, further from Bethel area. 
That is near the refuge. Issue 21 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-206 

Unspecified 

You should permit subsistence uses from village to village. When the 
state did their allocation, people in the rural communities did not get 
anything in unit 18 and 19; it went to everyone. The subsistence users 
should be the first to get the permits. BLM response: I think you are 
talking about the difference between the state’s rural resident 
requirement, versus allocation to communities. Changes to federal 
permit decisions would need to go through the Subsistence RAC and 
Federal Subsistence Board. In most areas, they use the qualifier as being 
a rural resident. They do not have the requirement of being Alaska 
Native. Community response: Alaska Natives should have more 
consideration in getting federal subsistence permits. We rely on a 
subsistence way of life and we want to protect it. 

Issue 27 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-207 

Unspecified 

Is that where they protect the land? BLM response: It is not the level of 
protection of a national park or a wildlife refuge, but we manage the land 
a little differently in those areas. Where we are considering this kind of 
designation is up river (past McGrath), near Denali National Park, and on 
the east side of Nulato Hills. 

Issue 8 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-208 

Unspecified I agree with the idea of LWCs. The area around Nikolai is the area my 
grandfather homesteaded. Issue 8 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-209 

Unspecified 

Grazing – Is that where they are bringing in Wood Bison? BLM response: 
Wood bison are planned to be reintroduced in the Shageluk area, near 
the Innoko River. Wood bison are considered to be a non-essential 
experimental population. They may be released after March 22. 

Issue 2 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-210 

Unspecified Townsite lots are not managed by BLM; they are private lots. Issue 19 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-211 
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Unspecified Next time you come, you should put the meetings for Kalskag and Lower 
Kalskag together, and you should stay longer in the community. Issue 25 Lower Kalskag Meeting LK-212 

Unspecified Be more aware of federal and state lands. Issue 19 Russian Mission Commen
t Form RM-213 

Unspecified 

AK Department Fish and Game be more involve to YK Delta communities 
and villages, especially have King Salmon season be more available to 
your YK Delta for harvesting for the winter. Not only chums but King 
Salmon as well subsistence fishing season. 

Issue 27 Russian Mission Commen
t Form RM-214 

Unspecified It seems like people around here do not go on BLM lands. We use state 
and Native corporation lands. Issue 19 Russian Mission Meeting RM-215 

Unspecified The land ownership is complex; we do not want to be restricted for 
subsistence use. Issue 19 Russian Mission Meeting RM-216 

Unspecified 

Talking about a land trade, somebody has a 14(c)1 or 14(c)3 land, one 
would be homeowners, and the other is city/municipal. Can someone 
claim BLM land? BLM response: If we identify land for sale or exchange in 
this plan, we can consider that. If there is something as a community or 
corporation you want to exchange, let us know. Should BLM put a 
restriction on certain land that would help us to manage it better? 

Issue 19 Russian Mission Meeting RM-217 

Unspecified The church owns some land in this area, a large parcel around the city. Issue 19 Russian Mission Meeting RM-218 

Unspecified 
Is this plan new, or is there one already existing? BLM response: There is 
a plan, but it is old. This plan will replace the old plan. We started last 
year to revised and update the plan. 

Issue 31 Russian Mission Meeting RM-219 

Unspecified Do you have lands in coastal areas? BLM response: A little between 
Unalakleet and St. Michael. Issue 19 Russian Mission Meeting RM-220 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-50 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
Donlin Gold Mine will be building a pipeline. You mentioned protecting 
birds and nesting and such. I know they analyze water going down to the 
Kuskokwim. Does BLM do testing on those sites? BLM response: We are a 
cooperating agency on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
project. The application to BLM is for the pipeline and a fiber optic line. 
We are not responsible for baseline water studies and ongoing 
evaluation; that will be the responsibility of the applicant and the state. 
We do not know what the next proposed project might be, but this 
project will help to make stipulations for management of future projects. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-221 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
We are worried about pollution. We do not know what is coming next. 
The Keiko Mine, on the Stuyahok River, about 14 miles inland and 6 miles 
upriver. For about 30 years it was a mine. The dug the ground out, and all 
of that stream upriver eroded. Can BLM do water samples and tell the 
public if it is safe? BLM response: Monitoring water quality is the 
responsibility of State of Alaska, Division of Mining. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-222 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
What about panning for gold? Is that allowed on BLM land? BLM 
response: That is an allowable use on BLM land. A permit is not required 
for casual use or simple panning. If someone wanted to start a placer 
mine, or a dredge, then a permit is needed. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-223 
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Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
I was wondering about Pebble Mine. There is a lot of conflict. They are 
mining platinum down near Goodnews Bay. BLM response: Interestingly 
enough, we have just indicted someone for abandonment of a mine in 
that area. We are hoping to get someone else to come in and re-mine the 
tailings, and re-establish the stream as they go. That would help to 
decontaminate and restore the site. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-224 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
Limits on mining sounds like good idea. Stay out of the spawning habitat 
in streams. BLM response: We would like to see that too! There is still a 
lot of placer mining interest in this state. In the lower 48, they do not 
allow placer mining any more. It can completely alter watersheds. We 
have new guidance for placer mining that we are working to implement. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-225 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-52 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
What about cleaning up mining for mercury, like at Red Devil? BLM 
response: Yes, we are working on clean-up efforts at Red Devil and other 
sites, such as Kolmokoff Mine, a smaller site than Red Devil. We did some 
work last summer where we moved tailings away from Red Devil Creek 
and developed some settling ponds. It is a temporary fix to keep the 
tailings out of the Kuskokwim River. We are talking about the proposal 
for remediating or cleaning up the whole site. We are talking about 
taking the tailings to a lined facility or moving tailings to lower 48, but 
there is risk in the transportation of that material too. There is a conflict 
of a couple different laws. We are obligated to convey the land to 
Sleepmute, but we cannot convey the land to the corporation when it is a 
contaminated site. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-226 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
The City of Russian Mission is working with Alaska Native Tribal Health 
Consortium (ANTHC) to relocate the dump. We need some rock, but we 
do not have a lot of information on resources in this area. I heard 
Marshall got funding for a rock quarry. Does BLM do tests for minerals 
throughout our area? Can we refer ANTHC to you for information? Do 
you share that type of information? Do you charge for that kind of 
information? Many villages are expanding and we need more gravel 
resources. BLM response: I do not know if we have any studies for rock 
resources in this area. If we have the resource on BLM land, we can 
authorize it to be developed. I do not know that we have been out 
looking for the location of gravel deposits. Many times that type of 
information comes with the development of roads. That information is 
not typically available in isolated areas. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-227 
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Unspecified 

[Discussion focused several aspects of potential impacts from historic and 
proposed mines. Concerns were raised concerning management of water 
quality, potential impacts to spawning areas, and clean-up of 
contaminated sites. Availability of salable minerals (gravel) is important 
for community projects. Specific comments:] 
We are trying to get a road built to Keiko mine so we can get the waste 
rock. That would be useful. 

Issue 14 Russian Mission Meeting RM-228 

Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
It might be a good idea to have free permits for you to see how much 
wood is being used. We cannot see the boundaries though. We do not 
know where BLM boundaries are, so maybe you need to have a little map 
attached to the permit. People know in general where they are, but they 
do not know about boundaries. People are used to traditional routes and 
areas used for generations. What if they are using BLM land all this time 
and they never knew? 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-229 

Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
Most of the land in this area is owned by the corporation or state. No 
permits are needed in this area yet, unless you are cutting for a business. 
If it goes to commercial activity, then the corporation would likely get 
involved. 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-230 
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Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
The watershed behind town is important and part of that is on BLM land. 
The community uses the untreated water source. One time we had a fire 
and it went up that way. It might be good if there were fewer trees 
around the boundary. Maybe thin the trees in that area. But our animals 
depend on those trees; do not cut too many. It may be good not to have 
firewood cutting in that area. 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-231 

Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
If someone starts to start something big, they usually ask the landowner 
and the village nearby for their input. It is village corporation land around 
the community up to the boundary with BLM land? 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-232 

Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
Are there restrictions on harvesting live trees? Or can you only harvest 
dead wood and drift wood?  I think that is the state that might have limits 
on size and green tree harvests. Cutting of dead or down trees only, 
unless prescribed the forester? BLM response: I don’t know.  We have to 
follow State of Alaska Forestry Best Management Practices. We will look 
into that a little bit more. In Glenallen, if the forester identifies green 
trees, they can be cut. Otherwise, it is only dead or down trees that can 
be cut. 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-233 
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Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
Russian Mission is looking into biomass heating. BLM response: We will 
likely address biomass in this plan, as people are starting to get 
interested in this type of fuel. We may need to find the resources, and 
then consider potential management for meeting the needs.  We usually 
start with a viability assessment to see if resources are available in the 
area and how long they would it last. 

Issue 18 Russian Mission Meeting RM-234 

Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
Which resources are best? Is there a driftwood study about wood that 
comes down the river? That would be a good source of information for 
the small villages about alternative sources of heat. 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-235 

Unspecified 

[Russian Mission is interested in developing using biomass for heating. 
Wood is frequently used for home heating. Residents are not well 
informed of land ownership boundaries. Residents are interested in 
forest management to protect the watershed that supplies the 
community water. Specific comments:] 
Usually when you clear an area of trees, they grow back in 20 years. You 
just don’t want to cut too many at one time. 

Issue 4 Russian Mission Meeting RM-236 

Unspecified 

BLM would like to hear your thoughts on this watershed; the 
management of that land has an effect on your community. You could 
request that land be part of a Critical Area of Environmental Concern, so 
it would be managed for the particular resource values. Community 
response: BLM can be part of our watershed. Watersheds should be 
areas of Critical Environmental Concern. 

Issue 23 Russian Mission Meeting RM-237 

Unspecified When they first put that water tank up there, it started raining a lot, and 
it made a deep hole. Issue 33 Russian Mission Meeting RM-238 
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Unspecified Watch the waters carefully. We depend on them and what is in them. We 
support you to protect the water. Issue 1 Russian Mission Meeting RM-239 

Unspecified 
We are in favor of an ACEC, especially for fish protection, not landscape 
wide, but a specific ACEC for an important area. Individualized 
recommendations for important areas. 

Issue 23 Russian Mission Meeting RM-240 

Unspecified 
Fish camps are mostly on state lands and corporation lands. They are 
mostly on allotments and corporation lands. Our corporation owns most 
of our populated area, fish camp sites, hunting areas, etc. 

Issue 27 Russian Mission Meeting RM-241 

Unspecified 
Federal and state subsistence management needs to involve the Yukon-
Kuskokwim delta; communities are highly dependent upon the salmon 
resources. 

Issue 27 Russian Mission Meeting RM-242 

Unspecified 

We are concerned about the future, about building roads. Do you have 
plans for that? BLM response. We do not have plans for roads, but we 
hear about plans for roads.  The plan will help to guide our management 
of proposals for development, including roads. The Association of Village 
Council Presidents (AVCP) has been talking about a road between the 
Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. There are still several routes being 
considered, but there has not been a permit application to the BLM for a 
proposal to develop the road. It sounds like you would be in favor 
stipulations for management of roads. Community response: Sounds 
good. It is way in the future. We want to make sure they do not ruin the 
lands. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-243 

Unspecified 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which 
could limit the size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing 
routes. Discussion included several topics, including use of existing trails 
and definitions for winter use:] 
The old trails – we use those with snowmachines to go subsistence 
hunting. If we don’t use the same trails, we will get lost. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-244 
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Unspecified 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which 
could limit the size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing 
routes. Discussion included several topics, including use of existing trails 
and definitions for winter use:] 
Everyone usually follows the same trails. We have not gotten into the 
problem of big vehicles. In summertime we see there are different trails. I 
like how it is now, where snowmachines and ATVs are allowed but not 
big trucks. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-245 

Unspecified 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which 
could limit the size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing 
routes. Discussion included several topics, including use of existing trails 
and definitions for winter use:] 
I don’t think hovercrafts should be allowed on the tundra. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-246 

Unspecified 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which 
could limit the size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing 
routes. Discussion included several topics, including use of existing trails 
and definitions for winter use:] 
Trails are used for hunting, subsistence use. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-247 

Unspecified 

[BLM is considering restrictions on travel to protect the landscape, which 
could limit the size and weight of vehicles, or restrict travel to existing 
routes. Discussion included several topics, including use of existing trails 
and definitions for winter use:] 
If you define winter, it has changed so much that sometimes you will not 
see snow. Maybe the months definition will work the best. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-248 

Unspecified 
Make sure that we understand that you are trying to protect the 
vegetation. Some people cannot read or do not understand well. You 
need to use simple words. Explain why regulations are made. 

Issue 11 Russian Mission Meeting RM-249 

Unspecified 

How long is the planning period for comments? BLM response: 
Technically we are not ever closed to comments, but we try to move 
along in the planning process too. The comment period is schedule to 
end on March 20, but we will likely extend to early April because we have 
had to reschedule some communities. 

Issue 25 Russian Mission Meeting RM-250 

Unspecified We are concerned about oil spills. Ghost ships (abandoned vessels at 
sea), they shoot and sink them and it makes oil spills. Issue 17 Russian Mission Meeting RM-251 
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Unspecified 
Are there restrictions for barging diesel? BLM response: BLM does not 
manage barging. If fuel is being stored or transported on BLM land, we 
would have stipulations for fuel management. 

Issue 17 Russian Mission Meeting RM-252 

Unspecified Russian Mission Native Corporation meeting is coming up this week; we 
can discuss further. Issue 25 Russian Mission Meeting RM-253 

Unspecified 

On jet units, can you guys stop the sport fisherman from operating over 
spawning habitat. i.e. Salmon River, Aniak River drainage, East Fork, 
Kichuk, head of Buckstock, all tributaries that drain into the Aniak River 
that drains into the Kuskokwim River. 

Issue 12 Aniak Commen
t Form AN-254 

Unspecified Caribou populations have been low. They used to come by High Fish 
Lake. They seem to be starting to come back again. Issue 2 Aniak Meeting AN-255 

Unspecified Whitefish froze this year, possibly because they have no room on the 
bottom. Maybe it was too shallow this year and they froze. Issue 1 Aniak Meeting AN-256 

Unspecified There are fewer brown and black bear. They are declining or migrating. Issue 2 Aniak Meeting AN-257 
Unspecified Moose populations are finally up. Issue 2 Aniak Meeting AN-258 
Unspecified One time wolves killed a dog in town. Issue 2 Aniak Meeting AN-259 
Unspecified Pike Lake is an important resource. Issue 27 Aniak Meeting AN-260 
Unspecified There is no interest in reindeer grazing in this area. Issue 3 Aniak Meeting AN-261 
Unspecified We mostly hunt moose and caribou. Issue 27 Aniak Meeting AN-262 

Unspecified 
Did you have any part in the wood bison? BLM: The wood bison will be 
released this spring in the Shageluk area, and there is a high likelihood 
that wood bison will end up on BLM lands. 

Issue 2 Aniak Meeting AN-263 

Unspecified Big trollers are an issue. It becomes subsistence fishing vs. commercial 
fishing. Issue 27 Aniak Meeting AN-264 

Unspecified There are too many chum salmon, and too few king salmon and red 
salmon. Issue 1 Aniak Meeting AN-265 

Unspecified There are too many new fishing regulations. Issue 1 Aniak Meeting AN-266 

Unspecified You should regulate commercial fishing more at the mouth of the river. 
Regulate the commercial harvest and not the subsistence harvest. Issue 27 Aniak Meeting AN-267 

Unspecified There are outfitter guides in the Aniak area. Issue 12 Aniak Meeting AN-268 

Unspecified There was a fire by Crooked Creek. Vegetation is coming back the same. 
We are seeing some game now. Issue 2 Aniak Meeting AN-269 
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Unspecified Sometimes barges struggle to get upriver because of gravel. Issue 33 Aniak Meeting AN-270 

Unspecified 
We worry about ATV trails in the Russian Mountains. We want gravel on 
them because vegetation is getting torn up. People should stay on the 
trail. 

Issue 11 Aniak Meeting AN-271 

Unspecified Everything is changing now. Issue 33 Aniak Meeting AN-272 

Unspecified 

It is good to teach younger generations skills. Note of cultural camp in 
Kalskag. Meeting attendee in Aniak visiting from Chauthbaluk discussed 
how Chuathbaluk is trying to start something similar, but do not have a 
camp site identified. Perhaps it could be on BLM lands. 

Issue 19 Aniak Meeting AN-273 

Unspecified Will this plan cover the Aleutians and Bristol Bay area? BLM: No, there is 
a separate plan for that area that was just completed. Issue 31 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-274 

Unspecified We support cell phone towers and other infrastructure that would 
improve communication in the area. Issue 19 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-275 

Unspecified Question about restrictions on the Innoko Wildlife Refuge where BLM 
clarified they do not manage refuge lands. Issue 19 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-276 

Unspecified 

Will this plan change hunting areas? Are you working with federal 
subsistence on BLM lands? BLM: Staff noted concerns over decline in the 
Western Arctic Caribou Herd (WACH). The WACH has declined by half in 
recent years. BLM manages habitat and the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game (ADF&G) manages wildlife. BLM follows federal subsistence 
regulations. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-277 

Unspecified 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. 
Specific comments:] 
There used to be caribou in the Crooked Creek area. I am not certain if 
they were the Mulchatna herd, but they were edible caribou. They were 
on the south side of the river, by fish camps, and along the Holitna River. 
It’s been about 15 years ago that we saw a caribou herd come through 
the area. There was a herd about 10 years ago by Napaimiut. There were 
caribou outside of Aniak about a decade ago. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-278 
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Unspecified 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. 
Specific comments:] 
Could people downriver keep them down there now? Now they are by 
Quinhagak. BLM: I don’t think you can necessarily herd them. I have 
heard up north that the caribou cross the river at various pinch points 
and hunters know that. Sometimes hunters shoot the first caribou that 
arrive and they could be lead caribou; still not certain about this. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-279 

Unspecified 

[Notes of caribou in the area about a decade ago, but not recently. 
Specific comments:] 
They lost half the herd in one year. BLM: The Mulchatna herd has 
tremendous variation in how it moves. There are historic variations over 
the years. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-280 

Unspecified Aren’t there bison by McGrath? Yes, but those are plains bison. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-281 

Unspecified 

I have heard about the wood bison being reintroduced. I don’t know if 
they eat the same food as moose. The wood bison will go wherever they 
want, and it may be different than where they were dropped off. 
Attendee noted that wood bison do not eat the same thing as moose, 
and that is why they were chosen for reintroduction. Bison are good 
food. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-282 

Unspecified There are some muskoxen in the Russian Mountains right behind 
Chuathbaluk. There were nine there, and now I am sure there are more. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-283 

Unspecified 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
Idea to have predator control on wolves by local people who could then 
sell the pelts for money. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-284 

Unspecified 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
We used to see moose on the George River, and now there are more 
wolves there. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-285 

Unspecified [Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
We have lost dogs in the village to wolves. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-286 

Unspecified 

[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
Many people view the wolf as a romantic animal to be protected. The 
Department of Fish and Game needs to listen to us. They cannot say 
there is not enough data. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-287 
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Unspecified 
[Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
I remember in the past of men who would find wolf dens and kill the 
pups to keep the population in check. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-288 

Unspecified [Community is concerned about wolf predation. Specific comments:] 
There is a black wolf that has been around here nearby. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-289 

Unspecified We had not seen wolverines in the past, but now we do see them. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-290 
Unspecified We are seeing lynx again. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-291 
Unspecified There possibly may be more rabbits. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-292 

Unspecified [Black bear predation concerns:] 
There have been some bear hunts here which have helped. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-293 

Unspecified 
[Black bear predation concerns:] 
We have a huge black bear population around here. We are concerned 
about bears eating moose. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-294 

Unspecified [Moose observations:] 
There is good habitat in the George River area for moose. Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-295 

Unspecified 

[Moose observations:] 
We find moose with scratches or injured antlers sometimes. We have 
seen rips in the ears from wolves and bears. Caribou sometimes have the 
same thing. We have observed more moose than there used to be that 
have injuries. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-296 

Unspecified 
[Moose observations:] 
If it was cost effective, they could drop over-populated moose from 
Anchorage to our area. 

Issue 2 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-297 

Unspecified The old trails are connected. If something happens in the Holitna and the 
George, it affects us too. Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-298 

Unspecified We use the George River and Crooked Creek area a lot for subsistence. Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-299 

Unspecified 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
We want more local control for subsistence resources. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-300 

Unspecified 
[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
The people who use the resource know what to do to take care of it. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-301 
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Unspecified 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
We had to wait to go fishing for king salmon here, but commercial fishing 
was going on by people from Seattle in Bristol Bay. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-302 

Unspecified 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
Don’t lump us in with more populated areas. There are not enough 
people here to make a big dent in fish resources. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-303 

Unspecified 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
There was a time when we would just ignore regulations, but now there 
are too many to do that. 
BLM: Reminder that we manage habitat, and Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game permit hunts. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-304 

Unspecified 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
We have to break laws in order to survive, and it is going to get worse. If 
our kids are hungry, we are going to break a law to feed them if 
necessary. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-305 

Unspecified 

[There are too many regulations as it is, particularly on fishing. Specific 
comments:] 
Last year a man went to catch a sheefish for dinner, and got a $250 fine 
for fishing for king salmon. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-306 

Unspecified 
There is more pike in the area than there used to be. There was always a 
little bit, but now there is a lot. They are impacting the other fish and 
wildlife. We have seen pike eating ducklings. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-307 

Unspecified The silvers are the last decent salmon run we have. Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-308 

Unspecified We are catching more chum salmon that before because we are not 
using king nets anymore. Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-309 

Unspecified They are taking too many fish in the ocean. Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-310 
Unspecified Fish is our staple. Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-311 

Unspecified 
Subsistence is important. There needs to be more federal protection of 
subsistence rights. Sport hunters can chase game from a plane, but 
subsistence hunters cannot. 

Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-312 
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Unspecified 

Last year we did not have any berries throughout the state. What causes 
this? Weather? BLM: What I have heard is because of the reduced 
snowpack precipitation has been lighter, and that makes for a poor berry 
year. There are many other issues that could be involved with berry 
production, including climate, temperature, and wildfire. 

Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-313 

Unspecified In recent years have had lots of berries in the area, but last year we had 
none. Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-314 

Unspecified 
The men in the community are knowledgeable of terrain from hunting 
and trapping. Women trap too, but more often pay attention to the 
vegetation. 

Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-315 

Unspecified We want to be able to feed ourselves. Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-316 

Unspecified 
Commercial fisheries have more power because they have more money 
than us. There is so much waste in commercial fishing through the 
acceptable bycatch. That kind of waste would be unacceptable to us. 

Issue 1 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-317 

Unspecified We want to eat wild foods, and do not want to eat beef or chicken. Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-318 
Unspecified Game Unit 19A is very important to us. Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-319 

Unspecified 

People must travel farther out to catch food than they used to go. This 
means more time and money for a subsistence lifestyle. There are fewer 
animals and we must go farther out. It is a chain reaction---no fish means 
we have to get a moose, which is more expensive. 

Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-320 

Unspecified There are cumulative effects of health impacts to us if we eat fewer wild 
foods. Issue 27 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-321 

Unspecified 

[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We are afraid it would lead to harassment and tickets for us. Our 
experience with enforcement is that they will find a way to write us a 
ticket. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-322 

Unspecified 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
The Crooked Creek Council would protest any kind of permit for wood. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-323 

Unspecified 

[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
As an example a man collected driftwood that did not require a permit. 
He was hassled by The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC) and questioned. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-324 
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Unspecified 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We do have a sawmill here. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-325 

Unspecified 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We need more logs for houses. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-326 

Unspecified 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
It depends on the winter how much wood we need. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-327 

Unspecified 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
Driftwood is an important wood source. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-328 

Unspecified 
[We do not like the proposal for a wood collecting permit, including the 
ten cord commercial cutoff point. Specific comments:] 
We don’t like TKC permits either. 

Issue 4 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-329 

Unspecified An issue with minerals is that the mine is often by water. Issue 14 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-330 

Unspecified Worries about increased activity in the area from mines on animals. 
Concerned about increased boat traffic and plane activity. Issue 14 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-331 

Unspecified 
We support the proposed Donlin Gold Mine because it would bring jobs 
and hope for the future, in particular for the young men in the 
community. 

Issue 33 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-332 

Unspecified We are worried about the spillover of regulations from other rivers to our 
river. We do not want the rivers we use to become non-motorized areas. Issue 22 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-333 

Unspecified 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
Leave the planes alone—we need them to get in and out. BLM: These 
regulations would be for flightseeing and sport hunters utilizing BLM 
lands, not for general flights. These permits would not be for planes for 
health/cargo, but would be for guide transporters. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-334 

Unspecified 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
People depend on planes for things, and we do not want them to go 
away. 
We do not want flight operators to be hassled. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-335 
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Unspecified 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
The proposed flight regulations for aircraft transporters do not seem to 
be enforceable. If you fly around to enforce them, then the enforcing 
plane is disturbing planes. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-336 

Unspecified 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
We do not want regulations on the height that aircraft may fly; it seems 
like this regulation would be pointless. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-337 

Unspecified 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
We would spend money trying to enforce something we cannot do much 
about. Most people will fly at a high height, but at times you need a plane 
to fly lower for safety. Most people would fly at height because they use 
the resources too. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-338 

Unspecified 

[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
We are worried that all operators would be hassled. The intent of the 
regulation would not occur. We are worried that enforcement would be 
broad and overreach the intent. It is best to not have an official 
regulation and maybe just educate people about flying at a proper 
height. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-339 

Unspecified 
[Resident voiced opposition to proposed aircraft flying height regulations. 
Specific comments:] 
Initial regulation could lead to more rules in the future. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-340 

Unspecified What is in place now works. We do not need more federal control. Issue 16 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-341 
Unspecified I am against sport hunting for trophy animals. Issue 16 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-342 

Unspecified A couple decades ago we heard of transporters who said they were 
sharing expenses, and they were able to get into Unit 19A. Issue 16 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-343 

Unspecified Don’t regulate sport hunting to the extent that it would affect 
subsistence hunters. Issue 16 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-344 

Unspecified The proposed Donlin Mine road would be private, but we all know we 
will cross it at some point. We know the port site would affect us. Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-345 
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Unspecified 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specifc comments:] 
A resident is worried that Alaska will become more like Montana and 
have greater regulations. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-346 

Unspecified 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specifc comments:] 
How would ATV use affect streams and the water? BLM: Crossing 
streams may stir up sediment and salmon eggs. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-347 

Unspecified [Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specifc comments:] 
Around here, rain may do more damage that ATVs. Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-348 

Unspecified 

[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specifc comments:] 
I can understand regulations for more populated areas on ATV traffic, but 
here there is not enough use to cause much damage. Why put another 
layer of regulation? Enforcement may end up not letting anyone use an 
area. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-349 

Unspecified 
[Concerned about additional regulations on ATV use. Specifc comments:] 
What does no surface occupancy mean? BLM: This refers to 
infrastructure such as mines. 

Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-350 

Unspecified The river freezes later than in past years, and there is open water earlier. Issue 6 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-351 

Unspecified 
There are too many laws and regulations. They are looking at us more 
and more because things are changing quickly. Everything we do is being 
eroded. 

Issue 19 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-352 

Unspecified We are worried about interpretation of regulations. The laws and permits 
you propose may not be enforced in the manner you thought. Issue 19 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-353 

Unspecified If something is working, don’t change it. Issue 19 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-354 
Unspecified Do no harm to the people who live here. Issue 28 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-355 
Unspecified For Crooked Creek, less is more. Issue 19 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-356 
Unspecified It is intrusive to have our boats inspected. Issue 11 Crooked Creek Meeting CC-357 
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Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
There are many young people without work. I am not totally against 
mining because it would offer jobs. I am not totally against mining if it is 
done right. We live in an age where we do need money to get the things 
we need. Done sensibly, I think it would work to have mining. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-358 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
Do you have guidelines in place like Donlin that dictate hiring practices 
and mining practices? BLM: Donlin is on Native corporation land, and not 
on BLM land. Donlin does have strict policies for a safe work 
environment. I have heard of local hiring by Donlin. There are no BLM 
policy stipulations on hiring for a permit, but BLM may provide other 
stipulations if we permit a mine. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-359 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
Discussed an abandoned mine in the Mission Creek area from the 1880s. 
The Hazardous Materials Specialist in Chuathbaluk has been up there to 
see if there are hazardous materials. He shared photos of the abandoned 
mine with BLM staff before the meeting. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-360 
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Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
In 2009, there was drilling behind the mountain for core sampling to 
identify gold deposits. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-361 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
There was some mining upriver and maybe 2, 3, or 4 years ago some fish 
were dying. Anything to do with closed mine in Red Devil? Any mercury 
leaking? BLM: The site is a Superfund area and has had sampling that 
showed elevated methyl mercury and arsenic levels. BLM broadened the 
sample area to include soils. Tailings will be pulled out of the creek. 
Consumption guidance recommends limiting bigger, older pike that has 
been in the water longer and absorbed more mercury. Young people and 
woman of child-bearing age should limit their consumption. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-362 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
I am opposed to mining. Even though they say it is safe, it can destroy 
things. How far would studies go if they develop mineral areas on the 
map? Could things come down to us? I am concerned about downriver 
effects from mining and things coming to our village. I am concerned 
about the proposed Donlin mine. BLM: We are involved in permitting the 
pipeline for the Donlin mine, and an Environmental Impact Statement 
that analyzes the impacts will be out soon. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-363 
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Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
I had a negative thought that BLM is redoing this plan so that it would 
allow roads and mining companies. BLM: Congress has to lift withdrawals 
on areas that are closed to allow mining. This plan can recommend these 
changes. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-364 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
Would they have to do cleanup activities if the mine is permitted? Could 
they just leave? In the past companies have said they would reclaim the 
land, but then just leave it there and it affects subsistence and hunting. 
BLM: Reclamation is required today. Companies want to maintain their 
reputation. BLM inspects mines at least once a year, and can require 
changes for things that are out of compliance. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-365 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
Mines may be a good thing, but there is also a bad side, too. Mount 
Polley is a recent tailings dam failure. If the Donlin tailings dam fails, the 
Kuskokwim River will be one big contaminated site and our natural 
resources will be gone. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-366 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-70 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
We should try to reuse stuff that we are throwing away so that we would 
not have to have mines. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-367 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
Concerned for when the mining resource runs out and we no longer get 
money or jobs from the mining company. I don’t want to be left with 
nothing in the long term. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-368 

Unspecified 

[Residents commented on the pros and cons of mines and mining. The 
group talked mostly in general terms, but did mention the proposed 
Donlin Gold Mine and the former mine in Red Devil. Mines would bring 
jobs and there are standards in place for mining companies, but there are 
worries about impacts to natural resources and the community. Specific 
comments:] 
We must look at things from both the negative and positive sides. We 
can’t undo things once done. We may have to move and we may not 
have the same plants and animals. We should change not just for sake of 
change. It must be a good change. I want to put in more guidelines for 
mines. 

Issue 14 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-369 

Unspecified There are too many beavers. Trap all the beavers. They make too many 
dams. Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-370 
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Brown bear populations seem to be average. At certain months there are 
many bear sitings. Berries and fish resources impact where the bears are. 
Bears are coming down from the hills for fish. There have been some 
bears right at the door across the river. There was a brown bear by a 
bedroom window. Berries and fish affecte the bears’ food chain. Bears 
are going in later, coming out earlier, and coming out hungry. 

Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-371 

Unspecified 
I saw black bears in the hills early in summer, then did not see them, and 
thought that they were down on the river. We saw black bears when we 
traveled on the river to Stony River. 

Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-372 

Unspecified The ladies do not want bears when berry picking. Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-373 

Unspecified 
We have seen wolves across river and hear them howling. In certain 
winters packs come into town and eat dogs. We think they may be more 
stressed. 

Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-374 

Unspecified 
Moose are starting to migrate away from this area. There are not many 
moose that pass through anymore. We don’t think willow heath is an 
issue for moose. 

Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-375 

Unspecified 
We have seen salmon with some sort of worm or parasite in them.  Have 
you heard in other villages about tapeworms? BLM: No, we have not 
heard this. I will pass this information on to our fish biologist. 

Issue 1 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-376 

Unspecified Question on design standards for fish passage, and BLM spoke briefly of 
proposed requirements. Issue 1 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-377 

Unspecified 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Where are fish weirs, and does BLM work with them? BLM: There is a 
weir in Unalakleet where we partnered with Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game. We intercepted every anadromous fish over a six-week period 
and wanted to know why king (chinook) salmon populations have 
declined. 

Issue 16 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-378 

Unspecified 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Do the weirs affect the spawning of the fish? BLM: Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game are responsible for weirs. Weirs do funnel fish and that 
gives some stress, but it is very minimal impact to those going upstream. 

Issue 16 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-379 
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[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Were there more fish after the wish weir? BLM: Chinook runs are still less 
and less each year. There are many theories for why, but we do not know 
for certain why they have declined. 

Issue 16 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-380 

Unspecified 

[Series of questions on fish weirs. Specific comments:] 
Why are they using the weir? In past there were no weirs, who use them 
now? BLM: The state did use sonar in the past, but it cannot travel the 
distance of a very broad river mouth. A weir is inconvenient to local 
people because they need to use a special gate. Scientists feel there is a 
tradeoff from the inconvenience vs. the knowledge gained from the weir. 
In some places, they feel the knowledge outweighs the inconvenience. 

Issue 16 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-381 

Unspecified 
Some of the scoping comments were about subsistence use near Aniak. 
We do not travel to Big Lake or Pike Lake very much. There is a Big Lake 
near Kalskag. 

Issue 27 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-382 

Unspecified We are not seeing more muskoxen. We have heard of muskoxen sitings, 
but we have not seen them. They are mostly down in the Bethel area. Issue 2 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-383 

Unspecified Trapping is increasing for some residents, but not all. We are trying to 
bring back trapping. Issue 5 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-384 

Unspecified We do not know of anyone here interested in reindeer herding, but it 
may be a good thing to consider. Issue 3 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-385 

Unspecified Chauthbaluk means hills where blueberries grow. Issue 27 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-386 

Unspecified 
Are we able to trap on BLM lands? Marten trapping season just closed, 
and we are trying to work with students on trapping. BLM: Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game determines hunting seasons. 

Issue 5 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-387 

Unspecified 

[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific 
comments:] 
Many hands raised in the room when BLM asked if audience had 
observed elements of climate change. 

Issue 6 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-388 

Unspecified 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific 
comments:] 
There is gunk in the trees. 

Issue 6 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-389 
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[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific 
comments:] 
Last year was a bad year for berries. There have been dry winters and dry 
springs. In higher elevations there is deeper snowpack, so that is are 
where berries are. 

Issue 6 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-390 

Unspecified 
[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific 
comments:] 
There are earlier breakups and later freezeups. 

Issue 6 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-391 

Unspecified 

[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific 
comments:] 
Sometimes there are second breakups. In November of 2014, the river 
froze, thawed, and then refroze. 

Issue 6 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-392 

Unspecified 

[Residents noted observations of climate change in the area. Specific 
comments:] 
With earlier breakups, later freezeups, and refreezing, the river has a 
rougher surface and is more dangerous. We do not get to travel to get 
medical care or to stores. More things must be flown here. 

Issue 6 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-393 

Unspecified 

Question about rust colored debris floating on top of water one year. We 
heard it was from an overpopulation of spruce beetles killing trees, and 
the color came from the trees. BLM discussed spruce tree die-offs from 
beetle kill. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-394 

Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
We get our firewood from different areas. It is taken farther back from 
the river and pulled out in winter with sleds. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-395 

Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
Where would you get the permit? BLM: We have not finalized this yet 
since it is not definite, but it would probably be online. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-396 
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Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
Would we need a permit to go berry picking? BLM: Yes, it is what is 
proposed. This is the standard in the Lower 48. 

Issue 27 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-397 

Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
So it would be like moose hunt permits. How would you keep track of 
how many berries or wood is taken? BLM: We do not know yet, but it 
may help land management if we know approximately where people are 
getting wood, and what people need and expect to take. We do not want 
the burden to be greater than the benefits. 
It would be something like budgeting. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-398 

Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
It would be good for commercial harvesters to be required to have a 
permit. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-399 

Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
For The Kuskokwim Corporation (TKC) land you have to contact them if 
you will be taking more than a certain amount. BLM clarified that this 
permit would only be for activities on BLM lands. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-400 
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[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
What is this part about surface disturbance and required vegetation 
surveys? BLM: Surveys would be required for big, commercial operations 
that would need to build roads to access timber. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-401 

Unspecified 

[Questions and debate about the proposed forestry permit. Community 
noted that they have adapted to other permits systems (such as for 
moose hunting), but are uncertain of their willingness to adapt to a 
forestry permit. Community voiced support for a commercial harvest 
permit.  Specific comments:] 
Concerned of permitting for berry picking. We have adapted to permits 
for moose hunting, and we could adapt for berry picking. I believe that 
the tribe can have a strong voice with corporation lands. We could say 
we are not willing to adapt to the permitting process within our area. I 
think about my son who may have to apply for a permit to go berry 
picking if he has to go farther out to BLM lands in the future. 

Issue 27 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-402 

Unspecified 
How long are you traveling or are you coming again? BLM: We will be 
back when we take information gathered from the preliminary 
alternatives outreach period and have a draft plan. 

Issue 25 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-403 

Unspecified 
Is this updating a plan that you have for BLM lands? BLM: Yes. The plan 
we have now was written in the 1980s and did not have the detail that 
we are trying to incorporate now. 

Issue 31 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-404 

Unspecified When do comment forms need to be in? BLM: April 19th. Issue 25 Chuathbaluk Meeting CH-405 

Unspecified 

If there are lands with overlapping or connected multiple resources, are 
these areas a higher priority for management? BLM: There is a lot of 
overlap of resources on BLM lands. Sometimes lands have a unique 
characteristic BLM would want to manage differently. For instance, 
sheefish spawning creeks on the Kuskokwim River provide special habitat 
that is important to protect. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Meeting AC-406 
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Who is responsible for 17(b) easements? Who designates them? Who 
takes care of them? Who alerts the public that 17(b) easements can be 
terminated under certain conditions? BLM: BLM is responsible only for 
17(b) easements that cross lands conveyed under ANCSA to native 
corporations. The easements are put in place at the time of conveyance 
through a public process. Once lands are conveyed, the 17(b) easements 
that access federal lands are the BLM’s highest easement management 
priority. Many 17(b) easements access state lands, and those are a lower 
management priority for the BLM. The 17(b) easement that access lands 
owned by other agencies, such as National Park Service lands, may have 
management authority transferred to them by the BLM. Only the BLM 
may terminate a 17(b) easement, regardless of the managing entity. The 
termination of a 17(b) easement is a public process and is an appealable 
BLM decision. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Meeting AC-407 

Unspecified 

Are you planning for state-selected BLM lands in this plan? How will that 
work in the draft plan? Will these lands be called out separately? BLM is 
planning for state-selected lands in this plan. All land is considered BLM 
land regardless of selection status. When BLM gets a permit application, 
there must be concurrence for state-selected lands and consultation for 
native-selected lands. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Meeting AC-408 

Unspecified 

[Waste is an issue recreational and guided hunts. While game waste is 
regulated by the state, BLM tries to report and prevent violations. 
Specific comments:] 
Subsistence harvesters often look at harvesting in a different manner 
than recreational users. I hear about problems with waste. The villages 
use almost everything and have found kills with the head gone and the 
meat gone to waste. Is there something BLM could do to educate 
recreation users and get meat into villages? BLM: BLM only approves 
access, not hunting. The state oversees hunting, and waste is a state 
game violation. It is still considered a waste violation if the meat is 
spoiled by the time it is donated to a community. BLM does notify State 
Troopers when they see violations, and recommends reporting if people 
observe wasted harvests. Education outreach is the state’s responsibility. 

Issue 27 Anchorage Meeting AC-409 
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[Waste is an issue recreational and guided hunts. While game waste is 
regulated by the state, BLM tries to report and prevent violations. 
Specific comments:] 
If meat is handled better, it could help local villages a lot and reduce 
conflicts between user groups. 

Issue 27 Anchorage Meeting AC-410 

Unspecified Have you mapped ranges of sheep, muskoxen, and goats in the project 
area? BLM: Yes, we have mapped some areas. Issue 2 Anchorage Meeting AC-411 

Unspecified 

Wondering about the potential for disease transmission, particularly for 
goat and Dall sheep. Will you identify areas of concern for wild/domestic 
sheep and goats? BLM: We will work with Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (ADF&G) to improve map coverage of herds. BLM would not allow 
domestic goats anywhere in the planning area because of the potential 
for disease transmission. 

Issue 16 Anchorage Meeting AC-412 

Unspecified 

Do the wildlife alternative concepts for communication towers and 
power lines encompass wind turbine projects? BLM: They will eventually, 
but wind farms are new enough that the standards are still coming along. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the wind industry are working 
together to develop wind farm standards. BLM would follow the lead of 
FWS. There are some standards in place now, and some are currently in 
development. When BLM permits communication towers, we do take 
into account the potential for bird kills. One main standard would likely 
be to avoid major migration corridors. 

Issue 2 Anchorage Meeting AC-413 

Unspecified 

It looks like a number of the headwaters of the Kuskokwim River are 
potential Wild and Scenic Rivers. This area is also where the pipeline for 
the proposed Donlin Gold Mine would be located. Are these things 
mutually exclusive? Can you have a Wild and Scenic River and also permit 
the Donlin Gold pipeline to cross them? BLM: These are eligible river 
segments, and the next step is to determine if they are suitable for a wild 
and scenic river rating. Attendee: ANILCA allows for such corridors in wild 
and scenic rivers. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Meeting AC-414 
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Unspecified 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is 
proposing allocation limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also 
proposing guide and transporter use restrictions near communities. 
Specific comments:] 
Would the BLM create a guide use system such as the FWS in refuges and 
NPS in parks? BLM:  BLM is proposing an allocation limit on operators. 
The allocation numbers were determined from the ten-year average of 
BLM-permitted guide numbers. The goal is to reduce social conflicts 
through these allocations. BLM is not proposing recommendations for 
how many clients a guide outfitter may have. 

Issue 12 Anchorage Meeting AC-415 

Unspecified 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is 
proposing allocation limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also 
proposing guide and transporter use restrictions near communities. 
Specific comments:] 
If the Alaska state legislature passes a guide concession program, how 
would that affect things? BLM: These are only recommendations for BLM 
lands. A state guide concession program would give guide allocation 
limits for state lands. 

Issue 12 Anchorage Meeting AC-416 

Unspecified 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is 
proposing allocation limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also 
proposing guide and transporter use restrictions near communities. 
Specific comments:] 
What is the difference between a guide outfitter and a guide 
transporter? There is a perception in the villages that transporters take 
subsistence resources from communities and do not contribute to 
economic activity. BLM: A transporter moves clients, typically by boat, 
plane, or horse. The State Troopers sometimes are confused about their 
authority to regulate transporters. BLM does require permits for 
transporters in the Squirrel River area. Please let the BLM know if you 
have another area where transporters should be placed under permit, 
and we can place limits. 

Issue 12 Anchorage Meeting AC-417 
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Unspecified 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is 
proposing allocation limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also 
proposing guide and transporter use restrictions near communities. 
Specific comments:] 
Are you currently looking specific areas to regulate transporters outside 
of the Squirrel River area? BLM: We are recommending a no operating 
radius of 25 miles around communities for operators and transporters. 
This is a number for consideration, and it is open to suggested changes. 
You could request the BLM to make a map that visually displays this 
proposed recommendation. This restriction is only for BLM lands. Often 
BLM lands are not located near communities. 

Issue 12 Anchorage Meeting AC-418 

Unspecified 

[Subsistence and recreation users are sometimes in conflict. BLM is 
proposing allocation limits on guide operator access permits. BLM is also 
proposing guide and transporter use restrictions near communities. 
Specific comments:] 
Does the BLM have a map of guide use areas? BLM: The BLM has not 
made one yet, but we could add a map so users would not have to refer 
to the state’s defined guide use areas. 

Issue 12 Anchorage Meeting AC-419 
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Unspecified 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? 
Concerned weight limits are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to 
reduce damage and consulted the state’s generally allowable land use 
restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would like the BLM to 
set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to 
differing limits. Specific comments:] 
How did you come up with the 1,500 pound weight limits for OHVs? Did 
BL M consider safety and welfare in determining this weight limit? I am 
concerned that this limit would not be high enough for multi-day hunting 
trips with family. BLM: BLM reviewed the OHV limits in question with the 
audience, and the definitions for winter and summer travel. The reason 
for OHV weight limits are to reduce potential for erosion, trail rutting, 
and braided trails. The 1,500 OHV weight limit is one alternative being 
considered. There is also a 2,000 pound weight limit as another 
alternative. Common types of transportation all fall under the 2,000 
pound gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR). This weight rating accounts 
for the weight of a fully loaded vehicle. The BLM’s Ring of Fire and Kobuk-
Seward Peninsula planning areas proposed a 2,000 pound GVWR limit. A 
1,500 pound curb weight limit is the same as a 2,000 pound GVWR 
weight limit. These limits match the state’s generally allowable land use 
restrictions. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Meeting AC-420 

Unspecified 

[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? 
Concerned weight limits are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to 
reduce damage and consulted the state’s generally allowable land use 
restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would like the BLM to 
set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to 
differing limits. Specific comments:] 
Suggestion to go to a psi rating instead. The original OHV trails were 
made by bulldozers and rigs 3-4 times as much as the proposed weight 
limit. Suggestion to expand these weight ratings. BLM: The BLM planning 
team discussed internally a psi rating, and decided against it. The OHV 
access limits would be for casual, subsistence uses. If there are 
construction activities that would require larger vehicles, that would be 
authorized separately. BLM wants to separate monster trucks and army 
surplus vehicles from more traditional OHV vehicles. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Meeting AC-421 
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[How did BLM determine off road vehicle (OHV) weight limits? 
Concerned weight limits are too low. BLM set proposed numbers to 
reduce damage and consulted the state’s generally allowable land use 
restriction and other BLM planning areas. ADF&G would like the BLM to 
set one standard for OHV weights in the planning area as opposed to 
differing limits. Specific comments:] 
ADF&G would like to see one standard for OHV weights in the planning 
area as opposed to differing limits in various sections. BLM: Resource 
specialists suggested these limits. BLM would like to be consistent with 
the OHV management policies of neighboring landowners. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Meeting AC-422 

Unspecified 

Will you hold more preliminary alternative meetings when all of the 
resource reports are finished? BLM: The rest of the resources will be 
addressed in the draft RMP. The ACEC report will be available in the next 
few weeks. Aside from the ACEC report, BLM has completed all of the 
required inventories prior to writing the draft RMP. 

Issue 25 Anchorage Meeting AC-423 

Unspecified Where are the BLM lands near Nulato? BLM: It is about 12-20 miles to 
the closest BLM lands. BLM lands are in the hills behind you. Issue 19 Nulato Meeting NL-424 

Unspecified 

Walking or snowmachining is the only access to the Nulato Hills. A few 
guys trap on backside of the village, but lands behind Nulato are mostly 
savings to come for the future. The Nulato Hills are where animals grow, 
and it is kind of a protected area because there is very limited access. We 
never show anyone our trails to limit access. 

Issue 2 Nulato Meeting NL-425 

Unspecified 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried 
about an outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in 
a large-scale operation and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to 
smaller-scale mineral developments that would not bring in many 
outside people.  Specific comments:] 
We know there is coal back there near Nulato. 

Issue 14 Nulato Meeting NL-426 
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Unspecified 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried 
about an outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in 
a large-scale operation and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to 
smaller-scale mineral developments that would not bring in many 
outside people.  Specific comments:] 
Nulato’s opinion on oil/gas or coal development really depends on how 
big the project would be. Development brings extra people in. Nulato is 
just perfect the way it is now. 

Issue 14 Nulato Meeting NL-427 

Unspecified 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried 
about an outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in 
a large-scale operation and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to 
smaller-scale mineral developments that would not bring in many 
outside people.  Specific comments:] 
The biggest worry out here is our lifestyle. We have lived this lifestyle 
since forever. For a company to come in and produce a mine, it is a 
nonrenewable resource. If our resources are poisoned, we are done for. 
We are comfortable here. There is no such thing as a homeless or hungry 
person here in the village. We take care of each other. We do not have 
much money, but we have food and a home. 

Issue 14 Nulato Meeting NL-428 

Unspecified 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried 
about an outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in 
a large-scale operation and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to 
smaller-scale mineral developments that would not bring in many 
outside people.  Specific comments:] 
We need to keep an eye on the state. They too know where mineral 
resources are located, and they build roads and other infrastructure 
important to them but not to us. For us, the land is more important than 
minerals. We cannot eat nonrenewable resources. 

Issue 14 Nulato Meeting NL-429 
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Unspecified 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried 
about an outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in 
a large-scale operation and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to 
smaller-scale mineral developments that would not bring in many 
outside people.  Specific comments:] 
There was coal exploration conducted near Nulato on Native allotments 
or corporation land. There are a few outcroppings of coal on corporation 
land. 

Issue 14 Nulato Meeting NL-430 

Unspecified 

[Nulato knows about coal deposits near the community. They are worried 
about an outside company that would extract nonrenewable resources in 
a large-scale operation and ruin the land. Nulato is not opposed to 
smaller-scale mineral developments that would not bring in many 
outside people.  Specific comments:] 
What is the development potential? BLM: There is some potential for 
small-scale coal development on Native corporation land for local use. 

Issue 14 Nulato Meeting NL-431 

Unspecified 
We just submitted a proposal to get a fishing weir on the Nulato River 
with Alaska Fish and Game on village corporation land through Tanana 
Chiefs Conference (TCC). 

Issue 16 Nulato Meeting NL-432 

Unspecified 
What is BLM policy on predator control? BLM: The state manages the 
animals and we manage habitat; BLM would not have much authority on 
predator control. 

Issue 2 Nulato Meeting NL-433 

Unspecified 
On the back side of the village closer to BLM land, we may pick berries, 
set a few trap lines, and harvest moose, caribou, ducks, beaver, wolves, 
and marten. 

Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-434 

Unspecified 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of 
income to pay bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
It is about $3,000 per year for electricity plus another $5,000 for fuel. 
There are a lot of people who haul wood to avoid the high cost of fuel oil. 

Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-435 

Unspecified 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of 
income to pay bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
For snowmachines, it is about $7,000 for the machine and about $3,000 
per year for maintenance and gas to hunt/fish/travel. It is $6.10 for a 
gallon of gas. 

Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-436 
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Unspecified 

[There is no subsistence without development. We need some kind of 
income to pay bills. Specific comments about 
costs of living a subsistence lifestyle:] 
Energy and store food are the most expensive things out there. We still 
live comfortably out here. We can live within our means because of our 
lifestyle. 

Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-437 

Unspecified 

The BLM should allow us to hunt moose on their land if it is a low harvest 
year, perhaps because of climate change in the future. Our subsistence 
rights are protected federally, but not really with the state. This is just an 
idea to put out there to get moose somewhere else. There were 17 
households in Koyukuk that did not get a moose. We did okay, but this 
could happen to us. 

Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-438 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Where is the proposed Ambler Road supposed to go? BLM: It is north of 
this planning area. The proposed Ambler Road is an uncertain project 
with the change in governor and budget concerns. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-439 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Nulato is concerned about impacts to fisheries from the Ambler Road. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-440 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
BLM staff discussed the possibility of road development being analyzed in 
the cumulative effects section of the BSWI RMP. The proposed road to 
Nome will not be analyzed in the plan. The Alaska Industrial Development 
and Export Authority supports the Roads to Resources program. If 
projects seem likely to be completed, impacts will be considered in the 
BSWI RMP. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-441 
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Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Is there an EIS for the road to Ambler? No. The proposed road was 
moving toward an EIS, but the new governor slowed down big projects 
due to funding concerns. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-442 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
Nulato is also concerned about fisheries effects from a proposed road 
from Fairbanks to Nome. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-443 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
The Nulato Tribe opposed the Ambler Road because it would cross five 
spawning creeks, only one of which has data. Up to one third of silver 
salmon spawning creeks could be affected by the road. Silver salmon are 
important to us and other villages because of the lack of chinook/king 
salmon in recent years. The silver salmon are saving us. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-444 

Unspecified 

[Discussion of proposed roads, most of which currently have little 
certainty for construction. Roads brought up in the meeting included the 
proposed Ambler Road, a road to Nome from Fairbanks, and a road to 
Tanana. Specific comments:] 
How about the road to Tanana? BLM: We do not have much information 
about that road; it is also outside of the BSWI RMP planning area. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-445 

Unspecified [Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
There are a couple side-by-sides in town. Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-446 

Unspecified 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
No pickups with big tracks are in Nulato. Trucks would likely be too heavy 
for this area because we have a lot of tundra. Nobody out here can afford 
that stuff. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-447 
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Unspecified 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:]  
The trails we make are usually for local people. We like to keep the 
country a bit of a secret. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-448 

Unspecified 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Vehicle use in this area is pretty much determined by season. The land 
around Nulato is mostly wetlands. Argo makes more sense than a side-
by-side to facilitate water travel. I worry about damage to the land from 
Argos. We do see damage areas. The land is alive just like us, and we do 
not want to kill the land. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-449 

Unspecified 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Do you need permit for ATV travel on BLM lands? BLM: No. We are 
considering restrictions on size and weight. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-450 

Unspecified 

[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
We want to keep trail use to ATVs and snowmobiles. Why not just restrict 
it now to 4-wheelers and snowmachines? BLM reminded the community 
to think about the side-by-side ownership mentioned earlier for 
restrictions. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-451 

Unspecified 
[Specific comments on all-terrain vehicle (ATV) travel management:] 
Nulato resident brought up idea to have certain routes where travel 
would be restricted. 

Issue 11 Nulato Meeting NL-452 

Unspecified 

There is a lot of old feed for the moose, and the beaver are taking new 
feed. Could you do a controlled burn in the refuge? Do you manage fires? 
BLM: The refuge is managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and they 
would have to do a prescribed burn. BLM does manage fires, but would 
need direction from Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Issue 4 Nulato Meeting NL-453 

Unspecified We are lucky that past fires have stopped before Nulato, but if they 
spread from BLM land to Native land the fires could affect us. Issue 4 Nulato Meeting NL-454 

Unspecified The BLM is looking at aquatic values in different watersheds and 
identifying priority watersheds. Issue 1 Nulato Meeting NL-455 

Unspecified The Nulato River provides drinking water for the community of Nulato, 
and is an important resource to protect. Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-456 
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Unspecified 

The rivers around Nulato are important subsistence resources. All 
hunting and fishing is done near the Nulato or Yukon River. The Koyukuk 
River is also important in between Nulato and Galena. Subsistence 
activities are not done in the village, but on the river. The Koyukuk Flats 
are also important. 

Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-457 

Unspecified The entire Nulato watershed is important to us. The Nulato River is an 
important spawning creek. Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-458 

Unspecified There are berry picking areas only accessible by river. Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-459 

Unspecified The river is important for transportation. I would not want to live where 
there is no river. Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-460 

Unspecified 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are 
concerned about unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts 
to subsistence hunting. Specific comments:] 
Who are guys who have guide permits for BLM land in our area? We see 
a lot of guide use in our area. Hunters that got squeezed out of other 
areas are now in Kaltag and Galena. 
BLM: Some are regulated by the state, but BLM has talked about limiting 
guides and transporters on BLM lands. 

Issue 12 Nulato Meeting NL-461 

Unspecified 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are 
concerned about unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts 
to subsistence hunting. Specific comments:] 
We often see guided hunting in refuge areas where there are not 
supposed to be guides. The refuge does nothing about enforcement. We 
have a hard time with federal agencies and a lack of action. The refuge is 
only 50 miles away from us. How do we deal with something like that? 
Guides and hunters are affecting our lifestyle. We cannot have any say 
over refuge lands. 

Issue 12 Nulato Meeting NL-462 

Unspecified 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are 
concerned about unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts 
to subsistence hunting. Specific comments:] 
Nulato mentioned prior communication with Kenton Moos, Koyukuk 
National Wildlife Refuge Manager, who flew over the area in a plane. If 
you contact him, please mention our issues with guide permit 
enforcement in the refuge. 

Issue 12 Nulato Meeting NL-463 
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Unspecified 

[Nulato residents see a lot of guide activity in their area. They are 
concerned about unpermitted guides on nearby refuge lands and impacts 
to subsistence hunting. Specific comments:] 
Guides in Kaltag may go after grizzly bears in the Nulato Hills where there 
is BLM land. We don’t hunt bear traditionally. 

Issue 12 Nulato Meeting NL-464 

Unspecified We harvest most of our wood from the river corridor. Issue 4 Nulato Meeting NL-465 

Unspecified It would be a couple tanks of gas to gather wood on BLM land. It would 
be more burdensome to harvest wood from BLM land. Issue 4 Nulato Meeting NL-466 

Unspecified No one burns over 10 cords of wood here. Issue 4 Nulato Meeting NL-467 

Unspecified 

The November 2013 notes from scoping show a lot of concern for the 
Nulato River. We get fish and our drinking water from the Nulato River, 
and it is very important to our community. There is an ACEC on the 
Nulato River. We would like to expand this area back there if possible. 
We discussed a wilderness area designation with Stacey Fritz in the 
Fairbanks office. Stacey told us it is difficult to get a wilderness 
designation, but an ACEC is easier to get. 

Issue 23 Nulato Meeting NL-468 

Unspecified 
At meetings like this, I like that I can find out about what protections are 
offered. I like that the BLM personnel had this dialog. I want to get the 
best protection I can. 

Issue 25 Nulato Meeting NL-469 

Unspecified Projects may go around us unless we say something. We will be affected 
one way or another by projects around us. Issue 25 Nulato Meeting NL-470 

Unspecified Development projects threaten us. Money does not do us any good out 
here. If ruin the land, they ruin our life. Issue 28 Nulato Meeting NL-471 

Unspecified Our lifestyle is important. All our food is off the land—organic and free 
range. We do not have to worry about pesticides. Issue 27 Nulato Meeting NL-472 

Unspecified A camp in the area has been abandoned and not been cleaned up. Issue 19 Unalakleet Meeting UN-493 

Unspecified 

[There is a desire for additional local ownership of land in the area. 
Specific comments:] 
Is there any way our corporation could get any land above Chirosky?  
BLM: Land has already been selected. In this planning effort, we could 
identify land for exchange in the future. We usually don’t identify much 
land for sale or exchange. We will exchange lands to resolve an issue, or 
for some other benefit to the government. 

Issue 19 Unalakleet Meeting UN-494 
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Unspecified 

[There is a desire for additional local ownership of land in the area. 
Specific comments:] 
Some of us weren’t given land because we were in the military. Then we 
got letters from BLM saying that we could get land, but then it didn’t 
work when we tried to file for land. A bunch of people got land above 
Chirosky and we thought we could get land up there too.  
BLM: I am not sure about that issue, but we would be happy to look into 
it. 

Issue 19 Unalakleet Meeting UN-495 

Unspecified 

When the Air Force and the White Alice sites are completely cleaned, 
does that land go to the corporation? BLM: When those withdrawals 
have been lifted by Congress and it has been cleaned, and if it has been 
selected by the corporation, it can be conveyed by BLM. Both sites are 
still being cleaned. 

Issue 19 Unalakleet Meeting UN-496 

Unspecified 
A concern was expressed regarding BLM’s commitment to provide permit 
notification to affected communities, relative to commerce and 
development projects which may occur in the future. 

Issue 19 Unalakleet Meeting UN-497 

Unspecified Do you go offshore too? Or just on the land? BLM: Just on the land. Issue 19 Unalakleet Meeting UN-498 

Unspecified 
[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Your jurisdiction covers the historic Iditarod Trail? BLM: Yes. 

Issue 20 Unalakleet Meeting UN-499 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
We have a trail between here and Egavik and Chirosky, and all the way 
down to the river. 

Issue 20 Unalakleet Meeting UN-500 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Is there any potential for roads to come through the trail, like between 
Unalakleet and the Yukon? Is there planning to use the easements? How 
does that work? BLM: The easements for the Unalakleet River and the 
Iditarod Trail were set up for those kinds of uses. The state has lots of 
stripes across BLM land, where they had recommendations for potential 
roads. We can consider utility corridors and roadways in this plan. 

Issue 20 Unalakleet Meeting UN-501 
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Unspecified 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
What about high tension lines and utilities? And can it be done today, like 
between here and Powers Creek, for example? BLM: Yes, but we do not 
really own that land. 

Issue 20 Unalakleet Meeting UN-502 

Unspecified 

[Discussion focused on potential for roads and utilities to cross the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. Specific comments:] 
Everyone nowadays follows the road behind the slough. The question is 
for several reasons. The current water/utility system is on the ocean side. 
If there were a way to use the utility corridor from Powers Creek to 
Unalakleet, it would potentially help the City of Unalakleet with their 
disaster plan. It would help to get the water line in above sea level. BLM: 
That particular land we do not manage. Let’s look at a 17b easement 
map. 

Issue 20 Unalakleet Meeting UN-503 

Unspecified We don’t need any more markers saying this is a National Historic Trail! Issue 20 Unalakleet Meeting UN-504 

Unspecified 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean 
land, water, and air is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and 
healthy communities. Specific comments:] 
In living here all my life, I’ve seen a lot of changes. The State of Alaska 
abolished the Coastal Management Program a few years ago, which 
protected subsistence resources. The program was an attempt at keeping 
the air, water, and land clean. Whatever we harvest and eat, that goes 
into our body. It would be good if you could work that in under the 
subsistence category, because it is a historic subsistence economy. 

Issue 27 Unalakleet Meeting UN-505 

Unspecified 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean 
land, water, and air is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and 
healthy communities. Specific comments:] 
I am indigenous to this land. I was here before it became a state. We 
cannot afford vehicles like a Ford, to have Ford tracking over our land. 
Neither is Chrysler or Diesel from here. We don’t like to invite you. Stay in 
Nome, where the miners and gold diggers are. We live off the land, not in 
the land. 

Issue 27 Unalakleet Meeting UN-506 
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Unspecified 

[Subsistence resources are vital to the community. Maintaining clean 
land, water, and air is critical to maintaining subsistence resources and 
healthy communities. Specific comments:] 
When we last met, we said it was very important to preserve our land 
and our Native culture. We are saying it again. 

Issue 27 Unalakleet Meeting UN-507 

Unspecified 

There are 2 issues relative to operations of programs. We need to 
identify indigenous traditional use for subsistence to be mapped for each 
community, showing for historic and customary indigenous use. We need 
to keep this context for the next 20 years, the life of this plan. 

Issue 27 Unalakleet Meeting UN-508 

Unspecified 

We need to have consultation as a policy for any programs that are 
enforced, consultation with the tribe and corporation to develop working 
relationships, to make sure the land is able to support the living 
creatures. WE are custodians of the land. Make sure we pass on this land 
to the next generation, it is what we have 

Issue 25 Unalakleet Meeting UN-509 

Unspecified 

Regarding caribou hunting north of Shaktoolik, do you have anything for 
predator control written into the plan? Can something be done? Like 
today, where there is a rapid decline in the caribou population, can you 
do something with that? BLM: We normally work with ADFG. We manage 
the habitat, and they manage the wildlife populations. 

Issue 16 Unalakleet Meeting UN-510 

Unspecified 

I am concerned about continued access to subsistence areas have been 
traditionally accessed. BLM: We are serious about honoring ANICLA and 
the current rules and rights. There are different rules for subsistence, 
mining, and recreation transportation. ANILCA requires reasonable 
access. Community response: Who can define reasonable? Are you 
hungry? 

Issue 27 Unalakleet Meeting UN-511 

Unspecified 
The caribou have not come this far south in quite some time. Take that 
into consideration in terms of St. Michael and Stebbins. BLM: We are not 
seeing winter range come as far south. 

Issue 2 Unalakleet Meeting UN-512 

Unspecified People are considering herding reindeer for a meat supply. Issue 3 Unalakleet Meeting UN-513 
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Unspecified 

Is it possible to consider local organizations, in addition to Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (AFDG) and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, for population inventory monitoring or fish monitoring? There 
are local organizations that do projects within our river already. Norton 
Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC) is very active in 
monitoring fish populations. More and more, the state is pulling out of 
rivers because they do not have the money to monitor rivers. BLM should 
work with tribe or Native corporation. Within Norton Sound and the 
whole Seward Peninsula, NSEDC spends equivalent to the state on 
fisheries management. 

Issue 1 Unalakleet Meeting UN-514 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
It would be good to have a firewood permit available. Maybe it would cut 
down on trespass on corporation and other lands. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-515 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
There are several issues with free firewood permits, including 
accessibility to staff for those permits, unless you had someone here year 
round to issue those permits. If there are any consequences with NOT 
obtaining the permit? I would rather not see someone subject to a 
criminal action for heating their home. BLM: This process is definitely not 
fully developed. The goal of the permits is to gather use information. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-516 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
How far do you want to go? It may not be cost effective to get firewood 
from BLM lands. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-517 
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Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You can’t cut trees on BLM land? BLM: You can. We are thinking about 
having free permits to collect information about how much wood is being 
harvested. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-518 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
The nicer trees are way up there, ones that are good for homes. BLM: 
Commercial use requires a permit, if you are going to sell the wood. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-519 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You could hire local people to clean out easement corridors. 

Issue 28 Unalakleet Meeting UN-520 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
I am not in favor of a permit. It would create heartburn for people to get 
a permit for wood that we have been using all of our lives. BLM: There 
may be other ways that we can obtain that information. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-521 

Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
You can work with the tribe to get information and to spread the word 
about harvest available on BLM lands. And we need to know where BLM 
is located. We don’t want trespass on others’ land. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-522 
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Unspecified 

[Discussion regarding firewood permits was mixed, with some people in 
favor of the idea and others opposed. If permits were to be required, 
several residents advocated for local staffing, in cooperation with the 
tribe or corporation. Specific comments:] 
The permits would be free? That would be easier. Can you pay someone 
to work part time in the corporation office to hand out the permits? BLM: 
Those are good ideas. The process would need to be simple and easy. 

Issue 4 Unalakleet Meeting UN-523 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Protect the land from over-use from off-road vehicles. We are seeing 
more and more damage from that. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-524 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Who would do the monitoring for travel management? Just like the 
permits for tree cutting? BLM: We have a vacant law enforcement 
position now, and we hope to fill it soon 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-525 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
People think the land belongs to them and they can go anywhere with 
whatever they have available to them. BLM: 50 years ago, people did not 
pick berries via all-terrain vehicles. How can we manage this without 
damaging the land? Legally we cannot restrict subsistence access. We 
want it to work so it is not damaging the resources you rely upon. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-526 
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Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Some people use aircraft, boat, snowmachine, and many wheeled off-
road things. Whatever technology is available, it will be used. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-527 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
We do not want to damage the resources. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-528 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
The weight and width rating is too much.  BLM: I recommended a 2,000 
pound gross vehicle weight (GVW) rating to acknowledge 3, 4, 6, and 8 
wheel vehicles. We want to manage and allow common vehicles used for 
subsistence. We want to separate larger vehicles that are damaging 
wetlands and permafrost. The greatest impact on BLM lands is from 
unmanaged off-highway recreation. The future of this plan is 20 years. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-529 
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Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
If you allow amphibious types of vehicles, they can go on any waterway 
and then go to otherwise inaccessible areas. I would not allow those. 
BLM: Crossing salmon streams requires a permit. That is one way to 
manage it. We can close, harden, make seasonal use restrictions, or other 
types of use restrictions. I think GVW is the most consistent way to go. 
State of Alaska policies include a 1,500 pound curb weight, which is the 
same as 2,000 pound GVW. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-530 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Can they go anywhere, or is there an established route? BLM: For casual 
use, there is a wide variety of alternatives. One is to stay on existing 
roads and trails. We are working to define that. We are looking at weight 
limits, and existing roads and trails. Again, the greatest impacts we see 
are associated with unmanaged off-highway vehicle use. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-531 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
What is the current policy versus the proposed policy? BLM: We have no 
policy whatsoever for off-highway vehicles right now in this planning 
area. Recent planning areas include Kobuk-Seward Peninsula, Ring of Fire 
and the Bay Plan. In two of those three plans we have considered the 
2,000 pound GVW. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-532 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-97 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
What are your proposed consequences for people who violate this 
policy? For the most part, someone that could afford that type of vehicle 
would be bear guides. Will the regulations be written in to this? BLM: It is 
actually already part of the Code of Federal Regulations, and it is 
enforceable. However, we have nothing to enforce now, because we 
have no policy in place for this planning area. In the case of a commercial 
operator, the how a guide operates is considered when we issue a 
permit. If we issue a new permit, it is for 1 year, so we can determine if 
the stipulations are adequate. If all goes well, can consider a 10 year 
permit. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-533 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
I would like to see heavy consequences for a commercial operator 
violating travel management rules. They have a greater responsibility to 
the resource and resource management. BLM: With a permitted use, we 
have discretion for whether or not we issue the permit. If there is a 
violation, we can suspend or terminate the permit. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-534 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Can you do that above Chirosky? BLM: Our jurisdiction is above 10 Mile 
Creek. Uplands are our responsibility. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-535 
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Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Could we change the wording on summer subsistence cross country 
travel, like for berry picking and moose hunting, to 4-wheelers, 6-
wheelers, and 8-wheelers? Make it for all-terrain vehicles only. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-536 

Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
Some people will take 3 people on their 4-wheeler. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-537 
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Unspecified 

[The travel management topic had extended discussion. The community 
expressed concern about increasing levels of resource damage from off-
road vehicle use. Techniques for management were discussed, but a clear 
preference was not identified. Concerns were expressed regarding 
enforcement of policies and maintaining access to traditional use areas. 
Specific comments:] 
(Referring to slide 31 in the presentation, regarding use of off-highway 
vehicles.) I am interested in the alternative regarding special areas within 
100 feet of identified airstrips and boat landings. Are you looking at 
limiting certain areas, so there is not a big concentration in certain areas: 
BLM: Certain areas may need different restrictions. For example, the 
Iditarod trail may need different restrictions. The trail to Kaltag is about 
as wide as a dogsled team. Community response: I am a little concerned, 
since you don’t have someone on the ground here. Our area is so big and 
the area is so different. There are different conditions, like no snow, or 
plenty of snow. Will you have active management of when we can use a 
snowmachine? BLM: Let’s use the Iron Dog as an example. It’s a 2,000 
mile race. The conditions may be favorable in one area, but not in 
another. That is a management challenge we struggle with. Our proposal 
is for 10 inches of snow or ground frost to accommodate winter travel 
without damaging soils and vegetation. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Meeting UN-538 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Who do you request to check permits during king salmon season? BLM: 
I’m one person. We also have another outdoor recreation planner doing 
compliance. We use all other staff: biologists, subsistence coordinators, 
etc. We get calls from other people bringing issues to our attention 
during and after hunting season. We try to work together. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-539 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-100 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Our biggest concern is during king fishing. When we see guided boats go 
way up the North River, that is of concern. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-540 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Can you restrict guided king salmon fishing? There is value in working 
with other agencies, including the state. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-541 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
I have concerns not only with the Apples, but also with Vance and his 
crew. A lot of Vance’s crew is not guided. They drive their own boats. 
That is where my concern lies. If you are guided and the owner of the 
company, you will tell them to be responsible to the one fish per year. On 
the unguided operation, they are from Switzerland or Germany, perhaps 
they do not care as much whether they catch 1 or 10. If they get caught, 
they are still at home overseas. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-542 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
From my point of view, it would be more beneficial to have a local ranger 
that knows the land and the boundaries, rather than bringing in someone 
that has never been here. It would make us feel better to have someone. 
BLM: We have tried that in the past. Fred Ivanoff worked for us in the 
summer. We could not find 40 hours of work for him to do. Maybe a half-
time employee would work better. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-543 
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Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Unalakleet Native Corporation (UNC) or the tribe would like to enforce 
parts of the river, particularly close to the community. We would be 
willing to take on assistance during king salmon or silver salmon fishing. It 
could be done with a cooperative agreement. BLM: We have plans to hire 
two more employees out of the Nome field office. Maybe they will be 
able to work more in this area. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-544 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Is there some kind of etiquette that the river guides have to follow to be 
a river guide? BLM: They have to have an operation plan and a safety 
plan. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-545 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
The guided ones, the boats stay out of the way of our fishing. The 
unguided ones, they do not care. BLM: If there is something that needs to 
be investigated, please let us know. BLM will not share your names. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-546 

Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
UNC land is limited. Are there a limited number of guided sport hunting 
permits on the UNC land? BLM: The state manages guides on state lands, 
but you have private lands. Community response: It could be trespass 
then. Our corporation has a right to say whether the state can allow 
guided hunters on corporation lands. BLM: The state or BLM would not 
authorize guided activities on private lands, such as Native corporation 
lands or Native allotments. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-547 
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Unspecified 

[Management of Special Recreation Permits for outfitter-guides was a 
concern for the community, particularly related to king salmon fishing 
season. A local presence was recommended for 
enforcement/compliance. Specific comments:] 
Doyon Corporation allows people on their lands, but with a price, for a 
permit under authorization via the corporation. BLM: 3 percent of gross 
commercial fees come back to the office to manage permits, for 
compliance. 

Issue 12 Unalakleet Meeting UN-548 

Unspecified 
It is critical to have adequate notification to affected communities 
important regarding policies and steps, particularly related to proposed 
mining plans. 

Issue 14 Unalakleet Meeting UN-549 

Unspecified If you find gold in our area, don’t tell anyone. 
A lot of it is south, along the Kuskokwim belt. Issue 14 Unalakleet Meeting UN-550 

Unspecified For fisheries, protection of spawning grounds is important. Issue 1 Unalakleet Meeting UN-551 

Unspecified 

I am worried about the baseline. What do you consider to be clean water, 
including mixing zones? Currently, clean water is coming down now. That 
should be the standard. But we do not know whether it is or not.  
Subsistence depends on clean water, clean air, and clean land. It needs to 
be evaluated and set at the standard. BLM: Much of the clean water 
regulation does not fall within our jurisdiction. We do care about it. The 
standards that are related to the Clean Water Act are the responsibility of 
the State of Alaska. 

Issue 1 Unalakleet Meeting UN-552 

Unspecified 

I would like to see emphasis on the estuary in the watershed to make 
sure it is in good condition. It might need to be a cooperative effort. BLM: 
That is a good point. They may encompass Native corporation lands and 
Native allotments. 

Issue 1 Unalakleet Meeting UN-553 

Unspecified 

For priority fish species, where does the Unalakleet River rank? Looking 
at the small population of the Unalakleet, it is very unique. We have like 
8 or 9 species here. BLM: We appreciate that feedback .Matt Varner is 
the lead for fisheries in our State Office. Merlyn Scheleske has worked on 
it too. We are incorporating their evaluations and information from the 
communities in the planning efforts. 

Issue 1 Unalakleet Meeting UN-554 

Unspecified Unalakleet is a high quality watershed. The Unalakleet River is already an 
important watershed, designated as a Wild River. Issue 22 Unalakleet Meeting UN-555 
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Unspecified 

Are there plans to make more Wild and Scenic Rivers? BLM: The Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Eligibility Report identifies 23 rivers as eligible. Then we will 
need to look at suitability in Resource Management Plan. We could 
recommend rivers in this plan, and then congress would have to 
designate them. I haven’t seen anything likely to be identified as suitable 
at this time. 

Issue 22 Unalakleet Meeting UN-556 

Unspecified 

What is the advantage of a Wild and Scenic River designation? BLM: 
Additional protection. There could be more labor and funds are 
dedicated to the area for management. The important features, like 
subsistence, cultural, and fish resources would be protected and 
enhanced now and into the future. We have a BLM Administrative site 
here, due to Unalakleet River. 

Issue 22 Unalakleet Meeting UN-557 

Unspecified When do we have to make the recommendations? BLM: The comment 
period ends April 19. Issue 22 Unalakleet Meeting UN-558 

Unspecified Does BLM designate the rivers? BLM: No, we make recommendations to 
Congress. Issue 22 Unalakleet Meeting UN-559 

Unspecified Can we un-designate the Unalakleet River? BLM: Congress would have to 
take the designation away. Issue 22 Unalakleet Meeting UN-560 

Unspecified 

An Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) was recommended by 
the community on the Unalakleet River. What are they for? BLM: Many 
are primarily for protection of salmon spawning areas. The Pew Institute 
has recommended a couple ACECs. Some are looking at the whole 
watershed, rather than a river corridor. We will likely look at common 
themes, and maybe will combine some together. We will make 
recommendations for ACECs in the draft plan. 

Issue 23 Unalakleet Meeting UN-561 

Unspecified Is that funded by the Pew Project? BLM: They recommended ACECs in 
this planning effort. Issue 23 Unalakleet Meeting UN-562 

Unspecified They did it because they are interested in conservation of this area? BLM: 
They are a conservation organization that has worked with other villages. Issue 23 Unalakleet Meeting UN-563 

Unspecified 

That ACEC designation would do what? BLM: It would pick key resources 
for management. Most are focused on salmon spawning or rearing areas. 
The designation does not necessarily put restrictions or prohibitions or 
the area. If we do apply special management restrictions, it would be 
through a public process. 

Issue 23 Unalakleet Meeting UN-564 
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Unspecified 
Do you do consultation when you are deciding? BLM: Yes, it would be a 
more focused planning process, just for that ACEC, not such a big area 
like we are looking at now. 

Issue 23 Unalakleet Meeting UN-565 

Unspecified 

We are concerned about the funding that is going to be cut from the 
McGrath, Alaska area. Reason: This will be a dry season this spring and 
summer and there will be fires. Our villages do not have fire departments 
and we depend on wood, berries etc. for survival. Alos our homes etc. 
will be in danger from forest fires. Also the moose and other wild game 
we need will be in danger. The birch trees were dying last summer. The 
leaves were drying up. Some people say it was some sort of insects that 
was the cause. Thank you BLM for watching over our area. We appreciate 
what you do. 

Issue 4 Chuathbaluk Sent In CH-566 

Unspecified 

Thank you for your well advertised wide spread meetings. During the 
March 19 '15 meeting Anchorage, staff approached citizens (if the people 
didn't seek them). A large variety of users came together respectfully. 
Because of the importance of predators in the ecosystem, I am 
concerned about BLM's participation. I don't see AKDF&G's conern over 
long term [?] ability of preditors. E.g. March 2015, helicoptor assisteted 
killing of wolves near Allakaket and Alatna (prior kills 2012 of 13). Not to 
mention cost of operations. AKDF&G has mentioned non-[service?] of 
santuaries as keeping costs down. Recently, a private organization 
offered to help the wolves. Does BLM have representation at the Fed. 
Subsistence Advisory Countis and Board? Thank you for helping all 
citizens. 

Issue 16 Anchorage Sent In AN-567 
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Unspecified 

Perkins Coie Lawyer, Cam Leonard, represents customer Donlin Gold and 
called to get clarification on the Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area 
(RCA) mentioned on page 5 of the Preliminary Alternatives Concept 
document. He was aware of the Sheefish ACEC, but could not find more 
information on the Sheefish RCA. RMP Project Manager Daly referenced 
him to the Watershed Analysis Framework document that explained the 
model input and development for the two existing maps that would 
eventually feed into the development of the RCAs and High Priority 
Restoration Watersheds. Then Daly explained the difference between 
RCAs, Restoration Watersheds, and ACECs and explained that there were 
no RCAs developed yet but that there was a Sheefish ACEC. Cam had a 
good understanding of ACECs and referenced the text on Page 5 again 
that said Sheefish RCA. Daly determined that it was likely a typo and 
meant to state Sheefish ACEC, not Sheefish RCA. Cam expressed his 
thankfulness for the public comment extension to May 31. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AN-568 

Unspecified 

[Email from BLM to Nikolai Edzeno Village Council]  
Thank you for your time over the phone and thank you for expressing the 
concerns of your council members about the eligible segment of the 
Salmon River as a Wild and Scenic River. I understand that people do not 
understand the label Wild and Scenic and are are concerned that it will 
affect the area where they go salmon fishing on the Salmon River. I also 
understand that Council members with allotments on the river are 
concerned about what the impact would be to their allotments. 

Issue 22 Nikolai Sent In NI-569 
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Unspecified 

A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF NOMINATING AREAS OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN for Bureau of Land Management's (BLM 'S) 
BERlNG SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNlNG 
WHEREAS: the creator placed the Holy Cross people on the land and 
waters of the Yukon River and its tributaries to use and care for in a 
responsible manner. 
WHEREAS: the members of Holy Cross have traditionally hunted, fished, 
and gathered necessary foods and other natural products from the lands 
and waters of our region of the Yukon River for thousands of years. 
WHEREAS: all of the Yukon River and its surrounding land provides 
important moose habitat, species of pike, white fish and cisco spawn in 
this river; the watershed is also a major spawning arcn for sheefish, and 4 
species of salmon, is home to ducks. geese. grouse, and ptarmigan and 
provides berries, greens and firewood. 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Holy Cross Village supports: 
1 . The protection of the watersheds of the Yukon River and its tributaries 
through designation as Areas of Critical Emvironmental Concern on 
Bureau Of Land Management lands in the Bear Sea Western Interior 
Planning Region: and 
2. All the areas within the watersheds of these rivers and their tributaries 
regardless of the Statutus of land ownership and management: and 
3. The continuance of the existing ACECs within the Holy Cross Tribe's 
traditional hunting. fishing and harvesting areas and the habitat 
associated with these. 

Issue 23 Holy Cross Sent In HC-570 

Unspecified 

[Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) Proposal] 
[Describe the Area to be Nominated or Modified] 
Traditional watersheds containing harvest lands/waters used by the 
Native community of Holy Cross along the Yukon River extending down 
the river to Paimuit Slough, up the Innoko River, the Koserefaki River, 
Deer Hunting Slough, Stuyahok River, Reindeer/Albert/Stevens Lake & 
tributaries 

Issue 23 Holy Cross Sent In HC-571 

Unspecified 1. Clean water, clean air, protection of habitats. Issue 2 Unalakleet Commen
t Form UN-572 

Unspecified 2. Easement identification on the ground. Issue 11 Unalakleet Commen
t Form UN-573 
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Unspecified 3. Co-management of Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River with local 
tribe/corporation. Issue 22 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-574 

Unspecified 4. Permit not [?] to affected communities, reference to commence, 
development projects. Issue 14 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-575 

Unspecified 5. Identification of indigenious traditional use of land areas for 
subsistence. Issue 27 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-576 

Unspecified 6. Consultation w/ local tribe, municipality, and native corporation on 
issues of mutual concern. Issue 25 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-577 

Unspecified 7. All natural resource exploration development take in protection of 
subsistence values of the people in the BSWI. Issue 27 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-578 

Unspecified Subsistence. Fish counting--continued by NSEDC, NVV & UNC since state 
will not. Issue 1 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-579 

Unspecified 
Summer Subsistence cross country travel like for berry picking and moose 
hunting will be permitted to four wheelers, six wheelers, and eight 
wheelers. All terrain vehicles only. 

Issue 11 Unalakleet Commen
t Form UN-580 

Unspecified Watershed clean water act standard-prioritize model. Issue 1 Unalakleet Commen
t Form UN-581 

Unspecified City has access to or right to Historic Iditarod Trail for using it to set or 
put a water line in above sea level. Issue 20 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-582 

Unspecified Unalakleet Native Corporation has a right to say whether the state can 
allow guided hunters. Can be allowed on coprorate lands. Issue 12 Unalakleet Commen

t Form UN-583 
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Unspecified 

BLM has promulgated regulations to implement FLPMA's planning 
provisions, which are found at 43 C.F.R. Part 1600, Subpart 1601. While 
some regulations (such as the definitions of "multiple use" and "areas of 
critical environmental concern") simply mirror the statute, other sections 
add new detail. Of particular note are the twin "principles" set 
out at 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8. While the first principle simply requires that 
RMP's be consistent with FLPMA's Section 202, the second principle 
reads as follows: "Additionally, the impact on local economies and uses 
of adjacent or nearby non-Federal lands and on non-public land surface 
over federally-owned mineral interests shall be considered." See 43 C.F.R. 
§ 1601.0-8. 
Given the potential barriers that this proposed RMP could place before 
Donlin's project (as discussed below), and the economic stimulus that the 
project would bring to the region, Donlin asserts that this mandatory 
regulatory principle should be front and center in BLM's review and 
development of this RMP. To ignore or trivialize the potential impacts of 
this planning process on the Donlin project would contravene this explicit 
regulatory principle. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-585 

Unspecified 

1. Sheefish Spawning ACEC 
BLM has proposed to establish a Sheefish Spawning ACEC that would 
overlap part of Donlin's proposed pipeline route. BLM has further 
proposed to exclude or restrict any rights of way (ROW's) within that 
ACEC. BLM's proposals are a direct threat to Donlin's plans for how it will 
provide power to its mine project Donlin maintains that BLM's draft 
proposals to limit ROW's in the designated ACEC are both premature and 
unnecessary, as discussed below. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-586 
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Proposing Any Restrictions on Uses of the Sheefish Spawning ACEC is 
Premature. 
Yet despite BLM's acknowledgement of the two-stage process for 
establishing and administering ACEC's, BLM is already proposing specific 
restrictions on activities and uses within the proposed sheefish spawning 
ACEC. Those restrictions, described further below, appear to pre-
determine the threshold question of whether any "special management 
attention" is even required in that ACEC. BLM's premature discussion of 
restricted activities within the proposed sheefish spawning ACEC violates 
the sequential deliberative procedure contemplated under FLPMA and 
BLM's regulations. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-587 

Unspecified 

Additional Protection for Sheefish Spawning is Unnecessary. 
The underlying premise that sheefish spawning grounds even require 
additional protection by BLM, through restricting activities in a 
designated ACEC, is mistaken. State law already protects the water 
quality needed to support sheefish spawning. The Alaska Water Quality 
Standards (WQS) found at 18 AAC 70, provide a comprehensive 
regulatory scheme administered by the Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation (ADEC). 
Unless BLM has reason (and supporting evidence) to question ADEC's 
ability to effectively administer state law, there is no basis for BLM to 
presume that any additional protection for sheefish spawning is needed. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-588 

Unspecified 

In essence, BLM is proposing to prohibit or restrict activities like Donlin's 
proposed ROW for a buried gas pipeline, on the off-chance that it might 
protect sheefish spawning more effectively than the state's long-standing 
regulatory regime. This result, if adopted in the final RMP, would impose 
a disproportionate trade-off, by sacrificing significant and quantifiable 
economic benefits to the region from the Donlin project for the sake of 
wholly hypothetical benefits to sheefish populations. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-589 
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2. "Permafrost and Highly Erodible Soils" 
As for proposed "ROW exclusion areas" for underground utilities where 
there is "permafrost and highly erodible soils," Donlin questions just how 
large a portion of the planning area would trigger this exclusion. If the 
potential presence of permafrost were to prohibit any underground 
utilities, this could dramatically restrict the public's ability to develop 
resources on non-federal land both within and around the planning area. 
Such a sweeping prohibition would contravene one of the two explicit 
regulatory principles that should be guiding BLM's planning efforts, as set 
out in 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-8: consideration of how BLM's RMP might 
impact "local economies and uses of adjacent or nearby nonfederal 
lands." 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-590 

Unspecified 

To the greatest extent possible, the BLM will avoid authorizing new 
rights-of-way within the WSR boundary. The BLM will, through 
appropriate land use planning processes and project-level reviews, 
exercise its discretion to deny applications for right-of-way grants in 
WSRs if the BLM determines through appropriate environmental analysis 
that the right-of-way proposal is not compatible with the river's 
classification and the protection and enhancement of river values. 
Given BLM's written policy, Donlin is and will remain wary of any Wild 
and Scenic River classification on river segments that overlap Donlin's 
proposed pipeline corridor. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-591 
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1. The massive acreage being considered for ACEC designation, as well as 
potential Wild and Scenic River designations, are federal land 
withdrawals that violate the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act (ANILCA).  
AMA believes that the ACEC and Wild and Scenic River proposals being 
considered in the BSWI RMP that would close more than 5,000 acres of 
Public Land to mineral entry, mineral leasing, and other uses, or keep 
existing closures in place, constitute de facto land withdrawals under 
FLPMA. BLM has made no effort in the past, or commitment in the BSWI 
RMP, to abide by the requirements of ANILCA Section 1326(a) before 
making these proposed withdrawals. 
BLM issued on May 21, 2015, a two page ACEC “Information and Status 
Update” that states: “ACECs are not withdrawals, however, an ACEC may 
have an associated withdrawal. Associated withdrawals over 5,000 acres 
require congressional approval.” BLM does not define “associated 
withdrawal” and provides no analysis to support its statement that the 
ACECs themselves are not withdrawals under FLPMA and ANILCA. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-592 

Unspecified 

To the extent that an “associated withdrawal” means continuation of an 
existing Public Land Order (PLO), and to the extent that BLM plans to 
continue an existing PLO or withdrawal within the Plan Area, it is a new 
withdrawal under the “reopener doctrine” and thus requires submission 
to Congress pursuant to the ANILCA § 1326(a) process. “The reopening 
doctrine allows an otherwise stale challenge [i.e. pre---ANILCA PLOs and 
withdrawals] to proceed because ‘the agency opened the issue up anew,’ 
and then ‘reexamined … and reaffirmed its (prior) decision.’ ” P&V Enters. 
v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 516 F.3d 1021, 1023 (D.C. Cir. 2008) 
(quoting Pub. Citizen v. Nuclear Reg. Comm’n, 901 F.2d 147, 150---51 
(D.C. Cir. 1990)). “[I]f an agency’s response to comments ‘explicitly or 
implicitly shows that the agency actually reconsidered the rule [PLO], the 
matter has been reopened,’” starting anew the limitations period. 
Appalachian Power Co. v E.P.A., 251 F.3d 1026, 1033(D.C. Cir. 2001) 
(quoting PanAm Sat Corp. v. FCC 198 F.3d 890, 897 (D.C. Cir. 1999)). 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-593 
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Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the 
final plan, are de facto withdrawals:  
1. The narrative and tables in the ACEC Relevance and Criteria Report 
indicate that BLM intends to either maintain existing withdrawals that 
close the BLM lands to all or many forms of entry under the public land 
laws, including location and entry under the mining laws, or the ACEC will 
prohibit location and entry under the mining laws; 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-594 

Unspecified 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the 
final plan, are de facto withdrawals: 
2. Even in the absence of issuing Public Land Order (PLO) withdrawals, 
BLM will manage the land according to the requirements of the ACEC, 
including “withholding land from settlement, sale, location, or entry 
under some or all of the general land laws” (excerpt from FLPMA Section 
103(j)). This includes proposals to close many ACECs to mineral entry or 
restricting or prohibiting certain types of access. These actions meet the 
definition of withdrawals under FLPMA; 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-595 

Unspecified 

Many proposed ACEC designations in the BSWI RMP, if contained in the 
final plan, are de facto withdrawals: 
3. BLM has failed to examine and revoke existing withdrawals established 
under Section 11 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) and 
other federal laws. These withdrawals (PLOs) are referenced throughout 
the ACEC report in the section titled “Lands and Realty” contained in the 
discussion of each ACEC. Most of these PLOs withdraw BLM lands from 
“location and entry under the mining laws,” while others appear to also 
“withdraw the lands from leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act” or 
“withdraw the lands from selections by the State of Alaska.” BLM’s plans 
“re---purpose” these withdrawals to meet the intent of the ACEC. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-596 
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2. The planning effort strays from, and in some cases even ignores, the 
multiple use mandate that Congress has established for the Bureau of 
Land Management through the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (FLPMA). 
The Preliminary Alternatives outreach, combined with the extensive 
areas being considered for ACEC designations, clearly indicate a focus on 
fish and wildlife preservation, rather than a multiple use focus for most 
BLM lands in the planning area. 
Alternative uses, including economic resources such as minerals are not 
mentioned, and there is no economic evaluation of either the resource 
purported to need ACEC protection or of the other resource values that 
may exist within the proposed ACEC. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-597 

Unspecified 

FLPMA Section 202 planning criterion #9 requires BLM to consider “land 
use planning and management programs of other Federal departments 
and agencies of the States,” but again the ACEC analysis makes no 
mention of how adjacent state or private lands are planned for and 
managed, nor does it explain why existing state or federal management is 
inadequate to protect the resources of the ACEC. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-598 

Unspecified 

Section 103(c) of FLPMA contains a definition of Multiple Use that 
includes the following: “a combination of balanced and diverse resource 
uses that take into account the long-term needs of future generations for 
renewable and nonrenewable resources, including … minerals.” The BSWI 
ACEC report finds that 4,828,851 acres (36%) of the 13.4 million acres of 
BLM lands in the planning area appear to meet the criteria for ACEC 
designation. By emphasizing ACEC designations with little regard for 
alternative resource uses and value, or particularly minerals, the BSWI 
RMP appears to foreclose multiple use on 36% of the BLM lands within 
the planning area. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-599 
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Unspecified 

Furthermore, Section 103(a) of FLPMA defines ACECs as “areas… where 
special management attention is required (when such areas are 
developed or used or where no development is required) to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to … fish and wildlife resources.” This 
definition contemplates that development may occur in or near an ACEC, 
but that the development must be managed to protect the ACEC values. 
BLM’s approach in Alaska appears to be to allow no development in 
ACECs, rather than to carefully manage development in these areas as 
envisioned in FLPMA. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-600 

Unspecified 

3. The volume of information provided during this review period is 
overwhelming for the public and interest groups to comprehend and is 
often confusing. 
Even with the combined lengthy and technical background of this group, 
AMA found that the volume of information contained in the Bering Sea 
Western planning documents was unmanageable and vague. If this group 
struggled to understand and participate in this process, it is without 
question that members of the general public, many of whom stand to be 
directly affected by BLM’s decisions resulting from the plan, will and did 
also struggle. 

Issue 25 Anchorage Sent In AC-601 

Unspecified 

It appears that the preliminary alternatives are significantly slanted 
toward preservation, and do not reflect the “multiple use” mandate of 
the BLM as directed by FLPMA. Proposing to close some lands to many 
types of development, such as locatable and leasable mineral exploration 
and development, or grazing without first conducting detailed studies to 
evaluate their potential is premature. An example is where well---defined 
calving areas are closed to mineral entry without actually defining any 
specific calving areas on maps or providing an analysis of whether or not 
other uses may be compatible. It also appears that such proposals are 
being made without consideration of other resource values, such as 
mineral potential. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-602 
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The Preliminary Alternatives Concepts document states that the next 
step in the process, development of the draft plan, in the process will 
largely be driven by the 5 reports/analysis currently out for review – the 
visual resource inventory, wilderness character review, watershed 
analysis, eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, and ACEC report. This is not 
consistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate contained in FLPMA. 
Specific issues that are not well-addressed by these alternatives are: 
transportation, existing rights of way, navigability, RS2477s, mineral 
potential, grazing potential, integration with other land owners and 
recognition of the rights and planning efforts of adjacent land holders. Of 
particular concern is the apparent lack of consideration of access needs 
of other land owners and future transportation corridors, such as the 
current Alaska Department of Transportation proposed routing from the 
Seward Peninsula to Interior Alaska (WAAPS, 2011). Many of these 
transportation needs appear to be foreclosed by the alternatives and due 
to the extensive ACECs being proposed. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-603 

Unspecified 

In order to properly evaluate the area and proposed uses or restrictions 
the BSWI plan needs to provide information on historic and present 
R/W’s , RS 2477’s, anthropogenic trails, airstrips, river access etc, which is 
basic to a planning effort, and missing in this current review. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-604 

Unspecified 

The BSWI area needs to address navigable waters issues before 
contemplating additional reserves such as wild and scenic rivers. This will 
have a bearing on land ownership access etc. State ownership of waters 
should also be cited and acknowledged. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-605 

Unspecified 

The BLM should also be required to study transportation alternatives as a 
part of the planning process. This is an important component to the BLM 
lands as well as adjoining owners including the State, Native Corporation, 
private parties and other Federal lands. Federal and State funded 
transportation studies have already been completed in the area and will 
help in this analysis. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-606 
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The locatable and leasable mineral studies conducted for the study area 
are helpful for indicating possible development areas in the near---term. 
However they are based only on known occurrences, and do not consider 
mineral potential. The BLM should be required to include a USGS---
prepared report and maps on the geology and undiscovered mineral 
potential of the region for the BSWI area and an analysis of the USGS 
minerals report to be included and referenced where appropriate for 
every resource management plan area during the planning process. 
Considering the huge land area involved and the geologic potential for 
minerals in the area, additional minerals—focused exploration work and 
information are necessary to make valid management decisions. In 
addition, airborne geophysical studies (aeromagnetic, conductivity etc.) 
would assist in this effort and provide worthwhile information to your 
planning effort. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-607 

Unspecified 

In order to provide a comprehensive lands study of this type the use and 
enjoyment of adjacent land owners should be considered. This is 
particularly important where access could either be enhanced or 
restricted depending on the owner’s plans. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-608 

Unspecified 

The ACEC review document (157p, released 4-13-15) is exclusively 
focused on cultural, and fish and wildlife resources, and does NOT 
address any “natural processes or systems” or “natural hazards.” BLM 
should be required to address ALL or NONE of the relevant criteria for an 
ACEC. The ACEC document prematurely concludes that over a third of the 
planning area meets the criteria for ACEC designation (4.8 million acres 
out of 13 million acre planning area). These ACEC proposals are made 
without regard to competing resource values of the areas, such as 
mineral potential or transportation/access needs. In addition, the criteria 
used for ACEC designation in this planning area are far more liberal and 
deviate greatly from the criteria used in other BLM planning efforts in 
Alaska. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-609 
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Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
The alternatives appear to lack two critical pieces of information – maps 
and definitions. The Preliminary Alternatives Concept document refers to 
numerous geographic areas – such as Riparian Conservation Areas 
(RCAs); a variety of types of critical caribou, moose, land bird, and 
waterfowl habitats; the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area; Nulato 
Hills Ecoregion; Six unique ecosystems (p. 35); and other geographic 
areas. Numerous restrictions or management guidelines are proposed for 
these areas, but the reader has no idea as to the location or size of these 
areas. If maps of these areas are included in the huge volume of material 
published by BLM, they are not adequately referenced in the report. 
AMA emphasizes that without adequate maps and definitions, it is 
impossible to provide informed comments on the alternatives. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-610 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Regarding definitions, the alternatives report uses terms such as 
exclusions and avoidance, but fails to explain the difference. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-611 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Goals (p. 25). AMA strongly supports 
the following goals that appear on page 25, but feels they are not 
adequately considered in the alternatives presented in this Concept 
report: 
1. Provide for the opportunity to develop locatable and salable mineral 
resource on public lands to meet the national, regional and local needs 
while ensuring the long---term health and diversity of the land.  
2. Encourage exploration of public lands to define potential mineral 
resources of national strategic interest, minerals to support green 
technology development and carbon reduction technology, and 
economically crucial for state and local communities. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-615 
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AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Locatable Minerals Alternatives – Withdrawals – (p. 27). AMA supports 
Locatable Minerals Alternative 3 – “Withdrawals – Open all BLM lands to 
mineral entry”. AMA strongly opposes Alternative 1 – “Withdrawals,” 
that would close ALL designated ACECs and RCAs to mineral entry. The 
need for the blanket closure of all ACECs and RCAs is not explained or 
justified. See AMA comments on ACECs elsewhere in this letter. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-616 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Leasable Minerals – Oil and Gas Alternatives – p. 31. AMA opposes the 
Leasable Minerals Alternative 1 that closes all RCAs, critical moose calving 
and wintering habitats, critical caribou calving and wintering habitats, 
Nulato Hills Lichen, Caribou and Sensitive Plant Conservation Areas to oil 
and gas leasing. Many of these resources can be protected through 
directional drilling and seasonal restrictions. The No Surface Entry 
requirements for oil and gas in Alternative 1 are also excessive and overly 
restrictive. AMA supports alternative 3 for oil and gas leasing. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-618 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Realty Alternatives – Withdrawals – page 34. This section is very 
confusing and is not consistent with the alternatives presented for 
Locatable Minerals in Section 3.6. AMA supports an alternative that 
would revoke existing, obsolete ANCSA d-1 withdrawals (see previous 
discussion) and opposes alternatives that close (withdraw) “Suitable” 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Riparian Conservation Areas, Sheefish spawning 
areas and the Nulato Hills Ecoregion as proposed in Alternative 1. BLM 
has not provided justification for such closures and withdrawals. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-619 
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AMA submits the following specific comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Concept Report (69 page document issued during 
Preliminary Alternatives Outreach Period): 
Note: On page 34, at the top of the Alternative 1 column it reads 
“Riparian Conservation Areas would NOT be withdrawn from mineral 
entry,” while at the bottom of the same Alternative 1 column it reads 
“FLPMA withdrawals would be placed to withdraw the following areas 
from locatable, salable, leasable mineral entry: … Riparian Conservation 
Areas….” Regardless, AMA opposes the blanket closure of RCAs to 
mineral entry and mineral leasing. 

Issue 24 Anchorage Sent In AC-620 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new 
ACECs for the following reasons: 
1. Virtually all existing and proposed ACECs propose to either close areas 
to mineral location and entry under the federal mining laws, or retain 
existing withdrawals that close these areas. In this report, BLM has totally 
ignored the mineral values of the proposed ACECs and provides no 
explanation of how mining presents an irreconcilable conflict with the 
ACEC values; 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-623 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new 
ACECs for the following reasons: 
2. Most ACECs will either result in seasonal or permanent restrictions on 
access for mineral exploration; 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-624 
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AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new 
ACECs for the following reasons: 
3. Most ACECs will restrict or prohibit access (Rights of Way) through the 
ACECs to other federal, state or Native Corporation lands with mineral or 
other resource development potential, or at a minimum will further 
complicate the permitting process for needed ROWs across BLM lands; 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-625 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA is opposed to continuation of the existing ACECs and proposed new 
ACECs for the following reasons: 
4. All existing and proposed ACECs exceed 5,000 acres, thereby 
establishing land withdrawals without Congressional Approval, a violation 
of Section 1326(a) of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA) 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-626 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
AMA’s previous comments as part of the ACEC nomination process (see 
letters dated August 29, 2014) questioned the need for most ACEC 
designations. While BLM dutifully and accurately summarizes AMA’s 
concerns in Section 3.1, BLM still fails to respond to these concerns. BLM 
does not explain why existing state and federal laws and regulations are 
not adequate to protect the resources that BLM uses to justify the 
additional restrictions Of  an ACEC designation. Furthermore, BLM fails to 
explain inconsistencies in use of ACEC designations between these new 
plans and previous plans in other areas of Alaska. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-627 
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AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
Comments on Existing ACECs and Proposed ACECs that are exclusively or 
primarily to protect fisheries. In previous comments, AMA specifically 
requested that BLM explain “why existing protections do not adequately 
protect these areas and why their fisheries resources are particularly 
unique.” These existing authorities include state and federal regulations 
of waters under the Clean Water Act, State Fish and Game regulation 
under Alaska Statutes Title 16, and stipulations BLM can already place on 
permits, leases and ROWs without the need for an ACEC designation. In 
this 151---page document, BLM does not address either the issue of 
inadequacy of existing regulations nor why on either a state or national 
level, the fisheries resources in these watersheds require or justify a 
restrictive land use designation. We note that in the current document, 
fisheries are the ONLY reason used to justify many ACEC designations. 
AMA also questions why entire watersheds are designated ACECs to 
protect spawning and rearing habitats that arefound  in only portions of 
streams in the much larger watersheds. Based on this concern, AMA 
opposes the designation of the following areas as 
ACECs: 
• Anvik River  
• Drainages of the North River 
• inglutalik River 
• Kateel River 
• Ungalik River 
• Giassa River 
• Shaktoolik River 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-628 
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Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
Comments on Existing or Nominated ACECs that BLM does not intend to 
advance in the Alternatives Process. We agree with BLM that the 
following areas do not qualify for designation as ACECs: 
• Kuskokwim River Raptor Nesting Habitat 
• Peregrine Falcon Nesting habitat 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-629 

Unspecified 

AMA submits the following specific comments in the April 2015 Report 
titled “Areas of Critical Concern – Report on the Application of the 
Relevance and Importance Criteria.” 
We also agree with BLM that the following nominated areas should not 
be designated as ACECs in the alternatives: 
• Grayling Area Habitat  
• Old Anvik Village 
• Egavik Creek Watershed 
• Golsovia River watershed 
• Box River Treeline RNA 
• Tagagwik River 
• Honhosa River 

Issue 33 Anchorage Sent In AC-630 

Unspecified 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Anvik River – Section 3.3.1 --- On pages 10---11, the “Important Value – 
More than locally significant” is that the Anvik River drains into the Yukon 
River, and the Yukon is internationally significant due to the 2002 Yukon 
River Salmon Agreement. Using this logic, all BLM lands in the entire 
Yukon River drainage could qualify as an ACEC, which clearly is not the 
intent of FLPMA. As AMA previously noted, BLM has failed to explain 
what makes the Anvik River unique on a state or national level, and why 
can’t these resources be protected under existing state and federal 
regulations. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-631 
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AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Sheefish Spawning Areas – 3.3.6 – this 698,260 acre ACEC is specifically to 
protect sheefish spawning areas. The analysis fails to explain why existing 
state (under Alaska Statutes Title 16 and federal authorities (Clean Water 
Act, BLM permit or lease stipulations) do not adequately protect sheefish 
spawning areas. In addition, even if additional protections were 
warranted, there is no justification provided for protecting all BLM lands 
in the watershed. BLM’s proposal states “Sheefish spawn in relatively 
small and specific locations, and a 20 KM section of the Big River located 
south of McGrath has been identified as a well- -known spawning area 
for sheefish.” The Rationale on page 34 says “80 percent of the sheefish 
spawning in the Kuskokwim River spawn in a 15.5 mile section of the Big 
River”. 
This proposal seems even more dubious, in fact almost ludicrous, when 
one looks at the map in Figure 4 of the Appendix. Virtually all of the 
mapped, documented sheefish spawning areas shown on this map are 
downriver from BLM lands, it appears that barely two miles of 
documented sheefish spawning occurs in waters adjacent to BLM lands. 
Even more questionable is the inclusion of over 200,000 acres of BLM 
land in the Northeastern portion of the proposed ACEC that shows NO 
documented sheefish spawning in the Sullivan Creek, Bear Creek and 
Pitka Fork drainages whatsoever. BLM cannot justify a 1,091 square mile 
ACEC based upon a resource that is primarily concentrated along 15.5 
miles of the Big River, most of which is not BLM land. We also find it 
dubious to use as rationale that “on one day in July 1968, seven plane 
loads of fishermen were fishing at the mouth of the Holitna River,” as 
that information (page 35) is dated by 47 years! 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-632 

Unspecified 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
In addition to the above concerns about the Sheefish Spawning ACEC, 
AMA also opposes the designation because of its negative impact on a 
proposed gas pipeline to provide natural gas to the proposed Donlin 
Creek mine. The proposed route traverses the uppermost portions of the 
watersheds. AMA strongly concurs with comments provided to BLM from 
Donlin Gold in a letter dated May 11, 2015. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-633 
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AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – this 291,136 acre ACEC is 
justified based on its Cultural Resources. The two cultural resources areas 
are Bonasila Dome and Bonasila winter village. Although no acreage is 
given in the report, we question why a 291,136 acre ACEC is necessary to 
protect two specific sites. If an ACEC is truly necessary to protect these 
areas, it should be confined only to the actual sites. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-634 

Unspecified 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Bonasila River Watershed ACEC – 3.3.9 – Also, on page 50, under “Carry 
forward….” It states that “[n]o the area does not meet both the relevance 
and importance criteria for any resource”, but then it says it does meet 
the relevance and importance criteria for Cultural resources. One of 
these statements is in error. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-635 

Unspecified 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Anvik Traditional Trapping Area – 3.3.10 – This area was nominated for 
wildlife,  which BLM found does not meet the importance criteria. BLM 
then concluded it does meet the Cultural Resource criteria because of a 
spur (Iditarod---Anvik Connecting Trail) of the Iditarod National Historic 
Trail. If this is already part of a National Historic Trail, we fail to see why 
an ACEC is necessary and oppose this proposal going forward. For an 
example of how such as designation could impair future mineral 
development, elsewhere the planned Donlin Creek gas line passes 
through a portion of the Iditarod National Historic Trail. A restrictive 
ACEC designation likely in that area could prevent construction of this 
proposed gas pipeline. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-636 
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AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Unalakleet– 3.3.16 – BLM’s analysis of the nomination essentially 
concludes that it provides no new reasons that would justify expansion of 
the existing or proposed ACECs that overlap portions of this nomination. 
Therefore, rather than consider an additional, massive 1.5 million acres 
ACEC, BLM should reject this proposal. Many of the resources listed 
under the section “[m]ore then locally significant importance” on page 79 
could describe virtually any lowland, hilly or valley area in Central or 
Southern Alaska (e.g.; high vertebrate species richness, moderate surface 
water availability, moderate vegetation, community diversity, moderate 
topographic complexity, high landscape naturalness). 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-637 

Unspecified 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Kateel River – 3.3.19 – The primary reason for this massive, potentially 
876,600 acre ACEC is to protect fish spawning and rearing habitat. As 
previously stated – AMA opposes these massive land withdrawals for 
fisheries resources that are already protected under state and federal 
statutes and regulations. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-638 

Unspecified 

AMA offers the following comments on these specific ACEC proposals. 
Nulato River – 3.3.24 – The primary reason for this 342,824 acre ACEC is 
to protect fish spawning and rearing habitat. As previously stated – AMA 
opposes these land withdrawals for fisheries resources that are already 
protected under state and federal statutes and regulations. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-639 

Unspecified 

The extension coincides with the AVCP Yukon-Kuskokwim Freight and 
Energy Corridor Plan completion, providing the opportunity for A VCP to 
request BLM incorporate the enclosed Corridor Plan into the BS/WI RMP 
comments under the.BS/WI RMP Effective Public Comment guidelines 
#3: Presents new & relevant information to the inventory, report, or 
alternative concept. 

Issue 11 Bethel Sent In BT-640 
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Unspecified 

Calista is deeply concerned about both the areal extent and the 
management prescriptions for a proposed new Area of Environmental 
Concern to protect sheefish spawning on Big River and the impact they 
may have on the Donlin Creek project on ANCSA lands. The proposed 
ACEC overlaps a portion of the pipeline route for which Donlin Gold is 
seeking approvals. The proposed ACEC is enormous in scale: 698,260 
Acres for sheefish spawning grounds on the Kuskokwim River. The BLM's 
own ACES notes that the [s]heefish spawn [is] in relatively small and 
specific locations" [p. 34). Nonetheless, one proposed Alternative would 
be a ROW "exclusion area for underground utilities would be established 
in the Sheefish RCA"-an area of nearly 700,000 acres, which includes 
watersheds that neither contain nor drain into sheefish spawning areas. 
As such, the proposals in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
document to either avoid or exclude underground utility rights of way in 
the proposed ACEC are overbroad, unsupportable and extremely 
troubling: BLM's land management must conform to principles set out in 
FLPMA and governing regulations. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In CA-642 

Unspecified 

Some of BLM's proposed "ACEC's, and their proposed restrictions on 
uses, could severely impact significant projects on non-Federal land, such 
as the Donlin Mine Project, which would be a catastrophic loss to Calista 
shareholders of significant amounts of dividends and employment 
opportunities unprecedented in its nature. In regard to proposed "ROW 
exclusion areas" for underground utilities where there is "permafrost and 
highly erodible soils," Calista is very concerned about how much of the 
area would be affected by any proposed exclusion. If the potential 
presence of permafrost were to prohibit any underground utilities, this 
could severely restrict the public's ability to develop resources on non-
federal land both within and around the planning area. Such a sweeping 
prohibition would vioIate one of the two explicit regulatory principles 
that should guide BLM's planning efforts, as set out in 43 C.F.R. § 1601.0-
8: consideration of how BLM's RMP might impact "local economies and 
uses of adjacent or nearby non-federal lands." 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In CA-643 
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Unspecified 

It is premature for BLM to draft restrictions on activities within proposed 
ACEC's, as that would pre-determine the threshold question of whether 
any "special management attention is required." BLM should first 
evaluate whether other federal and state agencies are already protecting 
resources (such as sheefish spawning), before BLM decides to restrict 
land uses across broad areas designated as ACEC's. The underlying 
premise that sheefish spawning grounds 
require additional protection by BLM through restricting activities in a 
designated ACEC is mistaken. State law already protects the water quality 
needed to support sheefish spawning under the Alaska Water Quality 
Standards (WQS) found at 18 AAC 70, administered by the Alaska 
Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC). Any new restrictions 
must have meaningful, specific and sufficient justification to warrant any 
restriction that might significantly inhibit the development of natural 
resources by ANCs. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In CA-644 

Unspecified 

Consistent with BLM's multiple use mandate, BLM must meaningfully 
engage in consultations with all affected stakeholders, including owners 
of property within and adjacent to BLM's BSWI planning area, to ensure 
that the RMP does not unreasonably impair property rights and 
economic opportunities. 

Issue 25 Anchorage Sent In CA-645 

Unspecified 

Calista supports removing the existing withdrawals under outdated PLO 
5180 and PLO 5184. ANCSA corporations in the Calista Region have 
completed their final selection priorities and many have reached or will 
soon reach their final land entitlements. The purpose for which these 
land withdrawals were created have been satisfied. Removing them 
would better facilitate BLM's mandate for multiple use. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In CA-646 
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Unspecified 

Many large tracts of lands that were conveyed to Doyon from the United 
States under ANCSA are now surrounded by CSUs. As a result of this 
planning process, even more Doyon lands could be surrounded by or 
adjacent to river segments proposed for Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
("WSRN') designation, lands proposed to be maintained for wilderness 
characteristics, or Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ("ACECs"). As a 
result of the location ofDoyon's lands and the location of resource 
exploration and development activity on those lands, Doyon anticipates 
that it ultimately will need to obtain access across certain CSUs in Alaska 
pursuant to Title XI of ANILCA and, more so in the case of the BSWI 
Planning Area, across other federal, BLM-managed lands pursuant to 
ANILCA Section 1323(b). Further enveloping Doyon's lands within Wild 
and Scenic Rivers, lands to be maintained for wilderness characteristics, 
and/or ACECs would further complicate access to and use of Doyon 
lands, and potentially prevent Doyon from fully realizing the economic 
and other benefits that Congress intended it would enjoy as a result of 
ANCSA's settlement of aboriginal land claims. 

Issue 19 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-647 

Unspecified 

Doyon generally opposes recommending additional river segments for 
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers ("NWSR'') System. NWSR 
recommendation and designation imposes significant restrictions on the 
use of, and access to, surrounding lands. Recommendation and 
designation of additional river segments reviewed in connection with this 
planning effort could prevent Doyon from reasonably accessing its lands 
and enjoying the full economic benefit of those lands as intended by 
ANCSA. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-648 

Unspecified 

Yukon River 
In its WSR Eligibility Report, BLM explains that the Yukon River has been 
found eligible and was assigned a tentative classification of wild. The 
relevant factors that BLM has identified for consideration as part of a 
suitability evaluation do not support a suitability determination for the 
Yukon River. Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges BLM to determine the 
Yukon River nonsuitable for designation under the WSRA. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-649 
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Yukon River 
[BLM Manual, 6400- Wild and Scenic Rivers -Policy and Program Direction 
for Identification, Evaluation, Planning, and Management (Public), pp. 3-4 
(BLM July 12, 2012).] These considerations should weigh heavily against 
any finding that the Yukon River may be suitable for designation under 
the WSRA. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-650 

Unspecified 

Yukon River 
In addition, designation of the Yukon River as a Wild & Scenic River would 
adversely impact historical and important uses of the river. As the WSR 
Eligibility Report states, "[t]he Yukon River is a major watercourse of 
northwestern North America." Id., pp. 10, 21. As the Report states, "[t]he 
villages along the Yukon have historically and continue to rely on salmon 
for their cultural, subsistence, and commercial needs." Id., pp. 10, 21. 
However, these small, isolated communities have historically relied on 
and continue to rely on the Yukon River for far more than that. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-651 

Unspecified 

Kuskokwim River 
Consideration of the relevant questions and factors similarly fails to 
support a detennination of suitability for the Kuskokwim River. 
Accordingly, Doyon strongly urges BLM to determine the Kuskokwim 
River nonsuitable for designation under the WSRA. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-652 
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Kuskokwim River 
Further, designation of the Kuskokwim River as a Wild & Scenic River 
would adversely impact historical and important uses of the river. As 
stated in the WSR Eligibility Report, the Kuskokwim River, today, provides 
a "useful" and ''viable transportation route for many types of watercraft, 
as well as road vehicles during the winter when it is frozen over." WSR 
Eligibility Report, pp. 8, 15. Like the Yukon River, the Kuskokwim River 
serves not only as an important source of subsistence resources, but also 
as a critically important transportation route for remote, isolated 
communities along the river. As noted above, the road and rail system in 
Alaska is extremely limited, and this is particularly the case in western 
Alaska. BLM has determined the entire length of the Kuskokwim River to 
be navigable from its mouth to the confluence of its North and South 
Forks. Jack Frost to AA-086371, p. 6. Indeed, BLM has stated that "[t]he 
navigability of the Kuskokwim River is not in question due to the wealth 
of information available about use of the river for commerce and the 
travels of its many users throughout its history." ld. That history of the 
river's use as a highway for travel and transportation is summarized in a 
2013 BLM memorandum summarizing the federal interest in lands 
underlying the river. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-653 

Unspecified 

As a result, significant portions of the existing Peregrine Falcon Nesting 
Habitat ACEC, among others, are no longer in federal land status, and 
should be removed formally from the ACECs to the extent they are 
otherwise maintained. Other areas within the ACECs may no longer be 
appropriate for continued designation because of the status of adjacent 
lands and/or for other reasons. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-654 

Unspecified 

Moreover, the RMP should not propose the designation of any new 
ACECs or that would occupy lands selected by Doyon under ANCSA or 
surround lands that already have been conveyed to Doyon. Such ACECs 
are unlikely to meet the regulatory criteria for designation of ACECs. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-655 

Unspecified 

Further, in the event that BLM proposes designation or continued 
designation of lands that surround or are adjacent to Doyon lands as 
ACECs, the RMP should not propose designation of those ACECs as right-
of-way avoidance areas. Over the life of the plan, Doyon may require 
access across ACECs in order to use its lands. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-656 
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Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC 
Doyon strongly supports BLM's proposal not to carry forward the 
Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC in the Draft RMP. As explained in 
BLM's ACEC Report, with the recovery of the species and its delisting 
under the Endangered Species Act, the peregrine falcon no longer meets 
the importance criteria required for ACEC designation. ACEC Report, p. 
18. Moreover, as stated in the ACEC Report, ''raptor nest sites can be 
protected under the migratory bird treaty act, as well as through land use 
authorization permit terms and conditions that provide buffers around 
active nests." Id. at 20. Accordingly, BLM should eliminate the Peregrine 
Falcon Nesting Habitat ACEC as proposed in the Report. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-657 

Unspecified 

Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC 
Doyon strongly urges BLM not to carry forward the Sheefish Spawning 
Area ACEC for consideration in the Draft RMP as proposed in the ACEC 
Report.  
ln addition, designation of the Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC could have 
significant impacts on other resource uses. As proposed, the very 
southern area of the proposed ACEC would extend into the proposed 
Donlin Pipeline Corridor. The Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC should not be 
carried forward for consideration in the Draft RMP. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-658 

Unspecified 

Wilderness Characteristics 
Doyon generally opposes any designation of areas surrounding Doyon-
owned lands in the Planning Area as areas where wilderness 
characteristics would be maintained. As an initial matter, many of these 
areas are subject to Doyon land selections and, therefore, are subject to 
potential conveyance to Doyon at some time in the future. Moreover, 
such designation could significantly impact Doyon's ability to obtain 
needed access across such lands. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-659 
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Based upon a reasonable consideration of these factors, much of the land 
area in the vicinity of Doyon-owned or selected lands is unlikely to be 
suitable for management for maintenance of wilderness characteristics. 
Much of this land area consists of lands that have been selected by 
Doyon under ANCSA, potentially limiting BLM's ability to 
protect wilderness characteristics on the lands over the long term. In 
addition, to the extent that lands to be considered for maintenance of 
wilderness characteristics may surround Doyon-owned lands, Doyon will 
require access to non-Federal inholdings. Such access, to which Doyon is 
entitled under the provisions of ANILCA, could limit BLM's ability to 
effectively manage the lands to protect their wilderness characteristics. 
Accordingly, proposals to designate areas in the vicinity ofDoyon-owned 
or selected lands as areas where wilderness characteristics would be 
maintained are unlikely to be supported by BLM policy and guidance 
governing the consideration oflands with wilderness characteristics in 
land use planning. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-660 

Unspecified 

The Final Plan Must be Consistent With ANILCA's Unique and Specific 
Provisions. Governing Access to Lands and Resources 
ANILCA included unique and specific provisions to guarantee that such 
landowners would have reasonable access to inholdings within or 
effectively surrounded by one or more conservation system units, 
national recreation areas, national conservation areas, or areas of public 
lands designated as wilderness study so that they could make economic 
and other use of their property. It should be without dispute that any 
elements of the RMP that may affect access to inholdings within CSUs 
and general (non-CSU) BLM-managed public lands must be fully 
consistent with these provisions. Accordingly, these provisions should be 
addressed prominently in the Draft RMP. 
In developing the RMP/EIS, BLM should specifically address the access 
guaranteed to Doyon and other inholders under Section 1323(b). The 
RMP must be consistent with meeting the future access needs of Doyon 
and other inholders within the Planning Area as guaranteed under this 
provision and under the Title XI provisions discussed above. 

Issue 19 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-661 
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The Consultation Guidelines of the Deparbnent's Tribal Consultation 
Policy that are incorporated by reference into the ANCSA Corporation 
Policy thus require BLM to consult with Doyon and other affected Alaska 
Native corporations as early as possible in the planning process. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-662 

Unspecified 

Doyon cannot overstate the importance of BLM's obligation to consult 
with the AlaskaN ative corporations regarding these matters under 
Executive Order 13175, as specifically extended to the Alaska Native 
corporations by Congress. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In DO-663 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We 
recommend the Bureau: 
• Commit additional staff resources to consultation for purposes of 
Resource Management Planning in Alaska: 
o Consider establishing a staff position in each Field Office to coordinate 
consultation efforts with tribes and the planning manager; 
o Consider establishing local agency positions in key communities to build 
long-term relationships, possibly by co-funding positions with other 
federal agencies employing tribal individuals in remote communities (EPA 
IGAP); 
o Expand the tribal liaison staff at the State office level to provide hands-
on support for tribal outreach in Field Offices; and 
o Establish a third-party ombudsman to help facilitate the consultation 
process. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-664 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We 
recommend the Bureau: 
• Commit resources to developing and adopting an Alaska-specific 
consultation policy, in consultation with Alaska tribes, that identifies best 
practices for engaging tribes in consultation and establishes consultation 
standards to be followed by agency staff; [Federal agencies are required 
to develop written procedures to ensure they have accountable 
consultation processes.] 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-665 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We 
recommend the Bureau: 
• Create an Alaska-specific chapter in the National BLM Consultation 
policy to account for the unique Alaskan circumstances (see challenges 
above) and number of federally recognized tribes in the state; 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-666 
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Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We 
recommend the Bureau: 
• If it has not yet done so, notify BSWI planning area tribal authorities of 
the active planning effort and offer tribes the opportunity for 
consultation with the Bureau on a government to government basis; and 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-667 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Government-to-Government Consultation: We 
recommend the Bureau: 
• Create a link for tribes on the BSWI website where information can be 
obtained about consultation and identifying the Tribal Liaison Officer (or 
their designee) for the planning effort. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-668 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Staff Training: Agency staff need training in cultural 
differences for presentations in Alaska native communities. For example, 
persons accustomed to the western culture are often unaccustomed to 
silence in conversations, but silent breaks in conversation is often the 
norm in remote rural Alaskan communities. Agency staff making 
presentations in remote rural communities should understand this 
practice and allow time for input from meeting attendees. In some 
cultures, silence may signify respect, thoughtfulness or seriousness or 
may be needed to process translation from the native language before 
comment. At a recent meeting in Grayling, few of the 35 attendees spoke 
to address the proposed concepts because the presenter allowed almost 
no time for others to speak in the two-hour presentation. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-669 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Appropriate Meeting Notice: We recommend 
meetings be scheduled and published on-line and through local radio 
public service announcements at least 20 days in advance of the meeting. 
Several meetings were scheduled during the Preliminary Alternative 
Concept stage with short notice. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-670 

Unspecified 

Recommendations on Communicating about a Complex Plan: In the past, 
rural residents have testified that due to the document size and 
complexity, it was very difficult to develop an understanding of a 3,000-
page draft plan, despite the residents’ best efforts to squeeze learning 
about the plan into busy lives. In the roll-out of the Draft Bering Sea-
Western Interior Resource Management Plan, we recommend a series of 
teleconference meetings or webinars, if connectivity is reliable, to 
introduce complex information a section at a time. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-671 
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Proposed Kuskokwim River King Salmon ACEC 
The Kuskokwim River has experienced poor Chinook salmon returns since 
2010. With salmon the staple of the traditional and customary lifestyle of 
communities in the Bering Sea-Western Interior area, the Bureau should 
create an ACEC on BLM land adjacent to the Kuskokwim River to protect 
Chinook salmon runs as this declining trend over time is of a conservation 
concern. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-672 

Unspecified 

ACEC Recommendations: The RMP should identify key habitat for rare 
and imperiled species in the field office, and create Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern to protect their critical habitat. Consideration 
should be given to ACEC designation on BLM land adjacent to 
anadromous streams in the planning area to protect the Kuskokwim and 
Yukon River drainages as they intersect with BLM land. Such ACEC 
protections on the BLM land adjacent to the Kuskokwim and Yukon 
Rivers and their tributaries could help king salmon runs as this declining 
population trend over time is of a serious conservation concern. Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern should be established to provide real 
protections for near-shore rearing habitat for fingerling and smolt. Given 
the importance of subsistence resource to the region, Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern should be established to protect anadromous fish 
habitat, as well as caribou calving, wintering, foraging and migration 
habitat. Pew will submit additional information to BLM between now and 
the release of the draft RMP to nominate specific areas for protection. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-673 

Unspecified 
BLM should consider ACEC designation on BLM land adjacent to 
anadromous streams in the planning area to protect near shore habitat 
important to salmonids. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-674 

Unspecified 

Recommendation on Rejected Tribally Nominated ACECs: BLM should 
dedicate staff time to visit the tribal council of each nominating tribe to 
make sure information provided in the nomination paperwork sufficiently 
described the nominated area’s local significance and values, especially 
for cultural values. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-675 

Unspecified 
Recommendation on Tagagawik ACEC: BLM should allow a refined 
submittal on the Tagagawik nomination by Pew within 60-days for 
further consideration by BLM. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-676 
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Unspecified 

ACECs to Protect Historic and Cultural Values 
Cultural and historical values on BLM-managed lands can be protected 
through establishment of ACECs. In addition to protecting historical or 
cultural resources, ACECs can be designated to protect culturally 
important subsistence resources. BLM’s own publication about the 
Fortymile ACEC in the Eastern Interior Field Office states the following: 
“The Fortymile Caribou herd is one of the most important subsistence 
resources in east-central Alaska. Once estimated to number more than 
500,000 animals, the herd is also an international resource, with a 
considerable portion of the historical range occurring in Canada...” BLM 
should consider areas where traditional subsistence activities occur in 
Alaska as eligible for designation as an ACEC. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-677 

Unspecified 

Layering Administrative Designations 
Nothing prevents the BLM from overlapping administrative designations, 
such as Riparian Conservation Areas and Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern or Riparian Conservation Areas and Wild and Scenic River 
segments with mineral withdrawals. These overlapping administrative 
designations ensure that BLM protects both the relevant and important 
values associated with the ACECs while maintaining the health of the 
watershed. 
Recommendation on Layering Protections: To achieve management goals 
identified in the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts for Bering Sea-
Western Interior, BLM should create management allocations and 
consider layering these designations to conserve important habitats and 
subsistence values, especially within ACECs. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-678 

Unspecified 

Protection of existing and proposed ACECs and RCAs by prohibiting 
mining, oil or gas development must be a priority in the Bering Sea-
Western Interior planning process to achieve the vision and goals of the 
RMP. 
Recommendation on Prohibiting Development: Subject to valid existing 
rights, the BLM should retain existing or institute new withdrawals to 
prohibit mining and oil and gas development within BSWI ACECs or RCAs 
to protect important values and proceed to ‘segregate’ the land 
recommended for withdrawal until the withdrawal process is complete. 

Issue 14 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-679 
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Unspecified 

We recommend strong protections for important lands identified as 
having wilderness characteristics, especially those also considered for 
ACEC or RCA status. Examples of land use plan decisions that could 
protect lands with wilderness characteristics include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 
• Recommend withdrawal from mineral entry; 
• Close to leasing or allow leasing only with no surface occupancy with no 
exceptions, waivers, or modifications; 
• Designate as right-of-way exclusion areas; 
• Close to construction of new roads; 
• Designate as limited to motor vehicle use on designated routes; 
• Close to mineral material sales; 
• Exclude or restrict with conditions certain commercial uses or other 
activities; and 
• Retain public lands in federal ownership. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-680 

Unspecified Wilderness quality lands support biodiversity, watershed protection and 
overall healthy ecosystems. Issue 8 Other/ 

Unknown Sent In OT-681 

Unspecified 
Managing lands to protect wilderness characteristics will also protect 
culturally important traditional uses such as subsistence harvest from 
traditional landscapes now managed by the federal government. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-682 

Unspecified Protection of lands with wilderness characteristics enables the customs, 
cultures, and the culturally important subsistence uses to be sustained. Issue 8 Other/ 

Unknown Sent In OT-683 

Unspecified 

Recommendation on Range of Alternatives: Provide a range of 
alternatives regarding the protection of lands with wilderness 
characteristics, including an alternative that protects all identified LWCs 
supporting important subsistence uses. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-684 

Unspecified 

Recommendation on Protection of LWCs: For lands determined to be 
managed for protection of wilderness characteristics, apply strong 
management prescriptions, including layered administrative allocations 
to retain wilderness qualities and subsistence productivity. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-685 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-138 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

Recommendation on Traditional Cultural Landscapes: We recommend 
the Bureau conduct a thorough review under Section 106 of the NHPA to 
afford protections of traditional landscapes used to sustain culture in 
subsistence activities. BLM’s goal should be to protect, conserve, and 
where appropriate restore cultural and historical sites and landscapes. To 
that end, BLM should: 
• Consult with the local tribal government to determine whether there 
are sites or specific areas of particular concern, including landscapes 
supporting culturally important subsistence resources or sites of 
traditional religious and cultural significance. 
• Determine the sites or areas that are most vulnerable to current and 
future impact and adopt management actions necessary to protect, 
conserve, and restore cultural sites and landscapes. 
31 (16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(a)(1)) 
• Complete a Cultural Resource Management Plan that coordinates with 
the objectives of the RMP and seeks to provide for an appropriate 
proactive process of inventorying for cultural resources (including 
landscapes supporting culturally important subsistence resources), 
making determinations of eligibility for the National Register, and seeking 
to nominate eligible properties to the National Register. The RMP should 
establish a timeline for completing the Cultural Resources Management 
Plan, and prioritize areas to be inventoried for cultural resources. 
• Outline specific management actions, withdrawals or closures to 
protect, conserve, and where appropriate restore cultural resources. 

Issue 9 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-686 
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Unspecified 

Recommendation on Wild and Scenic Rivers: For the stream segments 
found to be suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation, BLM should 
consider the following management options protective allocations: 
• Withdrawn from mineral entry; 
• Visual Resource Management Class I or Class II areas; 
• Right-of-way exclusion areas; 
• Subject to remedial actions to ensure sensitive species habitat is 
maintained or enhanced; 
• Subject to extensive and reliable no-surface-occupancy stipulations for 
all activities; 
• With related ACECs closed to mining, oil and gas exploration and 
development; and 
• Other appropriate measures. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-687 

Unspecified 

Wildlife Corridors, Wintering and Calving Areas 
The Bering Sea-Western Interior region contains multiple ecosystems 
that remain ecologically intact and biologically diverse; they are crucial 
for both subsistence economies and quality of life. Wildlife migration 
corridors, wintering and calving areas should be determined for moose 
and the caribou herds that use BLM land in the Bering Sea-Western 
Interior. These areas should be identified and provided protections in the 
Resource Management Plan with special consideration for the: 
• Western Arctic Caribou Herd; 
• Beaver Mountains Caribou Herd; 
• Sunshine Mountains Caribou Herd; 
• Farewell-Big River Caribou Herd; 
• Mulchatna Caribou Herd; 
• Nushugak Peninsula Caribou Herd; 
• Nelchina Caribou Herd; 
• Denali Caribou Herd; and 
• Moose wintering habitat. 

Issue 2 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-688 

Unspecified 
Recommendation on Wintering, Migration and Calving: BLM should 
protect critical caribou and moose migration, wintering and calving 
habitat in the Bering Sea-Western Interior RMP. 

Issue 2 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-689 
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Unspecified 

The Kuskokwim River King Salmon Run is in serious jeopardy today. Much 
of the River was closed to fishing last year. Any additional pressure on the 
resource could hasten its decline. Classifying Salmon River, Pitkas Fork 
and other drainages as Wild and Scenic Rivers probably would so overrun 
these Rivers with People that it may be the final straw that totally 
destroys the King Salmon Run. 

Issue 22 Nikolai Sent In NI-690 

Unspecified 

The Sheefish ACEC is a fish of another totally fraudulent species. Sheefish 
run around the South Fork, East Fork and North Fork before they go to 
spawn much like Silver Salmon do rather than heading directly to their 
spawning grounds. They are caught by Rod and Reel and are net utilized 
as subsistence fish very often on the Upper Kuskokwim and if caught are 
usually placed iri Eskimo lceCream (Agoda). The whole concept of the 
Sheefish Spawning ACEC is unnecessary as Sheefish are not threatened 
and this reservation would not enhance their survival. 

Issue 23 Nikolai Sent In NI-691 

Unspecified 

We are concerned however, that the Alternatives Review do not 
sufficiently illustrate the factors for excluding river segments from wild 
and scenic designation were sufficiently consider nor does it include 
BLM’s Trust Obligation to Alaska Native Tribal 
entities including engaging in Government-to-Government consultation 
in relation to the management and protection of subsistence resources 
upon which Alaska Native Communities rely. 

Issue 31 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-692 

Unspecified 

The WSRA requires agencies to address potential wild and scenic rivers in 
all planning efforts. Even if the BLM Specialist, therefore, correctly 
concluded that river certain river segments did not meet the statutory 
criteria, by leaving ORV columns blank in Table 3, the public is not 
provided the opportunity to review, as contemplated by WSRA, the 
criteria used by the specialist in making these determinations. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-693 

Unspecified 

Water uses such as hydroelectric power, mining, petroleum production, 
water supply (including out of state water export), forestry, and 
agriculture, have the potential to change both the riparian and aquatic 
habitat conditions needed to support productive fish and wildlife 
populations. These developments may adversely impact fish production 
and passage unless sufficient amounts of water are maintained within 
water bodies during appropriate time periods to provide for important 
habitat functions and waterway access. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-694 
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Unspecified 
The BLM, therefore, should synthesize existing scientific knowledge to 
argue that the natural flow regime plays a critical role in sustaining native 
biodiversity and ecosystem integrity in rivers. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-695 

Unspecified 

BLM’s duty to protect subsistence resources which rely on river 
ecosystems for sustainable, a new, holistic, ecological perspective on 
water management is needed to guide society’s interactions with rivers.  
To manage the Watershed from this new perspective, therefore, BLM will 
need to make policy changes. The agency’s current narrow regulatory 
focus on limitations due to fragmented land ownership, minimum flows 
and single species impedes enlightened river management and 
restoration, as do the often conflicting mandates of the many agencies 
and organizations that will be involved in the licensing process. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-696 

Unspecified 

The Water Analysis Framework, therefore, should focus on how restoring 
specific components of the flow regime will benefit the entire ecosystem 
and, how, the natural river system should be allowed to repair and 
maintain itself. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-697 

Unspecified 

In contrast, the multi-agency driven permitting process often authorizes 
mining activity to take place on federal lands under a state process that 
frequently fails to recognize tribal sovereignty or consider Alaska Native 
rights under federal law. Therefore, impacts to subsistence resources 
usually takes place before the tribe has any knowledge that such impacts 
are occurring. This is contrary to the directive of the Secretary of the 
Interior which states “Government-to-government consultation between 
appropriated tribal officials and the Department requires Departmental 
officials to demonstrate a meaningful commitment to consultation by 
identifying and involving tribal representatives in a meaningful way early 
in 
the planning process. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-698 

Unspecified The WAF should incorporate the impacts of climate change on watershed 
planning and management. Issue 1 Other/ 

Unknown Sent In OT-699 

Unspecified 

Therefore, because a higher percentage of their food supply comes from 
this subsistence lifestyle, the Villages are disproportionately impacted by 
the effects of climate change, which are exacerbated by mining and other 
industrial development activities. The result can be the release of toxic 
substances and lowered instream flows. 

Issue 28 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-700 
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Unspecified 

The most significant short-term risks from climate change to the public 
land resources in the Watershed are mining and road development. 
These activities exacerbate issues from industrial and other development 
activity that the planning area is already facing. The BLM can mitigate the 
impacts of such activities on subsistence resources through it’s agency 
role of oversight of permitting for mineral exploration and for new roads 
in the Watershed. 

Issue 6 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-701 

Unspecified 

In addition, Alaska Native tribes and government entities can utilize 
traditional knowledge as a primary adaptation and mitigation strategy to 
address climate change, food security, economics, holistic wellness, and 
energy issues related to water quality and quantity in the Watershed. 

Issue 27 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-702 

Unspecified 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in it’s recently 
proposed study plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the 
proposed Susitna-Watana Hydropower Project on instream flows 
submitted as part of our comments on the original scoping document and 
Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
Historically, the “protection” of river ecosystems has been limited in 
scope, emphasizing water quality and only one aspect of water quantity: 
minimum flow. Water resources management has also suffered from the 
often incongruent perspectives and fragmented responsibility of agencies 
(for example, the US Army Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation 
are responsible for water supply and flood control, the US Environmental 
Protection Agency and state environmental agencies for water quality, 
and the US Fish & Wildlife Service for waterdependent species of 
sporting, commercial, or conservation value), making it difficult, if not 
impossible, to manage the entire river ecosystem (Karr 1991). However, 
environmental dynamism is now recognized as central to sustaining and 
conserving native species diversity and ecological integrity in rivers and 
other ecosystems (Holling and Meffe 1996, Hughes 1994, Pickett et al. 
1992, Stanford et al. 1996), and coordinated actions are therefore 
necessary to protect and restore a river’s natural flow variability. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-707 
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Unspecified 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in it’s recently 
proposed study plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the 
proposed Susitna-Watana Hydropower Project on instream flows 
submitted as part of our comments on the original scoping document and 
Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
For humans to continue to rely on river ecosystems for sustainable food 
production, power production, waste assimilation, and flood control, a 
new, holistic, ecological perspective on water management is needed to 
guide society’s interactions with rivers. 
Using science to guide ecosystem management and restoration of the 
River requires that basic and applied research address difficult questions 
in complex, real-world settings, in which experimental controls and 
statistical replication are often impossible. The Applicant should focus on 
how restoring specific components of the flow regime will benefit the 
entire ecosystem and, how, the natural river system should be allowed to 
repair and maintain itself. This approach is likely to be the most 
successful and the least expensive way to restore and maintain the 
ecological integrity of the flow-altered Susitna Rivers. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-708 
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Unspecified 

[To this end, CWA’s recommendations are best reflected in it’s recently 
proposed study plan recommendations regarding the impacts of the 
proposed Susitna-Watana Hydropower Project on instream flows 
submitted as part of our comments on the original scoping document and 
Integrated Licensing Project studies.] 
For humans to continue to rely on river ecosystems for sustainable food 
production, power production, waste assimilation, and flood control, a 
new, holistic, ecological perspective on water management is needed to 
guide society’s interactions with rivers. 
Most rivers are highly modified and so the greatest challenges lie in 
managing and restoring rivers that are also used to satisfy human needs. 
Recognizing the natural variability of river flow and explicitly 
incorporating the five components of the natural flow regime (i.e., 
magnitude, frequency, duration, timing, and rate of change) into a 
broader framework for ecosystem 
management would constitute a major advance over most present 
management, which focuses on minimum flows and on just a few 
species. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-709 

Unspecified 

BLM defines ACECs as “areas within the public lands where special 
management attention is required….” We believe that this “special 
management attention,” will equate to managing ACECs as de facto 
conservation system units. We object to the arbitrary and undefined 
processes inherent in expanding the areas properly withdrawn under 
ANILCA to massive areas requiring “special management attention,” and 
failing to specifically define that protection. Shutting down unnecessarily 
large swaths of safely developable property deprives Alaska Native 
Corporations like CIRI potentially valuable conveyance acreage it is owed 
under ANCSA, and which could be used to enhance the lives of its 
shareholders and the shareholders of its region villages. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In CI-710 
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Unspecified 

We further object to any action that is in conflict with ANILCA. The 
expansion of ACECs beyond the originally withdrawn areas directly 
conflicts with Section 101(d), as well as Section 1326(a), which prohibits 
administrative closures in Alaska absent a joint resolution of Congress, 
and Section 1326(b), which prohibits federal agencies from even studying 
lands for conservation system units unless Congress has specifically 
authorized it. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In CI-711 

Unspecified 
Imposing such limits on lands will limit the selection opportunities CIRI 
has going forward. Therefore, we request that these proposed ACECs be 
withdrawn. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In CI-712 

Unspecified 
In addition, we would like to request formal consultation on this issue 
pursuant to Executive Order 13175, (Nov. 6, 2000); § 161, Pub. L. 108-199 
(Jan. 23, 2004). 

Issue 25 Anchorage Sent In CI-713 

Unspecified 

The economic benefits of development on these lands are felt statewide 
through ANCSA 7(i) and 7(j) distributions to the other Regional 
Corporations, and region villages, respectively. Specific to this plan, 
proposed ACECs and their proposed restrictions on uses could severely 
impact significant projects such as the Donlin Mine Project. 

Issue 28 Anchorage Sent In CI-714 

Unspecified 

We appreciate the findings by BLM planners that the Gisasa and Kateel 
Rivers should be further considered as important and relevant 
nominations for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. We disagree 
with your determination that the Honhosa River should not be included. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In KY-715 
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Unspecified 

BLM stated, "The Honhosa didn't meet the importance criteria for fish." 
We would challenge the approach by BLM of comparing these various 
rivers and the finding that the Honhosa is not significant. The :natural 
variability and differences between watersheds changes over time.  But 
all the rivers are critical for supporting the habitat and genetic diversity of 
native fish species and the biological richness of all the local species, 
many of which we depend upon for our survival. BLM's Fish Biologist's 
fmding that the species and habitat ofthe Honhosa River are ''typical of 
the area and only locally important" is disturbing. This approach misses 
our point. Local importance is primary to us. This is where we live, hunt, 
harvest and fish. This is where our ancestors did the same for thousands 
of years. We believe our nominations fit the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act ACEC definition: "areas within the public lands where 
special management attention is required (when such areas are 
developed or used or where no development is required) to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic 
values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural systems or processes, 
or to protect life and safety from natural hazards." and we request that 
the Honhosa River ACEC nomination be considered in the draft plan. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In KY-716 
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Unspecified 

[Can you explain why BLM believes that only identified cultural sites 
worthy of the National Historic Register are culturally relevant and not 
the living expression of that culture which is still present?] 
[BLM Answer: The BLM identifies Traditional Cultural Properties, and 
other modern cultural landscapes, primarily through tribal consultation. 
We have some information on traditional place names in the BSWI 
Planning Area, but need iriformation that the tribal governments feel 
comfortable sharing with us. Our invitation to enter into government to 
government consultation for the BSWI RMP included a request for 
information on Traditional Cultural Properties. We understand that tribal 
consultation is ongoing, and would like to continue this process with all 
interested tribes. If the Koyukuk Tribal Council, or any other tribe, shares 
information on cultural sites of this type with us as we continue the BSWI 
planning process, we will include them in the cultural resource section of 
the RMP.] 
The Koyukuk Tribal Council invites BLM to visit our village and meet with 
us so we can provide information to clarify our reasoning concerning 
traditional cultural importance of the land. 

Issue 9 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In KY-717 

Unspecified Page 52. The Scenarios Network for Alaska and Arctic Planning is housed 
at the University of Alaska Fairbanks not Anchorage. Issue 32 Other/ 

Unknown Sent In OT-719 

Unspecified 

Generally, managing for BLM lands should allow for flexibility and 
creative solutions, rather than directing absolutes. Communities have a 
better sense than the government sometimes. Preserving more and more 
land or trees may not save species or land value. Too much wonton 
waste of resource has occurred by not taking into consideration human 
needs or the resource. For example, diseased trees forests full of beetle 
killedtrees burned instead of managers allowing the harvest of those 
trees by loggers in the Chugach. 

Issue 19 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-720 

Unspecified 

BLM planning documents speak little or nothing about local human 
communities, aside from traditional subsistence animals, culture, and 
hunting. Rural Alaska is not exempt from living in a modern cash 
economy and would benefit from creative ideas for developing their local 
cash economies. 

Issue 28 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-721 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-148 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

RDC is concerned the Preliminary Alternatives are overreaching and 
exclusive of the necessary information needed to make decisions on 
lands in the BSWI RMP. Therefore, RDC encourages the BLM to withdraw 
the proposal and engage stakeholders in land planning to develop an 
RMP that encompasses multiple use and access. 
The Preliminary Alternatives selected by BLM create more restrictions for 
resource development, as virtually no BLM land in the planning area will 
be made available for resource development or access. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-722 

Unspecified 

RDC encourages the BLM to incorporate multiple---use management, 
such as opening the area to resource development, increased access for 
exploration, mineral leasing, mining, and oil and gas development. Much 
of Alaska’s federally managed lands are closed to responsible resource 
development, and the RMP should include provisions to open more areas 
to resource development activity. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-723 

Unspecified 
In addition, much of the lands BLM manages surround or is near by rural 
communities in Alaska. RDC encourages BLM to involve these 
communities and stakeholders in development of management plans. 

Issue 25 Anchorage Sent In AC-724 

Unspecified Access to private, native and village corporation, and state lands should 
be addressed and a primary concern for BLM. Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-725 

Unspecified 

No ACECs should be designated in the planning area, and RDC 
encourages responsible resource development in this economically---
challenged region. It is the most consistent within the fundamental 
principles of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the Alaska 
Statehood Act. It  as the intent of Congress in 1959 that the new State of 
Alaska become self sufficient, and its natural resource potential has long 
been recognized as key to fulfilling that intent. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-726 

Unspecified The ACEC appears to be a blanket closure to mineral entry, and lacks 
justification and explanation for the closure. Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-727 
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Unspecified 

The two draft alternatives, actions common to all alternatives and 
proposed management actions include virtually no mention of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 (ANILCA). Even though 
the report and its recommendations are very preliminary in nature, this 
fundamental statute has and will have a significant impact on both 
proposed management and implementation in the planning area. The 
lack of essential ANILCA references and application at this point in the 
process makes it very challenging to fully consider what is being planned. 

Issue 31 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-728 

Unspecified 

Regulations at 43 CFR 36.11(a)-(f) also address the use of off-road 
vehicles within conservation system units. The BLM should consult 
closely with user groups in identifying the need to make changes to the 
management of use areas. User groups should also be consulted in 
developing and implementing a monitoring program and establishing 
threshold standards that would trigger closures or use restrictions. 

Issue 25 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-729 

Unspecified 

[ANILCA Section 1323(b)] 
This guarantee of access is similar to that found in Section 1110(b) for 
conservation system units, but applies to all BLM-managed lands in 
Alaska. The draft RMP should address this provision as it applies to future 
access needs for State of Alaska, Native Corporation and other private 
lands within the planning area. 

Issue 19 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-730 

Unspecified 

The RMP should also address current types and levels of access for 
recreation and other purposes. Existing access restrictions should be fully 
assessed to determine if they are still needed for resource protection or 
management purposes. For conservation system units, any decision to 
implement additional restrictions on types of access or to close areas can 
only be implemented through the process outlined in 43 CFR 36.10(h); 
such closures cannot be legally implemented simply through adoption of 
a RMP. This includes the closure to the use of pack animals proposed on 
page 17. 

Issue 19 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-731 
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Unspecified 

For motorized vehicle use in winter, it would be beneficial to take 
advantage of the codified definition at 43 CFR 36.11 for “adequate snow 
cover” to eliminate potential confusion and/or conflicts between the law 
and management proscriptions. The standards proposed in the 
preliminary alternatives are variable – e.g., minimum of 10 inches of 
snow, when frost and snow CACFA Comments May 31, 2015 BSWI 
Preliminary Reports cover is sufficient, appropriate snow cover and 
frozen ground. Having a consistent standard, especially one used by 
other federal land management agencies, would be informative for 
allusers regarding what to expect. Moreover, if the standard  proposed in 
the RMP were more restrictive than the existing regulatory standard, 
which each of these examples could be, the  
procedures at 43 CFR 36.11(h) would need to be followed where 
applicable. 

Issue 11 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-732 

Unspecified 

There are times when the Preliminary Alternatives appear to imply that 
multiple uses need to be provided for in separate areas/times rather than 
balanced. This implicit concept of mutual exclusivity is odd, particularly in 
a large area without identified user conflicts. ANILCA and other laws and 
regulations provide for a range of subsistence activities, motorized and 
nonmotorized access, hunting and fishing, as well as other recreational, 
traditional and commercial activities, which often overlap without impact 
or consequence. The need to have users or uses effectively relegated to 
individual areas, seasons or degrees/levels of use should be justified. 
This is further compounded by certain approaches which appear to favor 
managing for or towards “untouched” landscapes. For example, one of 
the objectives for vegetation management is to “manage for at least 95% 
of vegetation in the planning area to a ‘very high’ condition (unaffected 
by the human footprint).” Extensive right-of-way exclusion or avoidance 
areas fail to take access needs into consideration. The preservation of 
intact areas by aggressively limiting human occupancy and use does not 
comport with the land management principles identified by Congress in 
FLPMA. The Commission recommends a less conservative approach in 
the draft RMP unless management action is genuinely warranted by 
explicit resource concerns. 

Issue 31 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-733 
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Unspecified 

The Commission especially hopes the BLM will review and reconsider, or 
provide detailed justification for, the following relatively onerous actions 
common to all alternatives: collection of three years of hydrologic and 
fish data prior to any proposed stream crossing with a part or all of its 
structure below the ordinary high water mark (page 10); aircraft 
restrictions for all flights associated with BLM-permitted activities (page 
14); bi-annual third party engineering/stability measurement reports for 
state-approved tailings dams (page 26); prohibition on certain structures 
in areas managed for wilderness character (pages 35 and 36); right-of-
way avoidance areas, construction and travel restrictions on permafrost 
soils (page 38); mitigation of any activity that may result in air pollution 
(page 42); winter-only limitation on timber harvest permits (pages 6 and 
44); and, prohibitions on commercial harvesting and reindeer grazing in 
the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River corridor and any lands managed for 
wilderness character (pages 18, 19 and 45). 

Issue 31 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-734 

Unspecified 

While the report does not indicate whether any recommendations will be 
made for designation, the Commission wishes to note its strong 
opposition to any formal wilderness reviews, suitability inventories, 
recommendations for designation or management of lands as de facto 
wilderness. While the identification of areas suitable for designation is 
consistent with ANILCA Section 1320, all Secretaries of the Interior for 
three decades refused to exercise this option in deference to the 
protracted, sensitive negotiations involving all interest groups which led 
to a balanced amount of designated wilderness in Alaska (over half the 
Congressionally-designated wilderness in the United States). The 
Commission would like to see this entirely warranted forbearance 
continue. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-735 
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Unspecified 

Regarding de facto wilderness, the Commission is also opposed to the 
management of wilderness characteristics through restrictive Wilderness 
Act provisions, which is proposed in several components of the 
Preliminary Alternatives (e.g., prohibitions on roads, structures, 
commercial uses, mineral entry). This is especially concerning where uses 
are ongoing or capable of expansion. At a bare minimum, a detailed case-
by-case analysis should be performed to reasonably evaluate whether 
detrimental impacts to wilderness characteristics will manifest if a use is 
authorized or allowed to continue. Blanket prohibitions on uses and 
infrastructure, simply owing to the existence of wilderness 
characteristics, is inappropriate and inconsistent with the BLM’s mandate 
to provide for multiple use and sustained yield on the federal public 
lands. 

Issue 8 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-736 

Unspecified 

Existing statutory and regulatory authorities are more than adequate to 
protect all rivers and waters within the planning area, making any 
additional designations redundant and wholly unnecessary. More than 
that, however, similar to our above comments on proposed wilderness, 
ANILCA very explicitly intended to provide Alaskans with finality 
regarding river designations. 

Issue 22 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-737 

Unspecified 

This report provides a very clear explanation of how visual resources are 
identified and inventoried and the variables supporting classification. 
What is not clear in the report, but which will hopefully be explained in 
the draft RMP, is what that classification truly means in terms of resource 
management. Without more, the holistic, table-top exercise described in 
this report, performed by one individual during a single summer, may not 
provide sufficient support for certain management decisions intended to 
preserve visual resources. 

Issue 10 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-738 

Unspecified 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
While the need to wholly assess the planning area through modeling, 
assumptions and professional judgment may be required due to its size, 
remoteness and limited field data, the fact conclusions are based solely 
on modeling should be clearly acknowledged when developing 
management alternatives based on those conclusions. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-739 
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Unspecified 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
Further, similar to the above comments on the Preliminary Alternatives, 
there is some indication of a bias towards non-use of these areas as a 
management priority. For example, the “systematic approach” noted on 
page 1 entirely omits any reference to the guidance (also noted on page 
1) to maintain both ecological balance and multiple-use relationships. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-740 

Unspecified 

Watershed Analysis Framework 
Also, the “priority” fish species include most of the fish found in the 
planning area. This may accurately follow the BLM’s discretionary 
standard, but renders the word “priority” meaningless and has a 
significant domino effect, including its noted amplification of “priority” 
habitat scores. Artificially heightened scores can lead to undue 
establishment as a Riparian Conservation Area or a High Priority 
Restoration Watershed, which accompany more restrictive management 
under the Preliminary Alternatives. Without an approach that judiciously 
identifies “priority” status, increased management will be employed in a 
larger area than is warranted by current conditions. 

Issue 1 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-741 

Unspecified 

In reviewing the preliminary reports, especially the Preliminary 
Alternatives and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Report, the 
Commission found discussions and proposals regarding existing and 
future withdrawals fragmented and insufficient. In many instances, 
reference is made to existing withdrawals (e.g., prohibitions on mineral 
entry) when, in actuality, a new or modified withdrawal would need to be 
imposed because, for example, a use is newly withdrawn or 
coincidentally withdrawn under a withdrawal which has “outlived” its 
purpose. 
For Alaska, ANILCA required action by legislature in addition to the 
administrative decision that a large scale withdrawal is warranted. 
The use of d-1 withdrawals to limit or close areas to use, and limitations 
or closures without an existing withdrawal, will require substantially 
more detailed discussion in the draft RMP. The Commission suggests the 
BLM consider including a separate appendix that addresses the issue of 
withdrawals, how existing withdrawals will be handled in the various 
alternatives and whether new or additional withdrawals are proposed in 
one or more of the alternatives. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-742 
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Unspecified 

In general, it begs the question of “uniqueness” when over 4.3 million 
acres are placed into 16 large ACECs. If a relevant and important 
characteristic or value requires from thousands to hundreds of thousands 
to over a million acres to be determined “unique,” the issue of scale 
should be a factor in considering whether designation is genuinely 
warranted or whether this is just a segregation of the planning area 
according to common landscape specifics. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-743 

Unspecified 

For potential special management attention in proposed ACECs, the draft 
RMP will need to describe a sufficient connection to the criteria identified 
in this report. According to BLM Manual 1613.2.22(B)(1), no designation 
is warranted where the use(s) being proscribed “could not result in 
harmful effects to the important and relevant resource values[.]” For 
example, with respect to mineral entry, the only guaranteed restriction 
accompanying ACEC designation is that notice level operations would 
become plan level operations. Closure of an ACEC to all mineral entry is 
thus a deliberate choice and must describe the nexus between that 
closure and any perceived impact concerns requiring special 
management. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-744 

Unspecified 

Finally, even for nominated acres that ably diffuse through the relevance 
and importance filters, existing management arguably ranges from ample 
to sufficient in addressing identified concerns. To sufficiently justify 
special management, as required under FLPMA and implementing 
regulations, the draft RMP will need to fully consider existing federal and 
state laws as well as the BLM’s present capacity to “protect and prevent 
irreparable damage” or to “protect life and safety” within the proposed 
ACECs. The characterization of this step in Section 2.3 of the report and in 
Section 1613.02 of the BLM Manual notably lacks an examination of 
external tools and the statutory authorization’s severity, again 
emphasizing presence over uniqueness. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-745 
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Unspecified 

[The Commission believes the designation of Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACECs) in Alaska is operating well beyond 
FLPMA’s intended use of this management tool. Our non area-specific 
comments regarding ACEC additions in the Eastern Interior RMP, 
submitted in a March 3, 2015 letter, are incorporated here by reference.] 
The Additional Information’s description and application of the criteria 
for ACEC designation appears highly subjective and scantily justified, 
particularly considering the reduced availability of enormous areas of 
public lands for multiple and non-conflicting uses. This holistic approach 
ignores the ecological, social and legal context of Alaska, which favors 
significant restraint. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-746 

Unspecified 

[The Commission believes the designation of Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACECs) in Alaska is operating well beyond 
FLPMA’s intended use of this management tool. Our non area-specific 
comments regarding ACEC additions in the Eastern Interior RMP, 
submitted in a March 3, 2015 letter, are incorporated here by reference.] 
Lastly, any restrictions to access guaranteed and protected under ANILCA 
cannot be accomplished simply through the designation of an ACEC. 
Where applicable, any restrictions on these statutory grants of access 
require specific findings and public engagement subsequent to the 
planning process. 

Issue 23 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-747 

Unspecified 

While the proposed Donlin project is on Native privately owned land, it is 
concerning that some of BLM’s proposed “Areas of Environmental 
Concern” (ACEC’s), and their proposed restrictions on uses, could 
severely impact significant projects on non-Federal land, such as the 
Donlin Mine Project. The Kuskokwim Corporation believes a robust 
discussion between BLM and all affected stakeholders, including owners 
of property within and adjacent to BLM’s BSWI planning area, is critical to 
ensure that the RMP does not unreasonably impair property rights and 
economic opportunities for our shareholders and all families in the 
region. 

Issue 28 Anchorage Sent In KC-748 
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Unspecified 

WHEREAS: some Nikolai residents own Native Allotments, have 
established hunting and fishing camps on several drainages that are 
proposed to become Wild and Scenic Rivers and; 
[NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nikolai Edzeno' Village 
Council opposes the designation of Wild and Scenic Routes for the 
proposed area and also opposes the 1,100 square mile ASEC immediately 
south of Nikolai and wants it permanently noted.] 

Issue 22 Nikolai Sent In NE-749 

Unspecified 

WHEREAS: The Kuskokwim king salmon fishery populations have declined 
to almost nonexistent in recent years and A Wild and Scenic Rivers 
classification on the Rivers may cause them the to be run over by people 
and destroy the King Salmon species altogether and; 
[NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Nikolai Edzeno' Village 
Council opposes the designation of Wild and Scenic Routes for the 
proposed area and also opposes the 1,100 square mile ASEC immediately 
south of Nikolai and wants it permanently noted.] 

Issue 22 Nikolai Sent In NE-750 

Unspecified 

The fish resources cited are Sheefish spawning areas and are not an 
endangered species and less than half the spawning areas are included in 
the ACEC. Nikolai residents rarely encounter sheefish and have not 
speared or netted them in decades. Creating this huge ACEC will do very 
little for the sheefish, but will put all kinds of restrictions on boats, 
motors, snowmobiles, airplanes, four wheelers and other all terrain 
vehicles and ultimately hurts the residents in the area 

Issue 23 Nikolai Sent In NE-751 

Unspecified 

P.S.I. (pounds per square inch) must be the standard for Off-Highway 
Vehicles use by USERS. Practicality, efficiency and safety all are major 
concerns when traveling in the outback with friends or family for an 
extended trip. Weather is the great equalizer when seeking food, wood, 
berries, which mature in September, yet it is not unusual to awaken to a 
foot of snow, a real emergency for many USERS. I have pulled many 
pickups and atv's to the highway or to the "top of the grade" for a quick 
departure, myself returning to a safe camp with my children to stay 
another few days. The P .S.I. by track rigs up to 8000 lbs. is negligible. 
Snow-Tracs, Bombadiers, etc. P .S.I. is far less than 4-wheelers, people 
and Caribou walking, or people traveling by horseback. 

Issue 11 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-752 
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Unspecified 

ATA contends that a vehicle's lbs/square inch should also be considered 
for trail use. For example, the primary vehicle that ATA's members utilize 
are Snow Trac vehicles. Snow Tracs were produced from 1958 to 1981 in 
Sweden. The vehicles are constructed mostly of aluminum thus they have 
an extremely light weight when the vehicle's weight is distributed from 
the track surface to the ground. There are many tracked vehicles used in 
Alaska and have been for many decades. 

Issue 11 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-753 

Unspecified 

ATA suggests the following addition to the vehicle weight wording (we 
are unclear of the actual wording but here is our intent). 
"Vehicles which weigh less than 2,500 lbs, or vehicles with a lighter 
footprint than a 4 wheeler, are allowed to utilize the trails." 
The reason why we would like to see this wording amended to include 
light footprint is that the average 4 wheeler has a ground pressure of 
approximately 8 lbs/ square inch. A Snow Trac tracked vehicle has a 
ground pressure of less than 1 lb/ square inch. ATA understands the 
intent of this wording as a method to reduce impact on Alaska's trails. 
However, it is our opinion that stating a 'less than' weight misses a critical 
issue of how much impact a vehicle has on the ground. 

Issue 11 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In OT-754 

Unspecified 

Several Nikolai Citizens own Native Allotments, Hunting and Fish Camps 
on or near several of the Salmon River, Pitka Fork or other Upper 
Kuskokwim Drainages that are slated to become Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
Setting onerous Regulations for activities on these Rivers can only cause 
serious adverse consequences. These Drainages are more placid than 
wild. If you really want a Wild River please Designate the South Fork of 
the Kuskokwim from Rohn to Nikolai. At medium or high water a raft, 
canoe or kayak trip down that stream would encounter several Sweepers 
and potential overturned boats. Plus the daily views of the Alaska Range 
Weather permitting are truly Scenic unlike the proposed Rivers that pass 
through Alder Jungles and muddy Banks with little Scenic Views. 
Additional human use of these drainages may also scare off what Wildlife 
now exists. The Kuskokwim King Salmon Fishery Populations have 
plummeted to almost nonexistence and a Wild and Scenic Classification 
may totally destroy the Runs. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-755 

Unspecified The Cultural Resources cited were early 1900 Road Houses none of which 
now exist. The lditarod Trail Corridor does not need further supervision. Issue 9 Anchorage Sent In AC-756 
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Unspecified 

The Fish Resources cited are Sheefish Spawning areas. Sheefish are not 
an endangered species and less than half the Spawning areas are 
included in the ACEC. Nikolai Citizens rarely encounter Sheefish and have 
not speared or netted them in Decades. Creating this huge ACEC will not 
do anything for the Sheefish, but will put all kinds of Restrictions on 
Boats, Motors, Snowmobiles, Airplanes, Four Wheelers and other All 
Terrain Vehicles. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-757 

Unspecified 

Locatable and Minerals. The minerals report suggests little mineral 
potential for BLM lands in the plan area. Lack of Infrastructure and the 
high cost of logistics for a minins operation in western AJaska, make 
mining operations expensive there. These reasons suggest no restriction 
on cumulative effects and keeping all BLM lands open to mineral entry. 
Costs of operations and low potential for returns will keep mining activity 
low in this area. There are already regulations in place to guarantee 
safeguards to the environment, such as the Clean Water Act, without 
additional restrictions witnin BLM lands. 

Issue 14 Other/ 
Unknown Sent In AC-760 

Unspecified 

We have provided detailed comments within the PAC document 
(enclosed), and also offer page specific comments. We are concerned 
that the range of alternatives presented is far too narrow. BLM is seeking 
input regarding which aspects of two book-end alternatives should be 
included in a third alternative. Yet the two book-end alternatives vary 
little from each other, instead many important RMP-level decisions are 
being made in the “Actions Common To All Alternatives” rather than 
within the individual alternatives. These common actions are not a 
straightforward implementation of BLM policy, nor are they a 
carryforward of the status quo—they are new actions and should be 
presented within the proposed alternatives. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-762 

Unspecified 

BLM could elect to change these common actions, but BLM has neither 
presented these actions as being open to public input or specifically 
asked for comments on them. We recommend that BLM move any action 
that would constitute a new decision with more than one reasonable 
outcome to the alternatives section. The riparian and community buffers, 
in particular, would benefit from public input via inclusion in the 
alternatives rather than in the actions common to all alternatives. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-763 
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Unspecified 

We are also especially concerned that under all alternatives, BLM is 
proposing to implement new permit systems for various activities 
(including subsistence), without justification or recognition of the burden 
such systems places on users. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-764 

Unspecified 

However, ACEC management is only mentioned once in the PAC. It is 
therefore difficult to envision the full impacts of the alternatives to 
existing uses because there is no information regarding potential special 
management of the vast ACECs being carried forward per the report. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-765 

Unspecified 

In addition to the ACECs, both alternatives rely heavily on a variety of 
special designations, including riparian conservation areas, critical wildlife 
habitat areas, wildlife priority areas, Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV) travel 
management areas, sensitive plant conservation areas, migratory bird 
habitat areas, riparian habitat areas, areas where lands with wilderness 
characteristics will be maintained and protected, right of way exclusion 
areas, and right of way avoidance areas. As with ACECs, it is difficult to 
understand the consequences these special designations will have on 
uses under the alternatives because most of these terms are undefined 
and the areas are unmapped. Considering the cumulative size of the 
ACECs to be carried forward, it is likely many of these special areas will 
overlap ACECs, further complicating BLM’s multi-layered management 
approach. We request BLM provide clear definitions of these different 
management areas, and maps that clearly depict the overlay of 
management and public use restrictions. We are also concerned that the 
alternatives rely on broad requirements (e.g., lengthy seasonal 
restrictions, permafrost avoidance) to such an extent that it will likely be 
difficult to work with commercial permittees on additional reasonable 
site specific requirements to minimize impacts to all of the identified 
resources, including fish and wildlife. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-766 

Unspecified 

The alternatives and actions common to all alternatives focus on 
restrictions and permits to protect various resource values. We request 
BLM reconsider whether there are any related “on-the-ground” issues 
that require management attention and clearly explain the need for  
proposed management prescriptions in relation to existing resource 
conditions, existing management, existing use, and reasonably expected 
future use. 

Issue 19 Anchorage Sent In AC-767 
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Unspecified 

We are concerned the existing alternatives will unnecessarily limit public 
use and that the complicated management overlays and permit 
requirements will be expensive and difficult to both implement and 
comply with, especially in the isolated, rural communities within the 
planning area. Therefore, unless there is a site-specific need, we 
recommend the alternatives place more emphasis on monitoring the 
planning area for resource condition change, whether natural or human-
caused, and implementing adaptive management on the local scale, as 
needed, rather than instituting unnecessarily broad restrictions and 
permit systems for non-commercial uses as currently proposed. 

Issue 31 Anchorage Sent In AC-768 

Unspecified 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the 
Management Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review 
because the issues identified at that time remain unresolved in the PAC 
as well as the other reports made available for public review.] 
We continue to have concerns regarding the manner in which relevant 
provisions of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(ANILCA) are addressed in BLM planning documents. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-769 

Unspecified 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the 
Management Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review 
because the issues identified at that time remain unresolved in the PAC 
as well as the other reports made available for public review.] 
While there are sporadic general references to ANILCA throughout the 
document, they are not consistent or explicit.  The AMS and RMP must 
also specifically reference and explain the special provisions in ANILCA 
that are unique to Alaska, including in some instances, congressional 
intent that has the potential to conflict with national policy guidance (e.g. 
lands with wilderness characteristics should not be managed more 
restrictively than designated Wilderness in Alaska, which is defined as a 
CSU under ANILCA and subject to provisions that allow motorized 
methods of access and cabins and other infrastructure). 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-770 
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Unspecified 

[The following comments from the State on the BSWI Analysis of the 
Management Situation (AMS) are repeated in the context of this review 
because the issues identified at that time remain unresolved in the PAC 
as well as the other reports made available for public review.] 
We are concerned; however, that BLM has been working on finalizing the 
Eastern Interior RMP and is now well into two new planning processes for 
BSWI and the Central Yukon planning areas without establishing a closure 
process that implements ANILCA Section 811 and accommodates the 
unique circumstances and conditions in rural Alaska. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-771 

Unspecified 

We appreciate BLM’s intent, consistent with direction provided in 43 CFR 
1610.3-2, to make the BSWI RMP compatible with state and local land 
use plans for selected lands and lands adjacent to BLM’s.  Many of the 
parcels in the planning area are state selected.  It is in the public interest 
that the management transition be as seamless as possible when 
conveyance occurs.  Therefore, we request that BLM avoid making 
decisions that unnecessarily encumber state selected lands via this 
planning process.  Even prior to conveyance, BLM management intent for 
state selected parcels should be as consistent as possible with state 
management intent.  
In this planning process we ask that BLM carefully review DNR area and 
management plans (which include state selected lands currently 
managed by BLM), to ensure that BLM land are managed consistently 
with adjacent landowners, to the extent possible. 

Issue 26 Anchorage Sent In AC-772 
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Unspecified 

Trails, roads, and routes, including RS 2477 rights-of-way and 17(b) 
easements are not depicted on maps or adequately discussed in the 
existing documentation.  These are broad data sets that are readily 
available and have legal or management implications to transportation.  
We request the inclusion of these existing transportation routes on maps 
and in documentation, as appropriate, this will greatly improve the ability 
of land managers to anticipate the impacts of transportation related 
decisions within the BSWI planning area.  The transportation section of 
this plan should seek to understand both the existing physical and legal 
network of transportation routes within, adjacent to and leading to the 
planning area. 
We request BLM provide depictions, documentation, and discussion of the 
physical and legal transportation networks as additional information is 
provided by the various contributing parties, stakeholders, and public. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-773 

Unspecified 
There are many mineral prospects and operating mines located within 
the planning area.  We request that access for transportation and utility 
infrastructure to these mineralized areas be implemented. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-774 

Unspecified 

There appears to be overly extensive permitting required for any and all 
subsistence [local] uses of timber. BLM should consider timber 
management policies of adjacent federal or state-owned lands and 
determine where it is possible to be more consistent to minimize 
regulatory burdens on local residents. For example, the State’s Generally 
Allowed Uses that apply to state lands are not as restrictive as those 
listed in this RMP and other federal land management agencies allow 
local timber uses with minimal administrative burden. In short, the plan is 
placing an increasing administrative and permit burden on rural residents 
that does not appear to be necessary. 

Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-775 

Unspecified 

The Alaska Interagency Fire Administrator’s Guide, procedures and 
processes are outlined that require, if there is a fire, that Land Managers 
(Jurisdictional) and Fire Protection Agencies to discuss a plan of action 
through the Wildland Fire Decision Support System (WFDSS) that meets 
the goals and objectives as presented by BLM.  This flexibility should be 
maintained in the RMP. 

Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-776 
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Unspecified 

The Iditarod trail crosses multiple land ownership.  At times the trail is a 
“corridor” where there is no natural boundary to restrict wildfire.  While 
trying to “suppress a fire” that is burning across various land ownerships 
this provision is too restricting. The terminology “would not” should be 
changed to “should be allowed, dependent on the direction provided by 
the Jurisdictional Land Manager and the Fire Protection Agency 
agreement for a particular fire and circumstances.” 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-777 

Unspecified 
We request, that as part of the Wildland Fire Decision Support System 
(WFDSS), that BLM follow retardant use guidelines for State lands to limit 
potential introduction of contaminants to fish bearing waters. 

Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-778 

Unspecified 

A major concern regarding the ACEC Report is that several ACECs appear 
to rely primarily on existing statutory designations, such as National Trails 
System and WSR designations, as justification for ACEC designations. 
These statutory authorities and BLM’s general authority under FLPMA to 
apply stipulations to permitted activities, as well as other state and 
federal agencies’ existing regulatory authorities (e.g., ADF&G AS Title 16, 
USACE and EPA Clean Water Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act ), already 
provide multiple layers of protection for important resources.  The report 
needs to fully demonstrate why ACEC designations are necessary in light 
of these existing statutory and regulatory authorities available for 
management of lands administered by BLM. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-779 

Unspecified 

Special management to protect historic or cultural resources is inherently 
different from special management to protect fisheries. Therefore we 
object to appending areas that contain the INHT to fisheries-based 
ACECs, particularly when doing so incorporates adjacent land that 
contains neither the INHT nor special fisheries resources. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-780 

Unspecified 

We also have significant concerns with the overall size of newly 
nominated ACEC’s that will be carried forward in the RMP, some of which 
encompass hundreds of thousands of acres, compared to the existing 
ACECs in BSWI, which are typically narrow and follow river corridors. The 
report’s justifications do not explain the tie between the large size of the 
ACECs and the intended protections to the resources. Namely, many of 
the ACECs are based on fisheries resources but the report does not 
explain the need to encompass entire watersheds and adjacent 
watersheds. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-781 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-164 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

Further, to be designated an ACEC, an area must require special 
management attention to protect its important and relevant values (43 
CFR 1601.0-5(a)).  Several of the ACECs to be carried forward are existing 
ACECs for which BLM has never implemented special management 
provisions. It is therefore unclear whether special protections are even 
necessary. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-782 

Unspecified 

We request that all proposed ACECs carried forward to the draft RMP on 
the basis of fisheries resources be compared to the typical conditions 
(water quality, fisheries, productivity, escapement, etc.) throughout the 
BSWI planning area and elsewhere in Alaska.  Some of the proposed 
ACECs have escapement data for fish species, but there is no comparison 
with fisheries in other river systems in regards to species 
composition/diversity or abundance.  Such a comparison is needed to 
justify that the fisheries resource is unique, important, and/or significant 
either locally or more than locally.  Also, while the wildlife resource 
evaluations generally state that the wildlife species within the nominated 
ACEC are common locally and exist throughout the region and state, 
similar comparative statements are lacking for the fisheries descriptions 
and should be provided. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-783 

Unspecified 

Many of the proposed ACECs are huge areas and it is likely the majority 
of each of these areas has not been intensively or even sample-surveyed 
for cultural resources. Based on the presently-available data, it is 
challenging to evaluate these areas for historical and cultural resource 
presence, importance, and relevance in their entirety. The analysis is 
oversimplified and lacks substantiation; specifics are discussed below. We 
recommend BLM focus on protection of known sites and resources, and 
evaluate other sites and resources as they are discovered. If BLM intends 
to apply the ACEC evaluation and designation to these large areas based 
on cultural resource significance, a great deal more information about the 
specific location, nature, extent, and significance of the sites within each 
area is needed. At a minimum, BLM needs to be more specific and clear 
about the data gaps and unknowns. 

Issue 9 Anchorage Sent In AC-784 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-165 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

Furthermore, given the ACEC designation criteria, it appears mining in the 
planning area has been overlooked as a significant historic and cultural 
resource that has substantial significance. Mining is a significant historic 
and cultural value not only in the planning area but is an integral part of 
Alaska’s history and economy. 

Issue 9 Anchorage Sent In AC-785 

Unspecified 

We are also concerned that restricting activities for access and 
development along non-contiguous State and private parcels within the 
planning area will result in reduced access for exploration, development, 
and transportation of resources. The patchwork of land ownership in the 
planning area makes access to all lands an important consideration in 
land and resource management planning. The adoption of ACECs, 
without the consideration of all existing and future travel routes and 
needs, will make access in the area difficult. At this time, given the 
complexity of this plan, it’s practically impossible to foresee the on-the-
ground consequences that these potential ACECs may have.  Because 
travel management has not yet been fully considered, it is unclear how 
adjacent landowners will be impacted or how access will be obtained to 
specific parcels.  In fact, in many places it looks like access to non-BLM 
managed lands would essentially be blocked if many of these ACECs are 
adopted. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-786 

Unspecified 

Finally, although we have raised significant concerns about ACECs, we 
support justified restrictions on activities where there is a demonstrated 
need to conserve fish, wildlife and their habitat, or other important 
resources, such as historic, cultural, or scenic values. However, at this 
stage of the planning process, millions of acres of land and water are 
being nominated for protection without adequate justification, or 
affected use considerations.  We are concerned that such extreme, 
broad-scale protective oriented designations, as are now being 
considered in this planning process, will diminish the importance of 
mitigating project-specific impacts across the planning area as a whole. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-787 
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Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Table – Overall, the ACEC table is both inconsistent and confusing and the 
justifications for which several ACECs are being carried forward are 
unclear. The first sentence under the “Carry forward…” title seems to 
state the reason the ACEC is being carried forward (e.g., cultural 
resources), yet the discussion that follows often includes additional 
resources which are identified as relevant and important, but which were 
not previously mentioned.  The relevance and importance conclusions 
are sometimes contradicted by the earlier information in the same table 
under the relevance and importance sections. Especially for the various 
existing and nominated Unalakleet ACECs which overlap, it is difficult to 
determine for a particular geographic area what resources are relevant 
and important and which resource is the justification for carrying forward 
the nomination. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-788 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik River  
We do not agree that “the Anvik River produces many of the fish that 
escape into the Yukon River, contributing to an internationally significant 
fisheries resource” (p. 12). Summer chum from the Anvik River do not 
contribute to the escapement of fish into Canada. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-789 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Drainages of the Unalakleet River  
We question the relevance of using the WSR designation as justification 
for an additional ACEC designation: “The designation of the Unalakleet 
River as a National Wild River by Congress in 1980 recognized the value 
of designating the area for protection.”  Congress’s designation indicates 
its desire to protect the Unalakleet River under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, subject to applicable provisions in ANILCA, but does not 
indicate an additional need for an overlaying ACEC designation.   
The existing ACEC was designated for fisheries resources. The report’s 
evaluation also describes cultural resources as relevant and important. It 
is unclear whether the ACEC would be managed for both fisheries and 
cultural resources. The Kaltag Portage, as part of the INHT, is already a 
CSU and we request BLM explain why additional protection is necessary. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-790 
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Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
North River  
We disagree that the North River has sensitive, rare and irreplaceable 
habitat for all five Pacific Salmon species native to Alaska waters.  Such 
habitat is relatively common throughout Alaska. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-791 

Unspecified 

The Sheefish Spawning Area ACEC encompasses an extremely large 
amount of land compared to the relatively small areas identified as 
sheefish spawning areas in the Big River Drainage.  We recommend BLM 
describe the reasons that such a large area upstream of the identified 
sheefish spawning areas is needed and why narrower riparian corridors 
would not be sufficient. We also request BLM explain the discrepancy 
between the ACEC rationale and the WSR eligibility report, which only 
describes the Big River as a salmon spawning stream and a foraging area 
for brown bears. That the sheefish resource was omitted from the WSR 
report raises questions about the ACEC report’s evaluation of important 
resources. 
It is also unclear why the proposed Sheefish ACEC includes BLM lands 
east of the known sheefish spawning areas, including a portion of the 
INHT (see general comment about ACEC/CSU overlap). Because the 
Sheefish ACEC is being carried forward for fisheries resources and the 
historic resources are limited to the INHT, an area already protected as a 
CSU, we request the eastern areas that include the INHT but not 
downstream sheefish spawning habitat be removed from the proposed 
ACEC. We request the Sheefish ACEC be sized to provide the necessary 
protections to the identified sheefish spawning areas, and that adequate 
justifications be provided. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-792 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik River Watershed  
The rationale for determination on page 44 for fish or wildlife resources 
mentions Wood bison as a species important to subsistence users in the 
area.  While the recently re-introduced Wood bison is culturally 
important and may eventually become an important food resource for 
local area residents, we request the sentence be revised to accurately 
portray its current status. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-793 
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Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The Anvik River Watershed ACEC analysis acknowledges potential 
significance of cultural sites, if they were to be evaluated, but then the 
document states that they are not important values, even though this 
remains unknown.  We question BLM’s intent and application of the 
ACEC criteria for this area. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-794 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Anvik Traditional Trapping Area  
This area was nominated for wildlife resources, with no reference of 
cultural resources by the nominators. In its evaluation BLM found that 
habitat and species diversity did not meet the importance criteria under 
its wildlife evaluation, but did propose to carry the ACEC forward under 
cultural resources criteria, using the INHT and WSR Act, even though 
there is no designated WSR within the ACEC. We disagree with 
repurposing an area nominated for one resource (wildlife) without 
sufficient justification for another (cultural). 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-795 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The Anvik Traditional Trapping Area ACEC states that this area is low and 
marshy, which is the justification for the assessment that it has a low 
potential for cultural resources. Is this analysis truly suggesting that all 
22,000 acres are low and marshy and therefore, have low potential for 
archaeological resources? This seems to be a broad, generalized 
statement with little basis. If this proposed ACEC is already being 
recognized for having relevance and importance for cultural resource 
values, why is it necessary to make the generalized statement that it has 
otherwise low potential for archaeological resources when that 
information is unknown? 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-796 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Unalakleet River Watershed  
The rationale statement on page 59, “Projected climate change in the 
Unalakleet Arctic renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources 
vulnerable to adverse change”, is a blanket statement that could be 
made about any area.  ACEC designations would not change the potential 
effects of projected climate change. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-797 
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Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Tenmile River Watershed  
The rationale statement on page 73, “Projected climate change in the 
Unalakleet Arctic renders all watersheds, fish and wildlife resources 
vulnerable to adverse change”, is a blanket statement that could be 
made about any area.  ACEC designations would not change the potential 
effects of projected climate change. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-798 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Tenmile River Watershed  
We do agree that there is value in the spawning areas for Chinook and 
coho salmon, whitefish and other fish, but these values are not unique to 
the area and such habitat is common throughout Alaska. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-799 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
A portion of the Tenmile Watershed is within the Unalakleet National 
Wild River.  BLM has not provided justification as to why it is necessary to 
add additional layers of protection through ACECs to this area. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-800 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
The table for the Tenmile River Watershed ACEC contains conflicting 
statements.  Based on BLM’s analysis, it appears the table should state 
that cultural resources are fragile, sensitive, rare, etc. (table says “No” at 
present).  The same is applicable for whether the cultural resources 
warrant protection.  Based on the analysis presented, it appears they 
should have been found relevant and important (table says “No” at 
present). 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-801 
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Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Unalakleet  
This proposed 1.5 million acre ACEC, one of the largest nationally, meets 
the relevance and importance criteria for cultural resources and fisheries 
resources per the table. However, most, if not all of the identified cultural 
resources are already within the Unalakleet WSR and the INHT CSU and 
are afforded protections through those designations. The evaluation of 
importance states that no locally, or more than locally, significant 
fisheries qualities have been identified. The rationale states that fisheries 
are not sufficient to carry forward this ACEC however, the “Carry 
forward…” section states that fisheries are relevant and important, 
despite other information stating the fisheries resource does not meet 
the importance criterion. We question BLM’s justification for this ACEC 
under either cultural or fisheries resources and request adequate 
justification for carrying forward and clarification of the multiple 
conflicting statements. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-802 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Kateel River  
The justification does not describe any negative impact from the lack of 
mineral closures in the existing ACEC since it was nominated, and we are 
not aware of any negative effects. Adequate justification must be 
provided to move this ACEC forward, particularly given its significant size. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-803 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Nulato River  
 “Significant climate change in the Nulato arctic renders all watersheds, 
fish and wildlife resources vulnerable to adverse change” (page 119), is a 
blanket statement that could be made about any area.  ACEC designation 
would not change the potential effects of projected climate change. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-804 

Unspecified 

[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Bonasila River Watershed 
In the Bonasila River Watershed ACEC analysis, rather than stating that 
the sites do not warrant protection, should state that they need to be 
evaluated for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) -eligibility, the 
results of which would inform whether they warrant protection. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-805 
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[Specific ACEC Comments] 
Old Anvik Village Area & Egavik Creek Watershed 
The Old Anvik Village Area ACEC and the Egavik Creek Watershed ACEC 
may be more than locally significant. We don’t know since sites within 
those areas have yet to be evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. Also, the 
analysis states that the areas are not fragile, sensitive, rare, etc. 
However, if the village site were found to be eligible for the NRHP as a 
traditional cultural property, it could be characterized as such in the 
document. It would be considered a property of traditional and religious 
concern to Tribes, which would heighten its significance under NEPA and 
NHPA. 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-806 

Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The report indicates several of the rivers determined to be eligible are 
within an existing ACEC designation.  We assume that is considered 
additional justification for a river’s eligibility determination, although that 
is unclear.  We request BLM consider these designations separately.  
Layering designations is redundant and is likely to cause unnecessary 
confusion when considering the hierarchy associated with any competing 
authorities and management prescriptions. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-807 
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Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
Further, the eligibility report lacks the detailed information necessary to 
evaluate a river’s eligibility. Each of the 22 rivers considered eligible 
identifies fish resources as an Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV), 
and the fish resource was the sole ORV for 17 of the rivers. However, the 
vast majority of the descriptions lack even a brief description of the fish 
resources beyond saying the river is “crucial fish habitat.” The 
descriptions for the following 15 rivers lack any identification of the fish 
resource or why it is outstandingly remarkable, and make no mention of 
species, habitat type, or any other fisheries-related information: • Page 
13, 2.2.2 Bear Creek (Nikolai) • Page 14 2.2.4 Black Water Creek • Page 
14 2.2.5 Canyon Creek • Page 14 2.2.6 Khuchaynik Creek • Page 16 2.2.9 
Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River • Page 16 2.2.10 North Fork 
Unalakleet River • Page 16 2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak) • Page 16 2.2.12 
Otter Creek (Anvik) • Page 17 2.2.13 Pitka Fork Middle Fork Kuskokwim 
River • Page 17 2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai)• Page 17 2.2.15 Sheep 
Creek  • Page 17 2.2.16 Sullivan Creek • Page 18 2.2.17 Swift River (Anvik) 
• Page 18 2.2.19 Theodore Creek • Page 20 2.2.21 Yellow River 
We request that BLM briefly describe the fish resource and why it is 
outstandingly remarkable for each of the eligible rivers. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-808 

Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
We also request BLM describe its area of consideration for comparative 
analysis per BLM Manual 6400. The table often simply states “Regional” 
without describing the boundaries of what is considered regional. Also, 
some areas of comparative analysis appear too small, such as using the 
Unalakleet River as the area of consideration for evaluating the North 
Fork of the Unalakleet River. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-809 

Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The only historic resource identified in the report is the Iditarod National 
Historic Trail. It is unclear why the presence of the INHT constitutes an 
ORV for these rivers, considering the INHT crosses myriad waterways 
over its 2300-mile length. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-810 
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Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
The description of the Anvik River, which has ORVs for cultural and 
historic values, only states that “This river corridor which appears to 
provide important access and fishery resources suggest a moderate to 
high potential for the discovery of cultural resources.” The Middle Fork 
Kuskowkim and Sullivan Creek have a historic ORV, but the only 
justification is that the INHT is within the area of those rivers. We request 
the BLM further describe why these historic and cultural resources are 
outstandingly remarkable, and describe its area of consideration for 
comparative analysis beyond simply stating “Regional.” 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-811 

Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
Section 2.2, Explanations of the Eligibility Determination for 22 
Waterways, indicates that numerous waterway descriptions simply 
identify “fish resources” as outstandingly remarkable values yet fail to 
describe how the fish resources are outstandingly remarkable. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-812 

Unspecified 

[Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report Comments] 
It would be useful to compare the waterways deemed eligible for WSR 
designation to other waterways in the area that were found not eligible.  
There must be a resource demonstrating outstanding remarkable values 
above and beyond those of other rivers in the region.  Something unique 
must be present in the waterway, and this needs to be fully disclosed and 
described to support an eligibility finding. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-813 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
Pages 8-10.  “Table 1. Summary Of River Segment Eligibility And Tentative 
Classification” lists whether the river is located partially within an ACEC, 
which is unrelated to river segment eligibility under WSR classification. 
The inclusion of ACEC status within this table is confusing, and such 
references should be removed. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-814 

Unspecified 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
Page 11, “Figure 1. WSR Eligibility Status of all 22 Waterways Analyzed by 
the BLM.” The 22 eligible rivers should be labeled on the map. 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-815 

Unspecified 
[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.2 Anvik River, page 13.  The state file on the Anvik River indicates that 
the state considers this river to be navigable. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-816 
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Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.3 Big River, page 14. Tributary to the Kuskokwim main stem.  BLM 
records show the Big River is navigable 38 miles, while state records 
indicate the river to be navigable upstream to approximately river mile 
137. 
The description mentions that the Big River is a salmon spawning stream 
and a foraging area for brown bears, but makes no mention of sheefish, 
despite BLM’s proposal to designate 700,000 acres for an ACEC because 
of the Big River’s sheefish spawning habitat. The description also 
incorrectly describes the Big River mouth as reaching the Pacific Ocean; 
the Big River flows into the Kuskokwim River, not the Pacific Ocean 
directly. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-817 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.4 Black Water Creek.  Tributary to the Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim; 
confluence with MF in Section 11. T. 33 N., R. 30 W., SM. In an August 11, 
1981 determination the Black Water Creek was determined navigable 
upstream to NE¼SE¼ Section 32, T. 33 N. R. 30 W. SM. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-818 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.7 Kuskokwim River, page 15.  The entire length of the main stem of 
the Kuskokwim River is navigable from its mouth upstream to Medfra 
where it splits into the North, East, and South Forks and the State of 
Alaska has a RDI on file for the main stem of the river, with the North, 
East and South Forks of the Kuskokwim also navigable. 
The Kuskokwim River has been determined navigable and the BLM only 
manages 0.4 percent of the total uplands. We request that BLM take a 
hard look to determine if the outstanding remarkable fish resource value 
occurs on BLM lands in sufficient quantity to qualify as an ORV. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-819 
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Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.9 Middle Fork of the Kuskokwim River, page 16.  Determined by the 
BLM to be navigable up to the mouth of the Pitka Fork in Section 22, T. 33 
N., R. 29 W., SM. based on “Alaska’s Kuskokwim Region a History” (1985).  
In an August 11, 1981 determination the Middle Fork was determined 
navigable upstream to its “Juncture with the Windy Fork”. 
However the Iditarod National Historic Trail is not within the boundary of 
the Middle Fork Kuskokwim River where BLM manages the uplands, and 
the historic trail is not directly related to this river, nor does it owe its 
location or existence to the presence of the Middle Fork Kuskokwim 
River.  We request the historic ORV be removed for the Middle Fork of 
the Kuskokwim River. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-820 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.10 North Fork Unalakleet River.  Currently designated WSRC.  
Administratively determined navigable within the WSRC from its 
confluence with the Unalakleet River upstream to the northern boundary 
of Section 26, T. 17 N., R. 7 W., KRM. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-821 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.11 Otter Creek (Aniak). The Tuluksak River is navigable upstream of 
the confluence with Otter Creek but there is no navigability data for Otter 
Creek. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-822 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.13 Pitka Fork, page17.  Tributary to the Middle Fork , navigable from 
the confluence with the Middle Fork upstream to S032N028W06; may be 
navigable further upstream to S031N028W14 but BLM records just go to 
S032N028W06. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-823 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.14 Salmon River (Nikolai), page 17.  A Tributary to Pitka Fork, 
confluence in S032N028W05; BLM data show a short segment, 
approximately 3.5 miles, of the Salmon River is navigable from 
confluence with Pitka Fork up to the forks in S032N028W03. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-824 
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[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.18 Tatlawiksuk River, page 18. In an August 25, 1982 Final Easements 
for The Kuskokwim Corporation the Tatlawiksuk River was determined to 
be both a major waterway and Navigable. On August 18, 1988 the BLM 
determined the lower reaches within T. 21 N., R. 38 W., SM. navigable. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-825 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.20 Unalakleet River, page 18. State records indicate the Unalakleet 
River is navigable up to the confluence with Tenmile Creek in 
K016S005W22. We question the inclusion of the Unalakleet River in this 
eligibility study since it is already been identified by Congress under 
Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as a designated wild river.  
The eligibility study contained in this report is the first step in the 
evaluation of rivers for possible inclusion in the National System and 
should not be applied to designated rivers. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-826 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.21 Yellow River, page 20.  Tributary to the Anvik River; confluence in 
S033N060W28.  There are no navigability records in SDMS, however, 
there is a Native Allotment (NA) on the river in S034N059W32.  The 
records indicate the NA has been surveyed.  The case file number is AKFF 
013797.  A NA on a river is a good indication that the water body may be 
navigable because the allotees usually use boats for access to their 
allotment. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-827 

Unspecified 

[WSR Page-Specific Comments] 
2.2.22 Yukon River, page 21.  The Yukon River is navigable from its mouth 
to the Alaska/Canada border.  We question the inclusion of the Yukon 
River in this report, as it is a heavily used international river. 

Issue 22 Anchorage Sent In AC-828 
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[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Chapter 1. Wilderness Characteristics Inventory] 
Similarly, the analysis conducted by the Anchorage Field Office recognizes 
that when evaluating an area’s naturalness, existing human-made 
“impacts” may still be present provided “they are substantially 
unnoticeable in the area as a whole.”  
We understand the apparent intent is to not rule out lands with existing 
uses that are largely unnoticeable, but the analysis must first consider 
whether certain uses or activities are allowed by ANILCA in designated 
Wilderness.  If the uses are allowed within designated Wilderness in 
Alaska, it is not necessary to further evaluate whether they are 
“substantially unnoticeable.”  The allowances are the baseline for both 
inventory and management purposes. 
When evaluating whether an area possesses outstanding opportunities 
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, the 
Anchorage Field Office report clarifies that an area does not have to 
possess both solitude and a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, 
and does not need to occur on every acre inventoried.  We agree with 
this statement; however, the report also needs to clarify what those 
activities might consist of in the planning area where motorized use is not 
only authorized under ANILCA in designated Wilderness, but is essential 
to accessing these remote lands and critical to the lifestyle of Alaska’s 
rural residents. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-829 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
We understand the inventory of wilderness characteristics is separate 
from management actions, which will be determined through the land 
use planning process.  However, simply equating wilderness 
characteristics with the ideals of the Wilderness Act in the inventory, 
without qualifying that wilderness character in Alaska is modified by 
statutory allowances in ANILCA to accommodate the unique Alaska 
context, results in proposed management prescriptions, which are either 
inconsistent with ANILCA or inappropriate for Alaska, or both. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-830 
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Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 1, 1.1 Introduction, first paragraph, last sentence:  The “authority 
for addressing wilderness characteristics” does not come from FLPMA 
Section 201, Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act or ANILCA.  What FLPMA 
does do is direct BLM to conduct an inventory of public lands and their 
resource and other values, while Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act 
defines wilderness character, and ANILCA provides for special allowances 
and exceptions to the Wilderness Act, which apply to all designated 
Wilderness in Alaska. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-831 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Chapter 3. Next Step: Determine Lands Proposed for Protection of 
Wilderness Character] 
However, the specific bulleted list of activities, uses and decisions that 
will be allowed where wilderness characteristics are maintained is 
incomplete. Please add the following activities, which are either allowed 
in designated Wilderness under ANILCA or facilitate common uses in the 
area without detrimental impacts, including state management activities: 
jet boats, new and existing public use cabins for public health and safety, 
trapping cabins, subsistence wood cutting, recreational OHV use on 
existing and BLM managed trails, with weight limits that are consistent 
with requirements on adjacent state lands, subsistence OHV use, and 
administrative use of helicopters. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-832 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 87, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph: Title VIII protects 
subsistence use and access, not just access as noted.  Further, Title VIII 
establishes a priority for subsistence use by rural residents when there is 
a documented resource shortage.  Lastly, the Title XI Transportation and 
Utility System (TUS) process also applies to the Iditarod National Historic 
Trail (INHT), which along with wild and scenic rivers, is defined as a CSU 
under ANILCA. 

Issue 27 Anchorage Sent In AC-833 
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Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, first full paragraph:  This section would 
benefit from a better explanation of the limited land use in the area.  
Limited access and 17(d)(1) withdrawals may be contributing factors but 
the number of villages and other federally designated lands in the area, 
remoteness, resource potential, and other factors should also be 
considered. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-834 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, second paragraph:  Designated Wilderness 
is defined by ANILCA as a CSU; therefore, any provision in ANILCA that 
applies in a CSU should be considered when determining uses that can be 
maintained when managing to protect wilderness characteristics.  See 
the State’s scoping comments for a list of ANILCA provisions that apply to 
CSUs in Alaska. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-835 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments 
apply to the bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are 
generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Mineral entry – should BLM propose a new withdrawal to prohibit 
mineral entry for the purpose of protecting wilderness characteristics, 
ANILCA Section 1326(a) would apply and Congressional approval would 
be needed.  The State objects to retaining ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals 
for a new purpose without following the requirements for new 
withdrawals in ANILCA Section 1326(a). 
• Lands available for disposal – see comment on first bullet regarding 
withdrawals. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-836 
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Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments 
apply to the bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are 
generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Summer OHV use off of BLM-designated trails (not existing trails) – this 
bullet seems to indicate that existing trails (but not designated trails) are 
incompatible with protecting wilderness characteristics, which does not 
make sense if they do not preclude being accounted for in the wilderness 
characteristics inventory (see Chapter 1, page 6).  This bullet also seems 
to conflict with a similarly worded OHV bullet on the “allowed” list.  In 
addition, subsistence OHV use is allowed under ANILCA Section 811 (i.e. 
other means of surface transportation traditionally employed).  
Prohibiting off trail use is a restriction of an ANILCA protected method of 
access and is subject to the ANILCA closure process (i.e. reasonable 
regulation) to consider site specific need and impacts to subsistence 
users.  It should not be categorically excluded as a means to protect 
wilderness characteristics. We request this bullet be removed from the 
“incompatible” list. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-837 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments 
apply to the bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are 
generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Leasing with surface occupancy with no exceptions, waivers, or 
modifications – this bullet needs clarification.  Is leasing with surface 
occupancy with exceptions, waivers, or modifications compatible?  
Examples would be helpful.  Withdrawals over 5,000 acres in the 
aggregate are subject to ANILCA Section 1326(a).  See comment on first 
bullet. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-838 
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Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments 
apply to the bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are 
generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Right-of-way exclusion areas – the ANILCA Title XI TUS process applies 
to all CSUs, which includes designated Wilderness, national trails and wild 
and scenic rivers.  Title XI clarifies that Congress found that Alaska’s 
transportation and utility network was largely undeveloped and as such, 
a process was established to ensure such projects would be given 
adequate consideration.  Applying Right-of-Way exclusion or avoidance 
designations to CSUs (i.e. IDNT and wild and scenic rivers) is inconsistent 
with ANILCA.  Applying these designations to areas where wilderness 
characteristics are being protected would make these areas more 
restrictively managed than congressionally designated Wilderness in 
Alaska.  We request this bullet be removed. 
• Construction of new roads – see comment on previous bullet.  We 
request this bullet be removed. 
• Mineral material sales – see comment on right-of-way bullet. Given the 
State’s limited infrastructure as noted in ANILCA Title XI, BLM needs to 
consider the appropriateness of this prohibition and instead evaluate 
proposals on a case by case basis, rather than a blanket prohibition on all 
lands managed to protect wilderness characteristics. We request this 
bullet be removed. 

Issue 30 Anchorage Sent In AC-839 
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Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments 
apply to the bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are 
generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Commercial or personal-use wood-cutting permits – it is unclear if the 
intent in this section is to prohibit personal use wood cutting in areas 
where wilderness characteristics are being protected or to possibly allow 
such use with a permit.  Regardless, if BLM is proposing to restrict the use 
altogether or require a permit, ANILCA protects subsistence use of wild, 
renewable resources for direct personal or family consumption as food, 
shelter, fuel, clothing, tools, or transportation on all public lands (ANILCA 
Section 803).  Any restriction, including requiring a permit would be 
subject to an ANILCA closure process. We do not support requiring 
permits for subsistence activities unless there is a site-specific need to 
protect the resource. We note that BLM responses during public 
outreach meetings to questions about possible permit requirements did 
not indicate any known resource protection issues or needs. We request 
this bullet only apply to commercial use when necessary. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-840 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments 
Page 88, Chapter 3 Next Step, third paragraph:  The following comments 
apply to the bulleted list of “activities, uses and decisions that are 
generally incompatible with maintaining wilderness characteristics.”] 
• Construction of new structures and facilities unrelated to the 
preservation or enhancement of wilderness characteristics or necessary 
for the management of uses allowed under the land use plan – numerous 
provisions of ANILCA allow structures or facilities in designated 
Wilderness, such as cabins and shelters.  See the State’s scoping 
comments for a more complete list.  New structures and facilities should 
be considered on a case by case basis, where permit stipulations and 
other mitigating factors can be taken into consideration. We request this 
bullet be removed. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-841 

Unspecified 

[Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Comments] 
Page 89, Manageability, Other Statutory Requirements:  While we 
recognize these are examples of statutory requirements, given the 
relevance to this planning process, we request ANILCA be included. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-842 
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Unspecified 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Page 6, Distance Zones.  The distance zones are excessive and appear 
designed for the North Slope or another area that generally lacks trees.   
A person standing on the Iditarod Trail in the Farewell Burn area would 
have a very difficult time seeing any distance from the trail due to the 
dense black spruce present in the area and the relatively flat terrain.  The 
Alaska Range to the south is visible primarily due to the elevation gain. 

Issue 10 Anchorage Sent In AC-843 

Unspecified 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Table 5.  Scenic Quality Field Inventory – Tanana-Kuskokwim, page 12.  
We note that the Farewell Airport in T.28 N., R., 25 W., Seward Meridian 
and the associated jeep/ATV trails have not been identified in this report 
under cultural resources.  The runway aligned NW to SE is approximately 
5,000’ and the runway aligned NE to SW is approximately 4,000 feet. 

Issue 9 Anchorage Sent In AC-844 

Unspecified 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Table 6.  Scenic Quality Field Inventory – Lime Hills, page Re15.  This table 
needs to be revisited.  The Iditarod Trail, the Rohn area, and the Denali 
National Park and Preserve are not in the Lime Hills unit. 

Issue 10 Anchorage Sent In AC-845 

Unspecified 

[Visual Resource Inventory Comments] 
Page 21, Visual Sensitivity Worksheets, Table 11.   We question the 
extensive area classified as highly sensitive in Figure 7, page 33, since the 
overall sensitivity level rating for the Tanana-Kuskokwim lowlands, Table 
11, is low and the highest rating in the table is a medium.  It appears that 
the area is highly sensitive only due to its proximity to the Iditarod Trail. 

Issue 10 Anchorage Sent In AC-846 

Unspecified 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
2. Priority Fish Species, Table 1. Draft List of Priority Fish Species.  We 
suggest adding recreation to the Priority Status for chum salmon.  During 
this period of low Chinook salmon abundance, chum salmon are 
becoming more important to anglers. 

Issue 1 Anchorage Sent In AC-847 

Unspecified 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
2. Priority Fish Species, Table 1. Draft List of Priority Fish Species.  
References in the ACEC report imply that BLM places importance on the 
presence within BSWI of all five Pacific salmon species native to Alaska. 
We request BLM explain its reason for not including pink and sockeye 
salmon on its priority fish species list for the watershed framework 
analysis. 

Issue 1 Anchorage Sent In AC-848 
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Unspecified 

[Watershed Analysis Framework Comments] 
4.2 Watershed Aquatic Resource Value Model. We request that BLM 
provide the scoring tables for waterbodies that received high scores for 
“Unique or Rare Fishery Resource or Habitat (Incl. BLM SSS? Watch sp.).” 
It is important to show the work for this value since it relies on 
professional judgment, and because the Watershed Aquatic Resource 
Values in BSWI map appears to include areas where BLM does not 
manage along waters with high aquatic resource values. We appreciate 
the value of the model, but would also like to see a narrative description 
of the watersheds’ values, conditions, history, and current use to 
illustrate the need for special management. Considering the large role 
Riparian Conservation Area-based restrictions play in the preliminary 
alternatives concepts, it is important BLM use both the model values and 
plain-language interpretation of the model so that the public can 
understand both the roots and the implications of the RCA decisions. 

Issue 1 Anchorage Sent In AC-849 

Unspecified 

As a cooperating agency, the State requests the opportunity to assist the 
BLM in the final determination of any special designation that will be 
proposed in the planning area.  It is critical that any special designation 
be scientifically supported and justified, fills a hole in the regulatory 
framework, and provides meaningful protections that can be reasonably 
implemented in this remote area. We further request that the State be 
included in the WSR suitability technical working group. 

Issue 26 Anchorage Sent In AC-850 

Unspecified 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM 
Establishes Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic 
Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately 
south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: Several Nikolai Citizens own Native Allotments, Hunt and Fish 
Camps on several drainages that are proposed to become Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, and; 

Issue 22 Nikolai Sent In NI-851 
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Unspecified 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM 
Establishes Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic 
Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately 
south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: The Kuskokwim King Salmon Fishery Populations have 
plummeted to almost nonexistence and A Wild and Scenic Rivers 
classification on the Rivers may cause them to be run over by People and 
Destroy the King Salmon, and; 

Issue 22 Nikolai Sent In NI-852 

Unspecified 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM 
Establishes Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic 
Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately 
south of Nikolai] 
WHEREAS: The proposed 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern is based on totally specious and irrelevant 
information. The Fish Resources cited are Sheefish Spawning areas. 
Sheefish are not an endangered Species and less than half the Spawning 
areas are included in the ACEC. Nikolai Citizens rarely encounter Sheefish 
and have not speared or netted them in Decades. Creating this huge 
ACEC will not do anything for the Sheefish, but will put all kinds of 
Restrictions on Boats, Motors, Snowmobiles, Airplanes, Four Wheelers 
and other All Terrain Vehicles; 

Issue 23 Nikolai Sent In NI-853 

Unspecified 

[the Citizens of Nikolai Subsistence Future will be Threatened if the BLM 
Establishes Salmon River, Big River, Pitka Fork Et. Ar. as Wild & Scenic 
Rivers and 1,100 Square Mile Sheefish ACEC in the area immediately 
south of Nikolai] 
The Cultural Resources cited were Early 1900 Road Houses none of which 
now exist. 

Issue 9 Nikolai Sent In NI-854 

Unspecified 

[3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Right of Way Exclusion Areas, Alternatives Table] 
The distinction between exclusion and avoidance ares is unclear, this 
action seems to be strictly targeted at a single proposed utility ROW and 
is not consistent  with Goals outlined in Section 3.6 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-860 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page C-186 

Alternative Comment Issue No. Community Format Comment 
ID 

Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
4. Develop...] 
The use of the word "tiered" does not make any sense in this sentence; 
was a different word intended? What at the tiers? Is the goal of the RMP 
really to "…increase the processing time within the BLM"? This goal 
needs to be re-written in an understandable fashion. 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-862 

Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Actions Common to Alternatives 
4. Establish a BSWI Placer…] 
The statement in this action is full of jargon, and is not comprehensible to 
someone outside of BLM, what does "NOT notice exploration but actual 
mining" mean? What does "tiered" mean? 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-863 

Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Header] 
The header states: "Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the 
Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area 
suggestions. " This should probably state: "Refer to Locatable and Salable 
Minerals Occurrence and Development Potential Report..." 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-864 

Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Cumulative effects of placer mines] 
"No cumulative effects restrictions" as an alternative is most consistent 
with goals outlined in Section 3.6 . Placer gold, particularly in the this 
planning area, occurs in clusters of drainages. Some 6th level HUCs in the 
region will be more intesively mined becasue that "is where the gold is", 
while the large majority of the larger HUC will be untouched becasue 
there are no comercial concentrations of gold. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-865 

Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] 
spell out "IM" 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-867 
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Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation] 
There is a mis-spelled word in this phrase: "measurement rods (dived 
into 1 foot increments) in each phot…" perhaps "divided" 

Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-868 

Unspecified 

[3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts;  and 3.7 
Leasable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts] 
Construction material resources are required for the development, 
maintenance, and expansion of critical infrastructure including roads, 
pipelines, airports, businesses, residences, utilities, communication 
facilities, and similar types of projects. Transport of materials over any 
significant distance (e.g., more than 1000 ft from an existing road) quickly 
makes their use cost prohibitive, thus lack of material sites within a 
reasonable distance from projects effectively prevents maintenance and 
development activities that are necessary and/or desirable. Recognizing 
the critical need for construction material resources wherever 
infrastructure is present or planned, DNR-DGGS strongly recommends 
that the Plan explicitly address the issue so as to facilitate appropriate 
development and maintenance activities wherever they may occur. 

Issue 14 Anchorage Sent In AC-871 

Unspecified 

[Forestry Resources] 
We request that  timber harvest not be limited to winter harvest only as 
this ties the hand of the land manager both operationally and 
silviculturally, and road construction meeting BMP's should be allowed. 

Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-872 

Unspecified BLM should allow for salvage timber harvesing in the INHT corridor. And 
salvage of dead trees for commerical and personal use. Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-873 

Unspecified BLM should allow transporation corridors at right angles to trails for safe 
crossings Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-874 

Unspecified BSWI Preliminary_Alternatives SOA comments 5.29.15.docx [Entire 
document] Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-875 

Unspecified DOTNR_Preliminary Alter Concepts Review Comments (2).xls [Entire 
document] Issue 32 Anchorage Sent In AC-876 
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Unspecified 

[Comment JC4 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Fish Resources] 
Without specific justification, 300 feet appears to be an unnecessarily 
excessive buffer.  The State’s area management plan only requires a 100 
feet buffer from ordinary high water (DNR Kuskokwim Area Plan, 1988).  
For consistency and to recognize that ANILCA Title XI allows for 
authorization of transportation and utility systems within CSUs, including 
wild and scenic rivers, we request the following revision: No surface 
occupancy within 100 feet of fish bearing streams, unless authorized 
pursuant to ANILCA Title XI. 

Issue 1 Anchorage Sent In AC-877 

Unspecified 

[Comment PB6 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
A right-of-way avoidance area for underground utilities would be 
established in the Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area] 
What impacts would this have on existing applications / authorizations? 

Issue 23 Anchorage Sent In AC-878 

Unspecified 

[Comment ARL8 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources] 
We request justification for imposing a permit system on subsistence 
users to harvest forest products and firewood for personal use.  ANILCA 
Section 802 states “It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress 
that…..the utilization of the public lands in Alaska is to cause the least 
adverse impact possible on rural residents who depend upon subsistence 
resources of such lands.”  We recommend BLM review NPS and FWS 
subsistence regulations, which allow this use without a permit, to ensure 
that BLM is not being more restrictive than other Interior agencies and 
that restrictions to subsistence use and access are not burdening 
subsistence users.  We also suggest BLM consider whether it has the 
resources to administer such a permit system. 

Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-879 
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Unspecified 

[Comment JC9 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources] 
While this is worded as an allowance, all other areas would be closed to 
these particular subsistence uses.  If carried forward, site-specific 
justification and adherence to an ANILCA closure process, separate from 
the planning process, would be necessary (see NPS and FWS regulations, 
which allow this use without a permit).  See also above comment 
regarding a subsistence permit system. 

Issue 27 Anchorage Sent In AC-880 

Unspecified 

[Comment DC11 
3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Forestry Resources 
Only winter harvests are allowed to minimize disturbance to soils and 
ground vegetation, as necessary to protect resources.] 
This requirement would prevent users from gathering forest products 
that are only available in the summer (e.g. berries and other plant 
materials).  See above comments regarding subsistence closures. 

Issue 27 Anchorage Sent In AC-881 

Unspecified 

[Comment D20 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Objective(s) 1.] 
This implies BLM has authority to manage fishery populations.  The 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game is responsible for the management 
and sustainability of all fish and wildlife regardless of land ownership or 
designation and manages on the sustained yield principle.  We 
recommend changing the language. 

Issue 1 Anchorage Sent In AC-882 
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Unspecified 

[Comment D24 
3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternative Concepts 
Actions Common to All Action Alternatives; River Crossings] 
By requiring three years data, the data and timeframe requirements are 
too stringent and requiring this level of monitoring for all crossings may 
inadvertently reduce the resources available to monitor crossings that 
are truly a concern.  Proposed stream crossings should be managed on a 
case by case scenario rather than blanket regulations, such as described 
above. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-883 

Unspecified 

[Comment DC37 
3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Alt 3; No Surface Occupancy] 
This statement implies that BLM has the authority to set annual harvest 
levels.  We request the language reflect BLM’s actual authority and 
request the Alaska Board of Game and Federal Subsistence Board 
authority to set harvest, seasons and bag limits be appropriately 
acknowledged. 

Issue 16 Anchorage Sent In AC-885 

Unspecified 

[Comment ARL41 
We recommend general timeframe guidelines with site-specific, case-by-
case requirements. There should be flexibility to address the times when 
caribou are actually in or likely to be in the specific area rather than set 
time periods.  This comment applies to all blanket time period 
restrictions in the alternatives. 

Issue 16 Anchorage Sent In AC-886 

Unspecified 

[Comment PBM85 
3.12 Forestry Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Timber harvest permit priority areas  
Just one rule should be developed for the area, and not a mish mash of 
distances. The rule should be easy to understand and not require 
permits. The section below is confusing and would be hard to interpret 
on the ground 

Issue 4 Anchorage Sent In AC-890 
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Unspecified 

[Comment JC113 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives 
Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED 
FOR PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
LWC travel management area...] 
Prohibiting subsistence OHV use except for existing trails is a closure to 
an allowed use provided by Sec. 811 of ANILCA.  We recommend deleting 
subsistence from this action. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-892 

Unspecified 

[Comment JC114 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives 
Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED 
FOR PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
LWC travel management area...] 
We question why the weight limit and size limit for winter OHV use, while 
the ground is protected, is lower than for summer OHV use. 

Issue 11 Anchorage Sent In AC-893 

Unspecified 

[Comment PB117 
3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives 
Concepts 
ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED 
FOR PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER 
Inventory of qualifying parcels] 
For perspective, from 2012 data, BLM manages 72,958,757 acres in 
Alaska.  This equates to more than 18 percent of the land that BLM 
manages in Alaska is now being considered for wilderness protection, in 
this RMP alone. 

Issue 8 Anchorage Sent In AC-894 
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Appendix D - Index of Written Comments 
 
Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
GL-080 Clark, Shirley Individual Grayling 
RM-213 Moses, Gabriel Individual Russian Mission 
RM-214 Moses, Gabriel Individual Russian Mission 
AN-254 N/A Unknown Aniak 
CH-566 Nelson, Florence and Garry Individual Chuathbaluk 
AN-567 Patricia, Mary Individual Anchorage 
AN-568 Leonard, Cam; Perkins Coie Law Individual Anchorage 
NI-569 Gregory, Beverly; Nikolai Edzeno Village Council Tribal Nikolai 
HC-570 Paul, Tessiana; Administrator, Holy Cross Tribe Tribal Holy Cross 
HC-571 Paul, Tessiana; Administrator, Holy Cross Tribe Tribal Holy Cross 
UN-572 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-573 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-574 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-575 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-576 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-577 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-578 Degnon, Frances A. Individual Unalakleet 
UN-579 Anonymous Unknown Unalakleet 
UN-580 Anonymous Unknown Unalakleet 
UN-581 Anonymous Unknown Unalakleet 
UN-582 Anonymous Unknown Unalakleet 
UN-583 Anonymous Unknown Unalakleet 
AC-585 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-586 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-587 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-588 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-589 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-590 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-591 Donlin Gold Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-592 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-593 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-594 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-595 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-596 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-597 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-598 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-599 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-600 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-601 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-602 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-603 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-604 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-605 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-606 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-607 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-608 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-609 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-610 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-611 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-612 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-613 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-614 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-615 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-616 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-617 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-618 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-619 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-620 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-621 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-622 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-623 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-624 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-625 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-626 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-627 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-628 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-629 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-630 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-631 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-632 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-633 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-634 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-635 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-636 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-637 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-638 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-639 Alaska Miners Association Industry Organizations Anchorage 
BT-640 Association of Village Council Presidents Interest Groups Bethel 
CA-642 Calista Corporation ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CA-643 Calista Corporation ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CA-644 Calista Corporation ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
CA-645 Calista Corporation ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CA-646 Calista Corporation ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
DO-647 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-648 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-649 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-650 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-651 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-652 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-653 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-654 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-655 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-656 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-657 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-658 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-659 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-660 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-661 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-662 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
DO-663 Doyon Limited ANCSA Regional Corporation Fairbanks 
OT-664 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-665 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-666 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-667 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-668 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-669 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-670 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-671 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-672 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
OT-673 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-674 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-675 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-676 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-677 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-678 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-679 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-680 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-681 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-682 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-683 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-684 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-685 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-686 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-687 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-688 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
OT-689 The Pew Charitable Trusts Interest Groups Philadelphia, PA 
NI-690 Peter Tony Individual Nikolai 
NI-691 Peter Tony Individual Nikolai 
OT-692 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-693 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-694 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-695 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-696 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-697 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-698 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-699 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-700 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
OT-701 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-702 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-703 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-704 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-705 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-706 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-707 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-708 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
OT-709 The Center for Water Advocacy Interest Groups Fritz Creek 
CI-710 Cook Inlet Region, Inc. ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CI-711 Cook Inlet Region, Inc. ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CI-712 Cook Inlet Region, Inc. ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CI-713 Cook Inlet Region, Inc. ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
CI-714 Cook Inlet Region, Inc. ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
KY-715 Koyukuk Tribal Council Tribal Koyukuk 
KY-716 Koyukuk Tribal Council Tribal Koyukuk 
KY-717 Koyukuk Tribal Council Tribal Koyukuk 
OT-718 Greg Bell Individual N/A 
OT-719 Greg Bell Individual N/A 
OT-720 Greg Bell Individual N/A 
OT-721 Greg Bell Individual N/A 
AC-722 Resource Development Council Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-723 Resource Development Council Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-724 Resource Development Council Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-725 Resource Development Council Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-726 Resource Development Council Industry Organizations Anchorage 
AC-727 Resource Development Council Industry Organizations Anchorage 
OT-728 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
OT-729 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-730 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-731 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-732 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-733 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-734 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-735 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-736 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-737 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-738 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-739 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-740 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-741 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-742 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-743 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-744 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-745 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-746 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
OT-747 DNR Citizens' Advisory Commission on Federal Areas Interest Groups Palmer 
KC-748 The Kuskokwim Corporation ANCSA Regional Corporation Anchorage 
NE-749 Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council Tribal Nikolai 
NE-750 Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council Tribal Nikolai 
NE-751 Nikolai Edzeno' Village Council Tribal Nikolai 
OT-752 Warren E. Olson Individual N/A 
OT-753 Alaska Track Association Interest Groups N/A 
OT-754 Alaska Track Association Interest Groups N/A 
AC-755 Roger Jenkins Individual Anchorage 
AC-756 Roger Jenkins Individual Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-757 Roger Jenkins Individual Anchorage 
AC-758 Paul Manuel Individual Fairbanks 
AC-759 Paul Manuel Individual Fairbanks 
AC-760 Paul Manuel Individual Fairbanks 
AC-761 Paul Manuel Individual Fairbanks 
AC-762 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-763 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-764 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-765 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-766 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-767 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-768 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-769 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-770 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-771 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-772 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-773 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-774 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-775 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-776 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-777 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-778 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-779 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-780 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-781 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-782 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-783 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-784 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-785 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-786 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-787 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-788 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-789 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-790 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-791 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-792 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-793 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-794 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-795 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-796 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-797 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-798 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-799 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-800 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-801 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-802 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-803 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-804 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-805 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-806 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-807 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-808 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-809 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-810 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-811 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-812 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-813 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-814 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-815 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-816 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-817 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-818 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-819 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-820 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-821 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-822 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-823 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-824 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-825 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-826 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-827 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-828 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-829 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-830 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-831 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-832 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-833 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-834 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-835 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-836 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-837 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-838 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-839 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-840 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-841 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-842 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-843 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-844 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-845 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-846 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-847 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-848 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-849 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-850 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
NI-851 City of Nikolai Local Nikolai 
NI-852 City of Nikolai Local Nikolai 
NI-853 City of Nikolai Local Nikolai 
NI-854 City of Nikolai Local Nikolai 
AC-855 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-856 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-857 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-858 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-859 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-860 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-861 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-862 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-863 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-864 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-865 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-866 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-867 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-868 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
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Comment ID Name Affiliation Community 
AC-869 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-870 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-871 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-872 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-873 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-874 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-875 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-876 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-877 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-878 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-879 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-880 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-881 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-882 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-883 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-884 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-885 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-886 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-887 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-888 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-889 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-890 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-891 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-892 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-893 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-894 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
AC-895 State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources State Anchorage 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Bureau of Land Management Anchorage Field Office is providing this Preliminary Alternatives Concept Document to share what we have developed since 
Public Scoping. The purpose is to share a preliminary range of alternative concepts (Alternatives 1 and 3) and seek the public’s input on what they like or dislike 
from Alternatives 1 and 3. Alternative 2 represents the public’s opportunity to suggest their reasonable alternative that differs from those provided.  

Please remember that what we’ve prepared is preliminary and you may notice inconsistencies or problems between some resources. We still feel sharing 
some information is better than none and worth it at this stage in the planning process, as it will help us formulate a better Draft RMP. We welcome your 
feedback in the form of emails, written comment forms, and oral feedback at public meetings during this outreach period (see Section 4, How to Comment). In 
addition to these preliminary alternative concepts, the BLM has completed inventories and reports that we also welcome feedback on, as well as help to 
determine the next steps. Some alternative concept tables will reference these reports and request assistance with the next steps; they are: 
 
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Report 

Next Step: Chapter 3, Determine Lands Proposed for Protection of Wilderness Character. After reviewing the inventory, please review Chapter 3, along 
with the maps in the appendix, and offer your substantive comments and detailed reasoning in regard to particular subunit inventory areas you are 
familiar with. 

Review of Importance and Relevance Criteria for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Report  
Next Step: review the analysis of relevance and importance criteria for each ACEC found TO BE and found NOT TO BE relevant and important. Please 
offer any additional substantive and detailed reasoning or relevant information that you feel may change the relevance and importance findings or, help 
determine future special management required. The ACECs found TO BE both relevant and important will be: 1) carried forward to consider whether the 
ACEC would require special management considerations, or whether the resource values can be offered protection through other means; and 2) if 
special management consideration is considered needed, the ACEC would be considered under a range of alternatives. 

Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report 
Next Step: Chapter 5, Phase Three, Suitability Assessment. After reviewing the eligibility determination process and summary, please review Chapter 5 
and offer your substantive comments and detailed reasoning in regard to the suitability of particular river segments that you have familiarity with. 

BSWI Watershed Analysis Framework Report  
Next Step: Sections 5 and 6, please offer your input on the development of a range of alternatives specifically for the development of Riparian 
Conservation Areas (RCAs) or High Priority Restoration Watersheds. 

Visual Resource Inventory Report 
Next Step: Chapter 8, Visual Resource Management Classes. After reviewing the visual resource inventory (Chapters 1-7), please review Chapter 8, along 
with the maps in the appendix, and offer any substantive comments or detailed reasoning that you might suggest in regard to particular visual resource 
management classes in areas you have familiarity with. 
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2. HOW TO READ THE TABLES 
The BSWI RMP Team, including State, Federal and Tribal cooperators, developed the following Vision Statement for this planning effort: 

The Anchorage Field Office vision for the Bering Sea-Western Interior planning area is to sustain the diverse and intact ecosystems that support 
traditional subsistence lifestyles while recognizing the importance of BLM lands to rural economies. 

The BSWI Team used this vision to develop desired future conditions, goals, and objectives for each resource. 

Goals are broad statements of desired outcomes that usually are not quantifiable. Goals typically apply to the entire planning area and pertain to all 
action alternatives. 

Objectives identify specific desired outcomes for resources. Objectives are usually quantifiable and measurable and may have established timeframes 
for achievement. 

RMP decisions consist of identifying and clearly defining goals and objectives for resources and resource uses, and the allowable uses and management actions 
necessary for achieving the goals and objectives. 

The basic goal of alternatives development is to produce distinct potential management scenarios that: 

• Address the identified major planning issues  

• Explore opportunities to enhance management of resources and resource uses  

• Resolve conflicts among resources and resource uses  

• Meet the purpose of and need for the RMP  

• Are feasible  

“Actions” are management decisions to help achieve the resource objectives. 

“Actions Common to all Action Alternatives” refers to those management decisions with NO range of alternatives. It is believed that these management 
decisions are important enough to apply across every action alternative (excluding the No Action alternative or, current management, which isn’t reflected on 
the tables). These decisions would only be common to the action alternatives. 

How to Read the Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Tables: 

The purpose of the Alternative 1 and 3 columns is to demonstrate a range of decision options that you can provide input on. 
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The purpose of the Alternative 2 column is for YOU to propose YOUR ideas that may differ from Alts 1 and 3.  
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3. PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE TABLES 

3.1 Subsistence Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Maintain, protect, and enhance waterfowl, moose, caribou and muskox 
habitats to support natural reproductive capability, and a healthy, self-
sustaining population of those species. 

2. Manage crucial, high-value, and un-fragmented moose, caribou and muskox 
habitats as management priorities 

3. Protect habitats important to moose that support sustainable populations 
important to subsistence uses. 

4. Manage wildlife habitat for long term sustainability and ecosystem health.  

5. BLM will follow Federal Subsistence Regulations and coordinate with partners 
to manage harvest levels on unencumbered BLM-managed lands. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Manage habitat to contribute to sustainable subsistence opportunities as well 
as ecosystem health. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
 
Coordinate with ADF&G and FWS to help accomplish the population inventory monitoring surveys for moose, caribou, and muskox. 

Data from these surveys will be used to set annual harvest levels for both State and Federal hunts. 
 
Fish Resources: 
To ensure that crossings provide for fish passage, all proposed crossing designs shall adhere to the best management practices outlined in “Stream Crossing Design Procedure 
for Fish Streams on the North Slope Coastal Plain" by McDonald et al. (1994), “Fundamentals of Culvert Design for Passage of Weak-Swimming Fish” by Behlke et al. (1991), and 
other generally accepted best management procedures prescribed by the Authorizing Officer. See the Fisheries alternatives for more details.  

No surface occupancy within 300 feet of fish bearing streams. 

A right-of-way avoidance area for underground utilities would be established in the Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area. 

Forestry Resources: 
All personal use and subsistence harvesting of forest products would require a permit. 

All personal use and subsistence firewood harvest would require a permit. 

All commercial harvesting requires a permit for any forest products harvested with the intent to sell (e.g., house logs, Christmas trees, berries, mushrooms, etc.). 

All areas within 15mi of a river are open for private, subsistence, and commercial and casual use woodland harvest (including mushrooms, berries, bark, and other forest 
products).  

Comment [JC1]: This bullet is not quite 
accurate.  Subsistence users follow Federal 
Subsistence regulations on unencumbered BLM-
managed lands.  The BLM along with its partners 
form the Federal Subsistence Board that manages 
subsistence harvest of fish and wildlife resources.  
We recommend the following edits,  
BLM will coordinate with partners on thefollow 
Federal Subsistence BoardRegulations and 
coordinate with partners to manage provide 
opportunities for fish and wildlife harvest levels for 
subsistence purposes on unencumbered BLM-
managed lands. 

Comment [DC2]: …assist in setting seasons, bag 
limits and harvests by the appropriate State And 
Federal Boards. 

Comment [DC3]: ADF&G has permitting 
authority for stream crossings.  We recommend 
using ADF&G standards for fish passage  

Comment [JC4]: . Without specific justification, 
300 feet appears to be an unnecessarily excessive 
buffer.  The State’s area management plan only 
requires a 100 feet buffer from ordinary high water 
(DNR Kuskokwim Area Plan, 1988).  For 
consistency and to recognize that ANILCA Title XI 
allows for authorization of transportation and utility 
systems within CSUs, including wild and scenic 
rivers, we request the following revision: 

No surface occupancy within 100 feet of fish 
bearing streams, unless authorized pursuant to 
ANILCA Title XI. 

 ...

Comment [ARL5]: This is marked as an ACEC on 
the map, not an RCA—is it both?   

Comment [pb6]: What impacts would this have 
on existing applications / authorizations? 

Comment [DC7]: There needs to be consistency 
with the terms used throughout the document 
when discussing forest products, both timber and 
non-timber.  We request clarity that this statement ...

Comment [ARL8]: We request justification for 
imposing a permit system on subsistence users to 
harvest forest products and firewood for personal 
use.  ANILCA Section 802 states “It is hereby 
declared to be the policy of Congress that…..the ...
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All areas within 25 mi of a community are open for private, subsistence, and commercial and casual use woodland harvest (includes mushrooms, berries, bark, and other forest 
products). All burned areas outside of the areas above are open for private, subsistence, and commercial and casual use woodland harvest (includes mushrooms, berries, bark, 
and other forest products). 

Permits would be granted outside these areas on a case-by-case basis dependent upon resource concerns. 

Only winter harvests are allowed to minimize disturbance to soils and ground vegetation, as necessary to protect resources. 

Wildlife Resources: 

Reindeer grazing would not be permitted in caribou wintering and calving areas. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
Fish Subsistence Resources 
Watersheds in the planning area were scored for aquatic 
resource value using the Watershed Aquatic Resource 
Value Model. RCAs would be defined as watersheds that 
have a score of VERY HIGH or HIGH, which is 20% of 
the watersheds in the planning area. 

• Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) would not 
be withdrawn to mineral entry and leasing. 
However, it would be consider on a case-by-
case basis, potentially with a 300-ft offset from 
streams. 

• Allow timber harvest in RCAs if it meets the 
criteria for preservation of those RCA values. 

 Fish Subsistence Resources 
Watersheds in the planning area were scored for aquatic 
resource value using the Watershed Aquatic Resource 
Value Model. RCAs would be defined as watersheds that 
have a score of VERY HIGH, HIGH, or MEDIUM-HIGH, 
which is 36% of the watersheds in the planning area. 

• Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) would be 
withdrawn to mineral entry and leasing, subject to 
valid existing rights.  

• Commercial timber harvests would not be 
permitted in RCAs. 

 
 

Wildlife Subsistence Resources 
Special Recreation Permits for hunting guide-
outfitters would not be authorized within a 25-mile 
radius of any established community in the planning area. 

Transporters carrying sport hunters would not be 
required to obtain a Special Recreation Permit for those 
activities. 

 
Why are there hunting guide-outfitter and 
transporter restrictions being proposed in the 
Subsistence section?  Are the restrictions and permit 
requirements meant to benefit subsistence users?   
Typically, guide-outfitters and transporters use 
airplanes to access hunt areas while subsistence users 
typically use boats and OHVs from village sites to 
access hunting areas.  The two user groups typically 

Wildlife Subsistence Resources 
Special Recreation Permits for hunting guide-outfitters 
may be authorized near established communities in the 
planning area. 

All transporters carrying sport hunters would be permitted 
under a Special Recreation Permit.  
 

Comment [JC9]:  While this is worded as an 
allowance, all other areas would be closed to these 
particular subsistence uses.  If carried forward, site-
specific justification and adherence to an ANILCA 
closure process, separate from the planning process, 
would be necessary (see NPS and FWS regulations, 
which allow this use without a permit).  See also 
above comment regarding a subsistence permit 
system.   

Comment [JC10]: See previous comment. 

Comment [DC11]: This requirement would 
prevent users from gathering forest products that are 
only available in the summer (e.g. berries and other 
plant materials).  See above comments regarding 
subsistence closures. 
 

Comment [PBM(12]: How will these be 
determined? Will it be seasonal in nature? 

Comment [pb13]: What type of stream? 

Comment [ARL14]: Commercial? Personal? 

Comment [PBM(15]: How was 25 miles 
determined? Does it only apply to BLM lands?  

Comment [PBM(16]: How are Sport hunters 
defined? Are you actually discussing non-federal 
subsistence qualified hunters? 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
 

 

 

 

Subject to valid existing rights, no surface disturbing 
activities would be permitted between November 1 and 
April 1in the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area that 
support winter moose habitat. The size and type of 
surface disturbing activities authorized would be 
determined on a case-by-case basis, based on current 
moose occupancy. 

Above-ground linear Right-of-ways in critical caribou 
winter habitat areas and critical calving habitats would be 
avoided unless design would allow for caribou 
movement. Construction would be prohibited during 
caribou calving season (May-June) and in critical winter 
habitat areas (Nov-Feb). 

do not encounter each other in the field. The Alaska 
Board of Game is the appropriate means to change 
current allocation issues.   
We question why transporters would be required to 
have a Special Recreation Permit for transporting 
only sport hunters and not other visitors.   
 
Is there a conservation concern with the moose 
population in this area?  Most of the Innoko Bottoms 
is within the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge.  Also 
parts of the Innoko river are in the Paradise 
Controlled use area, which is closed to the use of 
aircraft for hunting moose or transporting moose 
hunters.  What is the need for a Wildlife Priority 
Area in the Innoko Bottoms? 

Forest Subsistence Resources 
Commercial harvesting would be permitted in the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor and Riparian Conservation Areas. 

What is the concern or basis for restricting (or not) 
commercial harvesting in the INHT? 

Forest Subsistence Resources 
Commercial harvesting would NOT be permitted in the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management 
Corridor and Riparian Conservation Areas. 

Access in Travel Management Areas (TMAs) 
Summer OHV Travel 

Cross-country travel would be permitted. 

Weight limit:  2,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

Winter Travel: 

The document needs to take the ANILCA access 
provisions into consideration.  Section 811 applies to 
subsistence access on all public lands.  Section 1110 
applies to CSUs (in BSWI, the Unakaleet WSR and 
the INHT). These access provisions also apply to 
designated Wilderness; therefore, they should also be 
taken into consideration where restrictions are 
proposed to protect wilderness characteristics.  
Applicable restrictions require adequate justification 

Access in Travel Management Areas TMAs) 
Summer OHV Travel 

Travel would be limited to existing routes. 

Weight limit: 3,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 72” 

Winter Travel: 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
Weight limit: none 

Width limit: none 
 
Lands managed for Wilderness Characteristics TMA: 

Summer OHV Travel: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Casual Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 
 
Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River TMA: 
Summer OHV Travel: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 
 

Rohn site Travel Management Area and Iditarod National 
Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor 
TMA: 

and an ANILCA closure process, separate from the 
planning process.  
 
Throughout the document the alternatives should 
explain which types of OHVs are generally within 
each weight/width category (e.g., four-wheelers, side-
by-sides, argos, etc.) so that the purpose and impact 
of the alternatives are more apparent. The definitions 
and weight and width limits for each OHV type 
should be consistent within BLM Alaska and with 
neighboring landowners including the State of Alaska 
(see discussions with the State regarding Eastern 
Interior and the Squirrel River). 
 
Both of these alternatives are the same.  There 
should be a range of alternatives (i.e., allowance for 
cross-country travel). 
 
It is unclear why winter OHV weight and width limits 
are less than summer OHV limits.  There is typically 
less impact from OHV use in the winter when the 
ground is frozen.  
 
During the winter when the ground and vegetation 
are frozen, weight limits are less necessary, especially 
for snowmachines, which have a large surface area 
for weight to be distributed. 
 
 
 
Since there are currently 50-foot-wide 17(b) 
easements in the planning area that permit the travel 
of vehicles weighing up to 3,000 lbs, we request an 
alternative that recognizes the current situation on 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 
 

Lands managed for Wilderness Characteristics TMA: 

Summer OHV Travel: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Casual Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 
 

Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River TMA: 
Summer OHV Travel: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches  
 

Rohn site Travel Management Area and Iditarod National 
Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor TMA: 

Summer OHV Travel: 

Comment [pb17]: What is an existing route? 

Comment [pb18]: What is an existing route? 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
Summer OHV Travel: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

If Subsistence OHV use results in degradation of the 
resources or prevents trail management that meets 
requirements of the National Trails Act, then this use 
would be prohibited. 
 
Riparian Conservation Areas TMA: 
Summer OHV Travel: 

Cross-country travel would be permitted until 
monitoring shows that more than 5% of the individual 
RCA is being damage by summer OHV use. Travel 
would then be limited to designated route determined 
through a Travel and Transportation Management 
Plan. 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

the ground and is consistent with BLM 17(b) 
easement signage.  In addition, all of the action 
alternatives need an allowance for larger vehicles by 
permit.  For example, the recent trail work between 
the Rohn and Farewell checkpoints on the Iditarod 
trail couldn’t have been done in a reasonable amount 
of time under the BLM proposed weight limits. 
 
All alternatives should have an off-trail allowance for 
game retrieval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Provide for trail hardening, rerouting or maintenance 
to prevent or address resource degradation and 
allow subsistence OHV use to continue.  Prohibiting 
access should be a last resort, not the only option. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Are there inventories showing current damage to 
individual RCAs?  Does the 5% include existing 
damage? 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

 
If Subsistence OHV use results in degradation of the 
resources or prevents trail management that meets 
requirements of the National Trails Act, then this use would 
be prohibited. 
 
Riparian Conservation Areas TMA: 
Summer OHV Travel: 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

Winter OHV Travel: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
 
We have concerns with the numerous conservation 
areas and zones and differing weight limits and widths 
for OHV vehicles.  A single standard to be 
considered in each of the alternatives would provide 
better organization and make regulations more easily 
enforceable. We request aligning weight/width limits 
to those used in BLM Eastern Interior RMP and to 
those of neighboring landowners, including the State 
of Alaska.  
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3.2 Fisheries Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS:  

1. Maintain intact habitat for intact wild stock fish populations to sustain the diverse 
and intact ecosystems that support traditional subsistence lifestyles and provide 
for rural economic opportunity.   

2. Protect and maintain intact and healthy aquatic systems. 

3. Prevent further degradation of fish habitats that have been adversely affected. 

4. Reverse declines in the quality and quantity of aquatic habitats to improve the 
overall health of fish and other aquatic organisms.  

5. Increase the quality and quantity of habitat that supports natural diversity of fish 
and aquatic species. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Monitor fish escapement numbers in ACEC’s, RCA’s, or as identified in adaptive 
management) to attain escapement commiserate to the watersheds health and 
production capabilities.   

2. Protect salmon spawning habitat from adverse environmental impacts by mineral 
location and development.  

3. Inventory and monitor fish populations and habitat in cooperation with land 
management agencies, NGO’s, or private parties. 

4. Inventory water needs and secure water rights where needed.  

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  

Fish passage design would follow: the Technical Supplement 14N: Fish Passage and Screening Design (USDA, 56 pgs.) and the Federal Highway Administration Culvert 
Design for Aquatic Organism Passage # 26. 

Fuels: 

1. Refueling of equipment within 500 feet of the highest high water mark of any water body is prohibited with the exception of refueling motor boats, float planes, and ski 
planes.  

2. Fuels shall not be stored on the active floodplain of any water body. Although fuels may be off-loaded from aircraft on ice, fuels shall not be stored on lake or river ice.  

River Crossings: 

1. To ensure that crossings provide for fish passage, all proposed crossing designs shall adhere to the best management practices (BMPs) outlined in “Stream Crossing Design 
Procedure for Fish Streams on the North Slope Coastal Plain" by McDonald et al. (1994), “Fundamentals of Culvert Design for Passage of Weak-Swimming Fish” by Behlke 
et al. (1991), and other generally accepted best management procedures prescribed by the AO. To adhere to these BMPs, at least three years of hydrologic and fish data 
shall be collected for any proposed crossing of a stream whose structure is designed to occur, wholly or partially, below the stream’s ordinary high water mark. These data 
shall include, but are not limited to, the range of water levels (highest and lowest) at the location of the planned crossing, and the seasonal distribution and composition of 
fish populations using the stream. 

2. Except for approved crossings, alteration of waterway banks is prohibited. Waterways include natural features with sufficient water to create riparian habitat such as rivers, 
streams, deep/shallow lakes, tundra ponds, and shallow water tracks. Clearing of willows along the riparian zone is prohibited. Movement of equipment through willow 
stands shall be avoided whenever possible. 

3. Crossing of waterway courses shall be made using a low-angle approach to avoid disruption of the natural stream or lake bank. Except at approved crossings, operators are 
encouraged to travel a minimum of 100 feet from identified overwintering fish streams and lakes. 

4. If snow ramps or snow bridges are used at water crossings for bank protection, the ramps and bridges shall be substantially free of soil and/or debris. Snow bridges shall be 

Comment [ARL19]: Goal should be habitat 
because BLM has habitat management 
responsibility; ADF&G has population management 
responsibility. 

Comment [DC20]: This implies BLM has 
authority to manage fishery populations.  The 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game is responsible 
for the management and sustainability of all fish 
and wildlife regardless of land ownership or 
designation and manages on the sustained yield 
principle.  We recommend changing the language. 

Comment [DC21]: The referenced USDA 
document is a general overview of all kinds of fish 
passage issues associated with USDA activities 
(tiede gates, irrigation dams, farm and logging 
roads, etc.) and doesn’t have any species specific 
information applicable to Alaska..  The Federal 
Highway Administration document has more 
detailed and up to date and was written by and for 
transportation engineers working on public roads.  
We request removing the USDA document from this 
list and acknowledging that ADF&G has permitting 
authority for stream crossings and using ADF&G 
standards.  

Comment [PBM(22]: Should be ordinary high 
water, which can be determined. Not sure what 
highest water mark is? 

Comment [PBM(23]: What about 
snowmachines in the winter? 

Comment [DC24]: By requiring three years 
data, the data and timeframe requirements are too 
stringent and requiring this level of monitoring for 
all crossings may inadvertently reduce the resources 
available to monitor crossings that are truly a 
concern.  Proposed stream crossings should be 
managed on a case by case scenario rather than 
blanket regulations, such as described above. 

Comment [DC25]: Is there a current inventory 
of overwintering fish streams and lakes, or would 
BLM provide a list to operators? 
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removed or breached immediately after use or before spring breakup. 

5. To avoid additional freeze down of deep-water pools harboring overwintering fish, waterways shall be crossed at shallow riffles from point bar to point bar whenever 
possible.   

Priority Restoration Watersheds: High priority watersheds for restoration are those that rank HIGH or VERY HIGH for aquatic resource values and are in a degraded 
condition. This is determined using the Riparian Conservation Area modelling method (see RCA report for more information). 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA) 

Watersheds in the planning area were scored for aquatic 
resource value using the Watershed Aquatic Resource 
Value Model. RCAs would be defined as watersheds that 
have a score of VERY HIGH or HIGH, which is 20% of 
the watersheds in the planning area. 

 
 
How many watersheds are there in the planning area?  
20% or 37% seems like there would be a large number of 
watersheds in RCAs. Would management of this large 
number of watersheds be feasible?  

Riparian Conservation Areas (RCA)  

Watersheds in the planning area were scored for aquatic 
resource value using the Watershed Aquatic Resource 
Value Model. RCAs would be defined as watersheds that 
have a score of VERY HIGH, HIGH, or MEDIUM-HIGH, 
which is 37% of the watersheds in the planning area. 

Oil and Gas Exploratory Drilling 
No Surface Occupancy within the river, stream, or lake 
bed for exploratory drilling. 
  

 Oil and Gas Exploratory Drilling 
Exploratory drilling in river, stream, and lake beds, as 
determined by the highest high water mark, is 
prohibited. Exceptions to this stipulation may be 
authorized by the BLM in cases of shallow lakes which 
freeze to the bottom, do not support significant fish or 
bird populations, and are hydrologically isolated. Further, 
such an exception may be granted only if it is 
environmentally preferable to maintaining the restriction. 

No Surface Occupancy (applies to Leasable, 
Locatable, Salable mineral development, subject to valid 
existing rights) 
No Surface Occupancy within 300 feet of fish bearing 
streams. 

 

 

 

 

No Surface Occupancy (applies to Leasable, 
Locatable, Salable mineral development, subject to valid 
existing rights) 

In Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) withdraw 
watershed to mineral entry and leasing, subject to valid 
existing rights.  

NSO for non-mineral permitted actions and for valid 
existing rights. 

Mining Transportation  Mining Transportation 

Comment [PBM(26]: One or the other, not 
both 

Comment [DC27]: - It’s unclear how additional 
freeze down of deep-water pools can occur from 
stream crossings.   

Comment [pb28]: Clarify as non-navigable, for 
jurisdictional purposes? 

Comment [pb29]: Clarify as non-navigable, for 
jurisdictional purposes? 

Comment [DC30]: Justification?  

Comment [pb31]: Would this include all types 
of suction dredging?  Suction dredging, depending 
on hose size can be authorized by a general permit, 
or may require an annual application – and these 
users don’t have valid existing rights.  Should 
exclude beds of state owned / navigable waters. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Transport of mining equipment overland (no-existing 
road/tail) would be limited to periods with frozen 
ground and a minimum of 10 inches of snow cover to 
prevent habitat damage. 
 

Whenever possible, overland moves that are a part of 
permitted operations would occur during winter when 
frost and snow cover is sufficient to minimize vegetation 
and soil disturbance and compaction. The AO would 
determine the date when sufficient frost and snow cover 
exists and no overland moves should occur until these 
conditions are met. 

Winter trails and ice roads for overland moves would be 
designed and located to minimize compaction of soils 
and breakage, abrasion, compaction, or displacement of 
vegetation.  

Clearing of drifted snow is generally allowed, to the 
extent that vegetative ground cover is not disturbed. 

Offsets of winter trail/ice road locations may be required 
to avoid using the same route or track each subsequent 
year.  

When access is required in snow-free months, routes 
that utilize naturally hardened sites would be selected to 
avoid trail braiding. Wetlands would be avoided.  

The permittee would employ vehicle types and methods 
that minimize vegetation and soil disturbance, such as 
use of air or water craft, utilizing existing roads or trails, 
or use of low ground pressure vehicles.  

The use of heavy machinery in saturated soil conditions 
would be limited to low ground pressure designated 
machinery. 

Withdrawals (applies to Leasable, Locatable, Salable 
mineral development, subject to valid existing rights): 

Withdraw RCA watersheds to mineral entry, staking, 
and oil and gas development.  

 Withdrawals (applies to Leasable, Locatable, Salable 
mineral development, subject to valid existing rights): 

No withdrawals. Consider on a case-by-case basis, 
potentially a 300-ft offset from streams in RCA 
watersheds 

Comment [pb32]: How common is 10 inches of 
snow cover? 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Commercial Timber Harvest 

Allow timber harvest in RCAs if it meets the criteria for 
preservation of those RCA values.  

 Commercial Timber Harvest 

Commercial timber harvests would not be permitted in 
RCAs. 

OHV  

If watershed degradation is occurring in RCAs, OHVs 
will be limited to designated routes. One stream crossing 
would be allowed per mile of stream. If that is exceeded, 
then routes would be designated through a Travel and 
Transportation Management Plan.   

All RCA areas would be Limited for OHVs (see Travel 
Management Section). 

 

In alternative 1, it should be stated so that if degradation 
in RCAs is occurring from OHVs, then they will be 
limited to designated routes. BLM may also want to 
consider a less time- and staff-intensive method of 
dealing with multiple stream crossings than a Travel and 
Transportation Management Plan.  

OHV  

RCAs would be closed to overland OHV travel except in 
winter when conditions are adequate to protect from 
resource damage (a combination of frozen ground and 
minimum of 10 inches of snow). 

  

Right-of-Way (ROW) Exclusion/Avoidance 

A ROW avoidance area for underground utilities would 
be established in the Sheefish RCA.  

Subject to considerations under Title XI TUS, which 
applies to CSUs (i.e. Unakaleet WSR and INHT) 

 

Right-of-Way (ROW) Exclusion/Avoidance 

A ROW exclusion area for underground utilities would 
be established in the Sheefish RCA.  

  

Comment [pb33]: What is the definition of a 
designated route?  

Comment [pb34]: How common is 10 inches of 
snow cover? 

Comment [pb35]: What impacts would this 
have on existing applications / authorizations? 
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3.3 Wildlife Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Maintain, protect, and enhance habitats to support natural wildlife diversity, 
reproductive capability, and a healthy, self-sustaining population of wildlife species. 

2. Manage crucial, high-value, and un-fragmented habitats as a management priority. 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Implement Executive Order 13186, "Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to 
Protect Migratory Birds" during all activities to protect habitat for migratory birds. 
Birds listed on the current USFWS "Birds of Conservation Concern" and Boreal 
Partners-in-Flight priority species (as updated) would be prioritized. 

2. BLM would use adaptive management strategies to further conserve habitat and 
avoid impacts to "Birds of Conservation Concern" and Partners-in-Flight priority 
species when their specific habitat needs and population distribution are identified.  

3. Cooperate with ADF&G to monitoraccomplish population and habitat goals and 
objectives for moose, caribou, and muskox management plans. 

4. Cooperate with ADF&G and DNR to determine stipulations to protect raptor 
habitats and nesting sites on BLM land from disturbance related to barge traffic on 
rivers. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  

Coordinate with ADF&G and FWS to help accomplish the population inventory monitoring surveys for moose, caribou, and muskox. Data from these surveys would be used to 
set annual harvest levels for both State and Federal hunts.   

Grazing: Reindeer grazing would not be allowed in caribou wintering and calving areas. 

Predator Control: BLM would work in cooperation with ADF&G to use predator control as a management tool to maintainmanage the long term sustainability of both 
predator and prey populations.  

Aircraft disturbance guidelines - all flights associated with BLM permitted activities: 

Aircraft are required to fly 1500-ft AGL within 0.50mi from priority raptor sites, except during takeoff and landing and when it would compromise safety. This protection is 
not intended to restrict flights necessary to conduct wildlife surveys satisfying wildlife data collection requirements.   

Pilots are requested to maintain a minimum altitude of 2,000 feet above the surface of the following: National Parks, Monuments, Seashores, Lakeshores, Recreation Areas 
and Scenic Riverways administered by the National Park Service, National Wildlife Refuges, Big Game Refuges, Game Ranges and Wildlife Ranges administered by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and Wilderness and Primitive areas administered by the U.S. Forest Service.   

Note: FAA Advisory Circular AC 91-36, Visual Flight Rules (VFR) Flight Near Noise-Sensitive Areas, defines the surface of a national park area (including parks, forests, 
primitive areas, wilderness areas, recreational areas, national seashores, national monuments, national lakeshores, and national wildlife refuge and range areas) as: the highest 
terrain within 2,000 feet laterally of the route of flight, or the upper‐most rim of a canyon or valley. 

Power lines and Communications Towers: Communications towers are required to use BMPs to reduce or minimize bird strikes. All transmission power lines would 
comply with industry accepted best management practices to prevent raptors and other birds from colliding with or being electrocuted by utility lines, alternative energy 
structures, towers, and poles (APLIC 2012, http://www.aplic.org/). If possible bury utility lines in important bird areas. Where raptors are likely to nest in human-made 

Comment [PBM(36]: Is this a documented 
problem? 

Comment [DC37]: This statement implies that 
BLM has the authority to set annual harvest levels.  
We request the language reflect BLM’s actual 
authority and request the Alaska Board of Game 
and Federal Subsistence Board authority to set 
harvest, seasons and bag limits be appropriately 
acknowledged.   

Comment [PBM(38]: Determined how? 

Comment [DC39]: We request BLM cite 
USFWS raptor guidelines for aircraft. 

Comment [PBM(40]: Same as above… 
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structures (such as cell phone towers) and such use could impede operation or maintenance of the structures or jeopardize the safety of the raptors; equip the structures with 
either (1) devices engineered to discourage raptors from building nests, or (2) nesting platforms that would safely accommodate raptor nests without interfering with structure 
performance. 

Fire and Fuels Management: Manage fire and fuels in Caribou winter habitat to protect lichen habitat. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
Minerals (applies to Leasable, Locatable, Salable 
Minerals and Realty Actions): 

Mineral leasing allowed in critical moose calving and 
wintering habitats under standard stipulations. 

Are “critical moose calving and wintering habitats” 
inventoried within the planning area? 

Is there a conservation concern regarding moose 
populations that warrant such restrictions?  ADF&G may 
request additional site-specific stipulations even under 
Alternative 1.  

 

Minerals (applies to Leasable, Locatable, Salable 
Minerals and Realty Actions): 

No mineral leasing or development, subject to valid 
existing rights, in critical moose calving and wintering 
habitats.  

Right-of-Ways (ROW):  

Caribou (all herds) - Avoid above-ground linear ROW 
in critical winter habitat areas and critical calving habitats 
unless design would allow for caribou movement.   

Construction would be prohibited during calving season 
(May-June) and in critical winter habitat areas (Nov-Feb). 

Moose - Avoid above-ground ROW within moose 
wintering areas to protect critical habitats (riparian) 
unless facility design would allow for moose movement. 

Subject to consideration under ANILCA Title XI. Right-of-Ways (ROW):  

Caribou (all herds) - Exclude above-ground linear 
ROW in critical winter habitat areas and critical calving 
habitats unless design would allow for caribou 
movement.  

Moose - Exclude above-ground ROW within moose 
wintering areas to protect critical habitats (riparian) 
unless design would allow for moose movement.  

 

Hunting 
Transporters carrying sport hunters would not be 
required to obtain a Special Recreation Permit for those 
activities. 

 
We question why transporters would be required to 
obtain a Special Recreation Permit for transporting only 
sport hunters. So if a transporter was only transporting 
sport fisherman, they would not be required to obtain a 
permit?  

Hunting 
All transporters carrying sport hunters would be 
permitted under a Special Recreation Permit.  
 

Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area: The Innoko Bottoms WPA is not necessary, as there is Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area: 

Comment [ARL41]: We recommend general 
timeframe guidelines with site-specific, case-by-case 
requirements. There should be flexibility to address 
the times when caribou are actually in or likely to be 
in the specific area rather than set time periods.  
This comment applies to all blanket time period 
restrictions in the alternatives. 

Comment [PBM(42]: See previous comment on 
“sport” 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
This area would be managed in the same fashion as the 
general planning area.  

not a conservation concern regarding moose in this area 
and moose spend the winter months along river 
corridors where there is enough habitat to sustain 
healthy populations.   

A wildlife conservation area would be established to 
protect moose winter and calving habitat as well as 
migratory waterfowl habitat in the Yukon-Innoko 
Bottom riparian shrub belt. 

Land birds:  

During the nesting season (May 1 – Jul 31) avoid 
permitted surface disturbing activities and vegetation-
altering projects in migratory bird habitat.  

Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting migratory 
birds in riparian areas during the nesting season (May 1 – 
Jul 31) before implementation of permitted activities if 
vegetation removal/surface disturbing activities are 
greater than 5 acres in size.  If active nest sites are found, 
removal of those nest sites is prohibited.  

 

 

 

Requiring pre-construction surveys during this time 
period will have detrimental effects to any project, as the 
listed timeframe for nesting birds coincides with the 
short Alaska working season.   

Land birds:  

Avoid ROW in riparian areas (critical nesting habitats). 
No mineral leasing in riparian areas. 

 

  

Waterfowl habitat: 

Subject to valid existing rights, surface disturbance for 
leasable, salable, and locatable mineral development 
would be prohibited between May 1 and July 31. 

Subject to valid existing rights, surface disturbance for 
leasable, salable, and locatable mineral development 
would be prohibited in nesting waterfowl areas in the 
Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area between May 1 
and July 31. 

 

Not allowing surface disturbances during this time 
period will have detrimental effects to any project, as the 
listed timeframe coincides with a majority of the short 
Alaska field season. ADF&G supports general timeframe 
guidelines with the ability to develop site specific 
restrictions in order to work with operators to address 
site specific issues for resource protection. 

Waterfowl habitat: 

No surface occupancy, subject to valid existing rights, for 
Right-of-ways in the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority 
Area 

Withdraw/close nesting waterfowl areas in the Innoko 
Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area from locatable, salable, 
and leasable mineral entry. 

Wildlife Habitat Stipulations  

No establishment of raptor buffers and associated 
restrictions on surface disturbing activities. 

ADF&G supports general timeframe and distance 
guidelines with the ability to develop site specific 
restrictions in order to work with operators to address 
site specific issues for resource protection. 

Wildlife Habitat Stipulations  

Subject to valid existing rights, no Surface Occupancy 
around active raptor nests for 0.25 mile 

Subject to valid existing rights, no surface disturbance 
permitted activities around active raptor nests for 0.50 
miles. 

Subject to valid existing rights, no surface disturbing 

Comment [pb43]: Subject to valid existing 
rights. Exclude bed of state owned / navigable 
waters. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
activities would be permitted between November 1 and 
April 1in the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area that 
support winter moose habitat. The size and type of 
surface disturbing activities authorized would be 
determined on a case-by-case basis, based on current 
moose occupancy. 

Raptors: 

Priority raptor species are defined as Peregrine Falcon, 
Gyrfalcons, Golden Eagle, Bald Eagle. 

Pre-work raptor nesting surveys would be required. 

Nesting seasons are defined as: From April 15 through 
August 15 for bald eagles, golden eagles, and peregrine 
falcons; and, from March 15 through July 20 for 
gyrfalcons. 

To minimize the direct loss of priority raptor foraging 
habitat, all reasonable and practicable efforts would be 
made to locate permanent facilities as far from priority 
raptor nests as feasible and to minimize habitat loss to 
the extent feasible. Of particular concern for avoidance 
are ponds, lakes, streams, wetlands, and riparian habitats. 

To reduce disturbance to nesting priority raptors, 
campsites authorized by the BLM, including short- and 
long-term camps and agency work camps, must be 
located at least 500-meters from any known priority 
raptor nest site during the nesting season. Exceptions 
may be granted by the AO if no feasible alternative 
exists. 

 

 

 

It is unclear what type of work is being referred to here. 

  

 

 

 

 

Distances should be kept in the same units so to reduce 
confusion. 

Raptors: 

Priority raptor species are defined as Peregrine Falcon, 
Gyrfalcons, Golden Eagle, Bald Eagle. 

Pre-work raptor nesting surveys would be required. 

Permitted activities would be required to use practices 
to avoid impact upon raptors, to include visual, noise 
controls and/or other currently accepted measures as 
necessary to avoid raptor nest abandonment or nest 
failure. 

To reduce disturbance to nesting priority raptors, 
campsites permitted by the BLM, including short- and 
long-term camps and agency work camps, must be 
located at least 0.25-miles from any known priority 
raptor nest site during the nesting season. 

Minimizing potential for disease transmission for 
Dall sheep, mountain goats, and muskox: 

The use of goats, sheep, Camelids (camels, llamas, 
alpacas, etc.) as pack stock would be prohibited in areas 

Note: Camelids are currently excluded from Board of 
Game and NPS restrictions.  The NPS recently allowed 
for the use of camelids as pack animals subject to 
superintendent permission on a case by case basis.  

Minimizing potential for disease transmission for 
Dall sheep, mountain goats, and muskox: 

The use of goats, sheep, Camelids (camels, llamas, 
alpacas, etc.) as pack stock would be prohibited in areas 

Comment [ARL44]: Is this from the list of BLM 
priority species?  If so, it’s not really an alternative. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative  2 Alternative 3 
occupied by Dall sheep, mountain goats, and muskox 
habitats.   

This closure would need to follow the ANILCA closure 
process. 

occupied by Dall sheep, mountain goats, and muskox 
habitats.   
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3.4 Grazing Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Support opportunities for permitted grazing of reindeer when proper grazing 
management ensures the protection, conservation, and improvement of rangeland 
ecological health. 

2. Manage rangelands for long-term sustainability of habitat, resilient ecosystems, and 
connectivity of native wildlife movement.  

3. Minimize conflict with caribou herds from permitted grazing.  

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. This plan would implement the BLM Alaska Reindeer Grazing Policy once it is 
developed.  

2. Maintain or restore rangelands to ensure or to make progress towards meeting 
BLM Alaska Land Health Standard 4. 

 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
 
Surface-disturbing rangeland improvements would be subject to cultural, sensitive species, and soil survey requirements. 

Limitations in OHV Travel Management Areas would apply to permitted grazing areas, unless otherwise authorized by the AO. 

Proposed grazing operations must submit a grazing permit application that includes a comprehensive Grazing Management Plan and a business plan.  

Permittees would conduct a rangeland health assessment to report grazing utilization and herd rotation on an annual basis.  

Non-compliance would be addressed with a notice of non-compliance. A second notice of non-compliance would be issued if a permittee fails to comply within 1 year of the 
first notice. If non-compliance continues after the second year, the case would be referred to law enforcement for trespass. 

Supplemental feeding may be authorized (weed free forage required).  

The BLM would continue to work cooperatively with the Kawerak, Inc. Natural Resources Division’s Reindeer Herders Association, University of Alaska-Fairbanks Reindeer 
Research Program, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service to support grazing operators’ ability to maintain rangeland health. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
 No reindeer grazing permits would be issued.  Reindeer grazing permits would be authorized 

according to the BLM Alaska Grazing Policy on a 
case-by-case basis.   
 

  Open to reindeer grazing: All areas outside the 20-
year historic caribou range. 

  The following areas would be closed to reindeer 
grazing:  

Comment [DC45]: Clarify the meaning of 
“conflict“ 

Comment [PBM(46]: Are these part of the “To 
be developed” BLM Alaska Reindeer Grazing Policy? 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
All areas within the 20-year historic caribou range  
Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Corridor 

Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trails 
Management Corridor 

Areas to be managed for Lands with Wilderness 
Characteristics  

  Utilization: 

Utilization – Grazed class 2 

Grazing operations are administered to a maximum 
utilization threshold of Grazed Class 2 (5 -25% MAX of 
the lichen cover is disturbed or dislodged). Other 
criteria for this utilization include:  

• There is no appreciable disturbance to the lichen 
cover.   

• Craters are not apparent; a few individual bites are 
noted.  

• Recovery may be 2 (lowland) - 4 (upland) years. 
BLM would conduct monitoring of permitted grazing 
operations.  Monitoring each permitted grazing range 
utilization and herd location(s) once every 3 years, at a 
minimum, or more frequently if deemed necessary for 
permit compliance.   
 

  Caribou Avoidance:  

A minimum 5-mile buffer would be maintained between 
known caribou habitat and permitted grazing ranges. 

If caribou herds enter permitted grazing allotments, 
permittees are required to take actions to remove 
permitted domestic herds to a location within their 
permitted grazing range to meet a minimum 5-mile 
distance between caribou and permitted grazing herd.  

Comment [PBM(47]: How will these areas be 
determined? The whole concept seems overly 
restrictive against reindeer grazing opportunities, 
especially given the unknown acreage that could be 
LWC. 

Comment [PBM(48]: Where does this standard 
come from and is it part of the to be developed BLM 
Alaska Grazing Policy? 

Comment [ARL49]: Does this mean known 
utilized caribou habitat?  By definition caribou 
habitat is where reindeer grazing occurs. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
This may also involve corralling and/or harvesting or 
moving to pre-authorized safe areas. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Permit Terms: 

Grazing fees would be based on the current CFR 
guidance of $10.00 per permit.   

Unless already defined by an existing regulation, permit 
term would be 10 years. 

Reindeer herd crossing permit applications would be 
addressed as per direction in CRF 43, § 4300.80 for 
proposals to move livestock across BLM managed lands, 
lands that are currently not administered under an 
existing grazing permit. 

Permitted grazing would require satellite collars/tracking 
devices on a minimum of 5% of the permitted reindeer 
livestock.  This data would be immediately available to 
the BLM upon request, and would be provided with 
annual reports showing location(s) of the herd 
throughout the year. 

 

  

Comment [PBM(50]: Is this consistent with 
reindeer grazing elsewhere, such as on the Seward 
Pen?  
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3.5 Travel Management Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Maintain resource integrity, intactness (no permanent, irretrievable reduction of 
resources values or function.) 

2. Provide for traditional access. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Support and leverage a culture of surface travel user stewardship and 
conservation. 

2. Provide for easily understood use requirements and conditions. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 
• The winter OHV use period would be those times periods when snow of sufficient depth, 10 inches or more, or a combination of snow and frost depth is sufficient to 

protect the underlying vegetation and soil. 

• The summer OHV use period would be any condition that is does not meet the winter OHV use period. 

• All action alternative decisions would apply to trails and cross country travel unless otherwise stated.  

• A BLM Trail is a linear route managed for human-powered, stock, or off-highway vehicle forms of transportation or for historical or heritage values. Trails are not generally 
managed for use by four-wheel drive or high-clearance vehicles. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) in Travel Management Areas (TMAs) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River TMA: 

OHV Designation = Limited 

Summer OHV travel is limited to existing roads and 
parking areas. 

Summer Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Winter cross country allowed  

 

 

 

These OHV restrictions are different from restrictions 
listed above.  Weight limits are less and width limits are 
greater.  It would be best to set one standard for 
proposed limitations that align with standards set during 
the Eastern Interior RMP process and those of 
neighboring landowners, including the State of Alaska. 

Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River TMA: 

OHV Designation = Limited 

Summer OHV travel is limited to existing roads and 
parking areas. 

Summer Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Comment [MSE(51]: What is this referring to?  
ANILCA allows subsistence access on all public lands.  
Other methods of access are allowed under ANILCA 
Section 1110 for “traditional activities” and for 
travel to and from villages and homesites.  Users are 
not limited to “traditional access” under either 
provision.   

Comment [pb52]: Recommend using this 
language elsewhere, when the 10 inches of snow 
requirement is mentioned. 

Comment [pb53]: All trails and access routes 
need to be identified at this time. 

Comment [pb54]: Do we have a problem with 
this definition?   

Comment [ARL55]: Need to standardize and 
define “casual” use 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) in Travel Management Areas (TMAs) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

Rohn site Travel Management Area and Iditarod 
National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor: 

OHV designation = Limited 

Casual Summer OHV travel is prohibited 

Summer OHV Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

If Subsistence OHV use results in degradation of the 
resources or prevents trail management that meets 
requirements of the National Trails Act, then this use 
would be prohibited. 

 

 

 

 

Any subsistence limitations or closures are subject to 
ANILCA closure process.   

Rohn site Travel Management Area and Iditarod 
National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor: 

OHV designation = Limited 

Casual Summer OHV travel is prohibited. 

Summer OHV Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

If Subsistence OHV use results in degradation of the 
resources or prevents trail management that meets 
requirements of the National Trails Act, then this use 
would be prohibited. 

Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor: 

Summer OHV use for reindeer herding operations 
would be prohibited on the INHT  

 Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor: 

Summer OHV use for reindeer herding operations 
would be prohibited on the INHT  

Lands managed for Wilderness Characteristics 
Travel Management Area: 

 

 

Lands managed for Wilderness Characteristics 
Travel Management Area: 

Comment [PBM(56]: Which would eliminate 
any potential for reindeer herding under the 
concept outlined above… 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) in Travel Management Areas (TMAs) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
OHV designation = Limited 

Casual Summer OHV travel is allowed only on existing 
trails. 

Summer OHV Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Casual Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 

 

 

 

 

It is unclear why winter OHV limitations are more 
stringent than summer OHV limitations because in the 
winter the ground is frozen and less susceptible to 
damage. 

 

OHV designation = Limited 

Casual Summer OHV travel is allowed only on existing 
trails. 

Summer OHV Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Casual Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 

All remaining lands Travel Management Area:  

OHV Designation = Limited 

Summer Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Cross-country travel would be permitted. 

Weight limit:  2,000 GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Weight limit: none 

Width limit: none 

Possible Considerations: 

Weight limit: reduced as necessary if resource damage 
occurs.  

Width limit: would be determined as necessary if 
resource damage occurs. 

Trail maintenance or hardening would be considered 
before restrictions.   

It is unclear why some areas have higher or lower weight 
and width limitations. 

Any subsistence limitations or closures are subject to the 
ANILCA closure process. 

All remaining lands Travel Management Area:  

OHV Designation = Limited 

Summer Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Travel would be limited to existing routes. 

Weight limit: 3,000 GVWR 

Width limit: 72” 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Weight limit: 1,500 GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

TMA Adaptive Management Considerations: 

If monitoring shows that more than 2% of dwarf shrub, 
lichen, and sparse vegetation (within a 5th level 
watershed) is being damaged by summer OHV use, 

Is there a current inventory to show the total extent of 
dwarf shrub, lichen, and sparse vegetation? 

 

TMA Adaptive Management Considerations: 

Limited summer OHV use in areas of dwarf shrub, 
lichen, and sparse vegetation:  travel only allowed on 
existing routes. This applies to the casual user, it does 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) in Travel Management Areas (TMAs) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
travel in those areas would be limited to existing routes. 
Casual user: applies. Subsistence user: does not apply. 

not apply to the subsistence user. 

 

Special Areas with Limited OHV Use: 

Areas within 100 feet of identified airstrips and boat 
landings would be closed to motorized in the summer.  

 

These limitation is unnecessary and without justification.  
People use OHVs to carry items to be loaded or 
unloaded from aircraft and boats, and passengers. This 
seems contrary to the BLM Alaska Long Range 
Transportation Plan’s focus on interconnectivity of the 
various modes of travel. 

Special Areas with Limited OHV Use: 

Areas within 50 feet of identified airstrips and boat 
landings (see appropriate map) would be closed to 
motorized use in the summer.  

 

Riparian Conservation Areas with Limited OHV 
Use: 

OHV Designation = Limited 

Summer Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Cross-country travel would be permitted until 
monitoring shows that more than 5% of the individual 
RCA is being damage by summer OHV use. Travel 
would then be limited to designated route determined 
through a Travel and Transportation Management 
Plan. 

Weight limit: 1,500 GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,500 GVWR 

Width limit: 60” 

 

 

 

 

Is there current inventory showing how much current 
“damage” there is from OHV use?  The term “damage” 
needs to be defined or further described. 

 

 

 

For RCA, WPA, TMA, etc., there should be consistent 
weight and width limit and a full range of alternatives. 

Riparian Conservation Areas with Limited OHV 
Use: 

OHV designation = Limited 

Casual Summer OHV travel is prohibited. 

Summer OHV Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Width limit: 60 inches 
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3.6 Locatable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Provide for the opportunity to develop locatable and salable mineral resource on 

public lands to meet the national, regional and local needs while ensuring the long-
term health and diversity of the land. 

2. Ensure compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and strict 
conformance with the Code of Federal Regulations for: 43 CFR 3809, Surface 
Management (mining); 43 CFR 3715, Use and Occupancy (occupancy of mining 
claims); 43 CFR 3600, Mineral Materials (common variety minerals mining). 

3. Encourage exploration of public lands to define potential mineral resources of 
national strategic interest, minerals to support green technology development and 
carbon reduction technology, and economically crucial for state and local 
communities. 

4. Develop a state wide programmatic Environmental Assessment for Use and 
Occupancy for Notice level operations that can be tiered to, which would 
increase processing time within the BLM 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Process all plans and notices in accordance with 43 CFR 3809 and 3715 

regulations with a focus on quality product delivery to applicants within a 
reasonable timeframe to support Alaska’s unique and seasonally dependent placer 
mining industry. 

2. Conduct all mandatory compliance inspections annually and provide constructive 
feedback to miners on the status of their mining operation with a focus on 
resolving issues at the lowest and most reasonable level and progressively working 
through the steps of allowable enforcement actions to return the mining operation 
to the line of acceptability. 

3. Require reclamation of mine sites, both placer and hard rock, to comply with the 
latest industry standards and best management practices. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES  
1. Manage mining related activities in accordance with 43 CFR 3809 and 3715. 

2. All Notice and Plan level operations would submit an invasive species inventory, monitoring, and control plan in accordance with BLM-AK Invasive management policy (IAW 
43 CFR 3809.420). 

3. In locations where topography and water volume allow, all Plan level placer mining operations would be required to be a zero discharge facility unless authorized otherwise 
by the BLM due to these site specific considerations or restraints that would make zero-discharge economically or technically unfeasable (IAW 43 CFR 3809.420).  

4. ** Establish a BSWI Placer EIS for applicable mining district that encompasses all mining activity (NOT notice exploration but actual mining) of 5 acres or less that can be 
tiered to facilitate and encourage placer mining.  

5. All Plan-level mining would submit to the BLM office a courtesy copy of the required water quality annual report monthly summarizing required criteria identified in the that 
is required by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (DNR)  NPDES permit(mainly turbidity above and below discharge point- known GPS (IAW 43 CFR 3809.401 
and .420). 

6. All occupancies in area that are not incident to mining, as defined in 3715/3809, shall come into compliance within (2) years of the approval of this LUP.  If occupancy does 
not comply after that deadline it would be removed in accordance with 43 CFR 3715.6 and .7-1.3715.  

7. All new and current existing Notice and Plan operations (notice/plans) would designate a specific GPS point that is clearly marked on the ground that photos of the 
operation would be taken from and submitted to the BLM in the end of year report for reclamation.  These photos would be taken in the spring and fall each mining season.  

8. All lode/hard rock tailings ponds that retain deleterious material would be doubled lined and would incorporate all sensors and best management/industry practices and 

Comment [pb57]: Is this standard? 

Comment [pb58]: What is this? What do the 
asterisks mean? 

Comment [pb59]: DEC should be referenced 
here.  
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standards. They must include a backup/alternative water treatment system that would allow controlled discharge of the treated effluent to avoid overtopping or release of 
the controlled material/water to the environment.  

9. All tailings dams that meet the State of Alaska Dam Safety control criteria would submit third party engineering stability/measurement report to the BLM by Sep. 31 every 
other year from the date that the BLM signs the Plan of Operations NEPA decision record.  

10. All Notice and Plan placer operations that meet the criteria of the 2015 Mining Fisheries IMs would comply with all conditions of that IM.  

11. In accordance with conditions specified in the 2015 Bonding IM, Notice and Plan level operations that wish to use the bond pool must submit a reclamation cost estimate as 
described in 43 CFR 3809.500  

12. All mineral material sites related to any mine development in the BSWI area must be reclaimed in accordance with an approved reclamation plan that meets all applicable 
criteria outlined in 43 CFR 3600 (but using the 43 CFR 3809 reclamation guidance, IMs, and other resources as needed). Use and Occupancy activity for Notice level 
operations would be tiered to the Programmatic Environmental Assessment. 

13. Use and Occupancy for Notice Level decisions across the planning area: 

Definition/Criteria for “Substantially”: 

• Demonstrate the need for the cabin or structure related to the level of mining proposed.  

• Occupancy facilities approved would be minimal 

Temporary structure definition (43 CFR 3715): tents, and tents with platforms. All of which are dismantled from the site at the end of the use season. After two years, 
all materials are removed from the site.  

Structures allowed according to geographic mining activities: 

• For mining activities that would involve less than 5 acres of surface disturbance, no permanent structures would be authorized.  

• No grading or excavation for footings or placement of buried structures. 

• Related pit toilets must be constructed in accordance with State of Alaska regulations. If privy cannot meet Alaska regulations, all human waste must be carried 
out. 

• Well development must require a ROW related to mining site activity. 

• A water well in support of use and occupancy on a notice level operation would not be permitted. 

• Matting would be required for walkways in areas of tundra and lichen-rich habitat. 

Structures allowed according to length of mining activity:  

• For mining activities that would occur in under 3 months, approved occupancy facilities are temporary and removable tents (no tent platform). 

• For mining activities that would be more than 3 months in duration and less than 8 months, a temporary and removable tent with platform would be allowed.  

No occupancy for 43 CFR 3715-permitted facilities in riparian areas. 

 

Comment [pb60]: Is this standard? 

Comment [pb61]: What does this mean? 

Comment [pb62]: A ROW for a well? 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions. Circle decisions you like from 
Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Cumulative effects of placer mines within BSWI 
mining districts  

No cumulative effects restrictions. 

 Cumulative effects of placer mines within BSWI 
mining districts  

Concurrent reclamation would be required before 
permitting if existing permitted impacts exceed 5% 
within the entire watershed (including land not managed 
by the BLM) within each 6th level HUC watershed 
(regardless of economic feasibility). 

Withdrawals 

Lift all existing withdrawals to mineral entry, with the 
exception of the Iditarod National Historic Trail 
National Trail Management Corridor and the Unalakleet 
Wild and Scenic River, but require a plan of operations 
for all areas for all actions. Any designations for ACEC 
or RCA would close those lands to mineral entry. 

 Withdrawals 

Open all BLM lands to mineral entry. 

Bonding  

All Notice and Plan level placer operations that meet the 
criteria of the 2015 Reclamation Cost Estimate IM would 
comply with all conditions of that IM. Otherwise the 
Alaska State Wide Bond Pool would be accepted in 
accordance with 43 CFR 3809 and the BLM-DNR Bond 
Pool Agreement **(application of this requirement is 
contingent on changes, modification, or closure of the 
IMs at any point throughout the life of the LUP-- bonding 
type/action would remain fully at the discretion of the 
Authorized Officer). 

All existing and new activities would be bonded using an 
individual financial guarantee, or other acceptable means 
as defined in 43 CFR 3809.500, that would be calculated 
through a Reclamation Cost Estimate. Use of the Alaska 

 Bonding 

All operations have the option to utilize the Alaska State 
Wide Bond Pool, however the 2015 RCE IM would apply 
**(application of this requirement is contingent on 
changes, modification, or closure of the IMs at any point 
throughout the life of the LUP-- bonding type/action 
would remain fully at the discretion of the Authorized 
Officer). 

 

Comment [pb63]: We are supportive of this. 

Comment [pb64]: On BLM land. 

Comment [pb65]: We are supportive of this. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions. Circle decisions you like from 
Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
State Wide Bond pool would be restricted to operations 
that have shown a record of 5 or more years of 
successful reclamation of mined lands with no significant 
compliance issues (defined as no adverse compliance 
issues that has resulted in actions greater than a Notice 
of Noncompliance as defined in 43 CFR 3809.600). 

Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation  

All Notice and Plan level placer operations that meet the 
criteria of the 2015 Stream Reclamation Effectiveness 
Monitoring and Baseline Data IMs would comply with all 
conditions of that IM.  

In accordance with the Reclamation Effectiveness 
Monitoring IM, reclaimed channel must meet the level 3 
functionality of the stream function pyramid with an 
upward trend towards the next level. **(application of 
this requirement is contingent on changes, modification, 
or closure of the IMs at any point throughout the life of 
the LUP) 

 Riparian and stream disturbance/reclamation 

All Notice and Plan level placer operations that meet the 
criteria of the 2015 Stream Reclamation Effectiveness 
Monitoring IM would comply with the conditions of that 
IM with the exception that the reclaimed channel must 
meet the level 2 functionality of the stream function 
pyramid with an upward trend towards the next level.  

Operators would be required to submit geo-located 
photographs that include 10 foot long measurement rods 
(dived into 1 foot increments) in each photo for 
reference scale (this requirement would take place of the 
Baseline data IM). Photos, at minimum, would include the 
following:  

• One photo of a measurement rod in the 
thalweg of the stream every 10 feet of the 
length of stream to be mined/relocated. 

• One photo every 25 feet along the left and right 
banks of the stream with the measurement rod 
placed to show bank height. 

• One photo looking downstream from the point 
of diversion and a photo looking upstream from 
the point where the diversion would return to 
the natural channel. Each photo would include 
the measurement rod parallel to the ground 
surface.  
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions. Circle decisions you like from 
Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
• One photo along every 25 feet of the floodplain 

on either side of the stream with the view-focus 
oriented towards the stream channel. 

**(application of this requirement is contingent on 
changes, modification, or closure of the IMs at any point 
throughout the life of the LUP) 

Reclamation 

Uplands Reclamation All Notices and Plans would 
develop reclamation/re-vegetation plans that incorporate 
the following (IAW 43 CFR 3809.420). 

Vegetation percent cover criteria for Slopes of 20:1 
or less must, once final earthwork is complete, topsoil 
replaced, and slash/vegetation matter spread throughout, 
achieve 70% vegetative cover in 3 years with an 
additional 2 year monitoring period to determine long 
term success.  If only 30% vegetative cover is observed 
by year three then additional seeding and fertilizer would 
be incorporated to achieve the required 70% cover. 

Slopes of 20:1 to 3:1 would (once final earthwork is 
complete, topsoil replaced, and slash/vegetation matter 
spread throughout) be actively reseed with certified and 
approved native seed and proper fertilizer mix. They 
would be monitored for re-vegetation that must achieve 
70% cover in 3 years. If only 30% vegetative cover is 
observed by year three then additional seeding and 
fertilizer would be incorporated to achieve the required 
70% cover. 

Slopes greater than 3:1 would still require special 
consideration by BLM for reclamation purposes and may 
require more aggressive re-vegetation methodologies on 

 Reclamation 

Uplands Reclamation All Notices and Plans would 
develop reclamation/re-vegetation plans that incorporate 
the following (IAW 43 CFR 3809.420). 

Vegetation percent cover criteria for Slopes of 20:1 
or less would be signed off as “Reclaimed” once final 
earthwork is complete, topsoil replaced, and 
slash/vegetation matter spread throughout. 

Slopes of 20:1 to 5:1 would need to be monitored for 
re-vegetation that must achieve 30% cover in 3 years or 
70% cover in 5 years. If these criteria are not achieved at 
their respective year mark than fertilization and seeding 
would be required to achieve the required percent 
cover. 

Slopes greater than 5:1 would (once final earthwork 
is complete, topsoil replaced, and slash/vegetation matter 
spread throughout) be actively reseed with certified and 
approved native seed and proper fertilizer mix need to 
be monitored for re-vegetation to meet 30% cover in 3 
years or 70% in 5 years. If these criteria are not achieved 
at their respective year mark then engineered erosion 
controls in addition to fertilization and seeding would be 
required until vegetation achieves 70% cover. 

Slopes greater than 3:1 would still require special 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page E-35 
 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions. Circle decisions you like from 
Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
a case-by-case basis. 

These plans must incorporate the re-vegetation criteria 
outlined by the State of Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources Plant Material Center and be certified weed-
free. 

consideration by BLM for reclamation purposes and may 
require more aggressive re-vegetation methodologies on 
a case-by-case basis. 
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3.7 Leasable Minerals Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Provide opportunities for exploration and development of federal mineral 
resources to meet national, regional and local needs while ensuring the long-term 
health and diversity of the land. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Require reclamation of exploration and operational development sites to comply 
with the latest industry standards and best management practices. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions.    

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Leasable Minerals include: coal and coal bed natural gas, oil and gas, peat, and geothermal resources. 

Decisions that can be made regarding Leasing: 

1. Open Subject to Standard Lease Terms and Conditions: These are areas where it has been determined through the planning process that the terms and conditions 
attached to the leasing document are sufficient in allowing exploration and development.  

2. Open Subject to Seasonal or Other Minor Constraints: These are areas where it has been determined that moderately restrictive lease stipulations may be required 
to mitigate impacts to other land uses or resource values. Category 2 leases frequently involve timing limitations such as restricting construction activities in designated big 
game winter ranges, or controlled surface use stipulations such as creating a buffer zone around a critical resource. 

3. Open Subject to No Surface Occupancy or Other Major Constraint: These are areas where it has been determined through the planning process that highly 
restrictive lease stipulations are necessary to protect resources. Category 3 leases may prohibit the construction of well production and support facilities. These areas can 
be subject to directional drilling.  

4. Closed to Leasing: These are areas where it has been determined that other land uses or resource values cannot be adequately protected, and appropriate protection 
can only be ensured by closing the land to leasing through either statutory or administrative requirements. These areas are outlined in 43 CFR 3100. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES  

Standard Leasing Stipulations would apply to all areas open to Leasing 

All Coal Deposits in plan area 
 
All deposits would be open to leasing with the following 
resource constraints: 
 
1. No surface occupancy: 

• in Riparian Conservation Areas. 
• within rivers, streams, or lake beds (as 

Manage the following Coal Deposits as closed to 
leasing (include reasoning why): 
 
 
 
 
 

All Coal Deposits in plan area 
 
All deposits would be closed to leasing. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions.    

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
determined by the highest high water 
mark). 

• within 300 feet of fish bearing streams. 
• on lands with priority management for 

wilderness characteristics. 
• in the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority 

Area. 
• on slopes of 30% or greater. 
• between May 1 and July 31 in migratory 

bird habitat. 
• within 0.5 miles of active raptor nests. 
• within 30 feet if BLM-sensitive plant species. 

 
Manage the following Coal Deposits as open to 
leasing (include reasoning why): 
 
 
 
 
 

Galena Basin Coal Deposit 
Closed to leasing in Riparian Conservation Areas 

Galena Basin Coal Deposit 
# acres closed to leasing  
# acres open to leasing 
# acres Non-Surface Occupancy 
# acres with Time (seasonal) and controlled surface use 

Galena Basin Coal Deposit 
Open to Leasing in Riparian Conservation Areas 

All Oil and Gas Basins in the plan area 
The following areas would be closed to leasing due to 
resource concerns:  
• Riparian Conservation Areas 
• Critical moose calving and wintering habitats 
• Critical caribou calving and wintering habitats 
• Nulato Hills Lichen, Caribou, and Sensitive Plant 

Conservation Area 
 
The following areas would be No Surface Occupancy 
(NSO) to leasing due to resource concerns:  
• in Riparian Conservation Areas. 
• within rivers, streams, or lake beds (as determined 

by the highest high water mark). 
• within 300 feet of fish bearing streams. 
• on lands with priority management for wilderness 

All Oil and Gas Basins in the plan area (including 
reason why) 
The following areas would be closed to leasing due to 
resource concerns:  
•   
•   
•  
 
 
The following areas would be NSO to leasing due to 
resource concerns:  
•  
•  
•  
 

The following areas would have seasonal- controlled 

All Oil and Gas Basins in the plan area 
 
All basins would be open to leasing under the standard 
stipulations 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to Leasable Mineral Potential Report and the Coal, Geothermal, and Oil and Gas Basin Map to make specific area suggestions.    

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
characteristics. 

• in the Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area. 
• on slopes of 30% or greater. 
• between May 1 and July 31 in migratory bird habitat. 
• within 0.5 miles of active raptor nests. 
• within 30 feet if BLM-sensitive plant species. 
 
The following areas would have seasonally-controlled 
surface use due to resource concerns: 
• between May 1 and July 31 in migratory bird habitat. 
• during calving season in critical caribou calving areas 

(May-June) and during winter in critical caribou 
winter habitat areas (Nov-Feb).  
 

The following areas would have controlled surface use:  
• Slopes of 30% grade or greater.  
 

surface use due to resource concerns (e.g, springs, 
meadows, riparian areas during melt; calving areas and 
dates; nesting areas and dates; winter range areas and 
dates, etc.):  
•  
•  
•  
The following areas would have controlled surface use 
(CSU) due to resource concerns (e.g., within 300 feet of 
X, Land with slopes greater than X%, within X mi. of 
raptor nests…etc.):  
•  
•  
•  
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3.8 Realty Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Consolidate BLM-managed lands in the planning area to assist in effective land 
management. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Lands will be identified for sale to benefit local communities per the criteria for 
R&PPA. 

2. Disposal of reversionary interest would be evaluated and addressed on a case-by-
case basis, based on BLM management needs. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Dispose of lands which meet the following criteria: 

A tract that was acquired that is no longer needed for federal purposes. 

A tract whose disposal would serve the public objectives such as expansion of communities and economic development or an R&PP reverter clause or any other 
reversionary interests 

A tract of land because of its location or other characteristics is difficult or uneconomic to manage and is not suitable for management by another federal agency. 

Federal mining claims that become abandoned and void that are surrounded by State or Native land. 

Identify specific parcels and list here: R&PP patents. 

Exchange will be considered on a case-by-case basis to benefit public interests.  Exchanges would focus on efficient management of public lands and objectives including: 
protection of fish and wildlife, cultural resources, wilderness and aesthetic values, enhancing recreational opportunities, and community expansion.  Exchanges will not be 
pursued until final State and Native entitlement is reached.  

Lands within the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor and the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River corridor would not be identified for 
disposal. 

Further identify parcels for disposal, retention, and criteria for acquisition. 

Acquisition Criteria:  

Consider a landscape approach and dispose of small remote parcels of non-contiguous BLM land and acquire parcels to allow management of a more contiguous landscape 
that would reduce fragmentation to improve ecosystem health and maximize land management goals. 

Inholdings in the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Corridor would be acquired when available from willing sellers. 

Inholdings on BLM administered portions of the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor would be acquired when available from willing sellers. 

Once ANCSA and State conveyances are completed, retain large blocks of BLM managed land in the following areas: 

1) Unalakleet South to Yukon River and east to Kuskokwim River 

2) Nikolai south to Lime Village 
 

Comment [pb66]: Including lifting PLOs so that 
the state can receive title. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Withdrawals (Subject to valid existing right): 

Riparian Conservation Areas would NOT be withdrawn 
from mineral entry.  

Riparian Conservation Areas with 17(d)1 withdrawals 
would not be withdrawn from mineral entry.  

The Unalakleet Administrative site would be identified 
for a FLMPA withdrawal. 

Air Navigation Site withdrawals held by BLM would be 
revoked, with the exception of the Rohn air navigation 
site, and identified for future disposals if conveyance to 
State or ANCSA Corporation is not possible or 
prohibited by PLO.   

The Bethel and McGrath fire stations would be reviewed 
for either withdrawal revocation or retention based on 
the needs of the Alaska Fire Service.   

The Unalakleet Air Force Station withdrawal would be 
revoked and this parcel would be identified for future 
disposal if conveyance to an ANCSA Corporation is not 
possible.   

Existing opening orders PLO 6098 and PLO 6768 would 
remain as well as designation of the Unalakleet Wild and 
Scenic River (ANILCA). 

 

New FLPMA withdrawals in excess of 5,000 
acres in the aggregate are subject to ANILCA Section 
1326(a), which states that any future executive branch 
action which withdraws more than five thousand acres in 
the aggregate shall not become effective until notice is 
provided in the Federal Register and to both Houses on 
Congress.    

Withdrawals (Subject to valid existing right): 

Riparian Conservation Areas would be identified for 
withdrawn from mineral entry.  

Riparian Conservation Areas with 17(d)1 withdrawals 
would be identified for withdrawn from mineral entry.  

The Unalakleet Administrative site would be identified 
for a FLMPA withdrawal. 

Air Navigation Site withdrawals held by BLM would be 
revoked and identified for future disposals if conveyance 
to State or ANCSA Corporation is not possible or 
prohibited by PLO.   

The Bethel and McGrath fire stations would be reviewed 
for either withdrawal revocation or retention based on 
the needs of the Alaska Fire Service.   

The Unalakleet Air Force Station withdrawal would be 
revoked and this parcel would be identified for future 
disposal if conveyance to an ANCSA Corporation is not 
possible.   

Existing opening orders PLO 6098 and PLO 6768 would 
remain as well as designation of the Unalakleet Wild and 
Scenic River (ANILCA). 

Subject to valid existing rights, 17d-1 withdrawals would 
be lifted and FLPMA withdrawals would be placed to 
withdraw the following areas from locatable, salable, 
leasable mineral entry: 

• Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River 
• Iditarod National Historic Trail 
• Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
• Riparian Conservation Areas  
• Sheefish spawning areas  

We support lifting all17d-1 withdrawals as the purposes 
under which they were established have been satisfied; 
however, a new withdrawal is not necessary for the 
Unalakleet River, as it has already been established under 
ANILCA Section 606(a)(2).   

The BSWI WSR study is not a congressionally mandated 
study; therefore, withdrawals and other protections 
identified in the WSR Act do not apply to any rivers 
determined by BLM to be suitable. 

Subject to valid existing rights, 17d-1 withdrawals would 
be lifted and FLPMA withdrawals would be placed to 
withdraw the following areas from locatable, salable, 
leasable mineral entry: 

• Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River 
• Iditarod National Historic Trail 
• Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
• Nulato Hills Ecoregion  

o open to locatable 
o open to leasing  

Right-of-way (ROW) Exclusion & Avoidance:  

There would not be any ROW exclusion areas within 
Conservation System Units. 

Subject to valid existing rights, the following would be 
ROW avoidance areas:  

Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor 

Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area 

Riparian Conservation Areas 

Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Corridor 

All lands managed for wilderness character 

Areas with BLM-sensitive plants, unless within a CSU 

Six unique ecosystems, unless within a CSU 

Footprint of public shelter cabins 

 

 

We object to the application of ROW avoidance areas 
to CSUs and areas being managed to protect wilderness 
character.  ANILCA Title XI mandates consideration of 
proposed TUS projects proposed within CSUs, including 
designated wilderness, and further restricts agency 
authority in designated Wilderness by giving the 
President and Congress final decision authority.  An 
administrative designation that would only serve to 
discourage proposals within CSUs or areas managed to 
protect wilderness character is inconsistent with 
Congressional intent in ANILCA.  

 

The language for sensitive plants and unique ecosystems 
is unclear; when these are located within a CSU are they 
neither a ROW avoidance area nor a ROW exclusion 
area? 

Right-of-way (ROW) Exclusion & Avoidance:  

There would not be any ROW exclusion areas within 
Conservation System Units. 

Subject to valid existing rights, the following would be 
ROW avoidance areas within CSUs and ROW exclusion 
areas outside of CSUs:  

Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor 

Innoko Bottoms Wildlife Priority Area 

Riparian Conservation Areas 

Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Corridor 

All lands managed for wilderness character 

Areas with BLM-sensitive plants, unless within a CSU 

Six unique ecosystems, unless within a CSU 

Footprint of public shelter cabins 

Permafrost and highly erodible soils for underground 
utilities 

Permits and Leases: 

No permits or leases will be granted for private 
recreational cabins nor will permits be granted for 
private recreational use of existing cabins. 

Trespass cabins will be either removed or turn into 
government administrative sites.   

Granting of permits and leases will be determined on a 
case-by-case basis based on the compatibility of the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alternatives should not include management that is more 

Permits and 2920 Leases: 

No permits or leases will be granted for private 
recreational nor will permits be granted for private 
recreational use of existing cabins. 

No leases or commercial cabin permits will be granted 
within the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor.  

Occupancy leases or trapping/subsistence cabin permits 

Comment [pb67]: This isn’t a realistic 
alternative.  Most of these items actually. 

Comment [pb68]: This isn’t a realistic 
alternative.  Most of these items actually. 

Comment [PBM(69]: What plants? 

Comment [PBM(70]: What eco systems 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
permits and leases with management goals of the lands 
where they are located. 

No permits or leases for structures within lands 
managed for Wilderness Characteristics unless they 
allow for the preservation and enhancement of 
wilderness character. 

restrictive than that of designated wilderness; ANILCA 
provides for public use cabins within designated 
wilderness for public health and safety.  Section 1316 
allows for (shall permit, subject to reasonable regulation) 
temporary facilities and equipment directly related to the 
taking of fish and wildlife on all public lands, including 
designated wilderness. 

Further, we object to this proposed restriction because 
it may severely limit access and diminish the trapping 
cabin program, hindering ADF&G management of 
furbearers. There are instances where cabins within 30 
miles of each other are appropriate, such as different 
trappers utilizing different drainages or areas, or if an 
individual trapper is utilizing a large area.  This will also 
limit new trappers from establishing new traplines.  This 
requirement would also discourage the use of dog teams 
for travel along traplines.  Thirty miles is a long way to 
travel, and safety should be considered over potential 
conflict.  If conflicts do occur, they should be dealt with 
on a case by case basis.   

 

 

 

will not be allowed within 300 feet of riparian areas. 

Trespass cabins will be either removed or turn into 
government administrative sites.   

Trapping cabins would not be permitted within 30 miles 
of each other or an established community to avoid user 
conflict. 

Structures would not be permitted within the Unalakleet 
Wild and Scenic River Corridor. 

Structures would not be permitted within lands managed 
for wilderness characteristics unless they allow for the 
preservation and enhancement of wilderness character. 

 

  

Comment [pb71]: Requires definition. 

Comment [PBM(72]: Why? This makes no 
sense. This places cabins out in the open. 

Comment [PBM(73]: The old Alaska Roadhouse 
trail system had roadhouses about 20 miles from 
each other, the distance a person could travel in a 
day.  Locations of trapping cabins should be on a 
case by case instance. This seems designed to limit 
to the greatest extent possible to ability of anyone 
to build a trapping cabin.  30 miles is a long way to 
travel in a day, and set traps.  

Comment [PBM(74]:  This is more restrictive 
than management of designated Wilderness.  
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3.9 Soils Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Ensure that soils are properly functioning with appropriate infiltration and 

permeability rates, moisture storage, vegetation and root densities matching soil 
properties, climate, and landform. 

2. Ensure that actions on Federal Lands in the planning area provide protection to 
the soil surface including protection from vegetation trampling/removal, soil 
compaction, and soil erosion. 

3. Encourage development on previously developed or disturbed areas. 

4. Reduce erosion and compaction to soils. 

5. Increase efforts to inventory soil resources in the planning area. 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Restore soils where oil spills or other hazardous materials release has impaired 

soil quality.  

2. Monitor modifications to the landscapes such as soil disturbance from fire 
(infiltration), vegetation manipulation, and climate change issues. 

3. Restore/rehabilitate areas of man-made disturbance greater than 5 acres (notice vs 
plan-level acreage). Require Plans of Operation in areas with sensitive soils, 
regardless of acreage (Alternative Concept)  (sensitive soils-high wind/water 
erodability, low rehabilitation, slopes >20%, etc., aspect, permafrost)  

4. Regular and routine monitoring of permitted areas. Monitoring requirements 
would be determined on a project-by-project basis.  

5. Reduce accelerated erosion/compaction from mining activities through sound 
development of mining and development plans, concurrent reclamation, and 
frequent monitoring.  

6. Establish buffer zones/setbacks in riparian areas to remove direct disturbance to 
sensitive and highly erosive soils. 

7. Prioritize soil inventory efforts to WSR’s, ACEC’s, or other designated areas and 
expand to adjacent areas as funding permits. NRCS Partner, Statewide Soil 
Strategy Plan reference needed and prioritize areas, might influence watershed 
areas as well. 

8. Protect sensitive/critical watersheds and other high priority areas. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

Permafrost Protection Measures 

For all surface disturbing permitted activities and activities that require a reclamation plan (e.g., notice level activities) in areas with permafrost, the BLM would require the 
project proponent’s reclamation plan include BMPs to avoid or minimize impacts to permafrost. These BMPs could include, but are not limited to: avoidance; permafrost 
impact prevention measures (meet conditions of appropriate snow cover and frozen ground, leave vegetation intact, drive and crush, restoration timeline, seasons for 
operation and overland equipment moves, minimum impact equipment and tools analysis); and Compliance with State of Alaska Arctic Civil Engineering Requirements, if 
applicable. 

General Performance Standards for prevention of Unnecessary and Undue Degradation (prospecting, exploration, and mine development activities 
(Surface Management Handbook). 

The operator must use equipment, devices, and practices that would meet the performance standards of the surface management regulations. 
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Sequence of operations:  The operator must avoid unnecessary impacts and facilitate reclamation by following a reasonable and customary mineral exploration, development, 
mining, and reclamation sequence. 

Mitigation measures: Operator must implement mitigation measures specified by the BLM in order to protect public lands. 

Concurrent Reclamation: The operator must initiate reclamation at the earliest economically and technically feasible time on those portions of the disturbed area that the 
operator would not disturb further. Early initiation of reclamation would stabilize soil, control runoff, and otherwise prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of lands and 
resources. 

Specific Performance Standards 

Mining Waste: The operator would be required to manage all tailings, rock dumps, deleterious material or substances, and other waste produced from the operations to 
prevent impacts that would violate applicable Federal or state laws. 

Performance of Reclamation: Operators are required to reclaim disturbed areas in accordance with the performance standards and their approved reclamation plans. This 
includes provisions for: Isolation, control, or removal of acid-forming, toxic, or deleterious substances; Regrading and reshaping with adjacent landforms, facilitate re-
vegetation, control drainage, and minimize erosion; Rehabilitation of fisheries and wildlife habitat; Placement of growth medium and establishment of self-sustaining 
revegetation; Removal of buildings, structures, or other support facilities; Plugging of drill holes and closure of underground workings; and providing for post-mining 
monitoring, maintenance, or treatment. 

Soil and Water protection BMPs:  

A storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPP) would be required for fuel storage or surface disturbances. 

Anadromous stream crossing with a motor-vehicle requires a State of Alaska habitat permit. 

Restrictions would not apply if they are inconsistent with riparian restoration or compensatory mitigation. 

Protections/Restrictire-vegetationons for permafrost areas: 

Right-of-Ways for temporary roads would be avoided on permafrost soils. Temporary roads constructed on permafrost would be required to be constructed in the winter 
(frozen ground with at least 10” of snow) so that the vegetative layer stays intact. Travel would be limited to the winter. 

Roads/airstrips would require special engineering considerations on permafrost soils to provide adequate base material for insulation. 

Gas and oil pipelines and power utilities would be raised on elevated utilidors, laid on gravel foundations or pilings, or buried and sufficiently insulated to prevent permafrost 
degradation 

 

Range of Actions to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
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Range of Actions to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Soil Survey 

For all surface disturbing permitted activities greater 
than 5 acres, a randomly-selected basic soil nutrient 
assessment would be conducted. Project proponent 
would provide GPS coordinate, photograph, and soil 
samples from each soil profile to the BLM. 

The purpose of the soil survey would help to determine 
existing soil types on-site and therefore, guide the 
selection of more appropriate reclamation measures. 

 

 Soil Survey 

For all surface disturbing permitted activities greater 
than 5 acres, a soils survey would be required to include 
buffer areas around the permitted area. The extent and 
detail of survey would be determined on a case-by-case 
basis at the implementation level and may include a level 
1 NRCS soil survey. 

The purpose of the soil survey would help to determine 
existing soil types on-site and therefore, guide the 
selection of more appropriate reclamation measures and 
project site selection and potential off-site impacts.   

Floodplains and Springs 

Detailed reclamation plans and overburden materials 
would be required for surface disturbing activities within 
the ordinary high water mark and/or riparian vegetation. 

Surface-disturbing activities would not be allowed within: 

• 100-year floodplains, 

 

Has BLM determined the 100-year floodplain for the 
planning area? It likely encompasses a vast area due to 
the topography of the land along the Yukon and 
Kuskokwim Rivers.   

Floodplains and Springs 

Detailed reclamation plans and overburden materials 
would be required for surface disturbing activities within 
300-feet of ordinary high water mark. 

Surface-disturbing activities would not be allowed within: 

• 100-year floodplains, 
• the 200 feet adjacent to a natural spring, and 
• waterways that have BLM water rights. 

Forestry Best Management Practices (does not 
apply to subsistence use)  

Harvesting of house logs in riparian habitat would be 
prohibited. 

 Forestry Best Management Practices (does not 
apply to subsistence use) 

Harvesting of house logs in riparian habitat would be 
allowed. 

Surface-disturbing Permitted Activities: 

The holder shall construct low-water crossings in a 
manner that would prevent any blockage or restriction 
of the existing channel.  Material removed shall be 

 Surface-disturbing Permitted Activities: 

No construction or routine maintenance activities shall 
be performed during periods when the soil is too wet to 
adequately support construction equipment.  If such 
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Range of Actions to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 

Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
stockpiled for use in rehabilitation of the crossings. 

The holder shall design and construct adequate water-
control structures in each drainage crossing to prevent 
excessive erosion along development and protect river 
banks from the natural erosion process within the 
drainage. 

equipment creates ruts in excess of 5 inches deep, the 
soil shall be deemed too wet to adequately support 
construction equipment 

 

  

Comment [DC75]: Is this a national standard or 
was this depth chosen for a reason? 
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3.10 Water Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Ensure that watersheds are in, or are making significant progress toward, properly 
functioning physical condition, including their upland, riparian, wetland, and aquatic 
components. This includes soil and plant condition supporting infiltration, soil 
moisture storage, and the release of water that are in balance with climate and 
landform and maintain or improve water quality, water quantity, and timing and 
duration of flow (AK Land Health Standards). 

2. Ensure hydrologic cycle remains in balance and supports healthy biotic populations 
and communities (AK Land Health Standards). 

3. Ensure water quality complies with State water quality standards and achieves, or 
is making significant progress toward achieving, established BLM management 
objectives, such as meeting wildlife needs (AK Land Health Standards). 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Implement water quality protection measures and/or restore all 303d-listed 
impaired streams in the planning area to address impairment and make progress 
towards removing them from the 303d list. 

2. Reduce erosion and sediment delivery from mining activities through sound 
development of mining plans, adherence to state water quality controls and 
recommendations, and frequent monitoring. 

3. Establish buffer zones/setbacks in riparian areas to remove direct disturbance to 
stream channel. 

4. Reduce accelerated erosion and sediment delivery from mining activities through 
sound development of mining plans, adherence to state water quality controls 
and recommendations, and frequent monitoring. 

5. Prior to disturbance, require detailed stream reclamation plans 

6. Ensure that authorized actions do not disturb streams natural riparian vegetation, 
channel function/stability, and floodplain connectivity. If this disturbance does 
occur, require immediate reclamation. 

7. Apply to the State of Alaska for water rights to preserve required flows. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Follow Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) recommendations on 303(d) listed streams. 

Guidance for Pipeline Crossings would be consulted during planning to prevent breakage and subsequent contamination. 

Permanent structures would not be allowed within 100 feet of both sides of the high water mark for all streams. (A permanent structure is one which is removed in its entirety 
each season.) 

Permanent structures would not be allowed within 300 feet of both sides of the high water mark for anadromous or critical fish streams. (A permanent structure is one which is 
removed in its entirety each season.)  

Locatable Mineral Development:  

For all Notice and Plan level mining activity that includes stream disturbance, a minimum of a Level 3 stream functional objective with an upward trend is the minimum 
threshold for acceptable reclamation  

New and modified Plans of Operations or Notices that involve stream disturbance should include stream function level reclamation objectives in the associated reclamation 
plan. For Plans of Operations, development of the stream reclamation objectives would rely significantly upon the characterization of stream potential as determined from 
the baseline environmental information provided by the operator 

Comment [PBM(76]: You need to clarify 
temporary vs permanent. What is the justification 
for prohibiting structures within 300 ft of a riparian 
area? It places cabins out in the open where they 
are exposed and highly visible.  What purpose does 
that serve?  

Comment [JC77]: .  Is this supposed to say 
temporary structures?  Since the draft plan doesn’t 
identify any resource issues with specific structures 
within 100 feet of streams, we recommend that this 
not apply to subsistence uses and only apply to new 
structures.  We recommend the following edit,  

New Ppermanent structures, not including fish 
drying or meat hanging racks, would not be 
allowed within 100 feet of both sides of the high 
water mark for all streams. (A permanent 
structure is one which is removed in its entirety 
each season.) 

 

Comment [JC78]:  We recommend this only 
apply to new structures.  We noted that there 
appears to be a typo in the explanation of a 
permanent structure.  We recommend the following 
edits, 

 (A permanent structure is one which is not 
removed in its entirety each season.)  
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Locatable Minerals: 

Both notice and plan level locatable mineral development 
are required to submit a detailed mining plan, including a 
detailed reclamation plan. 

All locatable mineral development is required to 
implement a 100% water recycle systems (a zero 
discharge operation). 

 Locatable Minerals: 

Concurrent reclamation shall occur once development is 
complete in a particular area of a claim and prior to 
development of additional areas. 

When reviewing a Plan or Notice, the BLM must ensure 
that the Plan or Notice provides for ongoing 
reclamation.”  To this end, a Plan or Notice must include 
the following: 

• provisions for direct hauling and application of 
stripped topsoil to previous disturbances 

• placement of waste rock at final grade with re-
vegetation 

•  backfilling of sequential mine pits 

• decommissioning and reclaiming heaps and 
dumps that have reached capacity, and other 
measure as applicable. 

•  When it is economically and technically 
feasible, conduct concurrent reclamation when 
the mine facility (rock dump or heap) has 
reached its capacity or is no longer producing 
economically viable leachate. Permitees must 
show success in any past performance they have 
completed. 

Please see the Fisheries and Soils alternatives for more 
details.  

 

  

Comment [pb79]: Is this the standard? 
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3.11 Air Quality Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. All activities and authorized uses on BLM-managed lands in the planning area will 
comply with Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. 

2. Air quality and related resource values within the planning area will be protected 
or enhanced.   

3. Smoke impacts from wildland fire to human health, communities, recreation, and 
tourism will be minimized. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Air quality and other related values remain comparable to historical levels and are 
not degraded by BLM or BLM-authorized activities. 

2. Activities authorized by BLM do not lead to exceedances of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards of the Clean Air Act within the planning area. 

3. Visibility in Class I and Sensitive Class II areas within the planning area is 
maintained or improved as required by the EPA Regional Haze Rule.  

4. The BLM cooperates with adjacent landowners on air quality related issues. 

5. Best control measures are used to minimize the impact of fugitive dust and other 
criteria pollutants on communities.  

6. Fire is managed to minimize air quality impacts to communities. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  

The BLM would implement wildland fire smoke mitigation measures adopted by the Alaska Wildland Fire Coordinating Group and consider public health and safety in all fire 
management activities. 

All prescribed burns would follow the requirements in the Interagency Enhanced Smoke Management Plan (2009). 

A burn plan would be required for all prescribed burns.  

The BLM would stipulate that all direct and authorized actions within the planning area will comply with Federal and State air quality laws and regulations.  

All permitted activities would be required to mitigate any activity that may result in air pollution.  

To reduce particle matter related to permitted roads and road development, dust abatement procedures would be required. Dust abatement methods would be decided on a 
case-by-case basis. The only acceptable dust abatement method would be water.   

All permitted actions with the potential for criteria-pollutant emissions, greenhouse gases, Air Quality Related Values (AQRVs), National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAPs), Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), Volitile Organic Compounds (VOCs), would use best management practices to meet the NAAQS and reduce emissions 
to the maximum extent possible. The need for detailed air quality analysis, such as dispersion modeling and mitigation to reduce emissions to a level that meets NAAQS will be 
made on a case-by-case basis at the implementation level.  

Rights-of-way would avoid communities to the maximum extent possible, unless desired by the community. 

Proposals that introduce new pollutant effects within the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trails Management Corridor and the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River would 
be authorized only if they do not cause more than short-term, minimal adverse impacts.   
 

Comment [PBM(80]: How would this be 
determined? 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative  1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
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3.12 Forestry Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Maintain and restore health, productivity, and biological diversity of forest and 

woodland ecosystems. 

2. Consistent with other resource values, provide personal use wood products for 
local consumption and opportunities for commercial harvest.  

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Increase acres of BSWI inventoried for forest resources 

2. Define areas where timber or biomass harvesting is acceptable  

3. Require permits for all forest harvesting activities including firewood 

4. Provide forest resources to meet subsistence needs of rural Alaskans 

5. Provide forest resources to promote economic opportunity throughout the 
region 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
All personal use and subsistence harvesting of forest products would require a permit. 

All personal use and subsistence firewood harvest would require a permit. 

A commercial firewood permit is required for the harvest of more than 10 cords of wood.  

All commercial harvesting requires a permit for any forest products harvested with the intent to sell (e.g., house logs, Christmas trees, berries, mushrooms, etc.). 

Permitted timber harvest that does not include new roads, skid roads, overland travel, or other surface disturbing activities, would not be considered surface disturbing 
activities and surveys would not be required.  

All harvest activities that include surface disturbance would require surveys. 

Timber harvest permit priority areas: 

All areas within 15mi of a river are open for private, subsistence, and commercial and casual use woodland harvest (including mushrooms, berries, bark, and other 
forest products).  

All areas within 25 mi of a community are open for private, subsistence, and commercial and casual use woodland harvest (includes mushrooms, berries, bark, and 
other forest products). All burned areas outside of the areas above are open for private, subsistence, and commercial and casual use woodland harvest (includes 
mushrooms, berries, bark, and other forest products). 

Permits would be granted outside these areas on a case-by-case basis dependent upon resource concerns. 

Areas where timber harvest permits are approved to protect harvest: 

Only winter harvests are allowed to minimize disturbance to soils and ground vegetation, as necessary to protect resources 

Disperse slash and unused tree portions should be no longer than 18”. 

Use maximum stump height of 8”, unless otherwise specified in the permit.  

Follow State Forest Practices Act BMPs (see appendix). 

Comment [PBM(81]: Number 3 is in conflict 
with number 4. The need to obtain permits is 
onerous and, in most cases, unnecessary.  

Comment [JC82]: See previous comments in 
Subsistence section that related to forestry 

Comment [PBM(83]: How would they get the 
timber products out? Is “overland travel” intended 
to include winter travel? 

Comment [ARL84]: What kind of surveys?  By 
whom? 

Comment [PBM(85]: Just one rule should be 
developed for the area, and not a mish mash of 
distances. The rule should be easy to understand 
and not require permits. The section below is 
confusing and would be hard to interpret on the 
ground.  

Comment [PBM(86]: If they are open for use, is 
a permit still required? 

Comment [JC87]: See previous comments in 
Subsistence section that related to forestry 
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Required to maintain existing trails within the harvest unit and not block access during harvest operations. 

Cannot disturb or cut trees used for trapping in the harvest unit. 

Harvest of dead or downed wood for recreational uses is allowed, including camping on all BLM-managed land throughout the planning area. 

Commercial harvesting would not be permitted within the Unalakeet Wild and Scenic River and lands managed for wilderness characteristics. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Commercial harvesting would be permitted in the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor and Riparian Conservation Areas. 

We recommend a setback of 100ft from the centerline 
of the Iditarod National Historic trail for commercial 
harvest of forest resources.  This is consistent with the 
Alaska DNR Kuskokwim Area Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Commercial harvesting would NOT be permitted in the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor and Riparian Conservation Areas. 

 

  

Comment [JC88]: We recommend moving, 
“Harvest of dead and downed wood for recreational 
uses is allowed, …” to first part of this section under 
Action Common to All Action Alternatives. 
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3.13 Wildfire Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Protection of human life is the single overriding priority. 

2. Setting priorities among protecting communities and community infrastructure, 
other property and improvements, and natural and cultural resources would be 
done based on the values to be protected, human health and safety, and the costs 
of protection. 

3. Fire is recognized as a natural ecosystem process. 

4. Fire is used to achieve resource objectives.  

5. Fire management adapts to potentially novel changes in fire regime and vegetation. 

6. Fire management recognizes that it may not be practical or economical to 
maintain vegetation within historical ranges of variation. 

7. Fire is freely allowed to fulfill its role as an ecosystem disturbance agent, to the 
extent possible. 

8. Smoke impacts to communities are minimized. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Manage to maintain fire regimes in Fire Regime Condition Class 1.  

2. Provide for appropriate fire management actions on fires that threaten human life 
and property, communities, cultural and historic sites, public facilities and other 
resource values. 

3. Incorporate public health and environmental quality considerations into fire 
management activities. 

4. Use fire management strategies that result in minimum suppression costs, 
considering firefighter and public safety, benefits, and values to be protected, 
consistent with resource objectives.  

5. Use a full range of fire management activities to achieve ecosystem sustainability 
including its interrelated ecological, economic, and social components. 

6. Use wildland fire to protect, maintain, and enhance natural and cultural resources 
and, as nearly as possible, allow fire to function in its natural ecological role. 

7. Use fuels treatment techniques where needed to reduce wildfire hazard. 

8. Balance fire management costs against resource values and objectives. 

9. Select, maintain, and annually review fire management options to meet current 
land use, resource objectives, protection needs, laws, suppression concerns, or 
BLM mandates and policies, regardless of administrative boundaries. 

10. Coordinate, cooperate, and partner with Federal, State, Tribal, and other local 
governments in fire management. 

11. Minimize adverse effects of fire management activities. 

12. Identify and address research and development needs to support science-based 
decisions and avoid unwanted fire effects. 

13. Identify areas for emergency stabilization and burned area emergency stabilization 
within 7 days of fire control. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Fire operations in lands managed for wilderness characteristics, the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor, and the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic 
River would use minimum impact suppression tactics. 

Retardant would not be used in lands managed for wilderness characteristics, the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor, and the Unalakleet Wild 
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and Scenic River.  

Wildland Fire Use (WFU) would be allowed in the Limited and Modified (after conversion) areas.   

WFU would be allowed in Full and Critical areas under special circumstances at the documented discretion of the Field Office Manager. 

Allow fire use in proximity to locations in the Known Sites Database and the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor depend on sensitivity to fire, 
available firefighting resources, mitigation measures, and weather and fuel conditions, at the discretion of the Authorized Officer.  

Fire suppression in the Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor would be prioritized to protect human life, cultural sites, and existing facilities.  

Prioritize defensible space surrounding agency facilities, cultural and historical sites and other resource values.  

Prescribed fire and fuel treatments are allowed in lands managed for wilderness characteristics under the restrictions of BLM Manual 6340 “Management of Designated 
Wilderness Areas “. 

Prescribed fire within the Iditarod National Historic Trail travel corridor would be allowed only for the purposes of maintaining or restoring the trail or trail characteristics [e.g., 
broadcast or pile-burning blow-down].  

Prescribed fire would be used in Wild and Scenic River areas under the restrictions of BLM Manual 6400 “Wild and Scenic Rivers – Policy and Program Direction for 
Identification, Evaluation, Planning, and Management “.  

Assist communities with Community Wildfire Protection Plans. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Same as Actions Common to All Action Alternatives 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Same as Actions Common to All Action Alternatives 
 

 

  

Comment [ARL89]: Prescribed fire can be used 
as an important tool for wildlife habitat 
management, and lands that are not designated 
wilderness should not be managed as if they were. 
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3.14 Vegetation Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Sustain and strengthen landscape level ecosystem resiliency to change. 

2. Ensure that habitats support healthy, productive, and diverse communities of 
native plants and animals, as required by the BLM Alaska Land Health Standards. 

3. Prevent the listing of BLM Sensitive plant species under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Manage for at least 95% of vegetation in the planning area to a “very high” 

condition (unaffected by the human footprint) at the 6th level HUC watershed. –  

2. No more than 2% of a 6th level HUC watershed damaged by OHV use.  

3. Riparian zones: At least 70% bank vegetation coverage cover for any 10 mile 
stretch of creeks and streams 

4. Prioritize strategic conservation in parcels near or contributing to the resiliency of 
existing conservation system units (Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor, Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River, and neighboring 
conservation system units).  

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Restoration:  

Prioritize Restoration in the follow order: (1) areas with degraded permafrost; (2) areas in riparian zones; (3) areas with lichen-rich habitat; (4) areas near BLM-sensitive 
plant species or unique ecosystems; (5) Riparian Conservations Areas; and (6) Other areas identified for prioritization based on habitat analysis.   

Reroute, restore, harden, or close OHV trails with significant surface disturbance, especially in wetlands or underlain with permafrost, to make progress toward restoring 
ecosystem health.  

Surface-Disturbing Permits: 

All surface-disturbing permitted activities must develop a plan for reclamation or restoration as part of the authorization use request. These plans should describe current 
vegetative conditions: including plant community composition, structure, cover, seral stages, soil descriptions, age class distribution, presence of NNIS, desired vegetative 
conditions (based on the ecological capability of the site), treatment methods, measures for preventing introduction and spread of NNIS, and monitoring actions. Current 
restoration BMPs are provided by the BLM and can be updated in the future, however, permittees may use other methods if they are proven to achieve the same objective.  

Permittees must use native seed and propagules for restoration and/or reclamation as certified through the State of Alaska Plant Materials Center. Coordination with the 
BLM Seeds of Success (SOS) program must begin during the permitting process. – 

Destruction of the vegetative soil mat is not authorized for surface disturbances that must be restored and/or reclaimed, unless the AO determines that no feasible 
alternative exists. In those cases the AO would require that the vegetative mat and topsoil be salvaged and appropriately stored and used for restoration/reclamation. If the 
AO decides that vegetative mat and topsoils cannot be salvaged, other measures to protect vegetation and soils would be considered. 

 For vegetation-removing permitted actions: (1) prioritize removal of deciduous vegetation over coniferous vegetation; and (2) prioritize removal of other types of 
vegetation over dwarf shrub and lichen-rich vegetation.  

Existing roads and trails would be utilized for access where feasible, rather than creating new roads and trails. Construction of road or trails in wetlands and floodplains 
would be avoided.  

 

Comment [DC90]: Is this a national standard, or 
just a chosen percentage?  Are there current 
inventories showing current percentages of bank 
vegetation or damage by OHVs in watersheds? 

Comment [DC91]:   If congress felt that areas 
surrounding CSUs needed additional protection, 
they would have included them in the CSU. ANILCA 
Section 103(b) mandated the establishment of clear 
boundaries for CSUs.  If determined necessary, 
Congress also allowed for minor boundary 
adjustments; however, Congress must be notified in 
writing of the intent to do so. 

Comment [DC92]: We recommend that the 
plans be commensurate with the scale of the 
disturbance to facilitate compliance.   

Comment [DC93]: ADOT typically includes a 
statement about requiring the use of native seed 
that includes a caveat that if there is a lack of 
native seed available or if using it is not 
economical, it is not required.   
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
OHV Summer Travel: 

If monitoring shows more than 2% of dwarf shrub, 
lichen, or sparse vegetation habitats are being degraded 
due to summer OHV use, then travel in those areas 
would be limited to designated and/or existing routes. 
Determination of existing or designated routes would be 
made at the implementation level through a travel 
management plan. Applies to casual and subsistence user. 

 

 

Access for subsistence is allowed pursuant to ANILCA 
sections 811.   Any closures or limitations to statutorily 
protected modes of access need adequate justification 
and must follow an ANILCA closure process, separate 
from the planning process. 

OHV Summer Travel: 

Limited summer OHV use in areas of dwarf shrub, 
lichen, and sparse vegetation:  travel only allowed on 
existing routes. Applies to casual and subsistence user. 

 

Permitted Surface Disturbance: 

Any surface disturbing activity in known habitat for SSS 
flora or unique ecosystems, applicants would be required 
to conduct a vegetation and SSS plant survey using BLM-
approved protocol. The map of known habitat would be 
revised when new information becomes available.  

In all other areas, surface disturbing permitted activities 
over 5 acres are required to conduct a vegetation and 
SSS plant survey using BLM-approved protocol.  

Permitted activities would be required to have a 30-
meter setback from SSS flora populations when 
discovered during surveys for one-time, short-term 
disturbances. 

Permitted activities would be required to establish a 
300-meter setback for SSS flora populations when 
discovered during surveys for long-term ground 
disturbing activities.   

If limestone or serpentine geologic substrate are found 
during survey or monitoring, Subject to valid existing 
rights, those areas would be withdrawn from mineral 
entry to protect sensitive vegetation associated with 
those geologic substrates. 

 Permitted Surface Disturbance: 

If BLM determines that a permit action has the potential 
to impact SSS or occurs in a unique vegetation 
community, a survey is required. 

 

Nulato Hills Ecoregion:  Nulato Hills Ecoregion: 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page E-57 
 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Stipulations in this area are intended to protect lichen 
habitat, sensitive plant habitat and Western Arctic 
Caribou Herd winter habitat. 

All surface disturbing permitted activities are required to 
conduct SSS plant and vegetation surveys, extending 300 
meter beyond the footprint of the surface disturbance, 
using BLM-approved protocol. 

Permitted activities would be required to have a 30-
meter setback from SSS flora populations when 
discovered during surveys for one-time, short-term 
disturbances. Permitted activities would be required to 
establish a 300-meter setback for SSS flora populations 
when discovered during surveys for long-term ground 
disturbing activities, subject to valid existing rights. 

Stipulations in this area are intended to protect lichen 
habitat, sensitive plant habitat and Western Arctic 
Caribou Herd winter habitat. 

 

Cumulative Management: 

A cumulative impacts analysis, using REA or other 
comparable data, of all disturbances would be conducted 
at the 6th level HUC watershed scale for permitting of all 
proposed surface-disturbing activities.  

For leasable, salable and locatable activity, the BLM 
would require concurrent reclamation for permitted 
activities within each 6th level HUC watershed 
(regardless of economic feasibility), if existing permitted 
impacts exceed 5% within the entire watershed 
(including land not managed by the BLM). 

 Cumulative Management: 

In areas identified as having high potential to experience 
climate changes: 

If permafrost thaws or vegetation composition changes 
in more than 10% of the 6th level HUC, then all surface 
disturbing activities larger than 5 acres would not be 
permitted 

 

 

  

Comment [DC94]: The effect of permafrost 
thaw may or may not be compounded by additional 
surface disturbance, depending on site specific 
conditions.  This management alternative may 
displace activities from areas of thaw to other areas 
of intact permafrost—a displacement which may 
not be desirable in all circumstances.  Also, are 
there current surveys that project current 
permafrost and vegetation composition to 
measure/compare change over time?   
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3.15 Non-native Invasive Species Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Prevent damage to intact and functional ecosystems caused by non-native invasive 

species infestations (NNIS). Reduce damage caused by non-native invasive species 
infestations to already degraded areas. 

2. Prevent the introduction and spread of non-native invasive species in un-infested 
areas.    

3. Contain and eradicate existing non-native invasive species infestations. 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Effectively integrate non-native invasive species prevention, control, and 

management activities into all BLM programs and functions within the planning 
area.   

2. Prevent introduction through critical control points – inspection and cleaning, 
education and outreach, early detection rapid response. 

3. Prioritize species with a ranking higher than 60 (scale 1-100) (Alaska Natural 
Heritage Program Exotic Plant Information Clearinghouse) for eradication via 
‘Early Detection Rapid Response’ methods. Species with a ranking lower than 60 
are targeted for containment management. 

4. Prioritize anadromous streams, lichen-rich habitats, moose habitat, and berry 
picking areas for prevention and eradication of non-native invasive species. 

5. Non-native invasive species infestations occurring adjacent to communities or 
travel routes are prioritized over infestations further away from human activities.  

6. Early Detection Rapid Response (EDRR) would be prioritized for any aquatic 
invasive species found in any surface waters that could be used by float planes or 
watercraft.  

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
All actions implemented or authorized by the BLM would include measures to prevent the introduction and spread of non-native invasive species (NNIS). 

Permitted Activities: 

 Project proponents for permitted activities are responsible for all costs and coordination related to eradicating NNIS infestations that may exist or may result on those 
public lands during their approved use period unless that proponent implements a NNIS survey indicating that infestation was present prior to the granting of their permit. 
Project proponents would be responsible for the eradication of any increase in NNIS. 

 Annual Reports from all permitted operations must include an update on NNIS presence and extent. 

All permitted activities must comply with current BLM Alaska NNIS Management Policy. This includes: 

 Development of an NNIS Management Plan commensurate with the size and intensity of the activity. BLM would provide examples of NNIS management plans.  

 At the Authorized Officer’s discretion, permittees of proposed and existing authorized activities may be required to work with surrounding land management 
agencies/owners to establish Cooperative Weed Management Areas (CWMAs) to assist in developing and implementing NNIS management plans.  

 Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points Plans would be required for the following permitted activities: Rights-of-Ways (ROWs); locatable, leasable, and salable mineral 
development; and transportation facilities (boats, barges, aviation, roads and trails).  

 Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent the introduction and spread of NNIS, as described in the BLM Alaska NNIS Management Policy, must be followed. Permittees 
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would work with the BLM to develop project specific BMPs where needed. These include, but are not limited to: early detection rapid response (EDRR), prevention 
measures such as cleaning all equipment before entering permitted site, containment measures such as timing NNIS mowing before seed set, treatment measures such as 
developing an integrated pest management plan.  

 Methods of chemical control authorized by the BLM Vegetation Treatments using Herbicides in Thirteen Western States Record of Decision are allowed.  Permittees are 
responsible for completing NEPA requirements related to the use of those herbicides. Treatment monitoring and reporting requirements are outlined in the Vegetation 
Treatments Record of Decision. 

Weed-Free Material: 

 Only feed, mulch (hay cubes, hay pellets, or straw, for example), and erosion control materials certified as weed-free through the Alaska Weed-Free Forage certification 
program (or other programs with approval of the Authorizing Officer) would be authorized on BLM lands. Where Alaska certified sources are not available, locally 
produced forage, mulch, and erosion control materials may be used with approval from the Authorizing Officer. If no certified weed-free or local sources are available, 
other products may be used with the approval of the Authorizing Officer.   

 Only gravel and material certified as weed-free through the Alaska Weed-Free Gravel certification program would be authorized on BLM lands. Where weed-free gravel 
and materials are not available other sources may be used, with the approval of the Authorizing Officer.  

 Use of non-weed free materials does NOT relieve project proponents of their requirement to control non-native invasive species (NNIS) related to their authorized 
activity. 

Casual Use: 

 At logical points of entry to BLM-managed land, based on Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) assessment framework, NNIS BMPs would be posted to 
encourage citizen-based NNIS prevention stewardship.  

 BLM would work in communities with regional land managers to establish HACCP, Cooperative Weed Management Areas (CWMAs), and outreach and educational 
programs. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
 
Same as Actions Common to All Alternatives 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Same as Actions Common to All Alternatives 
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3.16 Recreation and Visitor Services Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Provide opportunities for visitors to obtain desired experiences and beneficial 

outcomes while protecting resources. 

2. Increase and improve collaboration with community networks of service 
providers. 

3. Administer Special Recreation Permits to control visitor use, protect recreational 
and natural resources, provide fair market value to the United States, and provide 
for health and safety of visitors.  

4. Improve access to appropriate recreational opportunities. 

5. Ensure a quality experience and enjoyment of natural resources. 

6. Provide for visitor services, including interpretation, information and education. 

7. Ensure public health and safety. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Plan for and manage the physical, social, and operational settings within each area 

and the activities that occur within them. 

2. Manage the entire planning area as semi-primitive motorized ROS classification, 
with the exception of the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River uplands, to be 
managed as semi-primitive non-motorized.  

3. Established an allocation limit for commercial big game guide-outfitters within each 
Guide Use Area of the planning unit. 

4. Establish a buffer zone between guide-outfitter operating areas and rural 
communities. 

 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 
Stay limits for non-permitted/non-cabin use would be restricted to 14 consecutive nights at a given time. 

The following stipulation shall apply to all Special Recreation Permits:  The Authorized Officer (AO) may suspend or modify a Special Recreation Permit, including adaptive 
management strategies, if necessary to protect public resources, health, safety, or the environment or as a result of non-compliance with permit stipulations. 

New restrictions and/or facilities could be developed for the purposes of site protection, visitor safety, and/or enhancing targeted outcomes and setting character 

Aircraft use would be unrestricted and associated minimal clearing of rocks, downed logs, and brush would be allowed on landing areas.  

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) in the following Recreation Management Areas 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Transporter Operations in all Recreation 
Management Areas 

Require all transporters to be under a Special Recreation 
Permit (e.g., air taxis, boat operators, horseback).  

 

It is unclear why transporters would need a special 
recreation permit to operate in the planning area.   

 

 

Transporter Operations in all Recreation 
Management Areas 

All transporters, who are not Guide Outfitters, would 
NOT be required to obtain a Special Recreation Permit 
if requirements stated within 43 CFR 2932.12(a) are met.  
Under this regulation, the BLM may waive a permit 

Comment [MSE(95]: Where and why is a 
permit system considered necessary? 

Comment [PBM(96]: How will this be 
determined? How will it be measured?  

Comment [MSE(97]: This ROS classification is 
inappropriate.  ANILCA access provisions apply 
within WSR corridors.  
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Providing or renting gear would make them an outfitter, 
and not a transporter. 

requirement when the use begins and ends on non-public 
lands or related waters, traverses less than a total of 1 
mile of public lands or 1 shoreline mile, and poses no 
threat of significant damage to public land or water 
resource values.   

Require licensed transporters operating on BLM lands 
within the planning area to have a Special Recreation 
Permit when they provide passengers with gear, 
equipment, and/or guiding service on BLM lands. 

BSWI Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA) Management Actions 

Hunting Guide-outfitters  

Within one year of the approved plan, establish the 
following allocation limits for big game guide-outfitters 
operating within each Guide Use Area of the planning 
area:  18-02 (1), 18-03 (1), 19-01 (1), 19-02 (1), 19-03 
(1), 19-04 (1), 19-05 (1), 19-06 (1), 19-07 (2), 19-08 (2), 
19-09 (2), 19-11 (1), 19-12 (5), 19-13 (1), 20-02 (1), 21-
01 (4), 21-02 (1), 21-03 (1), 22-07 (4), 23-05 (1).  

A maximum of 33 guide-outfitters within the planning 
area (allocated per each Guide Use Area identified 
above).  

Each guide-outfitter may not operate in more than 2 
Guide Use Areas on BLM land within the planning area. 

Special Recreation Permits for hunting guide-outfitters 
would not be authorized within a 25-mile radius of any 
established community in the planning area. 

Continue to evaluate guide-outfitter and transporter 
activities on a case-by-case basis. 

For new Special Recreation Permit-holders, permits 
would be issued for 1-year and may be extended for up 
to 10-years total, with required annual validation 
requirements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Limiting guides to only 2 or 3 areas has the potential to 
unnecessarily limit their business, making it less feasible 
for guides to operate in the area and provide hunting 
opportunity to non-residents who are required by state 
regulation to hunt with a guide. 

Hunting Guide-outfitters  

Special Recreation Permits for hunting guide-outfitters 
may be authorized near established communities in the 
planning area. 

A maximum of 40 guide-outfitters within the planning 
area (allocated per GUA).  

Each guide-outfitter may operate in up to 3 Guide Use 
Areas. 

New Special Recreation Permit holders may be given an 
initial multi-year permit for a period up to 10-years, with 
required annual validation requirements.  

Allocation limits on big game guide-outfitters would be 
established on a case-by-case basis at the time of permit 
granting or renewal. These allocation limits would be 
determined, in part, based on observed conflict with 
other uses.  

 

Rohn Site Management Actions 
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Establish the Rohn Air Navigation Site as a Special 
Recreation Management Area (SRMA). A recreation 
Area Management Plan would be required. 

 Revoke the current withdrawal for the Rohn Air 
Navigation Site and identify this parcel for disposal. 

Rohn Cabin Use 

Non-commercial use is limited to seven consecutive 
days, and to no more than fourteen days in total in a 
calendar year. 

Written authorization from the BLM is required for 
permitted uses of the Rohn shelter cabin (e.g., 
commercial, competitive, organized group use, vending, 
commercial filming). 

Commercial use is prohibited. 

Only the use of dead trees for the wood stove is 
permitted.  Cutting of live trees is prohibited. 

 Rohn Cabin Use 

Non-commercial use is limited to seven consecutive 
days, and to no more than fourteen days in total in a 
calendar year. 

Limitations determined on a case-by-case basis. 

 

 

Commercial use permit determined on a case-by-case 
basis. 

 

Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail Management Corridor Management Actions 

General Actions Common to All Action Alternatives for the INHT NTMC: 

Stay limits for non-permitted/ dispersed, non-cabin use at a given location would be limited to 10 consecutive days within a 28-day period. After a camp has been occupied for 
14 days, the camp must be moved at least 2 miles to start a new 14-day period. 

Commercial, competitive, organized group use, and commercial filming is discretionary and would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. 

New restrictions and/or facilities could be developed for the purposes of site protection, visitor safety, and/or enhancing targeted outcomes and setting character. 

Commercial, competitive, organized group use, vending, and commercial filming is discretionary and would be allowed by permit only.  

New restrictions and/or facilities could be developed for the purposes of site protection, visitor safety, and/or enhancing targeted outcomes and setting character. 

INHT Cabin Use:  

Non-commercial use is limited to 7 consecutive days and 
no more than 14 days in total in a calendar year. 

Written authorization from the BLM is required for 
commercial use of the Rohn shelter cabin. 

Use for commercial trapping activities is prohibited. 

Only the use of dead trees for the wood stove is 
permitted.  Cutting of live trees is prohibited. 

 INHT Cabin Use:  

Non-commercial use is limited to 7 consecutive days and 
no more than 14 days in total in a calendar year. 

Written authorization from the BLM is required for 
permitted uses of the Rohn, Bear Creek, Tripod Flats, 
Old Woman, and Foothills shelter cabins (e.g., 
commercial, competitive, organized group use, vending, 
commercial filming). 

Use for commercial trapping activities is prohibited. 

Comment [ARL98]: This contradicts the 
previous sentence. 

Comment [ARL99]: Should be action common 
to all (same in both alternatives) 

Comment [JC100]: A stay limit of ten days is 
not consistent with the first bullet of this sections 
“Actions Common to All Action Alternatives” that 
allows fourteen consecutive nights.  We recommend 
making the stay limit fourteen nights throughout 
the planning area.  This would retain consistency 
across different agencies. 
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Only the use of dead trees for the wood stove is 
permitted.  Cutting of live trees is prohibited. 

Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Corridor Management Actions 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES for Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Corridor: 

Cabin construction or use of an existing structure would not be authorized under a Special Recreation Permit, excluding temporary tent platforms, which may be authorized on 
a case-by-case basis under a Special Recreation Permit with performance bond. 

Commercial, competitive, organized group use, vending, and commercial filming in conjunction with a Special Recreation Permit or a land use permit is discretionary and would 
be authorized by permit.  

Stay limits for non-permitted/ non-cabin use would be limited to 10 consecutive days within a 28-day period. After a camp has been occupied for 14 days, the camp must be 
moved at least 2 miles to start a new 14-day period. 

Construction of developed recreation facilities such as permanent campsites, interpretive areas, and toilet facilities would be prohibited. 

Permanent or semi-permanent commercial developments would be prohibited. 

Issuing a Special Recreation Permit would be a discretionary action. Types of SRPs not permitted in the river corridor include:  motor water sport/events; highway vehicles such 
as cars, trucks, SUVs; high speed time trials; vending services.   

Only non-surface disturbing recreation activities would be considered for permit approval (e.g, vegetation cutting, soil disturbance). 

Winter motorized use would be permitted on a case-by-case basis. 

 

  

Comment [JC101]: ANILCA Section 1303(b) 
allows for the use of new and existing cabins and 
related structures in Wild and Scenic River corridors.  
We request the following edit: 

Cabin construction or use of an existing structure 
would not be authorized under a Special 
Recreation Permit, exincluding temporary tent 
platforms, which may be authorized on a case-by-
case basis under a Special Recreation Permit with 
performance bond. 

 

Comment [DC102]: How liberal/conservative 
will the discretion be on permitting commercial 
(guided) use? 

Comment [ARL103]: Inconsistent with above 

Comment [JC104]: We would ask BLM to 
consider permanent facilities on a case by case basis 
instead of blanket prohibitions.   
We request the following edit: 
 

Construction of developed recreation facilities 
such as permanent campsites, interpretive areas, 
and toilet facilities would be prohibited 
considered on a case-by-case basis, such as to 
prevent resource damage.  
Permanent or semi-permanent commercial 
developments would be prohibited. 

 

Comment [ARL105]: We recommend 
explaining what activities this is meant to prohibit.  
Are events similar to the Iron Dog high speed time 
trials?  

Comment [JC106]: .  This is a closure to 
activities allowed under Secs. 811 and 1110 and the 
ANILCA closure process must be followed.  The Plan 
must fully commit to the regulatory closure process.  
Recommend deleting this action. 
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3.17 Visual Resource Management Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Manage public lands in a manner which would protect the quality of the scenic 
(visual) values of these lands for present and future generations. 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Promote Best Management Practices (BMPs) for reclamation of landscapes, 
restoration of native habitats, and rehabilitation of waterways and riparian areas to 
enhance natural/historical scenic values that have been negatively altered. 

2. Prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an inventory of visual values on all 
public lands. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES, Incorporate the following Best Management Practices for all proposed actions:  

Earthwork - Avoid hauling excess earth cut or fill, utilize curvilinear or topographical sloping, retain existing rock and vegetation formations whenever possible, irregular rock 
cut techniques, and prohibit dumping or sloughing of material downslope.  

Vegetation Manipulation - Retain as much existing vegetation as possible; use vegetation to screen development from view, scalloped and irregular edging versus straight lines, 
and feather and thin edges of cleared areas. 

Structures - Repeat line, form, color, and texture.  Minimize the number of structures, use earth-tone colors, use self-weathering materials, use natural stone, bury all or part of 
the structure, use paint finishes with low reflectivity, employ native building materials, and use naturally-appearing forms to complement landscape character. 

Color - Avoid colors that cause the most contrast, choose colors two to three shades darker than background colors, achieve best blending with surrounding landscape in all 
seasons, galvanized steel on utility structures should be darkened to prevent glare, and color (hue) is most effective within 1,000 feet. 

Locate Linear Alignments (new roads, trails, utility corridors, etc.) - Identify all possible alternative alignments first, select the most feasible for the proposed project, use 
topography to hide manmade changes, analyze soil stability, determine re-vegetation plan, evaluate hydrologic condition and erosion potential, use curvilinear landscape route 
selection, avoid fall-line cuts and bisection ridge tops, avoid valley bottoms, and hug vegetation lines. 

Reclamation / Restoration - Require reclamation and restoration as part of all proposed action design packages, restore all areas of disturbance as closely as possible to previous 
conditions, mulch cleared areas, furrow slopes, use planting holes on cut/fill slopes to retain water, choose native plant species; fertilize, mulch, and water vegetation; replace 
soil, brush, rocks, forest debris, etc. over the disturbed area. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
All lands managed for Lands with Wilderness 
Characteristics: 

Would be assigned Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
class II 

Designated Wilderness is a CSU under ANILCA, the 
VRM class assigned to LWCs must not preclude uses 
allowed in designated Wilderness in Alaska or 
consideration of proposed TUS projects pursuant to 
Title XI. 

All lands managed for Lands with Wilderness 
Characteristics: 

Would be assigned Visual Resource Management (VRM)  
class III 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River 

VRM Class I for lands within the river corridor, ¼ to ½ 
mile each side. 

VRM Class II for BLM lands in full visible 
foreground/middle ground, from corridor boundary to 5 
miles from river. 

The above comment also applies to WSRs. Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River 

VRM Class II for lands within the river corridor, ¼ to ½ 
mile each side. 

VRM Class III for BLM lands in full visible 
foreground/middle ground, from corridor boundary to 5 
miles from river. 

Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor: 

VRM Class I for BLM lands in full visible background 
based on GIS analysis up to 15 miles or within 
determined trail corridor boundary. 

The above comment also applies to the INHT. Iditarod National Historic Trail National Trail 
Management Corridor: 

VRM Class I for BLM lands in full visible background 
based on GIS analysis up to 15 miles or within 
determined trail corridor boundary. 

Proposed Rohn Special Recreation Management 
Area: 

VRM Class II (small parcel BLM lands surrounded by 
state lands) 

 Proposed Rohn Special Recreation Management 
Area: 

VRM Class III (small parcel BLM lands surrounded by 
state lands) 

Conservation System Unit Boundaries: 

VRM Class II for BLM lands in full visible foreground 
based on GIS analysis up to one-mile from the 
boundaries of Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, 
Denali National Park & Preserve, and Innoko National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

The above comment also applies to all CSUs within the 
planning area. 

Conservation System Unit Boundaries: 

VRM Class III for BLM lands in full visible foreground 
based on GIS analysis up to one-mile from the 
boundaries of Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge, 
Denali National Park & Preserve, and Innoko National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

Existing Roads & Trails: 

VRM Class II in the full visible foreground based on GIS 
analysis up to one-half mile from established winter/road 
system for BLM lands with established winter routes, 
indicated on the Roads Trails AKDNR (USGS) data 
layer. 

 Existing Roads & Trails: 

VRM Class III in the full visible foreground based on GIS 
analysis up to one-half mile from established winter/road 
system for BLM lands with established winter routes, 
indicated on the Roads Trails AKDNR (USGS) data 
layer. 

Coastal Areas: 

VRM Class II for BLM lands in the full visible foreground 

 Coastal Areas: 

VRM Class III for BLM lands in the full visible foreground 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
based on GIS analysis up to three miles inland form 
Coastlines, such as lands within the Golsovia River area. 

based on GIS analysis up to three miles inland form 
Coastlines, such as lands within the Golsovia River area. 

River Travel Routes: 

VRM Class II for BLM lands in the full visible foreground 
up to one-half mile from main river travel routes, 
includes Yukon River, Anvik River, and Kuskokwim 
River. 

 River Travel Routes: 

VRM Class III for BLM lands in the full visible foreground 
up to one-half mile from main river travel routes, 
includes Yukon River, Anvik River, and Kuskokwim 
River. 

Remaining BLM-managed land in the planning 
area: 

VRM Class IV for remaining lands not listed above. 

 Remaining BLM-managed land in the planning 
area: 

VRM Class IV for remaining lands not listed above. 
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3.18 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Maintain the area’s existing natural conditions. 

2. Maintain opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined types of 
recreation. 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Determine how much, if any, of the 46 parcels or, portions of the 46 parcels, to 
manage for the protection of wilderness character as a priority over other uses. 

2. Determine what management actions would provide protection of wilderness 
character in those areas. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE LANDS PROPOSED FOR PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS CHARACTER: 

Compatible uses for lands proposed for priority management for wilderness character: 

Visual Resource Management Class II; 

Snowmobile travel with adequate snow cover (ANILCA); Motorboat use (ANILCA); Airplane use, including primitive, unimproved landing areas (ANILCA); OHV use 
for subsistence purposes (ANILCA) 

Temporary structures and equipment placement related to hunting, fishing, and trapping; and 

Human-made features permitted if considered substantially unnoticeable and acceptable in identified LWC areas (e.g., cabins, trails, trail signs, bridges, fire breaks, pit 
toilets, fisheries enhancement facilities, fire rings, historic properties, archaeological resources, hitching posts, snow gauges, water quantity and quality measuring 
devices, research monitoring markers and devices, minor radio repeater sites, air quality monitoring devices, fencing, spring developments, barely visible linear 
disturbances, and stock ponds). 

Personal-use wood-cutting permits 

Incompatible uses for lands proposed for priority management for wilderness character: 

Mineral entry; Leasing with surface occupancy with no exceptions, waivers, or modifications; Right-of-way exclusion and avoidance areas; Construction of new roads; 
Mineral material sales; Commercial or personal-use wood-cutting permits; Construction of new structures and facilities unrelated to the preservation or enhancement 
of wilderness characteristics, for public health and safety or other reasons established in ANILCA as applicable to designated Wilderness, or necessary for the 
management of uses allowed under the land use plan; and 

Lands available for disposal. 

Fire management: actions taken in lands proposed for protection of wilderness character would be conducted to protect life and safety, to meet natural and cultural 
resource objectives, and to minimize negative impacts of the fire management actions and the fires themselves (Interagency Standards for Fire and Fire Aviation Operations, 
2014, Ch. 11, pg. 11-19). 

LWC travel management area (TMA) OHV designation for lands proposed for priority management for wilderness character = Limited, Casual Summer 
OHV travel is allowed only on existing trails in lands proposed for protection of wilderness character. 

Summer OHV Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 

Comment [MSE(107]: These are planning 
actions not objectives for management. 

Comment [ARL108]: Requested edit 

Comment [ARL109]: Requested edit. Change or 
delete the terminology “unnoticeable and 
acceptable”, so to clarify that the structures will be 
designed to blend in to the degree possible with the 
surrounding area. 

Comment [ARL110]: Requested edit 

Comment [MSE(111]: See above comment. 

Comment [ARL112]: Subsistence use is allowed 
under ANILCA.  See previous comments on 
subsistence use of forest products. 

Comment [JC113]: Prohibiting subsistence OHV 
use except for existing trails is a closure to an 
allowed use provided by Sec. 811 of ANILCA.  We 
recommend deleting subsistence from this action. 



BERING SEA-WESTERN INTERIOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES COMMENT SUMMARY REPORT 

 

Page E-69 
 

Weight limit: 1,500 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter OHV Casual and Subsistence Use: 

Casual Winter cross country allowed  

Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 

Size limit: 48 inches 

Wood cutting: Prohibit wood cutting (e.g. firewood or house logs) to help preserve the naturalness of the area by reducing the potential of building new roads or road 
proliferation, as well as vegetation scars. 

Wildlife: Emphasize management actions to enhance wildlife habitat (e.g., Limits on: motorized or mechanized travel; mining exploration and development stipulations to 
protect wildlife; and protection of watershed and riparian areas crucial to wildlife) in lands proposed for protection of wilderness character. 

Recreation opportunity: Manage to preserve and enhance opportunities for solitude and/or primitive and unconfined recreation present in these areas in lands proposed for 
protection of wilderness character. 

Inventory of qualifying parcels: 46 of 80 total parcels within the planning area contain wilderness characteristics, totaling 13,382,250 acres. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to the LWC Inventory Report and LWC Inventory Unit Parcel Maps to make suggestions and include your reasoning. If suggesting portions of map parcels, 

please indicate the portion of the parcel you propose on the map.  
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Manage (insert parcel names or provide map with 
your portion of the parcel(s) drawn 
in)__________as lands proposed for protection of 
wilderness character as a priority over other multiple 
uses within the following inventory areas:   

1. ____________________ 

2. ____________________ 

3. ____________________ 

4. ____________________ 

5. ______________________ 

6. ______________________ 

Manage (insert parcel names or provide map with 
your portion of the parcel(s) drawn 
in)__________as lands proposed for protection of 
wilderness character as a priority over other multiple 
uses within the following inventory areas:   

1. ____________________ 

2. ____________________ 

3. ____________________ 

4. ____________________ 

5. ______________________ 

6. ______________________ 

Manage NO parcels as lands proposed for management 
of wilderness character as a priority over other uses. 
Instead, emphasize other uses while applying 
management restrictions (conditions of use, mitigation 
measures) on these lands.     

 

Comment [JC114]: We question why the 
weight limit and size limit for winter OHV use, while 
the ground is protected, is lower than for summer 
OHV use. 

Comment [ARL115]: Subsistence wood cutting 
is allowed under ANILCA 

Comment [ARL116]: These actions are not 
wildlife habitat enhancement as the term is typically 
used--recommend rewording.  The extent to which 
these activities disturb wildlife varies greatly 
depending on the circumstances. 

Comment [pb117]: For perspective, from 2012 
data, BLM manages 72,958,757 acres in Alaska.  This 
equates to more than 18 percent of the land that 
BLM manages in Alaska is now being considered for 
wilderness protection, in this RMP alone.  

Comment [ARL118]: Is this a feasible 
alternative within current BLM policy?  The way this 
is worded implies that BLM first decides to apply 
management restrictions then develops a 
justification for them, when the process should be 
the reverse. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to the LWC Inventory Report and LWC Inventory Unit Parcel Maps to make suggestions and include your reasoning. If suggesting portions of map parcels, 

please indicate the portion of the parcel you propose on the map.  
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

7. ______________________ 

8. … 

9. … 

10. … 

7. ______________________ 

8. … 

9. … 

10. … 
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3.19 Wild and Scenic Rivers Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Effectively manage all outstandingly remarkable values identified during the 
planning area Wild and Scenic River Eligibility inventory. 

2. Apply relevant Best Management Practices identified from other resources.  

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Determine formal navigability/jurisdiction of the Anvik River. 

2. Prohibit Special Recreation Permit uses that are inconsistent with the values 
for which Wild and Scenic Rivers are designated. 

3. Prohibit unregulated subsistence harvesting of timber in Wild and Scenic River 
corridors which could eventually affect the aesthetics values and river bank 
stabilization. 

4. Establish and follow thresholds to resources as a trigger mechanism in 
determining impacts and use levels. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River Travel Management Area (TMA): OHV Designation = Limited. Summer OHV travel is limited to existing roads and parking areas. Please see 
the Travel Management section for definitions of Winter and Summer travel. 

Summer Casual and Subsistence Use: 
Summer OHV Limited to existing routes 
Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 
Size limit: 60 inches 

Winter Casual and Subsistence Use: 
Winter cross country allowed   
Weight limit: 1,000 lbs. GVWR 
Size limit: 60 inches 

General Recommended Special Rules for Unalkaleet Wild and Scenic River   

1. Stay limits for non-permitted/ non-cabin use would be limited to 1014 consecutive days within a 28-day period. After a camp has been occupied for 14 days, the camp must 
be moved at least 2 miles to start a new 14-day period. 

2. Construction of developed recreation facilities such as permanent campsites, interpretive areas, and toilet facilities would be prohibited. 

3. Permanent or semi-permanent commercial developments would be prohibited considered on a case by case basisconsidered on a case by case basis.. 

4. Issuing a Special Recreation Permit would be a discretionary action. Types of Special Recreation Permits not permitted in the river corridor include:  motor water 
sport/events; highway vehicles such as cars, trucks, SUVs; high speed time trials; vending services. 

5. Only non-surface disturbing recreation activities would be considered for permit approval  

Comment [ARL119]: This section seems like a 
repeat of above. 

Comment [PBM(120]: What does this mean? 

Comment [ARL121]: What does this mean?  It 
would be clearer to say “Regulate subsistence 
harvesting of timber…” 

Comment [JC122]:   We recommend replacing 
subsistence with “commercial” for this action; 
however, if BLM retains this action then the ANILCA 
closure process must be followed.   
 

Comment [PBM(123]: This sentence needs 
context. How would thresholds be established, by 
who, to what resources, what impacts…. 

Comment [JC124]: Edited for consistency with 
second sentence and state management plans for 
the area. 

Comment [DC125]: Nothing in ANILCA or the 
WRSA prohibits such facilities, and such facilities can 
be used to prevent resource damage.  Cabins are 
specifically permitted by ANILCA and are a 
“developed recreation facility.” 

Comment [JC126]: We recommend the 
following edit, as proposed projects may need to 
evaluated under the Wild and Scenic River Act or 
Title XI of ANILCA.  
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6. Winter motorized use would be permitted on a case-by-case basis and analyzed with project-specific NEPA. 

7. The wild river corridor would be designated as Visual Resource Management Class 1.  

8. Continue updating the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River website with current and appropriate information. 

9. Acceptable surface transportation for all river users would be limited to outboard motorboats, airplanes, dogsleds, and snowmobiles. 

10. Other means of access, such as inboard jet boats, airboats, hovercraft, and all-terrain vehicles would not be allowed in the corridor. 

11. Helicopters would be allowed to land in the wild river corridor as part of official duties conducted by State and Federal employees.  Helicopter us by other users would be 
considered on a case by case basis and would require a permit. This permitting action would be analyzed with project-specific planning. State or private lands within the 
corridor would be exempt from this restriction. 

12. Maintain adequate and feasible access to state and private inholdings. 

13. Purchase any Native allotment available for sale from willing sellers within the river corridor and/or purchase a scenic easement if applicable.   

14. Maintain the withdrawal from mineral entry within one half mile of the bank of the Unalakleet Wild and Scenic River, subject to valid existing rights. 

15. Prohibit harvesting of house logs on BLM land within the river corridor.   

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to the WSR Eligibility Report and WSR Eligibility Inventory Maps to offer additional information to be considered for specific eligible river segments.  

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Determine Suitability for the following 22 eligible 
and tentatively classified waterways:  

(small portion of) Kuskokwim River, Anvik River, Middle 
Fork of the Kuskokwim River, Sullivan Creek, Yukon 
River, Bear Creek (Nikokai), Big River, Black Water 
Creek, Canyon Creek, Khuchaynik Creek, McDonald 
Creek, North Fork Unalakleet River, Otter Creek 
(Aniak), Otter Creek (Anvik), Pitka Fork Middle Fork 
Kuskokwim River, Salmon River (Nikolai), Sheep Creek, 
Swift River (Anvik), Unalakleet River, Tatlawiksuk River, 
Theodore Creek, Yellow River.   

 

Please note the following criteria when you 
provide input on specific eligible river segments 
that might be considered for suitability.   
 (from Section 4a of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act):  

• Characteristics that do or do not make the river 
corridor a worthy addition to the Wild and Scenic 
River System  

• Current status of land ownership (jurisdiction) and 
uses in the area  

• Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land 
and water that would be enhanced, foreclose or 
curtailed if the river were designated  

• Public, state, local or other interests in designation 

Determine Suitability for the following 22 eligible 
and tentatively classified waterways:  

(small portion of) Kuskokwim River, Anvik River, Middle 
Fork of the Kuskokwim River, Sullivan Creek, Yukon 
River, Bear Creek (Nikokai), Big River, Black Water 
Creek, Canyon Creek, Khuchaynik Creek, McDonald 
Creek, North Fork Unalakleet River, Otter Creek 
(Aniak), Otter Creek (Anvik), Pitka Fork Middle Fork 
Kuskokwim River, Salmon River (Nikolai), Sheep Creek, 
Swift River (Anvik), Unalakleet River, Tatlawiksuk River, 
Theodore Creek, Yellow River.   

 

Comment [DC127]: Actions common to all 
alternatives says Winter casual and subsistence use 
allowed, which is accurate as motorized use is 
allowed in CSUs pursuant to ANILCA. 

Comment [MSE(128]: See above comments in 
the VRN class section. 

Comment [ARL129]: ANILCA does not 
distinguish between types of boat motors in its 1110 
allowance. 

Comment [ARL130]: Section 811 of ANILCA 
provides for OHV use for subsistence purposes. 

Comment [ARL131]: ANILCA provides for 
subsistence use within the river corridor. 

Comment [DC132]: Kuskokwim River. The 
entire length is navigable from its mouth upstream 
to Medfra where it splits into the North, East, and 
South Forks.  The state has a RDI on file for the main 
stem of the river.  The North, South, and East Forks 
of the Kusko are also navigable.  The North is 
navigable up to F011S026W28; the South navigable 
up to the Tatina River. S025N022W32; East Fork 
(aka Slow Fork?) up to K026S027E32. 

Comment [DC133]: Anvik River No data in 
BLM's SDMS; State says navigable up to 
approximately river mile 150, upper limit of ...

Comment [DC134]: Middle Fork of the 
Kuskokwim River.   Navigable up to the mouth of 
the Pitka Fork in S033N029W22.  No determination ...
Comment [DC135]: Yukon River is navigable 
from mouth to AK/Canada border 

Comment [DC136]: Big River.  Tributary to the 
Kuskokwim main stem.  BLM records show the Big 
River is navigable 38 miles upstream to ...

Comment [DC137]: Unalakleet River.  State 
records indicate the Unalakleet River is navigable up ...

Comment [DC138]: Pitka Fork.  Tributary to the 
Middle Fork. From the confluence with the Middle ...

Comment [DC139]: Salmon River (Nikolai). 
Tributary to Pitka Fork, confluence in ...

Comment [DC140]: Yellow River.  Tributary to 
the Anvik River; confluence in S033N060W28.  No ...
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Refer to the WSR Eligibility Report and WSR Eligibility Inventory Maps to offer additional information to be considered for specific eligible river segments.  

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
or non-designation of the river  

• Estimated costs of acquiring necessary lands and 
interests in lands, and of administering the river if 
designated  

• Ability of the agency to manage the river and 
protect identified values  

• Historical or existing rights that would be adversely 
affected by designation  

• Other issues and concerns identified in the land-use 
planning process  
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3.20 Cultural Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 
1. Identify, preserve, and protect significant cultural resources and ensure that they 

are available for appropriate uses by present and future generations (FLPMA, 
Section 103 (c), 201(a) and (c); National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 
Section 110(a); Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Section 14(a)). 

2. Seek to reduce imminent threats and resolve potential conflicts from natural or 
human-caused deterioration, or potential conflict with other resource uses 
(FLPMA Sec. 103(c), NHPA 106, 110 (a) (2)) by ensuring that all authorizations for 
land use and resource use would comply with the NHPA Section 106. 

3. Maintain condition (NRHP eligibility) of significant cultural resources: protect from 
destruction and deterioration. 

4. Maintain current number of cultural resources: ensure sites are not lost to 
development, erosion, fire, etc. 

5. Increase knowledge of cultural resources in the planning area (through proactive 
surveys, oral histories, etc.) 

OBJECTIVE(S): 
1. Maintain or increase number ofIdentify known and maintain sites within the 

planning area. 

2. Increase the number of acres inventoried for cultural resources. 

3. Maintain NHRP eligibility of known sites. 

4. Ensure cultural resources and cultural landscapes are protected from vandalism or 
other human-caused damage. 

5. Increase outreach and interpretation for cultural resources. 

6. Prioritize listing the INHT (including trail segments and associated sites) on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  
Follow the NHPA section 106 process, as outlined in 36 CFR Part 800 and the BLM Alaska State Protocol Agreement, to identify cultural resources and evaluate potential 
effects.  

Monitoring:  

Monitor cultural resources to identify effects from climate change. Stabilize and/or excavate threatened sites. 

Specific watersheds or other locations to prioritize for monitoring: Anvik, Kuskokwim, Pitka, Unalakleet Rivers; mouth of Seal Oil Creek on Norton Sound; Kaltag Portage, 
Farewell Burn; historic mining communities of Iditarod, Flat, and Ophir.  

Permitted activities: 

The BLM Archaeologists would perform a section 106 review for all permitted activities and determine the projects’ potential to effect on cultural resources. The BLM 
Archaeologist may require the applicant to have a qualified professional perform a cultural resource survey before authorization is granted. List criteria for inadvertent 
discovery stipulation permit condition. For permitted activities that occur, the following stipulation would be attached to all permits, leases, right-of-way grants, etc:  

“All operations shall be conducted in such a manner as to avoid damage or disturbance to any prehistoric or historic sites or modern camp sites. The Archaeological 
Resource Protection Act prohibits the excavation, removal, damage, or disturbance of any archaeological resource located on public lands. Violation of this law could 
result in the imposition of both civil and criminal penalties of the violator. Human remains on federal lands are additionally protected by the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). 

Should any historic or prehistoric sites, including potential human remains be located during the course of operations under this permit, the applicant shall immediately 
stop work and notify the BLM authorized officer. If the applicant proposes ground disturbance in the future other than what is authorized in this grant, a cultural 
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resource survey and evaluation would be needed before the disturbance is authorized.” 

Criteria for cultural allocation: 

The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook requires that cultural properties allocated to uses are subject to the management actions listed in Table C-2 to realize their use 
potential. All cultural sites in the planning are would be allocated for scientific use, except INHT trail segments, and consider some Iditarod National Historic Trail historic 
sites for public use (National Historic Trail segments, Rohn cabin site). 

The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook requires the categorization of geographic area as high/medium/low priority for future inventory of cultural properties. High priority 
areas include the Kaltag Portage and Farewell Burn areas of the INHT. It also includes areas of high mineral potential, both because of the probability of historic mining sites, 
and because of the potential for future development.  

All authorizations for land and resource use would comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, consistent with and subject to the objective 
established in the RMP for the proactive use of cultural properties in the public interest (NHPA Sec. 106, 101(d)(6), 110(a)(2)(E); national BLM-ACHP-NCSHPO 
Programmatic Agreement of March 1997). 

Withdrawals and Exclusions:  

Kaltag Portage and the INHT corridor would be withdrawn from locatable, leasable, salable entry, subject to valid existing rights. The Kaltag Portage would also be a Right-
of-Way exclusion area. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Restrict permitted surface-disturbing activities, including 
mining, in areas with significant cultural resources.  

Specific areas or criteria for where development would 
be restricted include:  

• presence of NRHP-eligible TCP/historic or 
cultural landscapes;  

• high density of NRHP-eligible sites. These areas 
would be evaluated and surface disturbing 
activities would be limited as needed, on a case-
by-case basis.  

 Limitations on all surface-disturbing permitted activities 
and mineral exploration and development in areas with 
significant cultural resources would be identified on a 
case-by-case basis based on project-specific 
implementation-level planning. 

 

 

  

Comment [ARL141]: The ANILCA Title XI TUS 
process would still apply to the Kaltag Portage 
because it is part of a CSU 
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3.21 Historic Trails Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 
GOALS: 

1. Conserve today’s Iditarod Trail and adjacent landscape so users can experience 
the wildland setting and challenges faced by gold rush trail travelers and mushers a 
century ago. 

2. Preserve and protect the historical remains and historical settings of Iditarod 
National Historic Trail and associated historic sites for public use and enjoyment. 

3. Provide for subsistence needs and outdoor recreation needs of users and 
promote the preservation of public access and enjoyment of the open air, outdoor 
areas, and historic and resources of the nation, in a manner that supports the 
nature and purpose of the Congressionally Designated Trails. 

 

OBJECTIVE(S): 

1. Maintain and enhance the significant qualities of high-potential Iditarod National 
Historic Trail segments and sites as defined in the National Trails System Act. 
Avoid adverse effects (as defined in the National Historic Preservation) to intact 
Iditarod National Historic Trail segments, their settings, and associated sites. 

2. Manage the landscape (viewshed) associated with the NHTs so that visitors 
continue to get a sense of how this landscape influenced historic users of the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail. 

3. Iditarod National Historic Trail Special Recreation Management Area Objective: 
Specific outcome-focused objectives, recreation setting character conditions, and 
the administrative, marketing, and monitoring framework can be found below in 
the SRMA-specific objectives and decisions. 

4. Use/User Conflict Objective: Achieve a minimum level of conflict between 
recreation participants and: (1) other resource and/or resource uses, sufficient to 
enable the achievement of identified land use plan goals, objectives, and actions; (2) 
private land owners sufficient to curb illegal trespass and property damage; and (3) 
other recreation participants sufficient to maintain a diversity of recreation activity 
participation. 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES  

The National Trails Management Corridor (NTMC) within the planning area is comprised of four geographically distinct units: 

• the Farewell Burn unit, located south of Nikolai, AK, is 48,000 acres  

• the Bonanza Creek unit, located east of Flat, AK, is (approximately) 14,720 acres  

• the Kaltag Portage unit, located between Unalakleet and Kaltag, AK, is (very approximately) 161,000 acres  

• Rohn, located southeast of Nikolai, is approximately 400 acres. 

The National Trails Management Corridor would be managed for Visual Resource Management Class I.  

Withdrawals:  

Maintain the existing 17d(1) salable, leasable, and locatable mineral withdrawal until the establishment of a new FLMPA mineral withdrawals (salable, locatable, and leasable) 
for a 1,000 foot wide corridor centered on the existing Iditarod NHT treadway (500 feet on either side of trail centerline) in the following locations: 

Farewell Burn unit (2,639 acres), Kaltag Portage unit (1,368 acres), Bonanza Creek unit (TBD acres), Rohn (400 acres). 

Locatable, leasable, and salable minerals in the National Historic Trail Management Corridor: 

Comment [ARL142]: The wildland setting of a 
century ago also included roadhouses and other 
developments that BLM does not consider fitting 
with the wildland setting today.  

Comment [ARL143]: Is this an official term?  If 
not, recommend lowercase.  The Iditarod National 
Historic Trail should be identified as a CSU under 
ANILCA. 

Comment [PBM(144]: This sounds like it’s a 
goal, “achieve a minimum level of conflict”, when 
what you are actually seeking is to minimize 
conflicts between user groups.  

Comment [DC145]: New FLPMA withdrawals 
are subject to ANILCA Section 1326(a), which 
states that any future executive branch action which 
withdraws more than five thousand acres in the 
aggregate shall not become effective until notice is 
provided in the Federal Register and to both 
Houses on Congress.  ANCSA (d)(1) withdrawals 
were put in place to allow for selection by native 
interests and to provide for conservation interests 
that were satisfied under ANILCA.  ANILCA did 
not establish a withdrawal for the INHT; therefore, 
we request the ANCSA d(1) withdrawal be lifted 
unconditionally. 
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Plans of development will not be authorized if it is determined by the Authorizing Officer that impacts (both direct and cumulative) would conflict with the nature and 
purpose of the Iditarod NHT. 

Mineral development would be required to: 

• Create no more than a weak contrast (daytime) and no lights visible (nighttime) as viewed from the INHT. 

• Meet VRM designations for the disturbance area, as viewed from Key Observation Points impacted by the disturbance. 

• Are hidden from view from the INHT. 

• Meet the VRM designation for the disturbance area, as viewed from Key Observation Points impacted by the disturbance. 

The National Trails Management Corridor is open to oil and gas leasing, subject to no surface occupancy requirements. It is closed to seismic exploration. 

New audible and atmospheric effects would not exceed current levels in the National Trails Management Corridor. Proposals that introduce new audible (noise) and 
atmospheric (smoke, dust, etc.) effects within the National Trails Management Corridor would be authorized only if they do not cause more than short-term, minimal 
adverse impacts to the INHT, significant INHT-related historical or recreational sites, or INHT-related recreational activities. 

Right-of-Ways (ROW): 

The National Trails Management Corridor is (other than the ROW issued to BLM for the INHT) a ROW avoidance area. 

No realty actions would be authorized if it is determined by the Authorized Officer that impacts (both direct and cumulative) associated with the action would conflict 
with the nature and purpose of the INHT. 

Energy and telecommunications transmission and distribution ROWs are avoided in the National Trails Management Corridor.   

Industrial wind-energy development is excluded in the National Trails Management Corridor. 

Other realty actions would be authorized if it is determined by the Authorized Officer that the following can be achieved: 

They are hidden from view of the Congressionally Designated Trails. 

They meet the VRM designation for the disturbance area, as viewed from Key Observation Points impacted by the disturbance. 

OHV Travel: 

In order to conserve the nature and purpose of the National Trail designation, travel management is described under the Iditarod Travel Management Area.  

All classes of summer OHVs are prohibited. 

 

Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Structures with lighting within the viewshed of the INHT  Structures with air safety lighting within the viewshed are 

Comment [ARL146]: The INHT is a CSU subject 
to the ANILCA Title XI Transportation and Utility 
Systems right-of-way application process.  A BLM 
ROW avoidance area cannot preclude a ROW under 
the ANILCA Title XI process. 

Comment [DC147]: Recommend adding that 
proposals would follow the ANILCA Title XI process. 

Comment [DC148]: Except for subsistence, as 
that type of closure would need to go through the 
formal closure process.  It should be changed to 
reflect that only casual OHV use is prohibited. 
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Alternatives to help BLM achieve the objective(s) 
Helpful Public Input: Circle decisions you like from Alternative 1 and/or 3. In the center, discuss why you like them or, insert a new idea. 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
are allowed. All surface lighting is required to be hooded. not allowed. All surface lighting is required to be 

hooded. 
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4. HOW TO PROVIDE COMMENTS 
The BLM will accept comments on this document through March 20, 2015. Please submit comments via fax, email, or regular mail to the following: 

BLM Anchorage Field Office 
BSWI RMP 
4700 BLM Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 

BSWI_RMP_Comment@blm.gov (preferred) 

Fax: 907-267-1267 

You may also submit comments via downloadable form at the ONLINE OPEN HOUSE at the project website: http://www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi. . 

 

Thank you for participating in the Bering Sea-Western Interior planning process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:BSWI_RMP_Comment@blm.gov
http://www.blm.gov/ak/planning/bswi
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Bering Sea - Western Interior Resource Management Plan  

Document Reviewed: Preliminary Alternatives Concepts 

Date on Document: February 22 - March 20, 2015 Planning Section 

Comments from:  

 DOT&PF, Northern Region, Planning Section 

Alexa Greene, Western Area Planner 

alexa.greene@alaska.gov, or 907-451-2388 

 

Page # Page Reference DOT&PF comment BLM 
Response 

BLM 
Respondent 

Name 

5 & 13 Fish Resources: (Water crossings): Need more information to make a qualified comment.  Reasoning: No map 
on the online open house to reference too for the Sheefish Riparian Conservation Area.     

11 Mining Transportation Concur with Alternative 3.  Reasoning: This alternative provides more opportunities for the 
mining industry to access remote sites. 

    

15 Right-of-Ways (ROWS):  Concur with Alterative 3. Reasoning: This alternative provides more opportunities for right-of-
way activities. 

    

16 Waterfowl habitat: Concur with Alterative 1. Reasoning: This alternative provides more opportunities for right-of-
way activities. 

    

21 Unalakleet Wild and 
Scenic River TMA  

Add the word "routes" to both Alternative 1 and 3.  Suggest rewording to: "Summer OHV travel 
is limited to existing routes, roads, and parking areas." (Trails and routes are important 
components of the transportation system) 

    

23 All remaining lands 
Travel Management 

Concur with Alterative 1. Reasoning: Travel on the trails, routes, road does not have a weight 
or width limit and thus allows for greater use.  OHV use is a critical mode of travel in rural 
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Area: Alaska. 
34 & 35 Right-of-Ways (ROW) 

Exclusion & Avoidance 
Concur with Alterative 1. Reasoning: This alternative provides more opportunities for right-of-
way activities. 

    

38 Protections/Restrictire-
vegetationons for 
permafrost areas: 

Recommend changing the word "would" to "should".  Reasoning:  There may be a need in the 
future to construct a temporary access route on permafrost soils. 

    

42 ACTIONS COMMON TO 
ALL ACTION 
ALTERNATIVES.  Sixth 
sentence 

Change the last sentence to the following: "The preferred dust abatement method would be 
water."  Reasoning: The current sentence contradicts the previous sentence and is too 
restrictive. 

    

48 Last sentence under 
"Surface-Disturbing 
Permits: 

Recommend changing the word "would" to "should".  Reasoning:  The word "would" is too 
restrictive.  

    

58 Existing Roads & Trails: We are unable to comment without the definitions VRM Class I-IV.       
60 3.18: Compatible uses 

for lands proposed for 
priority management 
for wilderness 
character 

Add sentence to the compatible uses for lands….section, "Continued use of traditional routes, 
trails, roads or other historical transportation routes." 

    

66 Withdrawals & 
Exclusions: 

Request to review this comment when it is full draft form. More investigation on historical 
routes in the area of the Kaltag Portage may be necessary. 

    

Overall: Historical and Planned 
transportation routes 

Request to submit historical and planned transportation routes for the RMP area before a full 
draft document is completed. Reasoning: More investigation on historical and planned routes 
in the entire RMP area would be beneficial to the plan. 

    

    BLM should be aware of the development of the Association of Village Council’s Transportation 
consortium “Yukon/Kuskokwim Transportation Plan” which is currently under preliminary 
Environmental Review stages which proposes a 33 mile corridor to connect the two rivers 
between Kalskag and Paimiut Slough on the Yukon River for providing delivery of fuel, goods 
and materials that would be barged down from Fairbanks, via Tanana, to provide for more 
economical and timely delivery of those items.  At this point it’s expected to be in the 
neighborhood of $50+ million to construct.  The alignment traverses both BLM managed and 
KTC (The Kuskokwim Corporation) lands and is adjacent to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Yukon Delta 
Wildlife Refuge. 
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