
APPENDIX F: CONSULTATION PARTY INPUT 

As outlined in Section 502 of P.L. 117-328 of the 2023 Consolidated Appropriations Act, the 
study was conducted in consultation with five entities: “1) the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Chief of the Forest Service; 2) the State of Alaska; 3) units of local government in 
the State of Alaska; 4) Alaska Native Corporations; and 5) representatives of the private sector, 
including any entity that holds a permit issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.” 
These organizations were provided with individual opportunities for in-person and virtual 
meetings leading up to the publication of the draft study. Not all consultation entities invited 
responded with interest to attend a meeting.  Not all consultation entities provided formal input. 
The formal letters received from the consultation entities listed in P.L. 117-328 and 
representatives of the private sector are included in this Appendix. 
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3063-LND-COR-00014 

June 28, 2024 

Bureau of Land Management 
Alaska State Office 
Attn:  Zach Million (zmillion@blm.gov) 

Carrie Cecil (ccecil@blm.gov) 

Delivered Online: https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/2030342/595/8020427/comment 

RE: Alaska Gasline Development Corporation Comments on the Alaska Long Trail National Scenic 
Trail Feasibility Study, NEPA Number DOI-BLM-AK-0000-2024-0003-CX 

Dear BLM Personnel: 

Thank you for the opportunity for the Alaska Gasline Development Corporation (AGDC) to provide 
comments on the Alaska Long Trail National Scenic Trail Feasibility Study, NEPA Number DOI-BLM-AK-
0000-2024-0003-CX.  

Review of the Long Trail documents available online indicate the trail alternatives overlap and cross two 
projects managed by AGDC, including the Alaska LNG Project and the Alaska Stand Alone Pipeline (ASAP) 
project. The projects include natural gas pipelines, material sites, pipe storage yards, camps, compressor 
and heater stations, access roads, and other work spaces. As an example, we have identified 42 potential 
overlaps with the Alaska LNG Project, as shown on the enclosed table. There will be similar overlaps with 
the ASAP Project. 

As a state corporation, AGDC supports multiple uses of state land where possible and notes there are 
provisions in issued permits and land leases to provide for existing trail crossings. However, new and 
modified trails, especially those which have the potential to cross project infrastructure, will need to be 
reviewed carefully and managed to ensure minimal conflicts. To allow that review and interaction, AGDC 
requests formal consultation with BLM on the Long Trail project. With that consultation, we can review 
and develop opportunities to resolve potential conflicts.  

We appreciate BLM’s consideration of our comments. Please do not hesitate to contact Lisa Haas, our 
Environmental, Regulatory, and Lands Manager, via phone at 907-947-9353 or email at lhaas@agdc.us 
with any questions, and to begin the consultation process.  

Sincerely, 

Frank Richards 
President 

cc: 
Lisa Haas, AGDC 

mailto:zmillion@blm.gov
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/2030342/595/8020427/comment
mailto:lhaas@agdc.us


Alaska Gasline Development Corporation 
June 28, 2024 
Page 2 of 2 

Alaska Gasline Development Corporation | 3201 C Street, Suite 505, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 | www.agdc.us 

 

Table 1. Alaska Long Trail Segments – Potential Overlap with Alaska LNG Project Facilities 

 

Zone Segment ID Segment Status Segment Name Facility Type Crossing Count
Zone 2: Denali DEN-2F Identified gap - conceptual route Antler Ridge Trail Operations ROW 1

DEN-3A Identified gap - work in progress Nenana River Multi-use Trail Access Road 1
Nenana River Multi-use Trail Operations ROW 10
Nenana River Multi-use Trail Construction ROW 1

DEN-3B Identified gap - work in progress Nenana River Hiking Trail Additional Temp. Workspace 1
Nenana River Hiking Trail Operations ROW 1

DEN-3C Existing pathway - candidate
Parks Highway Multi-use Pathway (DNP 
entrance to Glitter Gulch) Operations ROW 1

DEN-3D Identified gap - work in progress
Glitter Gulch to Healy Separated Path (MP 239-
247) Access Road 1
Glitter Gulch to Healy Separated Path (MP 239-
247) Access Road 1
Glitter Gulch to Healy Separated Path (MP 239-
247) Access Road 1
Glitter Gulch to Healy Separated Path (MP 239-
247) Access Road 1
Glitter Gulch to Healy Separated Path (MP 239-
247) Operations ROW 1

DEN-4F Identified gap - conceptual route Kobe Ag Road Access Road 1

DEN-4J Identified gap - conceptual route Totchaket Road to Nenana (Parks Hwy MP 304) Access Road 1

Totchaket Road to Nenana (Parks Hwy MP 304) Operations ROW 1
Zone 3: Mat-Su Valley MSB-4A Existing trail - candidate Susitna Valley Winter Trail Material Site 1

Susitna Valley Winter Trail Material Site 1
Susitna Valley Winter Trail Material Site 1
Susitna Valley Winter Trail Material Site 1
Susitna Valley Winter Trail Camp 1
Susitna Valley Winter Trail Compressor Station 1
Susitna Valley Winter Trail Main Line Block Valve 1
Susitna Valley Winter Trail Operations ROW 11

Grand Total 42

Alaska Long Trail Segments - Potential Overlap with Alaska LNG Project Facilities

Data Source: AK Long Trail Segments from public Story Map -  https://services5.arcgis.com/gJAeEJVykiKW6D8d/arcgis/rest/services/AK_Long_Trail_Segments/FeatureServer
Note: Alaska Long Trail Segments for identified gaps referencing the Parks Highway have been excluded from the analysis and counts



 

www.ahtna.com 

May 15, 2024 
 
 
Steve Cohn, State Director  
United States Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Alaska State Office 
222 West 7th Avenue, Suite 13 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

Via E-mail: blm_ak_state_director@blm.gov  

 
RE: Alaska Long Trail Project - Cantwell 
 
Dear Director Cohn: 
 
This letter is in response to BLM’s announcement regarding its intent to commence the proposed 
Alaska Long National Scenic Trail (Alaska Long NST) Feasibility Study for the public trail system 
that would run through Cantwell land.  As you know, Ahtna Incorporated (Ahtna) was formed 
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act as the Regional Corporation for the Ahtna 
Athabascan people of the Copper River Valley and Cantwell area.  Ahtna is the largest private 
landowner in the Cantwell area and has large inholdings in Denali National Park and Preserve. 
 
Ahtna has been combating trespass for decades because our lands are situated along the road 
system.  Trespass is an ongoing threat to our customary and traditional practices of hunting and 
gathering on the land.  We are concerned the Alaska Long Trail Project will exacerbate this 
problem by opening up Ahtna lands to public use.  For this reason, Ahtna respectfully opposes the 
Alaska Long NST where it crosses Ahtna lands. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at manderson@ahtna.net. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
AHTNA, INCORPORATED 
 

 
 

Michelle Anderson 
President 
 
cc: Kevin Pendergast – Via E-mail: kpendergast@blm.gov  

Deputy State Director, Resources 



Department of Fish and Game 
 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 
Headquarters Office 

 
1255 West 8th Street 

P.O. Box 115526 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526 

Main: 907.465.6136 
Fax: 907.465.2332 

 
October 30, 2024 
 
Steve Cohn, Statewide Director 
BLM Alaska  
222 West 7th Avenue, #13 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 
 
Dear Director Cohen, 
 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) received a copy of the Alaska Bureau of 
Land Management’s (BLM’s) September 2024, Alaska Long Trail (Long Trail) Newsletter on 
September 27, 2024. This newsletter included the announcement that BLM will cover the 
preparation of the feasibility study under a Departmental Categorical Exclusion (CX) found at 43 
CFR 46.210(g). ADF&G is formally objecting to this BLM decision based on National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for National Scenic Trails, deviation from BLM 
policies that guide NEPA compliance, and the potential impacts of designating a trail corridor 
and therefore a new Conservation System Unit (CSU) under ANILCA without environmental 
review. 
 
NEPA compliance 
 
My staff discussed our objection with Mr. Zach Million of your staff on October 22, 2024. Mr. 
Million indicated BLM considers the feasibility study itself an action that will have no 
environmental consequences and thus appropriately exempted from detailed review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
 
We respectfully disagree. By failing to consider various alternatives and their impacts through an 
EA or EIS, BLM is circumventing its assigned responsibility to inform Congress regarding the 
feasibility of a trail without providing any information considering various potential impacts of 
the multiple alignment alternatives. The Feasibility Study is a document whose intent is to 
inform Congress as to the feasibility of designating the Long Trail. If the trail were to be 
designated, it would have major impacts on the human environment in Alaska that will not be 
considered by Congress in designating a trail corridor.  
 
Trail issues identified by your agency involve visitor use conflicts, sanitation, visitor centers, 
trail ethics, vegetation and soil loss, historic site vandalism [in Alaska disturbance of previously 
unknown sites is likely a bigger issue], visitor health and safety, law enforcement, travel 
management, interpretation, and education.1 Visitor access and visitor use conflicts, sanitation, 
fragile soils and sensitive wildlife habitats, as well as certain wildlife areas requiring protection, 
are issues that will make a trail inappropriate in certain areas throughout the State. These issues 
are best addressed in, at a minimum, an environmental assessment. Visitor health and safety, 
existing subsistence and recreational use in various areas, the ability to enforce travel 

 
1 BLM National Scenic and Historic Trails Strategy and Work Plan, U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM, 2015, page 2. 



management actions, impacts to cultural areas, and social and economic impacts are additional 
topic areas Congress should take into consideration in route selection.  
 
Using a CX is not consistent with BLM’s own policies regarding preparation of National Trail 
Feasibility Studies because of the following extraordinary circumstances. In a situation such as 
this, completion of either an Environmental Assessment (EA) or an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Alaska Long Trail is appropriate in conjunction with the Feasibility 
Study.2  
 

• Congressional designation of the Alaska Long Trail as a BLM-managed National Scenic 
Trail, therefore a component of the National Landscape Conservation System, and a new 
Conservation System Unit (CSU) in Alaska under the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act will significantly affect the unique characteristics of federal land 
management in Alaska.  

• The proposed feasibility study is proving to be highly controversial because of its 
potential effects on the quality of existing recreational experiences, subsistence activities, 
potential access issues, and potential impacts to adjacent property owners and 
communities along the potential trail corridor. 

• A trail across 500 miles of Alaska could contribute to the spread of noxious weeds or 
non-native invasive species in areas currently free of such species.  
 

Potential Impacts to ADF&G authorities must be considered prior to Congressional 
approval of a corridor 
 
My department has the primary responsibility for managing Alaska’s fish and resident wildlife 
populations on all lands, including Federal public lands. A National Scenic Trail has the potential 
to impact not only how we manage the fish and wildlife populations under the sustained yield 
principal; but also threatens our ability to meet our constitutional mandate to provide sustained 
hunting, fishing, and trapping opportunities for the people of the State by limiting off-road 
vehicle use, requiring setbacks from the trail corridor for discharge of a firearm or trap sets, and 
other unanticipated impacts to hunters, anglers, and trappers.  
 
In addition to fish and wildlife management, we hold responsibility for reviewing and approving 
all “proposed construction, work or use” within anadromous waterbodies (AS 16.05.871) as well 
as to ensure that any obstruction built across or in a stream frequented by fish shall be provided 
with a durable and efficient fishway that “shall be kept open, unobstructed, and supplied with a 
sufficient quantity of water to admit freely the passage of fish through it (AS 16.05.841). The 
proposed trail will certainly cross numerous waterbodies, consideration of the effects to various 
waterbodies must be considered prior to determining if the trail will be feasible. The potential 
impacts this proposed trail will have on our management responsibilities must be considered in 
any submittal to Congress. The appropriate process to consider these impacts is through a more 
robust NEPA process than a CX.  
 
Engagement with state agencies in the development of the Feasibility Study is necessary to 
consider access along the trail and how the trail will directly affect uses of adjacent state lands, 
may limit access to state navigable waterbodies and state-owned shorelands, and how it may 
limit uses on state-owned navigable waters and RS 2477 highways. Mr. Million indicated that 
the State will have an opportunity to review the Draft Feasibility Study prior to its release for 
public review, but it was unclear that sufficient time will be provided for the State to influence 

 
2 See Department of the Interior (DOI) Department Manual (DM) 516 DM 2, Appendix 2 



the Draft Feasibility Study before it is released to the public. We were told tight timelines exist 
as the Feasibility Study must be submitted to Congress in the Fall of 2025. 
 
Deviation from BLM policies 
 
BLM’s policies direct that proposals for National Scenic Trails normally require an EA or EIS.3,4 
Reviewing the environmental impacts under an EA or EIS will align with the direction in Public 
Law 117–328—DEC. 29, 2022, to study the feasibility of designating the trail, “including 
evaluating the potential impacts of the trail on rights-of-way, existing rights, or other recreational 
uses of the land proposed to be used for the trail”. Congress did not limit the study to rights-of-
way, existing rights, and recreational uses of the land, it emphasized including those in the study. 
 
ANILCA and new CSU 
 
ANILCA includes National Trails designated by Congress in its definition of CSUs. The trail 
will be subject to all the statutory provisions in ANILCA that apply to CSUs, most relevant to 
the study processes are the access provisions that apply to subsistence users and the general 
public in Titles VIII and XI. Both ANILCA sections 811 and 1110(a) direct the Secretary to 
allow motorized and non-motorized methods of access in all CSUs (e.g., WSRs) subject to 
“reasonable regulation.” The BLM must conduct an 810 analysis of this trail before Congress 
takes action to designate a CSU.  
 
We request the BLM reconsider the decision to use a CX for the Alaska Long Trail Feasibility 
Study and initiate an EA or EIS in conjunction with the Feasibility Study. We also request the 
Feasibility Study provide an analysis of the statutes and regulations that will apply to the trail, if 
designated. We are concerned designation could result in layers of overlapping restrictions 
applied to land both inside and outside of the designated trail corridor. Without a summary of 
applicable regulations the BLM would apply in its management of the trail, Congress will be 
unable to consider the full implications this designation could cause on Alaskan’s use of these 
public lands. As an example, OHV travel restrictions, implemented under BLM nationwide 
regulations, could inappropriately limit the public’s ability to access both BLM’s lands as well as 
adjacent state and private lands for hunting and fishing. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss, please contact Brad Dunker at 907-267-2119 
or Bradley.dunker@alaska.gov.  
 
Respectfully,  
 

 
Doug Vincent-Lang 
Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
  
Cc:  
The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, United States Senate 
The Honorable Dan Sullivan, United States Senate 
The Honorable Mary Peltola, United States House of Representatives 
John Boyle, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Ryan Anderson, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Transportation 

 
3 DOI 516 DM 11, Chapter 11, Managing the NEPA Process – [BLM], 11.8 Major Actions Requiring an [Environmental 
Impact Statement] EIS, B.(2).  
4 BLM Manual 6250 National Scenic and Historic Trail Administration. B. National Trail Feasibility Study 

mailto:Bradley.dunker@alaska.gov
Kari Winkel
Doug













Outlook

[EXTERNAL] Alaska Long Trail

From Rick Van Nieuwenhuyse <rickvann@contangoore.com>
Date Fri 6/28/2024 4:15 PM
To Million, Zach <zmillion@blm.gov>; Cecil, Carrie H <ccecil@blm.gov>

 

 This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.  

To: Mr. Zach Million and Ms. Carrie Cecil;
 
I am very interested to learn more about what the BLM has planned for the Alaska Long Trail (ALT) route.  I have
been following this effort for the past several years, but didn’t hear much more once the BLM took on this project
in 2022-2023.  I am an avid hiker and enjoy the outdoors like many Alaskans.  I am also a geologist and CEO of an
Alaska based mining and exploration company located in Fairbanks, Alaska.  We own mineral rights throughout
the State and so are naturally concerned about access to and use of lands that would be impacted by this
proposed trail system.  As I am sure you can appreciate, most of the lands the BLM is evaluating under the
feasibility study are not BLM lands; they are State of Alaska lands and private lands – including Native corporation
lands as well as lands that are traditional used by many, many tribes and Alaskans in general.  This fact raises
many, many questions about the Feasibility Study currently being undertaken by the BLM.  In general nearly all of
the “trails” you refer to on the your maps were established to support mining operations.  With regards to State of
Alaska lands – many of the “trails” are now roads (including some that are highways) and most if not all of the rest
of the trails are RS2477 designations  – which grants the State of Alaska and its residents right-of-way access.  How
will the proposed ALT effect these rights?  Furthermore, with regards to the State of Alaska lands, many of these
have active mining claims currently being explored.  There are also some large and many small active mines on
these State owned lands as well. How will the proposed ALT impact these existing mineral rights?  The reason I
bring these points up is that there is scarce to absolutely no mention of any of this in any of your promotional
materials.  Furthermore, you mention stakeholder engagement and yet we are an owner of patented land along
several of your proposed routes and have never been contacted.  I know many other people and groups that own
land and or have mineral rights along and adjacent to these routes and they have not been contacted either.  Your
current effort of outreach and public engagement has only been with like minded people who want a trail system
– certainly not representative of people who live and earn a living here in Alaska. 
 
My specific areas of direct concern are around Hatcher Pass and our Lucky Shot mine  (active) and in the Fairbanks
area where we also own active mining claims. When I read statements that are in your public meeting materials
such as the definition of a National Scenic Trail (which I understand is the designation you are evaluating) you
wrote: “Continuous, extended routes of outdoor recreation within protected corridors”.  What gives BLM the right
to establish “protective corridors” on anything but perhaps BLM owned lands?  Who establishes the criteria for
what defines a “protective corridor”?
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Your Phase 1 period lasted from October 2023 to June 2024 for “Stakeholder Engagement” and yet I am just
learning about this yesterday at a Fairbanks Chamer of Commerce meeting – the day before public comments are
due!  Obviously, you have gamed the system.  I am not against the ALT, but the BLM’s public outreach has been
sorely lacking when you make no effort to engage with patented land owners and mineral rights owners clearly
along the route. Nor have made any effort to include resource extraction industry advocacy groups.  On one of
your slides titled “Collaboration” you mention consultation with “Representatives of the private sector” – again,
this is not accurate.  There has been NO concerted effort to include industry groups like AMA, RDC and Alaska
Metal Mines, nor as I said previously to include active miners along this extensive trail route.  In addition, there is
no mention of existing Land Management Plans  and taking those into consideration.  You mention that new
management plans will have to be designed one the ALT route has been determined!  Why are you not using
existing Management Plans?  By what authority do you ignore existing land management plans!?  Furthermore,
the definition of what a “Feasibility Study” is and is not are incredibly uninformative.  Certainly nothing of the
caliber that we must undertake in the private sector to obtain authorization to construct and operate a mine. 
 
In your description of “What is the purpose of a Feasibility Study – The Study Evaluates the following:”

1. “The areas adjacent to such trails, to be utilized for scenic, historic, natural, cultural, or developmental
purposes.” – there is no criteria describe or how the criteria will be used;

2. “The characteristics which, in the judgement of the appropriate Secretary, make the proposed trail worthy
of designation as a national scenic or national historic trail.” – Who is the “appropriate Secretary” on lands
that the BLM has absolutely no authority to make such determinations – not the Secretaries of DOI nor
DOA!; and again, what are the criteria being used and who established them?”

3. “The current status of land ownership, as well as the current and potential use along the designated
route.”  What authority doe s BLM, DOI or the DOA have here on lands it does not own or manage; 
Certainly if the State is involved and co-funding this study, then the State should have ultimate say and
control on those lands at the very least.  I suppose the next point is an honorable mention of the State of
Alaska’s role in this process!

4. “The extent to which a State or its political subdivision and public and private organizations might
reasonably be expected to participate in acquiring the necessary lands and in the administration thereof.”
The term “might reasonably be expected to participate” sounds a bit ominous.  Again, the BLM has zero
authority on State of Alaska lands or on private lands; nor can the BLM trample peoples existing rights –
even with Congressional approval!

5. “The Relative uses of the lands involved, including: the number of anticipated visitor-days for the entire
length of, as well as for segments of, such trail; the number of months which such trail, or segments
thereof, will be open for recreation purposes; economic and social benefits which might accrue from
alternate land uses; and the estimated [human]-years of civilian employment and expenditures expected
for the purposes of maintenance, supervision, and regulation of such trail.” This entire piece assumes that
there is a trail.  What about all the private property rights, mineral rights and access rights that already
exist?  They are not mentioned in any of the documentation!

 
I, like many Alaskans enjoy the outdoors.  However, this Feasibility is ill-conceived and not well thought through,
and is not the result of bona fide public engagement.  It has one purpose in mind – to get a determination to build
a trail while completely ignoring the rights of existing property and mineral rights owners as well as all those who
have traditional access over these same areas. The very fact that you have made no attempt to include us and the
rest of the mining sector in your planning stages demonstrates this point.
 
Thoughtfully,
 
Rick Van Nieuwenhuyse
President & CEO
+1-907-888-6937
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH  
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

MEMO 

Date: September 6, 2024 

To: Zach Million, BLM Alaska Region

From: Jillian Morrissey, Director  

RE: Alaska Long Trail, National Scenic Trail Feasibility Study

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the National Scenic Trail Feasibility Study 
for the Alaska Long Trail.  The Matanuska-Susitna Borough is in support of the continued 
development of the AK Long Trail and the Assembly included it in their FY24 Legislative Priorities 
and in an unanimously approved legislation.  Additionally, I wanted to make note of the entirety 
of the legislation that the Assembly passed this spring.  Resolution 24-056 title is “opposing 
releasing land authority along the proposed Alaska Long Trail as it pertains to the National Scenic 
Trail feasibility study” and I have attached the legislation to this memo for your review.

The Assembly has directed the Manager to continue efforts with partners and agencies to plan 
and support development of this project with the following caveats: 

• The Borough will maintain land authority and management where applicable
• The Borough retains the right to exercise existing and future Borough management plans

and economic development opportunities
• The Borough asserts jurisdiction of management of all Borough trails and uses and will not

support any trail losing traditional use.  For example, any Borough trail that is currently or
traditionally utilized as a motorized trail will be maintained and managed as motorized
access and/or use.

As the planning and development process continues, it is important to note that the Mat-Su 
Borough is not the primary landowner for the majority of the proposed alignments through the 
Borough boundaries.  Therefore, our comments on proposed alignments are that we support 
enhanced multi-use connectivity throughout the Borough and public access for residents and 
visitors, alike.  Additionally, the use of existing alignments and facilities like the Pioneer Peak trail 
and Government Peak Recreation Area are fiscally responsible decisions and allow more efficient 
allocation and distribution of resources into the future.



-
Sponsored by: Assemblyrnember Yundt 

Amended: 05/21/24 

Adopted: 05/21/24 

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH 

RESOLUTION SERIAL NO. 24-056 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY TO OPPOSE 

RELEASING LAND AUTHORITY ALONG THE PROPOSED ALASKA LONG TRAIL AS 

IT PERTAINS TO THE NATIONAL SCENIC TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY. 

WHEREAS, the proposed Alaska Long Trail would run from Seward 

to Fairbanks; and 

 WHEREAS, approximately 100 of the 500 miles of the 

Alaska Long Trail would run through the Borough; and 

WHEREAS, there are a number of proposed routes for the trail 

- through the Borough and some are existing trails and some are

proposed new trails; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Alaska Long Trail alignments within the 

Borough utilize some existing trails that are on Borough land and 

non-Borough lands where the Borough has partnerships and 

agreements; and 

WHEREAS, Congress has approved the Alaska Long National 

Scenic Trail Feasibility Study to evaluate the trail's eligibility 

and inclusion as a National Scenic Trail; and 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management is the federal agency 

authorized to conduct the Alaska Long Trail Feasibility Study has 

begun to solicit input from the public on the feasibility, 

s 
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-

suitability, and desirability of the Alaska Long National 

 Scenic Trail and will forward the information to Congress; and 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management has not entered 

discussion with the Borough on right-of-way easements and 

necessary cooperative agreements; and 

WHEREAS, the Borough is committed to retaining land authority 

and management of Borough lands; and retain the right to exercise 

existing and future Borough management plans and economic 

development opportunities; and 

WHEREAS, the Borough asserts jurisdiction of management of 

all Borough trails and uses including visitor access, visitor use, 

visitor modalities, land management and development along the 

corridor and at existing and future corridor crossings; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Assembly is opposed to 

relinquishing authority over Borough-Owned and/or operated 

trails and lands and opposed to over-reaching restrictions on the 

Alaska Long Trail within the boundaries of the Borough. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Assembly reaffirms its 

commitment to the Alaska Long Trail for the reasons expressed in 

Resolution Serial No. 21-045. 

ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly this 21 day 

of May, 2024. 

EDNA DeVRIES, Borough Mayor 

ATTES 

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY: Hale, Nowers, McKee, Yundt, Gamble, Fonov, and 

Bernier 
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Sponsored by: Assemblymembers Yundt and Gamble 
Postponed to 10/01/24: 09/10/24 

Amended: 10/01/24 
Adopted: 10/01/24 

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH 
RESOLUTION SERIAL NO. 24-099 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH ASSEMBLY OPPOSING 
THE RELEASE OF LAND AUTHORITY ALONG THE PROPOSED ALASKA LONG TRAIL 
AS IT PERTAINS TO THE NATIONAL SCENIC TRAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY. 

WHEREAS, the proposed Alaska Long Trail would run from 

Seward to Fairbanks; and 

WHEREAS, approximately 100 of the 500 miles of the Alaska 

Long Trail would run through the Borough; and 

WHEREAS, there are a number of proposed routes for the trail 

through the Borough and some are existing trails, and some are 

proposed new trails; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Alaska Long Trail alignments within the 

Borough utilize some existing trails that are on Borough land and 

non-Borough lands where the Borough has partnerships and 

agreements; and 

WHEREAS, Congress has approved the Alaska Long National 

Scenic Trail Feasibility Study to evaluate the trails eligibility 

and inclusion as a National Scenic Trail; and 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management is the federal agency 

authorized to conduct the Alaska Long Trail Feasibility Study has 
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... 

begun to solicit input from the public on the feasibility, 

suitability, and desirability of the Alaska Long National Scenic 

Trail and will forward the information to Congress; and 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management has not entered 

discussion with the Borough on right-of-way easements and 

necessary cooperative agreements; and 

WHEREAS, the Borough is committed to retaining land authority 

and management of Borough lands; and retain the right to exercise 

existing and future Borough management plans and economic 

development opportunities; and 

WHEREAS, the Borough asserts jurisdiction of management of 

all Borough trails and uses including visitor access, visitor use, 

visitor modalities, land management and development along the 

corridor and existing and future corridor crossing. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Assembly is opposed 

to relinquishing authority over Borough-owned and/or operated 

trails and lands and opposed to over-reaching restrictions on the 

Alaska Long Trail within the boundaries of the Borough . 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the Assembly specifically 

opposes the designation of the Alaska Long Trail as a National 

Scenic Trail on Borough- Owned land because of the use restrictions 

and loss of local control over the trail . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED , that the Assembly reaffirms its 

commitment to the Alaska Long Trail for the reasons expressed in 

Resolution Serial No . 21 - 045. 

ADOPTED by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly this 1 day 

of October , 2024 . 

NA DeVR E~rough Mayor 

ATTEST : 

Borough Clerk 

( SEAL ) 

---

- - -

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY : Hale , Nowers , McKee , Gamble , Fonov , and 
Bernier 
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