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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Alaska State Office
222 West Seventh Avenue, #13
Anchorage, Alaska 99513-7504
www.blm.gov/alaska

Dear Reader:

Enclosed is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (PRMP) and Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Central Yukon Planning Area (planning area).

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) prepared the PRMP/FEIS in consultation with
cooperating agencies, considering public comments received during this planning effort.
The document contains land use planning decisions to guide the BLM's management of the
planning area. This PRMP and FEIS have been developed in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, and the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976, as amended. The PRMP is based on Alternative E and was
developed by the BLM after reviewing public comments on the Draft Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP/DEIS), which was released on
December 11, 2020. The PRMP/FEIS contains a description of Alternative E (the PRMP), a
summary of changes made between the DRMP/DEIS and PRMP/FEIS, impacts of the
PRMP, a summary of the written and verbal comments received during the public review
period for the DRMP/DEIS, and responses to the comments.

Pursuant to BLM's planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610.5-2, any person who participated in
the planning process for this PRMP and has an interest which is or may be adversely
affected by the planning decisions may protest approval of the RMP within 30 days from
date the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publishes the Notice of Availability in the
Federal Register. The regulations specify the required elements of your protest and are
provided in the pages that follow (labeled at Attachment 1). Take care to document all
relevant facts. As much as possible, reference or cite the planning documents or available
planning records (e.g. meeting minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc.).

Full instructions for filing a protest may be found at
https://www.blm.gov/programs/planning-and-nepa/public-participation/filing-a-plan-protest
and at 43 CFR 1610.5-2. All protests must be in writing and mailed to the appropriate
address, as set forth below, or submitted electronically through the BLM ePlanning project
website at https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/35315/510. Protests submitted
electronically by any means other than the ePlanning project website protest section will be
invalid unless a protest is also submitted in hard copy. Protests submitted by fax will also be
invalid unless also submitted either through ePlanning project website protest section or in
hard copy.
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https://www.blm.gov/programs/planning-and-nepa/public-participation/filing-a-plan-protest

All protests submitted in writing must be mailed to the following address using regular or
overnight mail:

BLM Director

Attn: Protest Coordinator (HQ210)

Denver Federal Center, Building 40 (Door W-4)
Lakewood, CO 8021

Before including your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying
information in your protest, be advised that your entire protest - including your personal
identifying information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us
in your protest to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

The BLM will make every attempt to promptly render a decision on each protest. The
decision will be in writing and will be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return
receipt requested. The decision shall be the final decision of the Department of the Interior
on each protest. Responses to protest issues will be compiled and formalized in a Protest
Resolution Report made available following issuance of the decisions.

Upon resolution of all land use plan protests, the BLM will issue an Approved RMP and
Record of Decision (ROD). The Approved RMP and ROD will be mailed or made available
electronically to all who participated in the planning process and will be available on the
ePlanning project website. Unlike land use planning decisions, implementation decisions
included in this PRMP/FEIS are not subject to protest under the BLM planning regulations,
but are subject to an administrative review process, through appeals to the Office of
Hearings and Appeals (OHA), Interior Board of Land Appeals pursuant to 43 CFR, Part 4
Subpart E. Implementation decisions generally constitute the BLM's final approval allowing
on-the-ground actions to proceed. Where implementation decisions are made as part of the
land use planning process, they are still subject to the appeals process or other
administrative review as prescribed by specific resource program regulations once the BLM
resolves the protests to land use planning decisions and issues an Approved RMP and ROD.
The Approved RMP and ROD will therefore identify the implementation decisions made in
the plan that may be appealed to the OHA.

Sincerely,

/Y

Steven M. Cohn
State Director



Central Yukon Proposed Resource Management Plan and
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Responsible Agency: United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Type of Action: Administrative (Yes)  Legislative (-)

Document Status: Draft (-) Final (Yes)

Abstract: This Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and associated Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Central Yukon Planning Area has been prepared by the U.S. Department of the
Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Central Yukon Field Office. The planning area consists
of 13.1 million acres of BLM-managed land, including the Dalton Highway and Central Yukon
planning areas. When approved, this RMP will replace the 1991 Utility Corridor RMP and the 1986
Central Yukon RMP. It also will provide an RMP for a portion of the lands currently covered by the
1981 Southwest Management Framework Plan and for lands near Fairbanks that were not previously
included in a land use plan.

The purpose of this RMP is to develop management decisions to guide future land management in the
planning area and to provide a framework for subsequent site-specific projects and implementation-
level decisions. These planning decisions establish goals and objectives for day-to-day and long-term
resource management. To achieve these goals and objectives, the RMP identifies uses (allocations) that
are allowed, restricted, or prohibited. The need for the Central Yukon RMP is to provide guidance and
to address changes in resources, circumstances, laws, policies, and regulations in the planning area
since the existing plans were developed in the 1980s and 1990s.

In this Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM evaluated six alternatives for managing the planning area.
Alternative A, the no action alternative, represents existing management described by current land use plans,
and it provides the benchmark against which to compare the other alternatives. Alternative B emphasizes
the protection of resource values by identifying key areas for additional management actions. Alternatives
Cl and C2 emphasize a blend of resource protection and resource uses. Alternative D emphasizes
management to facilitate resource development more than the other alternatives. Alternative E is the BLM's
proposed plan, and it is made of management decisions presented in the action alternatives of the Draft
RMP/EIS, particularly Alternatives C1 and C2. Alternative E considers increased resource protection via
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) compared with Alternatives C1 or C2. As such,
Alternative E entails substantially more ACEC designations, and more acres allocated to ACECs, than under
either Alternative C1 or C2. However, ACECs proposed for designation in Alternative E consider the
smallest area necessary to protect the relevant and important values, where such management is warranted.
As such, allocations for resource uses do not follow Alternative C.

Unlike the action alternatives from the Draft RMP/EIS, Alternative E would not propose any
recommendation to revoke Public Land Order (PLO) 5150. Alternative E would include the
recommendation to revoke in part ANCSA 17(d)(1) PLOs to allow for selection by Alaska Native Vietnam-
era veterans where the PLOs currently do not allow for it.



Alternatives B, C1, C2, and D were developed using input from the public, Tribes and Alaska Native
Corporations, stakeholders, and cooperating agencies. Major planning issues addressed are access and
comprehensive travel; climate; fish and aquatic species habitat; invasive and nonnative species; Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act withdrawals; utility corridor withdrawal; mining; sand and gravel; recreation
and visitor services; subsistence; wildlife habitat; water quality, wetlands, and riparian habitat; and
wilderness characteristics. Alternative E was developed after considering public comments on the Draft
RMP/EIS, internal BLM discussions, and cooperating agency input.

Protest period: The protest period on the Central Yukon Proposed RMP/Final EIS is 30 calendar days. The
review period will begin when the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency published a Notice of Availability
in the Federal Register.

For further information, contact the following:

Ms. Melinda Bolton, Project Manager
Alaska State Office,

7th Avenue #13,

Anchorage, AK 99513

(907) 271-3342
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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Central Yukon Field
Office has prepared this proposed resource management plan (RMP) and final environmental impact
statement (EIS). Its purpose is to guide management of 13.3 million acres of BLM-managed land, including
the Dalton Highway and Central Yukon planning areas. Management decisions in the planning area are
currently based on the Utility Corridor RMP (BLM 1991) and the Central Yukon RMP (BLM 1986a). This
new RMP will replace these management plans and provide an RMP for a portion of the lands currently
covered by the Southwest Management Framework Plan (BLM 1981) and unplanned lands near Fairbanks,
Alaska.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this RMP is to develop management decisions to guide future land management in the planning
area and subsequent site-specific projects. These decisions establish goals and objectives for day-to-day and
long-term resource management. To achieve these goals and objectives, the RMP identifies uses (allocations)
that are allowable, restricted, or prohibited.

The need for the revised Central Yukon RMP is to provide guidance and to address changes in resources,
circumstances, laws, policies, and regulations in the planning area since the existing plans were developed in
the 1980s and 1990s. The land use plan will review existing land withdrawals and, if warranted, recommend
partial or full revocations to the Secretary of the Interior. Such withdrawal revocations will make lands
available for selection and appropriation, including land allotments by Alaska Native Vietnam-era veterans
under Section 1119 of the John D. Dingell, Jr. Conservation, Management, and Recreation Act.

The planning area includes identified corridors for utility and transportation projects that were identified at
one time as multiple routes as part of the State of Alaska’s Roads to Resources initiative. While these are not
funded, many of these routes continue to be considered for individual projects. Additional changes affecting
the planning area are increased demand for recreational resources and increased access along the Dalton
Highway after it opened to public travel in the 1990s.

ALTERNATIVES IN THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

The five alternatives—one no action alternative and four action alternatives—carried forward for detailed
analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS were developed in response to issues and concerns identified through internal
agency scoping, public scoping, and comments and nominations for areas of critical environmental concern
(ACECs). The identified alternatives address current management needs and propose adaptive management
strategies to best manage for known and anticipated resource trends. All the alternatives share common goals
and objectives; however, they address these goals and objectives to varying degrees, with the potential for
different long-range outcomes and conditions. The alternative themes or strategies are discussed below.

Alternative A (No Action)—Alternative A meets the National Environmental Policy Act requirement in 40
Code of Federal Regulations 1502.14, that the BLM consider a no action alternative. It would continue present
management direction and practices, based on the Utility Corridor RMP (BLM 1991), Central Yukon RMP
(BLM 1986a), Southwest Management Framework Plan (BLM 1981), and other management decision
documents. These include special rules published in the Federal Register (for off-highway vehicle and
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Executive Summary (Alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS)

recreation use) and existing public land orders, including Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 17(d)(1)
withdrawals.

Alternative B—Alternative B emphasizes the protection of resource values. Planning for connectivity
corridors, adaptability to climate change, and priority species' would be considered to a greater degree under
this alternative, with less emphasis on resource uses. Thirty-one ACECs and research natural areas
(approximately 4 million acres) would be designated, with proposed management to address a wide range of
relevant and important values and research opportunities.

Alternative Cl—Alternative C1 emphasizes a blend of resource protection and resource development.
Connectivity corridors, adaptability to climate change, and priority species would be considered in the context
of allowing for more minerals development and other resource uses than under Alternative B. Eight ACECs
and research natural areas (approximately 418,000 acres) would be designated. Management to protect
relevant and important values would be less restrictive for resource uses than under Alternative B.

Alternative C2 (Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMP/ EIS)—Alternative C2 emphasizes management
to facilitate resource development more than all the other alternatives, except for Alternative D. This
alternative retains the Toolik Lake Research Natural Area (77,000 acres), but it would remove 23 existing
ACEC:s or research natural areas (see Table 2-11). Management of habitat for nonmigratory caribou herds is
like Alternative C1 with the exception that there are no proposed Federal Land Policy and Management Act
withdrawals.

Alternative D—Alternative D emphasizes management to facilitate resource development more than the
other alternatives. This alternative focuses on maximizing BLM-managed lands for development potential
using current federal management guidelines without the use of specific area management actions, such as
habitat-specific management or ACEC-specific management. This alternative has the fewest management
constraints, but it does maintain management decisions common to all alternatives related to wildlife, riparian
areas, and fish resources. This alternative allows the most management flexibility to maximize energy
development opportunities by having the largest amount of lands available for energy development with no
constraints on rights-of-way location.

ALTERNATIVE E (PROPOSED PLAN)

Alternative E is the BLM’s Proposed RMP, or Proposed Plan. This alternative was developed from
components of the other action alternatives after considering public comments on the Draft RMP/EIS, internal
BLM discussions, consultation with Tribes and Alaska Native Corporations, and cooperating agency input.
Alternative E mirrors a combination of alternatives C1 or C2 for many resource areas. Alternative E considers
increased resource protection via ACECs than under alternatives C1 or C2. As such, Alternative E entails
substantially more ACEC designations (21), and more acres allocated to ACECs (3,611,000) than under either
Alternative C1 or C2.

Unlike the action alternatives from the Draft RMP/EIS, Alternative E would not propose any recommendation
to revoke Public Land Order (PLO) 5150. As such, PLO 5150 would remain in place as under Alternative
A. Alternative E would include the recommendation to revoke in part 11,115,000 acres of ANCSA
17(d)(1)

'The BLM used the BEACONS benchmark models, which use focal species (see Appendix G for further details).
The BLM identified its own priority species for planning and matched those with the benchmark units that
contained those species.
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Executive Summary (Alternative E (Proposed Plan))

PLOs to allow for selection by Alaska Native Vietnam-era veterans where the PLOs currently do not allow
for it.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The purpose of the environmental consequences’ analysis in this RMP/EIS is to determine the potential for
significant impacts of the federal action on the human environment. The “federal action” is the BLM’s
selection of an RMP on which the Central Yukon Field Office will base future land use actions. Chapter 3
objectively evaluates the likely impacts on the human and natural environment in terms of environmental,
social, and economic consequences that are projected to occur from implementing the alternatives. Section
M.8 in Appendix M provides a summarized comparison of the environmental consequences for the resources,
resources uses, and special designations that could be affected by implementing the alternatives evaluated in
this Proposed RMP/Final EIS.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Central Yukon Field
Office has prepared this Proposed resource management plan (RMP) and Final environmental impact
statement (EIS). Its purpose is to guide management of 13.3 million acres of BLM-managed land, including
the PLO 5150 Utility Corridor (encompassing a large part of the Dalton Highway) and the Central Yukon
planning areas. Management decisions in the planning area are currently based on two land use plans: the
Utility Corridor RMP (BLM 1991) and the Central Yukon RMP (BLM 1986a). This new RMP will replace
these management plans and will provide an RMP for a portion of the lands currently covered by the
Southwest Management Framework Plan (BLM 1981) and unplanned lands near Fairbanks. Generally, the
timeframe of the analysis in this EIS is the life of the RMP, which encompasses a 20-year planning period.

1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The purpose of this RMP is to develop management decisions to guide future land management in the planning
area and subsequent site-specific projects. These decisions establish goals and objectives for day-to-day and
long-term resource management. To achieve these goals and objectives, the RMP identifies which uses
(allocations) are allowable, restricted, or prohibited.

The need for the revised Central Yukon RMP (CYRMP) is to provide guidance and to address changes in
resources, circumstances, laws, policies, and regulations in the planning area since the existing plans were
developed in the 1980s and 1990s. The land use plan will review existing land withdrawals and if warranted,
recommend partial or full revocations to the Secretary of the Interior. Such withdrawal revocations will make
lands available for selection and appropriation, including land allotments by Alaska Native Vietnam-era
veterans under Section 1119 of the John D. Dingell, Jr. Conservation, Management, and Recreation Act.
During scoping for the regulations implementing the Act, the BLM and the DOI heard from Alaska Natives
that the pool of available lands open for selection is not sufficient (BLM 2022a). Under the action alternatives,
the BLM is considering recommending that the Secretary revoke in part or fully, the existing Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) 17(d)1 withdrawals to allow for Alaska Native Vietnam-era veteran
selections.

1.3  DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA

The planning area is approximately 56 million acres, approximately 13.3 million acres of which are managed
by the BLM. Other federal lands in the planning area are as follows: portions of the Gates of the Arctic
National Park and Preserve; the Koyukuk, Innoko Northern Unit, Nowitna, and Kanuti National Wildlife
Refuges; and the U.S. Army Tanana Flats and Donnelly training areas.

The decisions in the RMP will apply only to 13.3 million acres of BLM-managed lands. The BLM generally
manages its own subsurface acres, as well as subsurface acres administered by other federal agencies.

The planning area includes designated utility and transportation corridors that were identified by the State of
Alaska as part of its ongoing Roads to Resources initiative. The State has proposed individual projects from
the initiative and will likely propose more in the future. Additional changes affecting the planning area are
increased demand for recreational resources and increased access along the Dalton Highway after it opened
to public travel in the 1990s.
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1. Introduction (Description of the Planning Area)

Approximately 1,304,000 acres of BLM-managed lands are withdrawn to the military. The Department of
Defense controls access to these lands and to all other lands withdrawn for military purposes, and any BLM-
issued authorization on those lands is subject to concurrence by the applicable DOD department. Therefore,
lands withdrawn for military use are not included in the decision area for this RMP except to the extent to
describe management if the land returns to the public domain.

The planning area overlaps portions of the Northwest Arctic Borough, the North Slope Borough, the Denali
Borough, and the Fairbanks North Star Borough; however, most of the planning area is not within any borough
boundary. BLM decisions apply only to BLM-managed lands within the planning area boundary. The
planning area boundary includes 24 remote villages, 20 of which have federally recognized tribes, 13 ANCSA
Village Corporations, and three ANCSA Regional Corporations: Doyon Limited, Arctic Slope Regional
Corporation, and NANA Regional Corporation (see Appendix B, Table B-2 for a detailed list).

The CYRMP does not change land use management for National Wildlife Refuge lands, National Park Service
lands, or their subsurface lands. Planning decisions and descriptions in the RMP will not apply to private
lands, lands conveyed through ANCSA, or lands conveyed to the State of Alaska through the Alaska
Statehood Act.

BLM-managed lands are scattered and range from parcels of a few acres up to contiguous blocks of 1 million
or more acres. To include all BLM-managed lands in the RMP, the planning area boundary is drawn on a
large scale. Map 1.1, Appendix A, illustrates the land status of the planning area, also outlined in Table 1-1
below; Map 1.2, Appendix A, illustrates the BLM-managed lands in the decision area.

Table 1-1
Surface Management Responsibilities in the Planning Area

e P
State 25,435,000 455
BLM, the surface decision area 13,264,000 23.8
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 7,254,000 13.0
Alaska Native lands patented or interim conveyed 6,892,000 12.3
Water or undetermined 1,376,000 2.5
gfegigtir;weegrtsof Defense, Air Force, Amy, Army Corps 1,304,000 23
Private 143,000 0.3
Alaska Native allotment 108,000 0.2
Local government 67,000 0.1
Other federal 1,000 0.0
Total 55,844,000 100.0

Source: BLM GIS 2017

Note: Acres are rounded to the nearest 1,000. The total percentage may not equal 100, due to rounding. The

Department of Defense’s surface and mineral estate are withdrawn. and would be retained under all

alternatives. As such, this RMP does not make other decisions on Department of Defense land, except for

designating the travel management areas.

1-2

Central Yukon Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement



1. Introduction (Description of the Planning Area)

The lands in this RMP referred to as the surface decision area are 13,264,000 acres of BLM-managed lands.
Underlying the surface decision area are 219,000 acres of subsurface patented to Regional Corporations that
are not managed by the BLM. The remaining 13,045,000 acres are BLM-managed subsurface minerals that
are referred to as the subsurface decision area in the RMP.

1.4  SCOPING AND ISSUE IDENTIFICATION

The formal public scoping process for the CYRMP revision began with the publication of the Notice of Intent
in the Federal Register on June 14, 2013. The BLM also posted the Notice of Intent on the project website,
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/35315/510, thereby notifying the public of its intent to revise
the RMP. The Notice of Intent provided background information on the CYRMP planning area, applicable
documents and reports, a project timeline, information about the planning process, meeting information, news
releases, contact information, and other resources. The BLM also notified the public of the scoping process
via a postcard mailing, a newsletter, emails, news releases, and public service announcements.

The BLM held 16 public meetings in 15 different communities during the scoping period. Meetings generally
consisted of a short open house, followed by a presentation and then public testimony. A total of 291 people
signed in at the meetings. Outside of the scoping meetings, approximately 70 individuals, agencies, and
organizations provided written comments. An additional 2,900 form letters were submitted via email as of
January 28, 2014. The BLM received additional comments and nominations for areas of critical environmental
concern between July and early September 2014. Detailed information about the comments received and
about the public outreach process can be found in the Scoping Report for the CYRMP, finalized in March
2015 (BLM 2015), at https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/35315/510.

1.4.1 Issues Ildentified for Consideration

The BLM identified the following 13 preliminary planning issues for management: access and comprehensive
travel; climate; fish and aquatic species habitat; invasive and nonnative species; ANCSA withdrawal; utility
corridor withdrawal; mining; sand and gravel; recreation and visitor services; subsistence; wildlife habitat;
water quality, wetlands, and riparian habitat; and wilderness characteristics. Through internal scoping, the
BLM generated questions related to these primary issue areas. More detailed information on each planning
issue is included in the Scoping Report for the CYRMP (BLM 2015).

1.4.2 lIssues Outside the Project Scope

In addition to planning issues, scoping comments also addressed issues that are policy or administrative
actions and issues that the BLM has addressed or will address outside of the CYRMP. The comments also
involved issues that are outside the scope of the RMP/EIS, either because they involve decisions the BLM
does not have authority to make at the planning level or the issues are not appropriate planning decisions.
These issues are discussed in more detail in the Scoping Report for the CYRMP (BLM 2015).

1.5 COLLABORATION AND COORDINATION

1.5.1 Intergovernmental and Interagency

The BLM is the lead agency for the Central Yukon RMP/EIS. At the outset of the planning process, the BLM
sent letters of invitation to 10 local, state, federal, and tribal representatives, inviting them to participate as
cooperating agencies for the CYRMP/EIS (see Appendix B). The Allakaket Village, Native Village of Ruby,
Native Village of Tanana, Native Village of Venetie Tribal Government, Nulato Village, State of Alaska,
USFWS, and Village of Koyukuk agreed to participate in the RMP/EIS as designated cooperating agencies
and signed memorandums of understanding with the BLM. The list of preparers for the CYRMP is also
included in Appendix B.
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1. Introduction (Collaboration and Coordination)

1.5.2 Alaska-BLM Resource Advisory Council

Members of the Alaska-BLM Resource Advisory Council received a notice of the scoping meetings. The
BLM also gave information about the CYRMP at the Council’s 2013, 2014, and 2017 meetings. The BLM
has continued to seek input from the Alaska-BLM Resource Advisory Council during future meetings
throughout the planning process.

1.5.3 Consultations with Tribes and Alaska Native Corporations

The BLM conducts government-to-government consultation with federally recognized tribes and Alaska
Native corporations in accordance with numerous legal and regulatory guidelines including Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act; EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments; Joint Secretarial Order 3403 on Fulfilling the Trust Responsibility to Indian Tribes in the
Stewardship of Federal Lands and Waters; and the current Department of the Interior Policy on Consultation
with ANCSA Corporations.

In spring 2023 the BLM initiated formal consultation with a letter of notification and inquiry to the federally
recognized tribes, and ANCSA village and regional corporations listed in Appendix B. The BLM offered the
opportunity to participate in formal government-to-government consultation, the opportunity to receive
information about the project, and the option for tribal governments to participate as cooperating agencies.
The BLM has met with all tribes that have requested consultation, including the Alatna Village, Allakaket
Village, Louden Village (Galena), Native Village of Nuigsut, Native Village of Ruby, Native Village of
Tanana, Native Village of Venetie Tribal Government, Nulato Village, and Village of Koyukuk, Native
Village of Rampart, Native Village of Kaltag, Native Village of Anvik, Native Village of Fort Yukon, Native
Village of Evansville, and Alatna Tribal Council, Huslia Tribal Council and Louden Tribal Council. BLM has
also consulted with the Native regional corporations of Doyon, Limited, and Arctic Slope Regional
Corporation, as well as the Dinyee corporation (the village corporation for Stevens Village).

Government-to-government and ANCSA corporation consultation and coordination is not limited to formal
public scoping or comment periods but has continued throughout the planning process. This is to ensure that
the BLM takes into consideration the concerns and special knowledge of tribes and ANCSA corporations
during development of the CYRMP. The BLM has continued to include the corporations and tribes in all
outreach during the planning process and will consult on a more formal basis if requested.

1.5.4 Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer Consultation

In 2018 the BLM invited the Alaska State Historic Preservation Officer to review and comment on the
CYRMP and provided the draft RMP/EIS to the State Historic Preservation Officer’s office for review. No
comments were received from the SHPO during the public comment period. Consultation will continue with
the SHPO in accordance with federal cultural resource laws for any activities on federal lands that result from
the implementation of the RMP.

The National Historic Preservation Act implementing regulations are found in 36 CFR Part 800 and Part 60.
While Parts 800.3 through 800.6 provide for the standalone implementation of Section 106, Part 800.8(c)
provides a process that meets the Section 106 obligation through the NEPA process; this is the
“NEPA substitution” method of compliance used for the Central Yukon RMP.
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Similar to NEPA, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that all federal agencies
consult with interested groups of the public, as well as state and local governments, other federal agencies,
interested Tribes, and Alaska Native corporations in the decision-making process. Letters inviting Tribes and
Alaska Native Corporations to initiate formal government-to-government consultation under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act went out at the beginning of the planning process in 2014, again during
alternatives development in 2017, and most recently, in spring of 2023.

1.5.5 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Consultation

To comply with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the BLM consulted with the USFWS
early in the planning process. The USFWS provided input on planning issues, data collection and review, and
alternatives development. After consultation with the USFWS, the determination of no endangered species in
the planning area was made.

1.5.6 Preliminary Alternatives Concepts Public Outreach

In the winter of 2017, the BLM invited landowners, stakeholders, and the public to meetings to discuss the
Draft RMP. Ten meetings were held in communities across interior Alaska and in the cities of Fairbanks and
Anchorage. Attendees were encouraged to submit comments formally at the meeting via a comment form or
after the meeting via mail or email. Comments were accepted from January 17 through March 31, 2017. The
BLM received 1,164 comments and then used them to inform the alternatives of this RMP.

1.6  PLANNING CRITERIA

The BLM developed preliminary planning criteria for focused planning of the CYRMP and to guide decision-
making by topic. The agency introduced these criteria to the public for review in the Notice of Intent published
in the Federal Register on June 14, 2013, and at all scoping meetings. The public was encouraged to comment
on and suggest additions to these criteria. During scoping, individuals, organizations, agencies, and tribes
identified planning criteria, as follows:

e The primary purpose of the lands withdrawn by Public Land Order 5150 is the transportation of
energy resources; therefore, the BLM will avoid proposing actions or activities with potential adverse
impacts on existing and future energy transportation systems on the lands within the corridor.

e The BLM will encourage opportunities for public participation throughout the planning process.
e The BLM will recognize and protect valid existing rights.

e The BLM will consider subsistence uses and will take reasonable steps to minimize adverse impacts,
in accordance with Section 810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).

e The BLM will cooperate with State and federal agencies, Native corporations, tribes, and municipal
governments.

e The BLM will consider plans and policies of adjacent conservation system units, landowners, and
local governments.
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The BLM will consider Department of the Interior guidance, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
objectives, and Federal Subsistence Board requirements and mandates in decisions related to wildlife
management. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game is the primary manager of fish and game
populations in the state.

The RMP will be consistent with applicable BLM manuals and handbooks.

The plan will be consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), National Historic Preservation Act, Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, ANILCA, and other federal laws, regulations, and policies,
as required.

The plan will be consistent with the BLM Alaska Land Health Standards.

The BLM will complete designations for off-highway vehicles for all BLM-managed lands in the
planning area according to the regulations found in 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 8342.

Within the utility corridor development nodes, the BLM will assess areas it designated in the Utility
Corridor RMP and Record of Decision (BLM 1991) for future development, such as for visitor
facilities, campgrounds, and rest stops. It will assess the location, size, and boundaries and their
appropriate uses and long-range development, State or federal management, and effects on adjacent
and nearby lands and their uses.

The plan will address public access needs.

The BLM will consider current and potentially new special designations, such as areas of critical
environmental concern and research natural areas, using the criteria found in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 and
43 CFR 8223.

The BLM’s review and classification of waterways as eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System will be consistent with the guidance in BLM Policy Manual 6400—Wild and
Scenic Rivers-Policy and Program Direction for Identification, Evaluation, Planning, and
Management (BLM 2012a).

The BLM will incorporate environmental justice considerations in land use planning alternatives to
adequately respond to environmental justice issues facing minority populations, low-income
communities, and tribes living near BLM-managed lands and using public land resources.

The plan will assess all BLM-managed lands in the planning area for wilderness characteristics, using
criteria established by BLM Manual 6310—Conducting Wilderness Characteristics Inventory on
BLM Lands (BLM 2012b and BLM 2021d). The RMP will examine options for managing lands with
wilderness characteristics and will determine the most appropriate land use allocations for these lands.
Considering wilderness characteristics in the land use planning process may result in several
outcomes, including the following: (1) emphasizing other multiple uses as a priority over protecting
wilderness characteristics; (2) emphasizing other multiple uses, while applying management
restrictions, such as conditions of use and mitigation measures, to reduce impacts on wilderness
characteristics; and, (3) protecting wilderness characteristics as a priority over other uses.

The BLM will manage the Central Arctic Management Area Wilderness Study Area, consistent with
BLM Manual 6330—Management of BLM Wilderness Study Areas (BLM 2012¢) and ANILCA,
until Congress acts on the wilderness recommendation.

Members of the public recommended the following new planning criteria, but the BLM adopted neither of
them because number 1 was inconsistent with the BLM’s multiple-use mandate and number 2 was
inconsistent with the intent of the alternatives:
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1. The BLM will consider non-road alternatives a priority over road developments to minimize adverse
impacts on subsistence and wildlife habitat.

2. All components of an individual alternative must be complementary, in that there will be no internal
inconsistencies in a single alternative.

The following edit to a planning criterion was suggested, which the BLM has now adopted as a part of its
planning criteria:

e The BLM will consider Department of the Interior guidance, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
and USFWS objectives, and Federal Subsistence Board requirements and mandates in decisions
related to wildlife management.

The BLM added the following planning criteria during the planning process:

e The RMP/EIS will evaluate public access and recreational opportunities when evaluating land tenure
decisions, consistent with Secretarial Order 3373.

e Advance efforts to expand hunting, fishing, and recreational opportunities consistent with Secretarial
Orders 3347, 3356, and 3366.

e Make lands available for selection and appropriation, including land allotments by Alaska Native
Vietnam-era veterans under Section 1119 of the John D. Dingell, Jr. Conservation, Management, and
Recreation Act.

e The planning process will incorporate measures to protect against wildfires, consistent with
Secretarial Order 3372.

1.7 FLPMA SECTION 203 AND SECTION 206

The BLM develops most RMPs to guide management of land over 20 or more years. Per FLPMA Section
102(a)(1), lands are to be retained in federal ownership unless it is determined that disposal of a particular
parcel will serve the national interest. The Secretary of the Interior’s policy is, generally, to not dispose of
public lands. However, over the life of an RMP, situations may arise, especially in areas where public land
tracts are isolated and difficult or uneconomic to manage and lack unique resources, where the BLM may find
it useful to have identified tracts as suitable for leaving public ownership. Therefore, the BLM uses the land
use planning process to identify lands that may be suitable for leaving public ownership'.

Any decision on whether to dispose of a particular parcel under any authority would require site-specific
consideration and analysis. This would include consideration of access and popular recreational uses
(consistent with Secretarial Order 3373), the existence of cultural resources or habitat for threatened,
endangered, or candidate species under the Endangered Species Act or BLM sensitive species, and whether
such a parcel, isolated from the rest of the public lands, might be better suited for private ownership. Pursuant
to BLM Informational Bulletin No. 2020-010, BLM would document the impacts to recreational access as
well as create a comparison of acres disposed of and exchanged since 2017.

1.7.1 FLPMA Section 203 Sales

Section 203 of FLPMA specifies that the BLM may sell a tract of public land only if it identifies the tract
through the land use planning process, pursuant to Section 202 of FLPMA. The disposal of BLM land through
sale is governed by agency regulations at 43 C.F.R. Subpart 2710, which explain, in relevant part, that sales

"' FLPMA Section 203. Sales of public land tracts and Section 206. Exchanges of public lands or interests therein
within the National Forest System
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of tracts of public land “shall be made only in implementation of an approved land use plan or analysis in
accordance with [the land use planning regulations at] part 1600 of this title.” For the land to be eligible, it
must meet one or more of the disposal criteria listed in Section 203.

The Draft RMP/EIS preferred alternative did not allocate any lands as available for sale. The Final RMP/EIS
proposed alternative would allocate 67,410 acres of lands as available for disposal.

The BLM determines whether a tract meets the Section 203 disposal criteria based on its ongoing inventory
of all public lands and their resources conducted, in accordance with Section 201 of FLPMA. The requirement
under Section 203 that this determination be made through land use planning is consistent with the Section
202 requirement to manage public lands under land use plans. Such plans, including RMPs, represent a
broader scope, longer-term approach to public lands management in an entire planning area. In the plans, the
BLM considers a wide variety of possible uses of the public lands.

1.7.2 FLPMA Section 206 Exchanges

Exchanges of land out of federal ownership are authorized in Alaska by Section 206 of FLPMA, Section 22(f)
of ANCSA, and Section 1302(h) of ANILCA. Section 206(a) of FLPMA provides that the BLM may
exchange land out of federal ownership if the agency determines that the public interest will be well served
by making the exchange. Section 206 of FLPMA requires that the value of the land exchanged be equal unless
the values are equalized by payment of no more than 25 percent of the total value of lands or interests leaving
federal ownership. Section 22(f) of ANCSA and Section 1302(h) of ANILCA also require an equal value
exchange that can be equalized with cash, however, unlike FLPMA, the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary)
is authorized to determine for each that it is in the public interest to exchange lands for other than equal value.

Consistent with the requirements of Section 201 of FLPMA to maintain an inventory of all public lands and
their resources, this plan identifies parcels of federal land that meet the criteria for exchange. All action
alternatives, including the proposed alternative, provide for exchange of parcels that meet the criteria.

1.7.3 Inventory of Lands Meeting the Criteria

In preparation for this land use planning initiative, and consistent with the requirements of Section 201 of
FLPMA, the BLM conducted an inventory of the public land in the planning area to determine whether there
are any tracts that meet one or more of the FLPMA Section 203 criteria for disposal out of federal ownership
or FLPMA Section 206 criterial for exchange. The agency took into consideration the following:

e Because of its location or other characteristics, the tract is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part
of the public lands and is not suitable for management by another federal department or agency.

o The tract was acquired for a specific purpose for which it is no longer required.
e Disposal of the tract would serve important public objectives, including expansion of communities
and economic development, which cannot be achieved prudently or feasibly on land other than public

and which outweigh other public objectives and values, such as recreation and scenic values, which
would be served by maintaining the tract under federal ownership.

Appendix C provides a list of tracts in the planning area identified as meeting one or more of these criteria,
with an explanation of the basis for the BLM’s determination.

1.8 ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
The goals of the CYRMP are to establish a structure for understanding conditions and trends across multiple
scales, adapting to changes in conditions and trends, and facilitating informed decisions to sustain healthy,
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productive lands that support the BLM’s multiple-use mission over the life of the plan. The BLM proposes to
fulfill these goals by sustaining landscape connectivity between major conservation units and monitoring
representative ecological benchmarks. This will allow it to detect landscape changes and distinguish change
associated with permitted land uses from change associated with other change agents. Appendix G provides
an explanation for the adaptive management framework and maps of the two sets of suitable ecological
benchmarks that serve as reference areas or controls for detecting and understanding the influence of human
activity on ecological systems. The BLM will use its Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring protocols to
establish baseline conditions, monitor for resource changes, and inform adaptive management.

Local and indigenous knowledge is valuable to implementing the management actions in this RMP as well as
aiding monitoring and adaptive management strategies. The BLM would seek to engage local communities
and tribal governments in co-stewardship opportunities for monitoring resource conditions that can aid in
adaptive management for implementation level actions and inform the adaptive management framework.

1.9  RELATED LAND USE PLANS

The BLM planning regulations state that RMPs shall be consistent with officially approved or adopted
resource related plans, and the policies and programs contained therein, of other federal agencies and state,
local, and tribal governments, so long as the guidance and RMPs are also consistent with the purposes,
policies, and programs of federal laws and regulations applicable to public lands. These planning documents
are listed in Appendix D.

1.10 UPDATE TO THE COUNCIL OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REGULATIONS IMPLEMENTING
THE PROCEDURAL PROVISIONS OF NEPA

Consistent with the revised regulations at 40 CFR 1506.13, references to the Council of Environmental

Quality regulations throughout this Proposed RMP and associated EIS refer to the regulations in effect prior

to July 2020. This document does not refer to the revised Council of Environmental Quality regulations

effective on July 2020, because the NEPA process associated with the proposed action began prior to this

date.

The Executive Order (EO) 14096, Revitalizing our Nation's Commitment to Environmental Justice for All,
was enacted on April 21, 2023. The new EO does not rescind EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. The Council of Environmental
Quality determined that agencies’ requirements under NEPA are to be continued until further guidance is
provided regarding the implementation of EO 14096.

1.11 CHANGES BETWEEN THE DRAFT RMP/EIS AND PROPOSED RMP/FINAL EIS
The BLM made the following changes made between the publication of the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed
RMP/Final EIS:

e Development of an Alternative E that reflects the BLM’s proposed plan. Alternative E analyzes a
partial revocation of ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals for the sole purpose of opening lands to allotment
selections by Native Vietnam-era Native Veterans consistent with Section 1119 of the Dingell Act.

e Reviewed and changed as needed parts of the Proposed RMP/ Final EIS based on public comments.
Changed some standard operating procedures based on public comments.

e Updated the GIS acres in the Proposed RMP/ F to reflect more accurate GIS data.

— In all alternatives, the BLM made updates to GIS data to reflect surface administration changes
that occurred since the start of the RMP process. BLM-managed lands were conveyed from the
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1.11.1

BLM to Arctic Slope Regional Corporation (ASRC) in townships 009S011W, 009S012W,
009S013W, and 009S015W.

— The GIS source for tables and maps was kept as “BLM GIS 2017” but the reference chapter full
reference was updated to note that the GIS data were last updated in March 2024.

Updates to the environmental justice section to comply with BLM IM 2022 059.

ANCSA 17(d)(1) Acreages

Between development of the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM identified
needed factual corrections to the geographic extent of the ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals. The
corrections identified additional lands withdrawn by ANCSA 17(d)(1) Public Land Orders (PLOs)
and BLM made associated updates to the alternatives and affected environment as described below.
A map of the additional lands now correctly identified as being under these PLOs is included in
Appendix A (Map 1.3, Appendix A).

The BLM determined that the Draft RMP/EIS should have identified approximately 5.9 million acres
of additional lands in the planning area as withdrawn under certain ANCSA 17(d)(1) PLOs, for a total
of 11.1 million acres of land encumbered by ANCSA 17(d)(1) PLOs in the planning area. The Draft
RMP/EIS reviewed these lands as open to entry under the public land laws and to mineral claims,
however lands were not open due to the withdrawals. The ANCSA 17(d)(1) PLOs in the planning
area generally withdrew lands from all forms of entry under the public land laws, but some still
allowed certain types of mineral claims. Data on acreages by PLO and pertinent segregation(s) related
to potential for mineral entry are summarized in the tables below, along with narrative descriptions
by specific PLOs. The areas in which the land was analyzed as open to mineral entry, but are actually
closed, have the most potential for the corrected analysis to show environmental impacts not
previously disclosed in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Metalliferous Minerals

. PLO 5169 PLO 5173 PLO 5180 PLO 5184 PLO 5186 Total
Closed 222,000 24,000 0 129,000 0 376,000
Open 0 234,000 5,203,000 85,000 3,000 5,524,000
Total 222,000 258,000 5,203,000 214,000 3,000 5,900,000
Locatable Minerals (Including Metalliferous and Non-Metalliferous)

. PLO 5169 PLO 5173 PLO 5180 PLO 5184 PLO 5186 Total
Closed 222,000 24,000 4,660,000 129,000 3,000 5,038,000
Open 0 234,000 543,000 85,000 0 862,000
Total 222,000 258,000 5,203,000 214,000 3,000 5,900,000
Leasable Minerals

. PLO 5169 PLO 5173 PLO 5180 PLO 5184 PLO 5186 Total
Closed 222,000 137,000 5,066,000 214,000 3,000 5,642,000
Open 0 121,000 137,000 0 0 258,000
Total 222,000 258,000 5,203,000 214,000 3,000 5,900,000
PLO 5180

On March 28, 1974, the Secretary of the Interior amended PLO 5180, via issuance of PLO 5418, to add all
unreserved lands in Alaska to the lands withdrawn by PLO 5180. The amendment, however, did not specify
the specific township and range of the withdrawn lands. As a result, the review of PLOs in the Draft RMP/EIS
did not capture the effect of this withdrawal and approximately 5,203,000 acres of public land within the
planning area were incorrectly identified as unencumbered by any PLOs in the Draft RMP/EIS. Therefore,
these lands are analyzed as open to metalliferous mineral entry and leasable mineral entry. PLO 5180
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withdraws lands from the public land laws, mineral leasing and mineral location and entry, except for
metalliferous minerals. Two exceptions here are for 543,000 acres identified as open to non-metalliferous
locatable mineral entry, and 137,000 acres identified as open to leasables (fluid minerals and nonenergy
solids). On these subject acres, the Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFD) for the RMP
(Appendix N):

e does not project any leasable mineral development,
e does project potential further metalliferous mineral development on some of these acres, but

e does not project non-metalliferous locatable mineral development.

Since the land was already open to metalliferous mineral location, the impacts from metalliferous mining
activity analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS are no different in the Final EIS. However, the analysis in the Draft
RMP/EIS considered impacts from leasable mineral development and non-metalliferous locatable mineral
development which could not occur due to the majority of the lands subject to PLO 5180 being withdrawn
from these activities. Thus, the correction to the analysis in Chapter 3 identifies fewer environmental impacts
from leasable mineral development and non-metalliferous locatable mineral development than the DEIS.

PLO 5169

In the northern part of the planning area, the BLM identified an additional approximately 222,000 acres that
are withdrawn by PLO 5169 that were not identified as withdrawn in the Draft RMP/EIS. PLO 5169
withdraws lands from the public land laws, location for mineral entry under the mining laws, mineral leasing,
and from state selection pursuant to section 11(a)(3) and 17(d)(1) of ANCSA, but reserves lands for Native
selection. These particular lands are analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS as BLM surface ownership but identified
as Native corporation subsurface ownership and therefore not available for mineral development under this
RMP. Thus, the analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS relative to these uses is accurate in the context of the corrected
information related to PLO 5169.

PLO 5173

The additional lands not previously identified as withdrawn by PLO 5173 were a combination of lands closed
to locatable mineral entry (including metalliferous mineral entry - 24,000 acres), lands open to locatable
mineral entry (including metalliferous mineral entry - 234,000 acres), lands open to leasable mineral entry
(121,000 acres), and lands closed to leasable mineral entry (137,000 acres). Of the additional 24,000 acres
now identified as closed to locatable mineral entry, approximately 23,100 acres are identified as having no
mineral potential, while the remaining 900 acres are identified as having “low” mineral potential in the RFD.
Thus, this acreage change does not substantially alter this component of the analysis being carried forward
from the Draft RMP/EIS. There is no projected leasable mineral development in these areas, and no
foreseeable development of locatable minerals in these areas based on locatable mineral potential identified
for these areas. Therefore, despite the corrections to lands are open to mineral entry, there are no changes in
the impacts as analyzed in this Final EIS.

PLO 5184

The additional lands that were not previously identified as withdrawn by PLO 5184 are a combination of
closed to locatable mineral entry (including metalliferous mineral entry — 129,000 acres), open to locatable
mineral entry (including metalliferous mineral entry — 85,000 acres) and closed to leasable mineral entry
(214,000 acres). There is no projected leasable development and no foreseeable development of locatable
minerals in these areas based on mineral potential identified in the RFD. Therefore, the changes to what lands
are open to mineral entry did not create any changes in the analysis of the impacts in this Final EIS.
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PLO 5186

The additional lands not previously identified as withdrawn by PLO 5186 are a combination of lands closed
to locatable non-metalliferous mineral entry (3,000 acres), lands open to metalliferous mineral entry (3,000
acres) and lands closed to leasable mineral entry (3,000 acres). There is no projected leasable development in
these areas, and some potential for development of locatable minerals based on locatable mineral potential
identified for these areas. Therefore, despite the corrections to lands open to mineral entry, the analysis of the
impacts in this final EIS does not change.

Summary of Segregations Related to Locatable Minerals Including Metalliferous Mineral
Entry

In the context of locatable minerals, the RFD for the RMP projects continued potential development for
metalliferous minerals but does not project any foreseeable development for non-metalliferous locatable
minerals. Thus, correcting the identification of certain lands as being withdrawn from locatable mineral entry,
but still available for metalliferous mineral entry (PLO 5180 — 5.2 million acres, PLO 5186 — 3,000 acres,
PLO 5184 — 85,000 acres) would not cause any changes in the analysis in the Draft EIS in terms of impacts
from future development of metalliferous minerals, with no projected development for non-metalliferous
locatable minerals identified in the RFD. Lands that are now correctly identified as being closed to locatable
mineral entry including metalliferous minerals (PLO 5169 — 222,000 acres) were analyzed as open to all
locatable mineral entry (including metalliferous minerals) and were analyzed in the Draft EIS in a manner
consistent with the RFD projections. Similarly, lands that are now correctly identified as being a mix of open
to locatable mineral entry, including metalliferous minerals (PLO 5173 — 234,000 acres; PLO 5184 — 85,000
acres), and closed to locatable mineral entry, including metalliferous minerals (PLO 5173 — 24,000 acres;
PLO 5184 — 129,000 acres), were analyzed in the Draft EIS in a manner consistent with the RFD.

State and Native-Selected Lands

The approximately 5.9 million additional acres of land now correctly identified as being under ANCSA
17(d)(1) withdrawals are all open to State selection under the Statehood Act, and Native corporation selection
under ANCSA. Approximately 5.2 million of those acres are currently State-selected, while approximately
638,000 acres from within this area are currently Native-selected and were identified as such in the Draft
RMP/EIS. All selected lands were analyzed as unavailable for locatable and leasable mineral entry in the Draft
RMP/EIS. Thus, this newly identified information does not change the analysis from the Draft EIS as related
to State- and Native-selected lands.

Summary

In the Draft RMP/EIS, Alternatives B, C1, C2 and D analyzed the effects of a full revocation of all ANCSA
17(d)(1) PLOs on 5,253,000 million acres. Alternatives A, B, C1, C2 and D analyzed that the additional
approximately 5.9 million acres now correctly identified as encumbered by multiple ANCSA 17(d)(1)
withdrawals as open to mineral leasing and mineral location and entry, were unencumbered when in fact,
approximately 5,038,000 million acres of these lands are withdrawn from locatable mineral entry, 376,000
acres are withdrawn from metalliferous mineral entry, and 5,642,000 acres of these lands are withdrawn from
leasable mineral entry. Of the 5.9 million acres identified as withdrawn by ANCSA 17(d)(1) PLOs, 862,000
acres are open to locatable mineral entry (all of which are open to metalliferous mineral entry), 5,520,000
acres are open to metalliferous mineral entry, and 258,000 acres are open to mineral leasing (with all these
acres also open to metalliferous and locatable minerals).

In the Draft RMP/EIS, all these lands were analyzed as unencumbered by any PLOs, and thus were considered
open to locatable (including metalliferous) mineral entry as well as leasable mineral entry. Based on this,
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approximately 5,642,000 acres of these lands are actually withdrawn from leasable mineral entry, 5,038,000
million acres are withdrawn from locatable mineral entry, and 5,524,000 million acres are open to
metalliferous metals.

Another key consideration is that the RFD Scenario, Appendix N, projects additional development of
metalliferous minerals, but does not project any leasable mineral development on BLM lands through the life
of this plan due to generally low mineral potential and lack of infrastructure for development. So, in that
regard, the fact that all of these lands were considered available for mineral leasing in the Draft RMP/EIS
when in fact, only 258,000 acres of them have now been determined to be withdrawn from leasable mineral
development is not a significant change to the impacts analysis since the RFD projects that there will be no
leasable mineral development through the life of the plan anyway and the DEIS analyzed the lands as such.
That said, the Draft RMP/EIS did take into consideration potential environmental impacts from leasable
mineral development on all these lands, even though the likelihood of such development is very low.

The correction of lands under PLOs does not constitute a significant change in the effects analyzed in the
Draft RMP/EIS that would otherwise trigger the need for a Supplemental Draft EIS because the assumptions
for analysis considered these lands to be without segregations from leasable or metalliferous mining; and thus
the impacts disclosed related to mineral development are overestimations of potential environmental impacts
related to these activities (40 CFR 1502.(c)).

The net effect of this new information is that the Draft RMP/EIS: 1) slightly overestimated potential
environmental impacts related to metalliferous mining development because only 5,524,000 acres of the 5.9
million acres for which new information has been developed are actually open to metalliferous mineral entry
even though all 5.9 million acres were considered open to metalliferous mineral entry in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Adjustments of acreages and impact analyses related to this new information have been made throughout the
EIS.
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Chapter 2. Alternatives

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) developed a range of alternatives to manage resources, resource
uses, and special designations in the Central Yukon planning area. For each resource, resource use, or special
designation, the BLM developed broad goals and then more specific objectives that are common to either the
no action alternative, the action alternatives, or all alternatives. Then, the BLM developed allowable uses and
management actions that are specific to an alternative.

21 MANAGEMENT COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Allowable uses and management actions from the existing resource management plans (RMPs) that remain
valid and do not require revision have been carried forward to all the proposed alternatives. This is because
the existing decisions or management actions remain responsive to current issues and comply with all state
and federal laws, regulations, policies, and standards, including the multiple-use mandates of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). These decisions are common to all six alternatives because a range
of alternative decisions is not necessary for every resource or resource use. Other decisions are common only
to Alternative A (no action) and the action alternatives, B, C1, C2, D, and E.

Under all action alternatives, the BLM would implement the measures set forth in Secretarial Order 3403 to
fulfill its trust responsibility to federally recognized Alaska Native tribes in the stewardship of federal lands
and waters. Local indigenous knowledge will be valuable in implementing the management actions in this
RMP as well as aiding in the monitoring and development of adaptive management strategies. The BLM will
seek to engage tribal governments in co-stewardship opportunities in all these endeavors
(https://www.blm.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2022-09/PIM2022-011_att1.pdf)

All action alternatives propose collaboration with adjacent landowners, federal and state agencies, tribes,
communities, other agencies, and individuals and organizations, as needed, to monitor and implement
decisions to achieve desired resource conditions.

Under all alternatives, the BLM will apply best management practices (BMPs) and other site-specific
mitigation to all resource uses, as appropriate, and will employ adaptive management per U.S. Department of
the Interior and BLM policy. The BLM is directed to identify, consider, and, as appropriate, require mitigation
to address reasonably foreseeable impacts on resources from public land uses consistent with the mitigation
hierarchy, as defined in the Council on Environmental Quality regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 1508.20 and with Department of the Interior and BLM policy.

Specific compensatory mitigation measures would be developed before authorization of implementation-level
actions. This would be done in alignment with the resource objectives of this RMP (see Table 2-2 through
Table 2-27) and in compliance with the most recent regulatory guidance. Currently, such guidance includes
the BLM mitigation policy (BLM 2021a), relevant manuals and handbooks (BLM 2021b and 2021c), and the
Memorandum of Agreement between the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of the
Army (Army and EPA 2021) related to the mitigation sequence for wetlands in Alaska under the Clean Water
Act.

Under all alternatives, the BLM will apply standard operating procedures (SOPs) to all actions on public land,
as appropriate, whether the BLM itself implements the action or authorizes it to be implemented by another
individual, organization, or agency. The SOPs provided in Appendix F were based on the best information
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2. Alternatives (Management Common to All Alternatives)

available during development of the Central Yukon RMP/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Covered
actions and activities would include FLPMA leases and permits, special recreation permits (SRPs), oil and
gas activities, renewable energy activities, mining plans of operation, and authorizations for rights-of-way
(ROW5s).

The BLM will monitor all resources to determine the success of terms, conditions, stipulations, SOPs, and
compliance with applicable state and federal laws. The BLM will use its assessment, inventory, and
monitoring protocols as a key basis of monitoring resource conditions on BLM-managed lands.

Where restrictions appear to prohibit or prevent wildland fire or fuels management, the BLM Authorized
Officer (AO) retains the authority to determine whether fire and fuels management can occur in the area.

The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) designated 104 million acres for
conservation by establishing or expanding national parks, wildlife refuges, wild and scenic rivers (WSRs),
wilderness areas, forest monuments, conservation areas, recreation areas, and wilderness study areas (WSAs)
to preserve them for future generations. ANILCA includes numerous provisions that apply to units that it
designates and to public lands in the planning area managed by the BLM, the National Park Service (NPS)
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). This includes the access provisions in ANILCA Sections 811,
1110, and 1323(b) which allow for motorized and nonmotorized access for subsistence and general public use
on federally managed lands, including designated wilderness. (See Table 2-8, Table 2-9, Table 2-12, Table
2-15, Table 2-20, Table 2-22, Table 2-23, and Table 2-25. Appendix E provides guidance on implementing
the ANILCA access provisions).

Unless specific lands are designated as ROW exclusion areas, area of critical environmental concern (ACEC)
designations would not prevent or preclude authorized access to adjacent lands not managed by BLM.
Additionally, ACEC designations would not prevent any authorized access under section 1323(b) of the
ANILCA.

ROW avoidance areas within ACECs are areas that would be available for authorized activities that may entail
special stipulations or consideration of other site-specific alternatives to protect identified relevant and
important values for the subject ACEC(s) involved. The BLM would work with any project proponent to
design a project plan in ROW avoidance areas that meets the proponent’s needs and protects relevant and
important ACEC values.

2.2 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

2.21 Alternative A (No Action Alternative)

Alternative A satisfies the National Environmental Policy Act requirement at 40 CFR 1502.14, that agencies
shall include a “no action,” which provides the baseline against which to compare the other alternatives.
Alternative A would continue the current management direction and practices, based on the Utility Corridor
RMP (BLM 1991), Central Yukon RMP (BLM 1986a), Southwest Management Framework Plan (BLM
1981), and other management decision documents. These include special rules published in the Federal
Register, such as special rules for off-highway vehicle (OHV) and recreation use. Alternative A would
recommend retention of the existing public land orders (PLOs), including withdrawals under the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of 1971 17(d)(1).

Under Alternative A, there are 18 existing ACECs and 8 research natural areas (RNAs), for a total of
approximately 1.8 million acres, designated to protect relevant and important values and research
opportunities. Approximately 8.2 million acres are open to locatable mineral entry, including lands withdrawn
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2. Alternatives (General Description of Alternatives)

from mineral entry except for the location of metalliferous minerals (3.3 million). Of these open lands, 3.2
million acres would be encumbered by State or Native selections. These selections segregate the lands from
locatable mineral entry (43 CFR 2627.4.b) and remove the federal subsistence priority (ANILCA 102.3 and
804). Under Alternative A, the BLM would maintain all existing withdrawals in the planning area, including
PLO 5150 and maintain the recommendation for a FLPMA withdrawal of is it 49,000 acres from mineral
entry location.

Alternative A would retain closures of 266,000 acres to mineral material sales through management actions
from previous RMPs and BLM WSA policy.

2.2.2 Alternative B

Alternative B emphasizes resource protection over other uses. Planning for connectivity corridors (Appendix
G), adaptability to climate change, and protection of priority species would be considered to a greater degree
under this alternative than the other alternatives, with less emphasis on resource development. Thirty-one
ACECs and RNAs (approximately 4 million acres) would be designated, with special management to address
a wide range of relevant and important values and research opportunities.

Alternative B identifies areas suitable as ecological benchmarks. This allows the BLM to establish quantitative
planning objectives, to monitor the effectiveness of management decisions in meeting those objectives, and
to use that information to inform adaptive management strategies. The ecological benchmarks would lie
mostly on BLM-managed lands, including approximately 4.6 million acres of Central Yukon Field Office
lands (see Appendix G).

Alternative B uses a variety of decisions to focus on priority habitats, including closing 2.3 million acres to
fluid minerals beyond the 6.1 million that would remain withdrawn by PLOs, and recommending 599,000
acres for withdrawal from entry under the General Mining Law pursuant to FLPMA. Approximately 11.6
million acres would be open to locatable mineral entry, including lands withdrawn from mineral entry except
for the location of metalliferous minerals. Of these, 7.1 million acres would be encumbered by State or Native
selections. High-value watersheds management decisions include ROW exclusion in the 100-year floodplain.
Alternative B also proposes 11 suitable WSRs and 364,000 acres of land to be managed for wilderness
characteristics as a priority over other resources. Alternative B recommends a partial revocation of PLO
5150—set aside in 1971 for a utility and transportation corridor. This would allow for State of Alaska top-
filed! lands to become effective selections where they exist on the approximately 1.4 million acres
recommended for revocation.

Alternative B recommends a revocation of approximately 5.3 million acres of ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals
(revocations are only recommended through this RMP if the PLO was included in the Draft RMP/EIS). If
accepted by the Secretary of the Interior, these revocations would make lands available for selection and
appropriation. This would include selection of land allotments by Alaska Native Vietnam-era veterans under
Section 1119 of the John D. Dingell, Jr. Conservation, Management, and Recreation Act.

Alternative B would close 5 million acres to mineral material sales (See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.7 and
Appendix J for more details). Alternative B also introduces a backcountry conservation area (BCA) in what

ISection 906(e) of ANILCA gave the State of Alaska the right to make top-filings (future selection applications) for
its land entitlement selections, subject to valid existing rights and Native selection rights under ANCSA. These top-
filings would become state-selected lands immediately on revocation of the PLO.
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2. Alternatives (General Description of Alternatives)

is commonly known as the “outer corridor” of PLO 5150, the Dalton Corridor, focusing on providing semi-
primitive recreational hunting opportunities.

In addition, there are two special recreation management areas (SRMAs) and two extensive recreation
management areas (ERMAs) under Alternative B.

2.2.3  Alternative C1

Alternative C1 emphasizes a blend of resource protection and resource development. Connectivity corridors
(Appendix G), adaptability to climate change, and priority species would be considered in the context of
allowing for more minerals development and other resource uses than under Alternative B. Eight ACECs or
RNAs (approximately 418,000 acres) would be designated. Management to protect relevant and important
values would be less restrictive for resource uses than under Alternative B. Like Alternative B, Alternative
Cl1 identifies areas suitable as ecological benchmarks. Benchmarks under Alternative C1 would incorporate
approximately 2.4 million acres of BLM-managed lands in the Central Yukon Field Office (see Appendix G).

Alternative C1 has fewer ACEC designations than Alternative B but does propose habitat-specific
management for both Dall sheep and caribou (see Appendix I). Two FLPMA withdrawals are proposed for
locatable minerals under this alternative, relative to caribou and Dall sheep habitats. Management actions for
the 100-year floodplain of high-value watersheds are emphasized under Alternative C1 as ROW avoidance
areas.

Alternative C1 proposes no suitable WSRs and no acres identified as managed for wilderness characteristics
as a priority; however, it does apply management restrictions to minimize impacts on wilderness
characteristics on 882,000 acres of BLM-managed lands. As under Alternative B, Alternative C1 recommends
revocation of approximately 5.3 million acres of ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals (revocations are only
recommended through this RMP if the PLO was included in the Draft RMP/EIS) and a partial revocation of
approximately 1.4 million acres withdrawn by PLO 5150. This would allow for State of Alaska top-filed lands
to become effective selections where they exist on the approximately 1.4 million acres recommended for
revocation.

Alternative C1 combines the two SRMAs identified in Alternative B into one SRMA with multiple resource
management zones (RMZs) and identifies two ERMAs.

Alternative C1 would close 1.5 million acres to mineral material sales (See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.7 and
Appendix J for more details). Under this alternative, approximately 12.1 million acres would be open to
locatable mineral entry and appropriation; approximately 7.1 million acres of which would be encumbered by
State or Native selections. Alternative C1 would recommend that 10,000 acres are recommended for
withdrawal from mineral entry.

2.24  Alternative C2 (Preferred Alternative from Draft RMP/EIS)

Alternative C2 emphasizes a blend of resource protection and resource development, but reduces the acres set
aside as ACECs or recommended for withdrawal from mineral entry and appropriation, while retaining the
Toolik Lake RNA (77,000 acres). Management of habitat for caribou is similar to Alternative C1, except that
there are no proposed FLPMA withdrawals. There are no specific management actions for Dall sheep habitat
under this alternative.

While Alternative C1 identifies ROW avoidance, Alternative C2 limits ROW avoidance areas to core caribou
habitat, clustered pingo locations, and a narrow band of BLM-managed lands that extends toward Venetie
that is bordered by State of Alaska lands to the north and USFWS lands to the south.
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2. Alternatives (General Description of Alternatives)

Alternative C2 proposes no suitable WSRs. Lands with wilderness characteristics (LWCs) would be managed
to emphasize other multiple uses as a priority over protecting wilderness characteristics.

Alternative C2 recommends revocation of approximately 5.2 million acres of ANCSA 17(d)(1) withdrawals
as under Alternative B (revocations are only recommended through this RMP if the PLO was included in the
Draft RMP/EIS), but also recommends a full revocation of PLO 5150. This would allow State of Alaska top-
filed lands to become effective selections where they exist on the 2.1 million acres of land currently withdrawn
under PLO 5150 (the Dalton Inner and Outer Corridor). The inner Dalton Utility Corridor would be
administratively designated as a utility corridor. This would emphasize this continuing function as a utility
and transportation corridor to support the current and future projects. Alternative C2 contains one SRMA and
one ERMA.

Alternative C2 closes approximately 1.1 million acres to mineral material sales (See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.7
and Appendix J for more details); approximately 12.9 million acres would be open to locatable mineral entry,
7.8 million acres of which are encumbered by State or Native selections.

2.2.,5  Alternative D

Alternative D emphasizes management to facilitate resource development more than the other alternatives.
This alternative focuses on maximizing the development potential for BLM-managed lands. Management for
habitat and resource relies on using current federal management guidelines without the use of habitat-specific
or ACEC-specific management.

Climate change adaptability, and priority species are addressed by considering connecting existing
conservation system units (CSUs) in the planning area, such as national wildlife refuges and national parks.

Alterative D does not designate any ACECs or RNAs, nor does it include SRMAs or ERMAs. LWCs would
be managed to emphasize other multiple uses as a priority over protecting wilderness characteristics. This
alternative does not propose any WSRs as suitable.

This alternative does not apply specific management to core caribou or Dall sheep habitat. The only areas not
open to ROWs are in the existing Central Arctic Management Area (CAMA) WSA.

Asunder Alternative C2, Alternative D would recommend revocation of 5.2 million acres of ANCSA 17(d)(1)
withdrawals (revocations are only recommended through this RMP if the PLO was included in the Draft
RMP/EIS) and a full revocation of PLO 5150. This would allow 2.1 million acres of State of Alaska top-filed
lands to become effective selections, like Alternative C2. Also, similar to Alternative C2, the inner Dalton
Utility Corridor would be administratively designated as a utility corridor to emphasize function as a utility
and transportation corridor to support the current and future projects.

Alternative D closes 259,000 acres to mineral material sales (See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.7 and Appendix J
for more details). Alternative D does not include any recommendations to close lands to mineral entry or
appropriation; approximately 12.9 million acres would be open to locatable mineral entry, 7.8 million acres
of which are encumbered by State or Native selections.

2.2.6 Alternative E (Proposed Plan)

Alternative E is the BLM’s Proposed RMP, or Proposed Plan. This alternative was developed after
considering public comments on the Draft RMP/EIS, internal BLM discussions, and cooperating agency
input. For most resources, the Proposed Plan mirrors Alternative C (either Alternative C1 or Alternative C2).
ACEC:s proposed for designation in Alternative E follow watershed boundaries for fisheries-based ACECs,
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2. Alternatives (General Description of Alternatives)

similar to Alternative B. The allocations associated with these ACECs consider the smallest area necessary to
protect the relevant and important values, applying special management within defined buffers to protect 100-
year floodplains, where such management is warranted.

Twenty-one ACECs or RNAs (approximately 3,611,000 acres) would be designated. Management to protect
relevant and important values would be less restrictive for resource uses than for Alternatives B and
Alternative C1/ Alternative C2, depending on the ACEC. Like Alternative B, Alternative E identifies areas
suitable as ecological benchmarks and connectivity corridors. Benchmarks under Alternative E would
incorporate 4,622,000 acres of BLM-managed lands in the Central Yukon Field Office (see Appendix G).

In lieu of ACECs to protect caribou habitat, Alternative E would maintain protective management for the
Galena Mountain and Ray Mountains core caribou habitats (caribou main use area, as defined by radio collar
data).

Alternative E proposes no suitable WSRs. LWCs would be managed to emphasize other multiple uses as a
priority over protecting wilderness characteristics.

Unlike the action alternatives from the Draft RMP/EIS, Alternative E would not recommend revoking PLO
5150. Therefore, PLO 5150 would remain in place, the same as under Alternative A. Alternative E would,
however, include the recommendation that the Secretary revoke in part 11.1 million acres of ANCSA 17(d)(1)
PLOs to allow for selection by Alaska Native Vietnam-era veterans where the PLOs currently do not allow
for it.

Alternative E does not propose any recommendations to withdraw lands from mineral entry or
appropriation; approximately 8.3 million acres would be open to locatable mineral entry, including
acreage open only to the entry of metalliferous minerals (3.3 million acres). Of the acres open to locatable
mineral entry, 3.2 million would be encumbered by State or Native selections.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1: Quantitative Summary of Alternatives)

Table 2-1
Quantitative Summary of Alternatives

Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) | Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E

BLM-managed surface lands'’ 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 = 13,264,000
Federal mineral estate’ 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 = 13,045,000
Core Caribou Habitat - - Map 2.1 Map 2.1 - Map 2.1
Galena Mountain 0 0 174,000 174,000 0 174,000
Ray Mountains 0 0 572,000 572,000 0 572,000
Total: | 0 0 746,000 746,000 | 0 746,000 |
Dall Sheep - - Map 2.2 - - Map 2.3
Dall Sheep Habitat Areas (DSHA) 0 0 4,600 0 0 4,600
Dall Sheep Movement Corridors 0 0 163,000 0 0 0
(DSMC)

Dall Sheep Study Area (DSSA) 0 0 371,000 0 0 0
Total: | 0 0 538,600 0 0 4,600 |
SRMAs Map 2.4 Map 2.5 Map 2.6 Map 2.7 - Map 2.8
Central Dalton 0 353,000 0 0 0 904,000
Dalton 0 0 0 497,000 0 0
Dalton Highway 801,000 0 0 0 0 0
Dalton Highway Corridor 0 0 2,437,000 0 0 137,000
Dalton Corridor 2,213,000 0 0 0 0 0
Sukakpak Region 0 144,000 0 0 0 412,000
Total: 3,014,000 | 497,000 | 2,437,000 497,000 | 0 1,453,000
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1: Quantitative Summary of Alternatives)

Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

ERMAs Map 2.4 Map 2.5 Map 2.6 Map 2.7 Map 2.8
CAMA 405,000 0 0 0 0 0
Dalton 0 0 0 1,460,000 0 0
Nigu-Iteriak ACEC/Recreation 152,000 0 0 0 0 0
Management Area (RMA)
Nigu-Iteriak River (CAMA) 0 136,000 136,000 0 0 136,000
Oolamnagavik-Colville 73,000 0 0 0 0 0
Spooky Valley 0 9,000 9,000 0 0 0
Total: 630,000 | 145,000 145,000 1,460,000 | 0 136,000 |
BCA - Map 2.5 - - - Map 2.8
Dalton Corridor 0 1,605,000 0 0 0 0
Dalton Corridor: North 0 0 0 0 0 109,000
Dalton Corridor: South 0 0 0 0 0 557,000
LWC Map 2.9 Map 2.10 Map 2.11 Map 2.9 Map 2.9 Map 2.9
LWC managed to protect those - - - - - -
characteristics as a priority over
other multiple uses
Accomplishment Creek 0 34,000 0 0 0 0
Alatna 0 5,000 0 0 0 0
Arms Lake 0 11,000 0 0 0 0
Ishtalitha Creek Hot Springs 0 1,000 0 0 0 0
McQuesten Creek 0 4,000 0 0 0 0
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

Redlands Lake 4,000
Spooky Valley 0 9,000 0 0 0 0
Upper Teedriinjik (Chandalar) 0 295,000 0 0 0 0
River

Total: 0 363,000 0 0 0 0

LWC managed to emphasize other - - - - - -
multiple uses, while applying

management restrictions to

reduce impacts on wilderness

characteristics
Alatna 0 0 4,000 0 0 0
Galena Mountain 0 62,000 0 0 0 0
Hogatza River tributaries 0 221,000 0 0 0 0
Huslia 0 73,000 0 0 0 0
Klikhtentotzna River 0 108,000 0 0 0 0
Lands covered by PLO 5173 0 1,630,000 0 0 0 0
Lands covered by PLO 5179 0 650,000 878,000 0 0 0
(CAMA outside of the WSA)
Sethkokna River 0 299,000 0 0 0 0
Sulukna River 0 398,000 0 0 0 0
Tozitna 0 1,043,000 0 0 0 0
Toolik Lake 0 86,000 0 0 0 0
Wheeler Creek 0 145,000 0 0 0 0

Total: 0 4,716,000 882,000 0 0 0
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

LWC managed to emphasize 12,721,000 7,639,000 11,839,000 12,721,000 12,721,000 12,721,000
other resource values and
multiple uses

Eligible (Alternative A) and Map 2.12 Map 2.12 - - - -
Suitable (Alternative B) WSRs

(Miles)

Colville River, wild 26 26 0 0 0 0
Dietrich River, wild 39 39 0 0 0 0
Dulbi River, wild 61 61 0 0 0 0
Hogatza River, wild 154 154 0 0 0 0
Jim River, wild 67 67 0 0 0 0
Kanuti-Kilolitna River, wild 70 70 0 0 0 0
Kanuti River, wild 54 54 0 0 0 0
Mathews River, wild 14 14 0 0 0 0
Sulukna River, wild 62 62 0 0 0 0
Atigun River, recreational 32 32 0 0 0 0
Sagavanirktok River-Lower (Sag), 17 17 0 0 0 0
recreational

Total: 596 596 0 0 0 0
Visual Resource Management Map 2.13 Map 2.14 Map 2.15 Map 2.16 Map 2.17 Map 2.18
(VRM)

Class | 258,000 762,000 268,000 258,000 258,000 260,000
Class Il 0 6,661,000 2,935,000 144,000 0 1,215,000
Class I 2,584,000 261,000 117,000 1,799,000 2,027,000 913,000
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

Class IV 801,000 5,580,000 9,944,000 11,063,000 10,979,000 = 10,876,000
Unclassified 9,621,000 0 0 0 0 0
Total: | 13,264,000 13,264,000 =~ 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000
ACECs/RNAs Maps 2.19 Maps 2.21 Maps 2.23 Map 2.25 - Maps 2.26
and 2.20 and 2.22 and 2.24 and 2.27
Accomplishment Creek 0 41,000 7,000 0 0 41,000
Alatna River 0 5,000 4,000 0 0 5,000
Arms Lake 11,000 11,000 0 0 0 0
Dulbi River 54,000 0 0 0 0 0
Galbraith Lake? 53,000 52,000 52,000 0 0 53,000
Galena Mountain 19,000 62,000 0 0 0 0
Hogatza River Tributaries 5,000 221,000 0 0 0 221,000
Huslia 0 73,000 0 0 0 73,000
Indian River 155,000 173,000 0 0 0 173,000
Ishtalitha Creek Hot Springs 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0
Jim River 203,000 303,000 30,000 0 0 303,000
Kanuti Hot Springs 40 150 0 0 0 0
Klikhtentotzna Creek 0 108,000 0 0 0 108,000
Lake Todatonten Pingos 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0
McQuesten Creek 4,000 4,000 0 0 0 0
Mentanontli River/Lake Todatonten 0 20,000 0 0 0 20,000
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

Midnight Dome/Kalhabuk 10,000 0 0 0 10,000
Nigu-Iteriak 40,000 0 0 0 0 0
Nugget Creek 3,000 3,000 0 0 0 3,000
Poss Mountain 9,000 25,000 0 0 0 25,000
Redlands Lake 4,000 4,000 0 0 0 0
Sethkokna River 0 299,000 0 0 0 299,000
Snowden Mountain 30,000 0 0 0 0 50,000
South Fork Koyukuk River 0 415,000 44,000 0 0 415,000
South Todatonten Summit 1,000 1,000 0 0 0 0
Spooky Valley 10,000 9,000 0 0 0 0
Sukakpak Mountain 3,000 0 0 0 0 0
Sukakpak/Snowden Mountain 0 124,000 124,000 0 0 0
Sulukna River 25,000 398,000 51,000 0 0 398,000
Toolik Lake 77,000 106,000 106,000 77,000 0 106,000
Tozitna 0 1,043,000 0 0 0 835,000
Tozitna River 842,000 0 0 0 0 0
Tozitna Subunits North and South 192,000 0 0 0 0 0
Upper Kanuti River 0 50,000 0 0 0 0
Upper Teedriinjik (Chandalar) River 0 295,000 0 0 0 295,000
West Fork Atigun 9,000 33,000 0 0 0 33,000
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

Wheeler Creek 145,000 145,000
Total: 1,751,000 4,035,000 418,000 | 77,000 | 0 3,611,000 |
WSA Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28

CAMA? 259,000 259,000 259,000 259,000 259,000 259,000

National Historic Trail (Miles) Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28 Map 2.28

Iditarod National Historic Trail 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7

(INHT)

Forestry Map 2.29 Map 2.30 Map 2.31 Map 2.32 Map 2.32 Map 2.33

Prohibit commercial timber 258,000 3,355,000 1,078,000 957,000 957,000 957,000

development; prohibit non-

subsistence collection of live

vegetation (subsistence use still

requires a permit)

Open to commercial timber 13,006,000 9,909,000 12,186,000 12,307,000 12,307,000 12,307,000

development, open to non-

subsistence collection of live

vegetation

Total: 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000

Lands and Realty - - = - -

Land Tenure - Map 2.34 Map 2.34 Map 2.34 - Map 2.34
Lands that meet the criteria that 0 67,410 0 0 0 67,410
are identified for disposal
Lands that meet the criteria that 0 67,410 67,410 67,410 67,410 67,410
are identified for exchange
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

PLO and ANCSA withdrawals Maps 2.35, Map 2.38 Map 2.38 Map 2.39 Map 2.39 Maps 2.35,
2.36, and 2.36, and
2.37 2.37
Lands withdrawn under PLO 2,138,000 743,000 743,000 0 0 2,138,000
5150 with no recommendation
made for revocation
Lands withdrawn under PLO 0 1,395,000 1,395,000 2,138,000 2,138,000 0
5150 recommended for
revocation
Lands withdrawn under ANCSA| 11,115,000 5,252,000 05,252,000 05,252,000 05,252,000 0
17 (d)(1) with no
recommendation made for full
or partial revocation
Lands withdrawn under ANCSA 0 5,863,000 5,863,000 5,863,000 5,863,000 0
17 (d)(1) recommended for
revocation
Lands withdrawn under ANCSA 0 0 0 0 0 11,115,000
17 (d)(1) recommended for
partial revocation to allow for
allotment selection for Alaska
Native Vietnam-era Veterans in
compliance with the Dingell Act
Utility and Transportation - Map 2.40 Map 2.40 Map 2.41 Map 2.41 Map 2.40
Corridors
Ambler 0 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000
Umiat 0 268,000 268,000 268,000 268,000 268,000
Dalton Highway 0 0 0 743,000 743,000 0
Total: 0 | 333,000 | 333,000 1,066,000 1,066,000 333,000 |
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Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

ROWs Map 2.42 Map 2.43 Map 2.44 Map 2.45 Map 2.46 Map 2.47
ROW exclusion 258,000 2,349,000 265,000 258,000 258,000 317,000
ROW avoidance 0 5,360,000 3,253,000 906,000 0 1,536,000
Open to ROW location without 13,006,000 5,555,000 9,746,000 12,100,000 13,006,000 11,411,000
ROW exclusion or avoidance

Total: 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000 13,264,000

Travel Management Areas Map 2.48 Map 2.49 Map 2.49 Map 2.49 Map 2.49 Map 2.49

(TMASs)

CAMA lands outside the WSA 0 531,000 531,000 531,000 531,000 531,000

Within 5 miles of the Dalton 1,365,000 0 0 0 0 0

Highway

Dalton Corridor 790,000 2,138,000 2,138,000 2,138,000 2,138,000 2,138,000

Fairbanks/ military lands 0 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000

Nigu Wilderness and Iteriak ACEC 152,000 0 0 0 0 0

(Upper Nigu)

Interim OHV management (all Maps 2.50, Maps 2.53, Maps 2.56, Maps 2.59, Maps 2.59, Maps 2.64,

lands under all alternatives are 2.51, and 2.54, and 2.57,and 2.58 2.60, and 2.61 2.62, and 2.65, and

limited for OHV travel)* 2.52 2.55 2.63 2.66

Seasonal limitations for OHV travel 0 2,072,000 106,000 77,000 0 106,000

(closed in summer)

Subject to OHV timing limitations 0 1,163,000 745,000 745,000 0 745,000

(no OHVs May 1-June 30)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1: Quantitative Summary of Alternatives)

Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

entry, no revocation recommended

Limited OHYV travel 13,264,000 10,029,000 12,413,000 12,442,000 13,264,000 12,413,000

Total: 13,253,000 = 13,253,000 13,253,000 = 13,253,000 = 13,253,000 A 13,253,000 |

Fluid Minerals Map 2.67 Maps 2.68 Maps 2.69, Map 2.70 Map 2.70 Maps 2.71
and 2.72 2.73, and 2.75 and 2.74

Withdrawn from fluid mineral 12,147,000 6,135,000 6,135,000 5,391,000 5,391,0000 12,147,000

leasing

Closed to fluid mineral leasing and 13,000 2,297,000 284,000 169,000 169,000 53,000

development®

Open to fluid mineral leasing and 885,000 4,613,000 6,626,000 7,485,000 7,485,000 845,000

development

Total: 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000

Open, subject to no surface 0 2,253,000 1,137,000 0 0 7,000

occupancy (NSO) stipulation

Open, subject to controlled surface 0 0 1,495,000 0 0 0

use stipulation

Nonenergy Solid Leasable Map 2.76 Map 2.77 Map 2.78 Map 2.79 Map 2.79 Map 2.80

Minerals

Withdrawn to nonenergy solid 12,147,000 6,135,000 6,135,000 5,391,000 5,391,000 12,147,000

mineral leasing

Closed to nonenergy solid mineral 0 3,167,000 286,000 169,000 169,000 22,000

leasing and development*

Open to nonenergy solid mineral 429,000 1,474,000 2,130,000 2,140,000 2,140,000 876,000

leasing and development

Total: 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000

Locatable Minerals Map 2.81 Map 2.82 Map 2.83 Map 2.84 Map 2.84 Map 2.85

Withdrawn from locatable mineral 4,755,000 890,000 890,000 146,000 146,000 4,755,000
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1: Quantitative Summary of Alternatives)

Allocation (Acres, Unless Noted) |Alternative A | Alternative B | Alternative C1 | Alternative C2 | Alternative D |Alternative E

Source: BLM GIS 2017

Withdrawn, but open to location of 3,330,000 2,871,000 2,871,000 2,871,000 2,871,000 3,330,000
metalliferous minerals

Recommended for FLPMA 49,000 599,000 10,000 0 0 0
withdrawal from locatable mineral

entry

Open to locatable mineral entry 8,241,000 11,593,000 12,145,000 12,899,000 12,899,000 8,290,000
including withdrawn but open to

metalliferous mineral entry

Total: 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000
Open to locatable mineral entry but 3,243,000 7,054,000 7,054,000 7,798,000 7,798,000 3,243,000
segregated by State or Native

selection

Mineral Materials Map 2.86 Map 2.87 Map 2.88 Map 2.89 Map 2.90 Map 2.91
Closed to mineral materials 266,000 5,041,000 1,465,000 1,081,000 259,000 970,000
disposal®

Open to mineral materials disposal 12,779,000 8,004,000 11,580,000 11,964,000 12,786,000 12,075,000
Total: 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000 13,045,000

The difference between BLM-managed surface estate and federal mineral estate in the decision area is due to surface lands managed by the
BLM but Native patent subsurface, or minerals.
2The acreage of the ACEC in the action alternatives is approximately 1,000 acres less than the ACEC in Alternative A because the BLM’s review
of the current ACEC boundary determined that approximately 1.8% of the ACEC no longer contains R&l values. Therefore, in the action

alternatives the potential ACEC size is 52,000 acres.
3Acreage differs from the Alaska Statewide Wilderness Study Report due to the use of geographic information system (GIS)-generated acres and
rounding for consistency in this document. The use of GIS-generated acres does not change the 260,060 acres identified in the Alaska Statewide

Wilderness Study Report.

4Seasonal limitations for OHVs is an implementation decision.

5The CAMA WSA is closed to fluid minerals, nonenergy solid mineral leasing, and mineral materials through BLM policy for WSAs.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Eliminated From Detailed Analysis)

2.3  ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. This is because they do not
meet the purpose of and need for the RMP (see Section 1.1) or because they do not fall within technical, legal,
or policy constraints for BLM-managed resources and resource uses.

2.31 Recommending Wilderness Designation by Congress

Although the BLM inventoried wilderness characteristics and will analyze the impacts on those
characteristics, it does not intend to make wilderness designation recommendations in this plan. Nonetheless,
the plan will provide sufficient detail to support suitability determinations and designation recommendations
should the Secretary choose to pursue such options. The BLM has considered a full range of reasonable
alternatives addressing how, where practical, it will manage certain LWCs for naturalness, solitude, and
outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation.

2.3.2 Maintain or Protect Wilderness Characteristics in the Utility Corridor

PLO 5150 withdrew and reserved the public lands as a utility and transportation corridor, consistent with
Section 17(c) of ANCSA, in aid of programs for the United States government and the State of Alaska.
Managing to protect or maintain LWCs is not consistent with this purpose; therefore, even though most of the
Utility Corridor has wilderness characteristics, none of the alternatives would manage these lands to protect
or maintain wilderness characteristics. Instead, they would be managed to emphasize resource values and uses
consistent with the purpose of PLO 5150.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison)

2.4 ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON

Use the hyperlinks below to access the applicable section for the topics considered in the alternatives.

Air Quality

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Backcountry Conservation Areas (See
Appendix K for further details)

Cultural Resources

Fluid I easable Minerals

Forestry

Hazardous Materials

Lands and Realty

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

Locatable Minerals
Mineral Materials (Salable Minerals)
National Trails

Nonenergy Solid Leasable Minerals

Paleontological Resources

Recreation and Visitor Service (See Appendix
K for further details of recreation
management areas)

Soils
Species of Special Concern (Including Special

Status Species)

Travel and Transportation Management

Travel Management Areas

Vegetation (Including Nonnative Invasive
Species)

Visual Resources
Water, Fish, and Riparian and Wetland

Vegetation
Wild and Scenic Rivers

Wilderness Study Areas
Wildland Fire
Wildlife
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison)

This page intentionally left blank.

2-20 Central Yukon Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement



2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Water, Fish, and Riparian and Wetland Vegetation)

Table 2-2
Water, Fish, and Riparian and Wetland Vegetation

Goals:

e Soil and plant conditions support infiltration, soil moisture storage, and the release of water; ensure that they are in balance with climate and landforms and should maintain or improve water quality, water quantity, and timing and duration of
flow.

Ensure that surface water and groundwater quality comply with federal and State water quality standards.

Ensure that the hydrologic cycle remains in balance and supports healthy, productive, and diverse biotic populations and communities.

Ensure that riparian zones are fully functional over the width of the 100-year floodplain.

Ensure that watersheds closely approximate natural successional processes and hydrologic regimes.

Ensure that physical, chemical, and biological properties of soil support the full productive capacity of the land and its ecological processes, such as hydrological function of watersheds.

Ensure that ecosystem services are associated with properly functioning aquatic and riparian habitat.

Maintain natural input rates into aquatic systems of sediment, organic matter, and nutrients.

Maintain watersheds to create and sustain functional terrestrial, riparian, aquatic, and wetland habitats that can support diverse populations of native aquatic- and riparian-dependent species.

Ensure the integrated ecological functions of rivers, streams, wetlands, lakes, and the associated riparian areas.

Retain the many significant values and ecosystem services associated with properly functioning aquatic and riparian habitat: biological diversity, recreation, aesthetics, soil productivity, water quality, food, and raw materials.
Maintain properly functioning riparian, wetland, and aquatic vegetation at levels appropriate to the watershed’s soils, climate, and landform.

Objectives:

e Maintain water quality to prevent the listing of any streams on BLM-managed lands as impaired pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, resulting solely from BLM-authorized activities.

e  Within 80 percent of any stream reach when practicable, maintain streambank stability greater than 95 percent for A, B, and E channel types and greater than 90 percent for C channel types (see Appendix H).
e Maintain sufficient surface water and groundwater flows to keep hot springs beneficial uses and the unique ecosystems.

Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E

General Action: Action:
Inventory water needs and secure o Apply to the State of Alaska for reservations of water for instream flows and water levels on high-value streams in the planning area. If nonnative invasive species (NNIS) are
reservations of water for instream flows documented, develop a plan within 1 year for eradicating or controlling nonnative noxious species.

and water levels, where needed to support | ¢

BLM Preserve stream flows necessary to protect fish and wildlife habitat, fish migration, and propagation and maintain and improve recreational and subsistence fisheries; protect for
programs.

water quality.

Action: No similar action. Action: As it pertains to implementation of a stream Action: No similar action.
channel design: riparian-wetland spatial and areal
extent, vegetation density, dominant woody
vegetation composition, and age-class distribution
would be similar to undisturbed reference condition
(e.g., conditions within upper 25th percentile of the
Regional Reference Condition) on completion of
reclamation.

In the rest of the 100-year floodplain, except for
canopy cover and age-class distribution, the
remaining riparian areas would exhibit spatial and
areal extent, vegetation density, and dominant woody
vegetation composition, similar to the undisturbed
reference condition within 3 years.

Action: Reclamation for all permitted Action: Plan and carry out reclamation for all permitted surface-disturbing activities, targeting that the affected stream segment will be geomorphically stable, per BLM Handbook H-
surface-disturbing activities shall achieve 3809-1, Surface Management, as measured by channel form, floodplain connectivity, bedform diversity, and riparian vegetation. See Appendix H.

stable channel form, floodplain
connectivity, bedform diversity, and
riparian vegetation in proper functioning
condition, per BLM Handbook H-3809-1,
Surface Management. See Appendix H.

Central Yukon Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-21



2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Water, Fish, and Riparian and Wetland Vegetation)

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action: No similar action. Action: Manage wetlands as ROW avoidance areas. | Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C2.
(cont.) Action: Same as Action: Manage 155,000
Alternative B. acres of the narrow band of
BLM-managed lands that
extends toward Venetie as
ROW avoidance to focus
on finding suitable
colocations for any
proposed ROWs, to
mitigate impacts on moose
habitat and fish spawning
in this narrow corridor.
Action: No similar action. Action: All disturbances greater than 1 acre need a stormwater pollution prevention plan and compliance with the construction general permit.
Action: No similar action. Action: Prohibit timber harvest within 100 feet of a Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: Same as Alternative Action: Same as Alternative C2.
water' bod){, with the following exceptions subject to Action: Prohibit Action: Prohibit timber C2.
AO (flscrseillggi.s tonce harvest timber harvest within | harvest within 50 feet of a
o . 66 feet of a waterbody, with the
¢ ROW harvgsts W'th'n, FieS|gngted waterbody, with the following exceptions,
transportation and utility corridors following exceptions, | subject to AO discretion:
e Research harvest' when the research purpose subject to AO e  Subsistence harvest
cannot be otherwise met discretion: e ROW harvests within
e Fuels management harvest when the fuels e Subsistence designated
management purpose cannot be otherwise harvest transportation and
met . e ROW harvests utility corridors
. Devglqpmgnt aqd maintenance of federal within areas e Research harvest
administrative sites designated as when the research
Prohibit non-subsistence collection of live vegetation gggsup;ﬁi;?tlon gz:gg;g:%‘gft be
other than timber within 100 feet of a waterbody. corridors « Fuels management
e Research harvest when the fuels
harvest when the management purpose
research cannot be otherwise
purpose cannot met
be otherwise met | « Development and
e Fuels maintenance of federal
management administrative sites
harvest when the | «  Prohibition of non-
fuels subsistence collection
management of live vegetation other
purpose cannot than timber within 50
be otherwise met feet of a waterbody
e Development
and maintenance
of federal
administrative
sites
e Prohibit non-
subsistence
collection of live
vegetation other
than timber
within 66 feet of
a waterbody
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Water, Fish, and Riparian and Wetland Vegetation)

Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
Hot Action: No similar action. Action:
Springs e Prohibit mineral materials disposal within a 160-acre square area surrounding hot springs (or, when needed, the 160-acre area would be determined by the BLM AO).
e Close to nonenergy solid mineral leasing and development within the 160-acre area centered on hot springs.
Action: No similar action. Action: Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within the | Action: Minimize surface-disturbing activities within | Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C.
160-acre area centered on hot springs. the 160-acre area centered on hot springs.
Action: No similar action. Action: Recommend for withdrawal from locatable Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C.
entry within the 160-acre area centered on hot
springs.
Action: No similar action. Action: Close to fluid mineral leasing and Action: Same as Alternative B. Action: Apply NSO stipulations | Action: Same as Alternative D.
development within the 160-acre area centered on hot to fluid mineral leasing (see
springs. Appendix F) within the 160-

acre area centered on hot
springs, with an exception for
geothermal leases or wells.

Action: No similar action. Action: Manage the following hot springs as ROW Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
exclusion: . - . .
e Kanuti Actlon:.Same as Action: No similar action.
. Alternative B.
e |shtalitna
e Ray River
e Kilo
Action: No similar action. Action: Manage the 160-acre area centered on hot Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
springs as ROW avoidance. Action: Same as Action: In areas within 160
Alternative B. acres surrounding hot

springs, open them to
ROW location with
mitigation for the
placement of structures,
such as boardwalks,
soaking platforms, and
building,) to avoid surface
disturbance.

Action: No similar action. Action: Prohibit summer OHV use within the 160- Action: Limit travel to existing trails within the 160- | Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C.
acre area centered on hot springs. acre area centered on hot springs.
Action: Leases on undeveloped hot Action: Make leases available only for previously Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
springs would not be issued in the developed hot springs.
planning area.
100-Year Action: No similar action. Action: Prohibit mineral materials disposal within the | Action: Avoid, when practicable, mineral materials | Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C.
Floodplain 100-year floodplain within high-value watersheds. disposal within the 100-year floodplain within high-
value watersheds.
Action: No similar action. Action: Close to nonenergy solid mineral leasing and | Action: Avoid, when practicable, nonenergy solid Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C.
development within the 100-year floodplain of high- mineral leasing and development within the 100-
value watersheds. year floodplain of high-value watersheds.
Action: No similar action. Action: Close the 100-year floodplain of high-value Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
watersheds to fluid mineral leasing and development.
Action: No similar action (standard lease Action: Apply NSO stipulations to fluid mineral leases | Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
terms and conditions apply). (see Appendix F) within all 100-year floodplains not

otherwise closed.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Water, Fish, and Riparian and Wetland Vegetation)

Category
100-Year
Floodplain
(cont.)

| Alternative A (No Action)
Action: No similar action (no restrictions
on ROW location).

| Alternative B
Action: Manage as ROW exclusion within the 100-
year floodplain of high-value watersheds.

Manage as ROW avoidance within all 100-year
floodplains not otherwise managed as ROW
exclusion.

| Alternative C1/C2
Alternative C1

Action: Manage as
ROW avoidance
within the 100-year
floodplains of high-
value watersheds.

Alternative C2

Action: Mark areas within
the 100-year floodplain of
high-value watersheds

available for ROW location.

ROW authorizations would
include mitigations for
instream crossing; any
activity that disturbs the
instream channel and
riparian vegetation and
causes erosion; surface
disturbance associated
with construction and
maintenance of facilities or
structures that are within
the 100-year floodplain of
high-value watersheds.

| Alternative D
Action: No similar action.

| Alternative E
Action: Same as Alternative C2.

Lentic
Areas

Action: No similar action.

Action: Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within
0.25 miles of lentic areas.

Alternative C1

Action: The BLM
Authorized Officer
will apply case-by-
case analysis to
determine any
needed mitigation to
minimize surface-
disturbing activities
within 0.25 miles of
lentic areas.

Alternative C2

Action: Within 0.25 miles
of lentic areas, include in
ROW authorizations
mitigations for any surface-
disturbing activity, as well
as disturbance related to
construction and
maintenance of facilities in
the riparian zone.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C1.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Close areas within 0.25 miles of lentic areas
to fluid mineral leasing and development.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Apply NSO stipulations in
areas within 0.25 miles of lentic
areas to fluid mineral leasing and
development.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Manage the area within 0.25 miles of lentic
areas as ROW avoidance.

Alternative C1

Action: Same as
Alternative B.

Alternative C2

Action: Within 0.25 miles
of lentic areas, include in
ROW authorizations
mitigations for any surface-
disturbing activity, as well
as disturbance related to
construction and
maintenance of facilities in
the riparian zone.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C2.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Soils)

Goals:
Ensure that watersheds are in, or are making substantial progress toward, a properly functioning physical condition, which includes their soils in upland, riparian, wetland, and aquatic areas.
Ensure the infiltration and permeability rates, moisture storage, and stability of soils are appropriate to the watershed’s soil, climate, and landform.
Manage sensitive soils types—permafrost, riparian, wetland, steep slopes (greater than 35 percent), and aquatic areas—so they are adequately protected from degradation, due to land-disturbing activities.

Table 2-3
Soils

Manage the physical, chemical, and biological properties of soil so that they support the full productive capacity of the land, its ecological processes, such as hydrological function of watersheds, and provide the ecosystem services associated

Maintain organic matter in amounts sufficient to prevent substantial short- or long-term nutrient cycle deficits and to avoid detrimental physical and biological soil conditions.
Maintain or improve soil productivity by increasing vegetation cover and reducing soil compaction and erosion in disturbed areas.
Ensure that infiltration and permeability of organic and mineral soils is consistent with the reference condition to the extent practicable.

Ensure that soils are free from pollutants that could alter ecosystem integrity or affect public health. Work toward remediation of sites in the planning area with soils impacted by oil spills or other hazardous material releases.

[ ]
[ ]
e Increase efforts to inventory and monitor soil resources in the planning area.
[ ]
with properly functioning aquatic and riparian-wetland habitat.
Objectives:
e Do not allow mineral soil loss to exceed the average rate of soil accumulation, based on reference conditions.
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
e Promote maintenance of soil properties and vegetation conditions consistent with the potential of the site.
[ ]
[ ]

Design disturbance and reclamation activities to minimize the extent of hydrologic heaving, slumping, or thawing of permafrost.

Category | Alternative A (No Action)
General | Action: No similar action

| Alternative B
Action:

o Review OHV use limitations
e Relocate, harden, or close trails

| Alternative C1/C2

| Alternative D

o For all surface-disturbing activities, require stockpiling and protection of all topsoil and organic material for use in reclamation.

e Promote concurrent reclamation whenever technically feasible; this will not be appropriate to all types of permitted activities.

e Complete reclamation as soon as practical to avoid loss of topsoil.

¢ Monitor highly erodible soils, soils associated with permafrost, and representative soil types for changes in conditions. If monitoring determines that soil properties are becoming
degraded due to OHV use or other surface-disturbing activities, then develop and implement appropriate management actions, such as the following:

| Alternative E

Action: In the Dalton Utility Corridor,
require mitigation for all activities that
could accelerate soil erosion.

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Consider requiring soil surveys on
permitted surface disturbance activities greater
than 5 acres, to determine ecological site potential
and establish a baseline. The purpose of the soil
survey would help to determine existing soil types
on-site and thereby guide the selection of more
appropriate reclamation measures and project site
selection.

Action: Same as Alternative B.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative B.

Action (Motorized Routes): No similar
action.

Action (Motorized Routes): If permitted uses
break the vegetation mat, require the permittee to
make necessary repairs to limit future soil change
before continuing use of the route.

Action (Motorized Routes): If permitted uses
break the vegetation mat, consider requiring the
permittee to make necessary repairs or
reduce/change use to limit future soil change before
continuing use of the route.

Action (Motorized Routes): Same
as Alternative C.

Action (Motorized Routes): Same as
Alternative C.

Action: No similar action.

Action: For all permitted activities, incorporate
necessary design and equipment considerations,
including route selection and avoidance of

sensitive soil types.

Action: Same as Alternative B.

Central Yukon Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement

2-25



2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Soils)

| Alternative B

Alternative C1/C2

Alternative A (No Action)

| Alternative D

| Alternative E

General | Action (Nonenergy Solid Leasable Action (Nonenergy Solid Leasable Minerals): Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (Nonenergy Solid Action: Same as Alternative D.
(cont.) Minerals): No similar action. (No Close to nonenergy solid leasable mineral leasing Action: Same as Action (Nonener. Leasable Minerals): No similar
restrictions on nonenergy solid leasable | and development on slopes greater than 35 Alternaiive B Solid Leasable oy action. (No restrictions on
minerals.) percent. ' . ) . nonenergy solid leasable minerals.)
Minerals): No similar
action. (No restrictions
on nonenergy solid
leasable minerals.)
Action (Fluid Leasable Minerals): No Action (Fluid Leasable Minerals): Action (Fluid Leasable Minerals):
similar action. (Standard lease terms e Apply NSO stipulations to fluid mineral leases | ¢ Apply controlled surface use stipulations to fluid mineral leases (see Appendix F) on slopes greater than 35 percent and in
and conditions apply.) (see Appendix F) on sensitive soils in high- areas with sensitive soils.
value watersheds. e Before sensitive soils are disturbed, require a BLM AO-approved reclamation plan. The plan must demonstrate the following: (1)
* Apply controlled surface use stipulations to no other reasonable alternatives exist for relocating the activity, (2) the activity would be located to reduce impacts on soil and
fluid mineral leases on slopes greater than 35 water resources, (3) surface runoff and sedimentation would be adequately controlled, (4) on- and off-site areas would be
percent and in areas with sensitive soils. protected from accelerated erosion, (5) no areas susceptible to mass wasting would be disturbed, and (6) surface-disturbing
o Before sensitive soils are disturbed, require a activities would be prohibited or appropriate mitigations applied during extended wet periods.
BLM AO-approved reclamation plan. The plan
must demonstrate the following: (1) no other
practicable alternatives exist for relocating the
activity, (2) the activity would be located to
reduce impacts on soil and water resources,
(3) site productivity would be maintained or
restored, (4) surface runoff and sedimentation
would be adequately controlled, (5) on- and
off-site areas would be protected from
accelerated erosion, (6) no areas susceptible
to mass wasting would be disturbed, and (7)
surface-disturbing activities would be
prohibited during extended wet periods.
Action (ROWSs): No similar action. (No Action (ROWSs): Manage sensitive soils in high- Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (ROWs): No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative D.
restrictions on ROW location.) \F/’zIrL‘J:Zr\xa;:r;%evc\ilsair;?dzlr?g:s greater than 35 Action (ROWSs): Manage | Action (ROWSs): No (No restrictions on ROW location.)
| slopes greater than 35 similar action. (No
percent as ROW restrictions on ROW
avoidance. location).
Action (ROWSs): No similar action. (No Action (ROWSs): Require ROWSs on sensitive soils | Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (ROWs): No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
design requirements for ROWs.) and slopes greater than 35 percent to incorporate . . . . . (No design requirements for
necessary design and equipment considerations, ggt\';/’n (R0|Ws). Requt|re Act_llon (Rt_OWsz\.l No ROWs.)
to meet soil resource objectives. S On slopes greater simriar action. (No
than 35 percent to design requirements
incorporate necessary for ROWs.)
design and equipment
considerations, to meet
soil resource objectives.
Action (Travel and Transportation Action (Travel and Transportation Management): No similar action.
Management): Confine OHV operations
to soils with low erosion potential or
times of the year when the surface
(down to 12 inches) is frozen and has
sufficient snow cover to protect the
integrity of on-site vegetation.
Within the Dalton Utility Corridor, restrict
OHVs to soils with low erosion hazard or
to winter use with adequate snow cover.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Soils)

Category | Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General | Action (Forestry): No similar action. Action (Forestry): Prohibit timber harvest on Action (Forestry): Same as Alternative A. (No similar action; implement provisions of the Alaska Forest Resources and Practices
(cont.) Implement provisions in the Alaska sensitive soils, with the following exceptions, Act (AS 41.17).

Forest Resources and Practices Act subject to AO discretion:

[Alaska Statute (AS) 41.17]. e Subsistence harvest

e ROW harvests within designated
transportation and utility corridors

e Research harvest when the research purpose
cannot be otherwise met

e Fuels management harvest when the fuels
management purpose cannot be otherwise
met

¢ Development and maintenance of federal
administrative sites

Prohibit non-subsistence collection of live
vegetation other than timber.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wildlife)

Table 2-4
Wildlife

Goals:

e Manage wildlife habitat to ensure self-sustaining populations and a natural abundance, distribution, and diversity of wildlife.
e Prevent disease transmission between domestic animals and wildlife.

e Meet BLM and Alaska Department of Fish and Game species management objectives.

Objectives:

e Provide habitat of sufficient quantity, quality, and connectivity to allow for stable populations of wildlife, using such metrics as the average recruitment rate or as otherwise defined by the BLM, in collaboration with the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game and the USFWS.

Identify and characterize wildlife habitats.

Conduct periodic and systematic inventories of wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Effectively avoid or minimize impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Apply mitigation measures that effectively protect wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Minimize wildlife habitat fragmentation and impacts on wildlife.

Ensure that implementation-level plans include objectives specific to wildlife habitat provision.

Collaborate with other agencies and the public to ensure that wildlife and wildlife habitat goals and objectives are met. Monitoring programs will be continued in and/or support of Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E

General Action: No similar action. Action:

e Designate moose, caribou, Dall sheep, and beaver as priority species in the planning area.

e When authorizing projects, require that they incorporate design features or stipulations to mitigate impacts on wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife movement.

e Follow USFWS national and Alaska guidelines for timing recommendations for land disturbance and vegetation clearing to minimize the potential to disturb nesting birds. See:
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Timing%20Recommendations%20for%20Land%20Disturbance %20%26%20Vegetation%20Clearing%20-%20June%202017.pdf

Action: No similar action. Action: No similar action. Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C2.
Action: No similar Action: Manage
action. 155,000 acres of the

narrow band of BLM-
managed lands that
extends toward Venetie
as ROW avoidance, in
order to focus on finding
suitable colocations for
any proposed ROWs to
mitigate impacts on
moose habitat and fish
spawning in this narrow
corridor. Note: these
lands are covered by
other management
actions in Alternative B
and C1.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wildlife)

| Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C1/C2

| Alternative D

Alternative E

Category
Caribou

Action: Maintain existing ACECs to

Action: Designate the following ACECs to

Action: No similar action; no ACECs would be

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C.

protect caribou habitat (see protect caribou habitat (see Appendix J for | designated for core caribou habitat under this

Appendix J for management): management): alternative. Manage the Ray Mountains and Galena
e Galena Mountain herd e Galena Mountain herd Mountain caribou herds as core caribou habitats (see
e Tozitna Subunits North and e Spooky Valley Map 2.1, Appendix A, and Appendix I).

South e Tozitna

e Upper Kanuti River
Action: No similar action (see ACEC
management in Appendix J).

Action: No similar action. Action: Require operators of aircraft associated with | Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative C.
BLM-permitted activities to maintain an altitude of at
least 2,000 feet above ground level over core caribou

ranges from May 1 to June 30.

Aircraft landings associated with BLM-permitted
activities may be subject to timing limitations or
prohibition in core caribou ranges at the discretion of

the AO.

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action.

Alternative C1

Action: Close Ray
Mountain core caribou
range to fluid mineral
leasing and
development.

Alternative C2

Action: No similar
action.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C1.

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action (see ACEC
management in Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action: Recommend
Ray Mountain core
caribou range for
withdrawal from locatable
mineral entry on lands
without State of Alaska
selections and on
remaining BLM-managed
lands, once conveyance
of selected lands is
complete.

Alternative C2

Action: No similar
action.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C2.

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action (see ACEC
management in Appendix J).

Action: Close core caribou
material disposal.

ranges to mineral

Action: No similar action.

Action: Close the Galena Mountain
core caribou range to mineral material
disposal.

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action (see ACEC
management in Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action: Close Ray
Mountain core caribou
range to nonenergy solid
mineral leasing and
development.

Alternative C2

Action: No similar
action.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C1.

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action (see ACEC
management in Appendix J).

Action: Manage core caribou ranges as ROW

avoidance areas.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wildlife)

Dall Sheep

Alternative A (No Action)

Action (ACECs): Maintain the
following ACECs to protect Dall
sheep habitat (see ACEC section for
management):

e Galbraith Lake

Nugget Creek

Poss Mountain

Snowden Mountain

West Fork Atigun

| Alternative B

Action (ACECs): Designate the following
ACECs to protect Dall sheep habitat:

e Galbraith Lake

Midnight Dome/Kalhabuk

Nugget Creek

Poss Mountain

Snowden Mountain

West Fork Atigun

Alternative C1/C2

Action (ACECs): No similar action; no ACECs would
be designated for protecting Dall sheep habitat under

this alternative.

| Alternative D

Action (ACECs): No similar action; no
ACECs would be designated for
protecting Dall sheep habitat under this
alternative.

Alternative E
Action (ACECs): Designate the

following ACECs to protect Dall Sheep

habitat:

e Galbraith Lake

Midnight Dome/Kalkhubuk
Nugget Creek

Poss Mountain

Snowden Mountain

West Fork Atigun

Action: No similar action.

Action: No similar action (see ACEC
management in Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action: Manage DSHA,

DSMC, and DSSA as

follows (see Map 2.2,

Appendix A):

e DSHA—4,600 acres
(permitted activities)

¢ DSMC—163,000 acres

e DSSA— 371,000 acres

Alternative C2

Action: No similar
action.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Manage DSHA 4,600 acres
(permitted activities) (see Map 2.3,
Appendix A).

Action (Effects Minimization and
Mitigation Requirements): No
similar action.

Action (Effects Minimization and
Mitigation Requirements): No similar
action (see ACEC management in
Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action (Effects
Minimization and
Mitigation
Requirements; see
Appendix l):

1. Disturbance limit

e DSHA (5 percent
disturbance cap on
discretionary
permitted activities)

e DSMC (15 percent
disturbance cap on
discretionary
permitted activities)

e DSSA (no
disturbance cap on
discretionary
permitted activities)

2. Noise restrictions

¢ DSHA (April 15—June
15) motorized
intrusions may occur
for up to 10 percent
of any hour and as
many as five
motorized noise
events over ambient
sound may occur per
day. Motorized noise
would not exceed 50
dBA at identified

Alternative C2

Action (Effects
Minimization and
Mitigation
Requirements): No
similar action.

Action (Effects Minimization and
Mitigation Requirements): No similar
action.

Action (Effects Minimization and
Mitigation Requirements; see
Appendix I): No similar action.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wildlife)

| Alternative D

| Alternative E

Dall Sheep
(cont.)

Alternative A (No Action)
(see above)

| Alternative B
(see above)

| Alternative C1/C2

DSHA between 7
a.m.and 7 p.m.

3. BMPs
e In DSHA, DSMC,
and DSSA, while
incorporating
applicable BMPs,
allow activity to
occur.

(see above)

(see above)

(see above)

Action (Vegetation): No similar
action.

Action (Vegetation): No similar action (see
ACEC management in Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action (Vegetation; see
Appendix l): Prioritize
DSHA for vegetation
management and
conservation, including
land health assessments.

Alternative C2

Action (Vegetation): No
similar action.

Action (Vegetation): No similar action.

Action: No similar action.

Action (Trails and Travel
Management—Aircraft
Restrictions): No similar action.

Action (Trails and Travel Management—
Aircraft Restrictions): No similar action
(see ACEC management in Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action (Trails and

Travel Management—

Aircraft Restrictions;

see Appendix |):

o DSHA—Require
permitted flights to
be more than 2,000
feet above ground
level over DSHA
from April 15 to
August 30.

Alternative C2

Action (Trails and
Travel Management—
Aircraft Restrictions):
No similar action.

Action (Trails and Travel
Management—Aircraft Restrictions):
No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative C1.

Action (Fluid Minerals): No similar
action.

Action (Fluid Minerals): No similar action.

Alternative C1

Action (Fluid Minerals;
see Appendix I): NSO
stipulations would apply
to fluid mineral leases
within DSHA and DSMC
(see Appendix F).

Alternative C2

Action (Fluid Minerals):
No similar action.

Action (Fluid Minerals): No similar
action.

Action (Fluid Minerals; see
Appendix I): NSO stipulations would
apply to fluid mineral leases within
DSHA (see Appendix F).

Action (Locatable Minerals):
Recommend withdrawal of eight
mineral licks from locatable mineral
entry.

Action (Locatable Minerals): No similar
action (see ACEC management in
Appendix J).

Alternative C1

Action (Locatable

Minerals; see

Appendix ):

¢ DSHA—Recommend
for withdrawal from
locatable mineral
entry.

Alternative C2

Action (Locatable
Minerals): No similar
action.

Action (Locatable Minerals): No similar
action.

Action: No similar action.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wildlife)

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
Dall Sheep | Action (Mineral Materials): No Action (Mineral Materials): No similar Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (Mineral Materials): No similar Action: Close DSHA to mineral
(cont.) similar action. action. (see ACEC management in Action (Mineral Action (Mineral action. material disposal.
Appendix J). A . . .
Materials; see Materials): No similar
Appendix I): action.
e DSMC and DSHA—
Closed to new
mineral material
disposal but remain
open to the
expansion of existing
active pits.
Action (Nonenergy Solid Action (Nonenergy Solid Leasable Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (Nonenergy Solid Leasable Action: Same as Alternative C1.
Legsable Minerals): No similar Minerals): Nq similar act_ion (see ACEC Action (Nonenergy Action (Nonenergy Minerals): No similar action.
action. management in Appendix J). Solid Leasable Solid Leasable
Minerals; see Minerals): No similar
Appendix I): action.
¢ DSHA—Close to
nonenergy solid
mineral leasing and
development.
Action (ROWs): No similar action. Action (ROWs): No similar action. Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (ROWs): No similar action. Action (Linear and Site-Type ROWSs,
. . . . Permits, and Leases, excluding wind
Action (Linear and.Slte- Act'lon (RQWs): No and solar): DSHA—ROW avoidgnce
Type ROWs, Permits, similar action.
and Leases, excluding
wind and solar):
¢ DSHA—ROW
exclusion
¢ DSMC—ROW
avoidance
Action (SRPs): No similar action. Action (SRPs): No similar action. Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (SRPs): No similar action. Action: No similar action.
Action (SRPs): Action (SRPs): No
e DSHA, DSMC, and similar action.
DSSA—permit only
SRPs that are
predicted to have
neutral or beneficial
effects on Dall sheep
habitat.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Species of Special Concern (including Special Status Species))

Table 2-5
Species of Special Concern (including Special Status Species)

Goals:

e Manage special status resources and habitats to be consistent with the conservation needs of special status species (SSS) (BLM Manual 6840), in a manner that would not contribute to the need to list any species under the Endangered
Species Act. Ensure progress toward recovery of any federally listed threatened or endangered species.
e Identify, conserve, and monitor SSS and their respective habitats to ensure that their populations can persist in the planning area without population supplementation or habitat restoration.

Objectives:
e Manage permitted uses to avoid or minimize negative impacts (i.e., activities are likely to result in a significant local or regional decline in species distribution, abundance, or productivity) on SSS habitat.

Golden Eagle Goal:

e Protect priority golden eagle habitat from human disturbances that would substantially alter the distribution or abundance of golden eagles. Provide adequate habitat to ensure that prey abundance for golden eagles does not drop below a
threshold that fully supports a healthy population.

Golden Eagle Objective:
e Avoid or minimize disturbance within 0.5 miles of golden eagle nests. The golden eagle is identified as a priority species in the planning area, due to its diversity and remnant character.

Category | Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E

General Action: No similar action. Action: Upon designation of SSS, identify distribution, key habitat areas, and special management needs.

Golden Action: No similar action. Action:

Eagle e Support Identification and monitoring of golden eagle nest sites across the decision area, with the purpose of preventing habitat impacts that may destabilize populations in the short

term and negatively affect populations over the long term.
o Identify areas of high concentrations of golden eagles for increased protection from human disturbance.
e Conduct or support studies of prey species importance and abundance. Relate known prey population levels to golden eagle populations. Identify and monitor known prey for
golden eagle populations.
e Avoid impacts on golden eagles from March 15—August 31, in keeping with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and in accordance with USFWS guidance.
Action: No similar action. Action: Recommend for withdrawal from Action: No similar action.
locatable mineral entry within 0.5 miles of
golden eagle nest sites.
Action: No similar action. Action: Apply NSO stipulations to fluid Action: Same as Alternative B. Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.
mineral leasing and development (see
Appendix F) within 0.5 miles of golden

eagle nests.

Action: No similar action. Action: Close area within 0.5-mile radius | Action: No similar action.
of golden eagle nests to mineral materials
disposal.

Action: No similar action. Action: Close area within 0.5-mile radius | Action: No similar action.

of golden eagle nests to nonenergy solid
mineral leasing and development.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Species of Special Concern (including Special Status Species))

Category | Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

| Alternative C1/C2

Flora

Action (Surface-Disturbing
Activities): No similar action.

Action (Surface-Disturbing Activities):
For BLM-authorized surface-disturbing
activities in known habitat for special
status flora or unique ecosystems (as
determined by the BLM), require
applicants to conduct a vegetation and
special status plant survey using BLM-
approved protocol. Revise the map of
known habitat when new information
becomes available.

In all other areas and for BLM-authorized
surface-disturbing activities over 5 acres,
require permittees provide to the BLM
with a geo-located photo inventory of the
site, along with soil samples. If a SSS
were identified via the photo inventory,
then the permittee may be required to
conduct a vegetation and special status
flora survey, using BLM-approved
protocol.

Give permittees reporting instructions if
SSS are found. Subject to valid existing
rights, for BLM-permitted activities,
require permittees to have a 98-foot (30-
meter) setback from special status flora
populations when such are discovered
during surveys for one-time, short-term
disturbances.

Alternative C1

Action (Surface-
Disturbing
Activities): For BLM-
authorized surface-
disturbing activity in
known habitat for
special status flora or
unique ecosystems,
applicants may be
asked to conduct a
vegetation and
special status plant
survey, using BLM-
approved protocol.
Revise the map of
known habitat as new
information becomes
available.

Potentially require
permitted activitiesto
have a 98-foot (30-
meter) setback from
special status flora
populations when
they are discovered
during surveys.

Alternative C2

Action (Surface-
Disturbing
Activities): If the
BLM determines that
a permit action has
the potential to affect
special status flora or
if it occurs in a unique
vegetation
community, the AO
may request a
survey. Permittees
would receive
reporting instructions,
if special status flora
are found as a result
of a required survey.

| Alternative D
Action (Surface-Disturbing Activities):
Same as Alternative C2.

Alternative E

Action (Surface-Disturbing Activities):
For BLM-authorized surface-disturbing
activity in known habitat for special status
flora or unique ecosystems, applicants
may be required to conduct a vegetation
and special status plant survey, using
BLM-approved protocol. Revise the map
of known habitat as new information
becomes available.

Potentially require permitted activities to
have a 98-foot (30-meter) setback from
special status flora populations, or other
avoidance or mitigation measures, when
they are discovered during surveys.

Action (Fluid Minerals—NSO): Apply
an NSO stipulation to fluid mineral
leases for Montia bostockii habitat.

Action (Fluid Minerals—NSO): No similar action.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Recreation and Visitor Service)

Goals:

Table 2-6

Recreation and Visitor Service (See Appendix K for further details of recreation management areas)

e Require that the Recreation and Visitor Services Program supports a diverse array of recreation activities that enhance the quality of life for users.
e Facilitate greater well-being and economic benefits within communities. Support sustainable economic growth and assist with diversifying and stabilizing local communities through collaboration with community networks of service

providers.

e Promote public health and safety by managing for accessibility of recreation sites and for clean facilities.

e Provide a variety of dispersed and developed recreation opportunities and experiences, while sustaining the recreation resource base and minimizing resource impacts resulting from recreation. Improve access to appropriate recreation
opportunities on public lands, including partnered lands and waters.

Objectives:
e Ensure that visitors are not exposed to unhealthy and unsafe human-created conditions that have previously been identified, and improve the condition and accessibility, where appropriate, of recreation sites and facilities.
e Plan for and manage the physical, social, and operational settings in each area and the activities that occur there.

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action: No similar action. Action:

e Limit nonpermitted camping outside of campgrounds to 14 nights per site. Campers must move 5 miles or more after 14 nights.

e Educate the public and encourage those engaged in nonpermitted activities to adhere to “leave no trace” principles, as described by the Leave No Trace Center for Outdoor
Ethics and Tread Lightly.

e Limit firewood collection for recreational purposes to dead or down trees.

e Maintain effective separation between domestic animals and Dall sheep (Wild Sheep Working Group 2012; consistent with BLM Manual 1730). Domestic sheep and goats are
prohibited in Dall sheep habitat. To minimize the potential for disease transmission to wildlife, applications for the use of pack animals will be reviewed on a project-specific
basis.

Consult with subject tribes on potential SRPs in designated traditional cultural property locations.

SRMAs Action: Manage the following SRMAs Action: Manage the following SRMAs to Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Action: Manage the following

(3,014,000 acres, Map 2.4, Appendix A):

e Dalton Highway (801,000 acres)
e Dalton Corridor (2,213,000 acres)

achieve the objectives described in
Appendix K (497,000 acres, Map 2.5,
Appendix A):

e Central Dalton (353,000 acres)

e Sukakpak Region (144,000 acres)

Action: Manage the Dalton
Highway Corridor SRMA
(2,437,000) to achieve the
objectives described in
Appendix K (2,437,000
acres, Map 2.6,

Appendix A).

Action: Manage
the Dalton SRMA to
achieve the
objectives
described in
Appendix K
(497,000 acres;
Map 2.7, Appendix
A).

SRMAs to achieve the objectives
described in Appendix K (1,453,000
acres, Map 2.8, Appendix A):

e Sukakpak Region (412,000

acres)

e Central Dalton (904,000
acres)

e Dalton Highway Corridor
(137,000 acres)

Action: Continue to manage the Dalton
Highway Corridor Development Nodes
under the 1991 Recreation Area
Management Plan, Dalton Highway.

Action: No similar action. (The
development nodes are the RMZs of the
Central Dalton SRMA and are managed

according to prescriptions in Appendix K).

Alternative C1

Action: No similar action.
(The development nodes
are the RMZs of the Dalton
Highway Corridor SRMA
and are managed
according to prescriptions
in Appendix K).

Alternative C2

Action: No similar
action.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative B.

Action: No similar.

Action:Designate OHV use as limited in
the Sukakpak Region and Central Dalton

SRMAs.

Action: Designate OHV use as limited in the
Dalton Highway Corridor SRMA.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Same as Alternative B.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Recreation and Visitor Service)

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
SRMAs Action: Manage the Dalton Corridor Action: Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action:
(cont.) SRMA as VRM Class Il e Manage the Sukakpak Region SRMA Action: Action: e Manage the Sukakpak Region
. :AsaXaRg'\g tCI::sCse:Ltral Dalton SRMA and | ° Manage the following * Manage the . I\S/Iiz::ﬂapg\;:?h\éRCMeriIrZIssD!Iton
SRMAs as VRM Class Sukakpak
Dalton Uplands RMZ as VRM Class lli Il Region RMZ SRMA, Dalton Uplands RMZ as
e Manage .the following SRMAs as VRM o Dalton Highway within the VRM Class I .
Class IV: Corridor, Chapman Dalton SRMA e Manage the following SRMAs as
o Central Dalton, Coldfoot.RMZ Lake RMZ as VRM Class VRM Class IV:
o Centrgl Dalton, Yukon River o Dalton Highway I o Central Dalton, Coldfoot.RMZ
Crossing RMZ Corridor, Brooks «  Manage the o Centrgl Dalton, Yukon River
Range South RMZ Dalton Uplands Crossing RMZ
o Dalton Highway RMZ within the
Corridor, Brooks Dalton SRMA
Range as VRM Class
North/Galbraith 11
Lake RMZ e Manage the
o Dalton Highway Coldfoot and
Corridor, Outer Yukon River
Corridor RMZ Crossing RMZs
¢ Manage the followong within the
SRMAs as VRM Class Dalton SRMA
[l as VRM Class
o Dalton Highway v
Corridor, Finger
Mountain RMZ
o Dalton Highway
Corridor, Arctic
Circle RMZ
o Dalton Highway
Corridor, Grayling
Lake RMZ
e Manage the followong
SRMAs as VRM Class
V:
o Dalton Highway
Corridor,Yukon
River RMZ
o Dalton Highway
Corridor, Coldfoot
RMZ
ERMAs Action: Manage the following ERMAs Action: Manage the following ERMAs to Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Manage the following
(630,000 acres; Map 2.4, Appendix A): achieve the objectives in Appendix K Action: Same as Action: Manage ERMAs to achieve the objectives in
e CAMA (405,000 acres) (145,000 acres, Map 2.5, Appendix A): Alternaiive B (Map 2.6 the Dalion ERﬁ/IA to Appendix K (136,000 acres, Map
¢ Nigu-lteriak ACEC/RMA (152,000 acres) | ® Spooky Valley (9,000 acres) Appendix A) o achieve the 2.8, Appendix A):
e Oolamnagavik-Colville (73,000 acres) ¢ Nigu-lteriak River (CAMA; 136,000 ' objectives in ¢ Nigu-lteriak River (CAMA;
acres) Appendix K 136,000 acres)
(1,460,000 acres;
Map 2.7,
Appendix A).
Action: Manage the Oolamnagavik- Action: Manage the following ERMAs as Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: Manage the following
Colville River ERMA as VRM Class . VRM Class I I I ERMAs as VRM Class I:
Spooky Valle Action: Same as Action: Manage o Nigu-lteriak River (CAMA)
* p y X y Alternative B. the Dalton ERMA 9
¢ Nigu-lteriak River (CAMA) as VRM Class Il
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Backcountry Conservation Areas)

Table 2-7
Backcountry Conservation Areas (See Appendix K for further details)

Goal:
e Maintain a recreational hunting-focused experience for users of the BCA.

Objective:
e While allowing multiple use, manage BCAs for wildlife habitat and backcountry recreation and hunting.

Category | Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D Alternative E

General Action: No BCA is currently designated. Action: Establish Dalton Corridor BCA. Action: No BCA is designed under this alternative. Action: Establish Dalton Corridor North
Manage the BCA for dispersed, wildlife- and South BCA. Manage the BCA for
dependent recreation to achieve objectives dispersed, wildlife-dependent recreation
described in Appendix K (1,605,000 acres; to achieve objectives described in
Map 2.5, Appendix A). Appendix K (666,000 acres; Map 2.8,

Appendix A).
Action: No similar action. Action (Locatable Minerals): Require Action: No similar action. Action: Same as Alternative B.

operators to follow the reclamation standards
in Appendix L for surface disturbance from
mining in the Dalton Corridor BCA.

Action (Mineral Materials): No similar Action (Mineral Materials): Close to mineral | Action (Mineral Materials): No similar action. Action (Mineral Materials): No similar
action material disposal those portions of the Dalton action.

Corridor BCA that are more than 5 miles
from the Dalton Highway.

Action: No similar action. Action (ROWSs): Manage Dalton Corridor Action (ROWs): No similar action. Action (ROWs): No similar action.
BCA as ROW avoidance.
Action: No similar action. Action (Realty): Retain the Dalton Corridor | Action (Realty): No similar action. Action (Realty): No similar action.

BCA for long-term management. Identify
lands in the BCA for acquisition from willing

sellers.
Action: No similar action. Action (Visual Resources): Manage Action: No similar action. Action (Visual Resources): Same as
Dalton Corridor BCA as VRM Class |l Alternative B.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Lands with Wilderness Characteristics)

Table 2-8
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

Goal:
¢ On lands managed for wilderness characteristics, maintain characteristics of size, naturalness, solitude, and outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation.

Objective:
e Consider the following ANILCA-specified uses to be compatible with LWCs in Alaska:
o Public use cabins and shelters

o Snowmobiles with adequate snow cover
o Airplane use, including primitive landing areas
o Motorboat use
o Temporary structures/equipment for hunting, fishing, and trapping
Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General | Action: Maintain an inventory of all lands that possess wilderness characteristics.
Action: Manage 12,721,000 Action: Manage LWCs as follows (Table 2-1; Map | Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: Same as Alternative C2.
acres with wilderness 2.10, Appendix A): . .
characteristics to emphasize e 363,000 acres to protect those characteristics %ﬁg&g '(.l:./l aalgzg;- ‘:_.VI\\/IICaiazs“ ?zc t7|t2>|11.0|\élg gi?:s with
other resource values and as a priority over other multiple uses A sA B o
- ) . . ppendix A): wilderness
multiple uses (Table 2-1; Map e 4,716,000 acres to emphasize other multiple . 882000 acres to characteristics to
2.9, Appendix A). (No LWC uses, while applying management restrictions emphasize other multiole | emphasize other
determination has been made for to reduce impacts on wilderness useps while applying P muIF:ipIe uses as a
this alternative.) characteristics ' . manégement restrictions | priority over protecting
* 7,639,000 acres to emphasize other multiple to reduce impacts on wilderness
uses as a. p_r|or|ty over protecting wilderness wilderness characteristics | characteristics (Table 2-
characteristics e 11,839,000 acres to 1; Map 2.9,
emphasize other multiple | Appendix A).
uses as a priority over
protecting wilderness
characteristics
Action: No similar action. Action: Apply the following management to lands Action: No similar action.

managed to protect wilderness characteristics as a

priority over other multiple uses:

e VRM CClass |

e ROW exclusion areas

e Close to construction new all-season roads

e Close to commercial timber development;

prohibit non-subsistence collection of live

vegetation (subsistence use still requires a

permit), except on ROWs

Close to mineral material disposal

Close to nonenergy solid mineral leasing

Close to fluid mineral leasing

Recommend to the Secretary of the Interior

withdrawal from locatable mineral entry

o Allow vegetation treatments and prescribed
fire, to maintain or improve naturalness in the
long term; emphasize prescribed fire over
mechanical treatment

e Retain in federal ownership the non-selected
BLM-managed lands and those not conveyed
under the Alaskan Statehood Act and ANCSA
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Lands with Wilderness Characteristics)

Category | Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action: No similar action. Action: Apply the following management to LWCs to emphasize other multiple Alternative C2 Action: No similar action. Action: No similar action.
(cont.) uses, while applying management restrictions to reduce impacts on wilderness L I
T Action: No similar
characteristics:

e VRMClass Il action.

¢ ROW avoidance area

e Allow mineral material disposal only for authorized ROWs and require VRM
mitigation and fewer than 5 acres of disturbance and concurrent reclamation

e Apply NSO stipulations to fluid mineral leasing (see Appendix F)

e Allow vegetation treatments and prescribed fire to maintain or improve
naturalness in the long term; emphasize prescribed fire over mechanical
treatments

e Retain in federal ownership non-selected BLM-managed lands and those not
conveyed under the Alaskan Statehood Act and ANCSA
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wild and Scenic Rivers)

Goal:

e Maintain free-flowing nature and identified outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs).

Alternative A Objective:
e Protect and enhance the free-flowing nature, water quality, ORVs, and preliminary classification of eligible rivers, pending congressional action.

Action Alternatives Objective:
e Protect and enhance the free-flowing nature, water quality, ORVs, and tentative classification of suitable rivers until Congress acts on suitability recommendations.

Category | Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Table 2-9

Wild and Scenic Rivers

| Alternative C1/C2

| Alternative D | Alternative E

General Action: Manage the following rivers as Action: The following rivers are determined Action: Determine all 11 eligible stream segments as not suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and
eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and suitable for designation under the WSRs Act release them from interim management protections afforded eligible segments.
Scenic Rivers System (603 miles; Map 2.12, | (603 miles; Map 2.12, Appendix A):
Appendix A):

Segments classified as wild
Segments classified as wild 1. Colville River, with scenic, paleontological,
1. Colville River, with scenic, paleontological, and recreational ORVs
and recreational ORVs 2.Dietrich River, with scenic and recreational
2.Dietrich River, with scenic and recreational ORVs
ORVs 3.Dulbi River, with recreational ORVs
3. Dulbi River, with recreational ORVs 4.Hogatza River with recreational and fish
4.Hogatza River, with recreational and fish ORVs
ORVs 5.Jim River with scenic, recreational, and fish
5.Jim River, with scenic, recreational, and ORVs
fish ORVs 6. Kanuti-Kilolitna River with scenic ORVs
6. Kanuti-Kilolitna River with scenic ORVs 7.Kanuti River with scenic, recreational, and
7.Kanuti River, with scenic, recreational, and hydrologic ORVs
hydrologic ORVs 8. Mathews River with scenic and wildlife
8.Mathews River, with scenic and wildlife ORVs
ORVs 9.Sulukna River with fish ORVs
9.Sulukna River, with fish ORVs . .
Segments classified as recreational
Segments classified as recreational 10.Atigun River with scenic, recreational, and
10.Atigun River, with scenic, recreational, cultural ORVs
and cultural ORVs 11.Sagavanirktok River-Lower (Sag) with
11.Sagavanirktok River-Lower (Sag), with scenic, recreational, and cultura ORVs
scenic, recreational, and cultural ORVs
The suitable river segments are not CSUs but
would become CSUs under Alternative B if
Congress were to designate those segments
into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wild and Scenic Rivers)

General
(cont.)

Alternative A (No Action)

Action: Establish the following interim

protective management guidelines for all

eligible segments, pending congressional
action (all interim protective management is
subject to valid existing rights):

e Approve no action altering the free-
flowing nature of eligible segments
through impoundments, diversions that
have the effect of impounding water,
channeling, or riprapping

e Approve no action that would have an
adverse effect on an eligible segment’s
identified ORVs; enhance identified
ORVs, to the extent practicable

e Approve no action that would modify an
eligible segment or its corridor to the
degree that its eligibility or preliminary
classification would be affected

e Approve no action that would diminish
water quality to the point that the water
would no longer support the ORVs

e Allow activities and uses authorized in
ANILCA that apply to congressionally
designated WSRs

Alternative B

Action: Establish the following interim

protective management guidelines for all

suitable segments, pending congressional
action (all interim protective management is
subject to valid existing rights):

e Carry forward the same management of
eligible segments as described under
Alternative A for suitable segments under
Alternative B, plus:

o Manage wild segments as VRM
Class |

o Manage recreational segments with a
scenic ORV as VRM Class Il

o Manage all segments as ROW
avoidance

o Apply NSO stipulations for fluid
mineral leasing and development (see
Appendix F) for wild segments

o Apply controlled surface use
stipulations for fluid mineral leasing
and development (see Appendix F)
for recreational segments

o Close wild segments to mineral
material disposal

o Close wild segments to nonenergy
solid mineral leasing

o Recommend that the Secretary of the
Interior withdraw wild segments from
locatable mineral entry

o Close wild segments to commercial
timber harvest; prohibit non-
subsistence collection of live
vegetation (subsistence use still
requires a permit)

o Acquire land from willing sellers to
maintain the ORVs and free-flowing
nature

o Allow activities and uses authorized in
ANILCA that apply to congressionally
designated WSRs

| Alternative C1/C2

| Alternative D
Action: No similar action; there are no suitable segments.

| Alternative E
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Visual Resources)

Goal:

Table 2-10
Visual Resources

e Assign, maintain, and manage visual resources by applying BMPs to all surface-disturbing activities, to manage for visual characteristics in all VRM classes.

Objectives:

e VRM Class I—Preservation of the landscape. This class provides for natural ecological changes; it does not, however, preclude very limited management activity. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be very low and
must not attract attention.

e VRM Class II—Retain the existing character of the landscape. Activities in or modifications of the environment should not be evident or attract the attention of the casual observer. Changes should repeat the basic elements of form, line,
color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.

e VRM Class III—Partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract attention but should not detract from the existing landscape.

landscape. A Class IV rating is generally reserved for areas where the visual intrusions dominate the viewshed but are in character with the landscape.

Maintain or enhance existing visual resource inventory classes.
Maintain or enhance viewsheds from high visitation travel routes and travel routes used by village communities, including rivers.

Maintain or enhance viewsheds from all adjacent NPS lands, USFWS lands, and BLM and State of Alaska special designation areas.
Manage permitted activities to reduce alteration of natural night sky light and maintain dark, clear skies for aurora borealis viewing, stargazing, and other nighttime activities.

VRM Class IV—Provide for management activities that require major modification of the character of the landscape. Changes may attract attention and be dominant landscape features but should reflect the basic elements of the existing

Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B Alternatives C1/C2 | Alternative D Alternative E
General | Action: Allocate BLM-managed lands to Action: Allocate BLM-managed lands to the | Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: Allocate BLM-managed lands to | Action: Allocate BLM-managed
the following VRM classifications (Map following VRM classifications (Map 2.14, Action: Allocate BLM- Action: Allocate BLM- the following VRM classifications (Map lands to the following VRM
2.13, Appendix A, and Appendix J): Appendix A, and Appendix J): managéd lands to the managéd lands to the 2.17, Appendix A and Appendix J): classifications (Map 2.18, Appendix
e Class I: 258,000 acres e Class I: 762,000 acres following VRM following VRM e Class |: 258,000 acres A, and Appendix J):
e Class Il: 0 acres e Class Il: 6,661,000 acres classifications (Map 2.15, | classifications (Map e Class Il: 0 acres e Class I: 260,000 acres
e Class Ill: 2,584,000 acres e Class lll: 261,000 acres Appendix A, and ’ 2.16, Appendix A, e Class Ill: 2,027,000 acres e Class Il: 1,215,000 acres
e Class IV: 801,000 acres e Class IV: 5,580,000 acres Appendix J): and Appendix J): e Class IV: 10,979,000 acres e Class Ill: 913,000 acres
e Unclassified: 9,621.000 acres e Class I: 268,000 e Class I: 258,000 e Class IV: 10,876,000 acres
acres acres
e Class II: 2,935,000 e Class Il: 144,000
acres acres
e Class lll: 117,000 e Class Il
acres 1,799,000 acres
e Class 1V: 9,944,000 e Class IV:
acres 11,063,000 acres
Action: Continue designation of the Action: Continue designation of the Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: No similar action; no ACECs Action: No similar action; no ACECs
following ACECs to protect scenic values following ACECs to protect scenic values Action: Continue Action: No similar would be designated for the purpose of would be designated for the purpose
(see Table 2-11 and Appendix J for (see Table 2-11 and Appendix J for designétion of the action: .no ACECs protecting scenic resources under this of protecting scenic resources under
management). management). following ACECs to would,be designated alternative. this alternative.
* G_albrguth Lake ° Qalbrgnth Lake protect scenic values for the purpose of
* JimRiver * JimRiver (see Table 2-11 and protecting scenic
* Spooky Valley ¢ Spooky Valley . Appendix J for resources under this
e Sukakpak Mountain e Sukakpak/Snowden Mountain management). alternative.
e Galbraith Lake
e Sukakpak/Snowden
Mountain
Action: Where possible in the Ray Action: No similar action; all areas are assigned to a VRM class.
Mountains, manage activities to retain the
character of the landscape. Manage other
areas to lessen impacts on visual resource
from other activities.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Areas of Critical Environmental Concern)

Table 2-11
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Goal:
e Provide special management attention needed 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 human life and safety
from natural hazards.

Objective:
e Maintain the long-term sustainability of the relevant and important values for which the ACEC is designated, as well as the scientific opportunities.

Category ' Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C1/C2 Alternative D Alternative E
General Action: Require that surface-disturbing activities associated with mineral exploration and development be conducted under an approved plan of operations (43 CFR 3809). Casual uses, as defined in 43 CFR 3809, are exempt
from this requirement.
Action: Retain 24 ACECs or RNAs Action: Manage 31 ACECs or RNAs Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: Manage 0 ACECs or RNAs. Action: Manage 21 ACECs or RNAs
(1,751 ,090 acres) (Maps 2_.19 and 2.20, (4,035,0(_)0 acres) (Maps 2_.21 and 2.22, Action: Manage 8 Action: Manage 1 (3,611 ,0(_)0 acres) (Map 2.?6 and 2.27,
Appendix A; see Appendix J). Appendix A; see Appendix J). ACECs or RNAs RNA (77,000 acres) Appendix A; see Appendix J)
(418,000 acres) (Map 2.25, Appendix
(Maps 2.23 and 2.24, | A; see Appendix J).
Appendix A; see
Appendix J).
Action: No similar action. Action: No similar action. Action: No similar Action: No similar Action: No similar action. Action: Within the following ACECs
action. action. special management actions described

in Appendix J would apply to stream
order-based 100-year floodplain buffers
watershed-wide:

Hogatza River Tributaries
Huslia

Indian River

Jim River

Klikhtentotzna Creek
Sethkokna River

South Fork Koyukuk River
Sulukna River

. Tozitna River

10. Upper Teedriinjik River

11. Wheeler Creek

CONOIO R WN =

These buffer widths based on stream
order are as follows:

e First and second order streams:
100 feet on either side of the
stream

e Third order streams: 500 feet on
either side of the stream

e Fourth and fifth order streams:
1,000 feet on either side of the
stream

e Sixth through eighth order
streams: 1,500 feet on either
side of the stream
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wilderness Study Areas)

Table 2-12
Wilderness Study Areas

Goal:
e Preserve wilderness characteristics of the CAMA WSA.

Objective:
e Manage the CAMA WSA consistent with BLM Manual 6330, Management of BLM WSAs (BLM 2012a), and ANILCA until Congress acts on the wilderness recommendation.

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action:
e Manage lands in the CAMA WSA in a manner that will protect its wilderness characteristics until Congress acts on the wilderness recommendation (Map 2.28, Appendix A).
e Apply management prescriptions to WSAs according to BLM policy; current BLM policy dictates the following management (BLM Manual 6330):
o Manage as VRM Class |
Manage as ROW exclusion
Close to fluid mineral leasing
Close to mineral material disposal
Close to nonenergy solid mineral leasing and development
Close to commercial timber harvest
Limit OHV travel and mechanized travel to existing ways
Action: No similar action. Action: Should Congress release the Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action: Same as Alternative C2. Action: Same as Alternative C1.
CAMA WSA from wilderness

O O O O

O

: ; Action: Should Action: Should Congress
consideration, manage the lands to
protect wilderness cr?aracteristics asa Congress release the releasg the CAMA WSA
priority over other multiple uses, as CAMA WSA from from .W|Ide.rnes.s
described in Table 2-8. wilderness consideration, inventory

consideration, manage | for wilderness
the lands to emphasize | characteristics but manage

other multiple uses, according to adjacent
while applying lands.
management

restrictions to reduce
impacts on wilderness
characteristics.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—National Trails)

Table 2-13
National Trails

Goals:

e Identify, describe, and manage National Scenic and Historic Trails boundaries to protect values (per MS-6250, National Scenic and Historic Trail Administration; MS-6280, Management of National Scenic and Historic Trails and Trails
under Study or Recommended as Suitable for Congressional Designation; MS-8353, Trail Management Areas — Secretarially Designated National Recreation, Water, and Connecting and Side Trails; 600 DM 5, Standards for Federal Lands
Boundary Evidence; and H-9600-1, Cadastral Survey Handbook).

e The nature and purpose of the Iditarod National Historic Trail (an ANILCA CSU) is to provide the following, while managing the trail consistent with the applicable provisions in ANILCA, including Sections 811, 1110, and the Title XI
Transportation and Utility Systems Process:

o A rich diversity of climate, terrain, scenery, wildlife, recreation, and resources largely unchanged since the days of the gold rush stampeders

o An extensive, isolated, primitive, historic landscape unmatched in the National Trail System

o A setting that demands user durability and skill

o A setting in which contemporary users can duplicate the experience and challenge of yesteryear

e Per the INHT nature and purpose, as described by Congress in 1978:

o 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

o Provide users with opportunities to view, experience, and appreciate examples of historic human use of the resources along the INHT, demonstrating how these resources are being managed 1) in harmony with the environment, 2) in
support of the nature and purposes for which the trail was designated, and 3) without detracting from the overall experience of the trail

o Maintain the INHT National Trail Management Corridor to provide high-quality winter, trail-based use opportunities; conserve natural, historic, and cultural resources along the trail; use of the INHT would minimally affect adjacent
natural and cultural environments and harmonize with the management objectives of land and resource uses that are, or may be, occurring on the lands through which the trail passes

o Preserve and protect the historic remains and historic settings of the INHT and associated historic sites for public use and enjoyment

e Provide opportunities for users to meet subsistence needs and outdoor recreation needs and promote the preservation of public access and enjoyment of the open air, outdoor areas, and historic resources of the nation, in a manner that
supports the nature and purpose of the congressionally designated trails.

e The proposed INHT Management Corridor was determined with the goal of harmonizing with and complementing any established multiple-use plans for the areas where it is located. In selecting the ROWs for the Management Corridor,
fully consider minimizing any potential adverse impacts on adjacent landowners and users or their operations.

e The INHT Management Corridor includes both BLM-managed lands and State and private lands. The BLM manages those segments of the INHT on BLM-managed lands and administers the INHT for those segments located on non-BLM-
managed lands. Manage trails and maintain historic preservation on the BLM-managed lands. Administering involves coordinating trail management and historic preservation efforts with these landowners for these segments on non-BLM
lands.

Objectives:

e Inventory, maintain, and enhance the significant qualities of high-potential INHT segments and sites, as defined in the National Trails System Act

e Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on intact INHT segments, their settings, and associated sites and interference with the resources associated with the nature and purpose of the trail
e  Work with adjacent landowners to maintain the continuity of the trail across all landownership, as identified in the INHT Comprehensive Management Plan (BLM 1986b)

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action: Establish the INHT National Trail Management Corridor within the planning area. The purpose of the corridor is to conserve the resources, qualities, values, associated settings, and the primary uses that support the
nature and purpose of the INHT.

Action: If the INHT is on any lands where a withdrawal is recommended for revocation and if the State of Alaska, through the Statehood Act, or an ANCSA corporation, through the ANCSA, desires conveyance of the parcels,
exempt the INHT from the conveyance, as required under the National Trails System Act.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Vegetation (Including Nonnative Invasive Species))

Table 2-14
Vegetation (Including Nonnative Invasive Species)

Goals:

e Manage BLM-permitted and casual use activities to maintain functional ecosystems composed of healthy and diverse native communities for the following reasons:
To attain the “desired future condition” of a landscape free of NNIS of concern

To prevent alteration of and/or damage to intact native ecosystems in relation to NNIS of concern infestation

To prevent NNIS of concern introduction and spread into intact native ecosystems

To contain, control, or eradicate existing NNIS of concern infestations

To effectively integrate NNIS of concern prevention, control, and management into all BLM programs and functions within the planning area

To coordinate with neighboring agencies, tribes, landowners, and communities to implement early detection rapid response methods

O O O O O O

Objectives:
e Coordinate with the State of Alaska and other landowners to build consistency in reclamation standards whenever possible, while meeting objectives for overall ecosystem function on BLM-managed lands.
e Manage for ecosystem health by maintaining or achieving potential natural conditions, as defined in Appendix L, for the following reasons:
o To prevent introduction of NNIS of concern, by means of heightened awareness via education and outreach programs and adherence to early detection rapid response methods
o To prioritize NNIS of concern species for eradication or containment via early detection rapid response methods (in accordance with the BLM Alaska State Invasive Species Policy, currently IM 2010-001)
o To prioritize the eradication or containment of NNIS of concern infestations occurring in material extraction sites to minimize the probability of spread to uninfested areas
o To prioritize the implementation of early detection rapid response methods for aquatic NNIS of concern detected in surface waters used by floatplanes or watercraft

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action: No similar action Action:

e All actions implemented or authorized by the BLM would, as appropriate, include measures to prevent the introduction and spread of NNIS of concern. For all permitted activities,
adhere to standard operating procedures designed to prevent the introduction and spread of NNIS of concern. Collaborate with permittee to develop project-specific BMPs where
needed.

¢ Include the following high priority habitats for early detection rapid response method application: anadromous streams, lakes, lichen-rich habitats, moose habitat, and berry picking
areas.

e Monitor vegetation communities for cumulative effects of wildland fire, suppression activities, and effects of excluding fire. Vegetation management may be used to remedy or restore
forest health damage.

BLM-permitted Activities

e Hold authorized BLM permit holders responsible for all costs and logistical coordination related to eradicating infestations of NNIS of concern that are demonstrated to result from their
permitted activity. Before granting a permit require applicants to implement an NNIS survey or coordinate with the BLM to determine whether an infestation is present. Annual reports
from all permitted operations must include an update on NNIS presence and extent.

e Require that all BLM-permitted activities must comply with the BLM Alaska NNIS Management Policy, currently defined in IM 2010-001. Standard stipulations for invasive species
management shall be required as applicable for permitted activities (BLM IM 2010-001, Attachment 1).

e Atthe discretion of the AO, potentially require permittees of proposed and existing authorized activities to work with other permitted public land users to establish cooperative weed
management practices or plans.

e Allow methods of chemical control authorized by the BLM Vegetation Treatments using Herbicides in 17 Western States Record of Decision (ROD) (BLM 2007) or the successor
document on using Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron (BLM 2016c). Hold permittees responsible for upholding the requirements for the use of those herbicides. Treatment
monitoring and reporting requirements are outlined in the vegetation treatments ROD (BLM 2007). Additionally, use all other methods of chemical control authorized by subsequent
BLM National Environmental Policy Act decisions, as appropriate. Approve beforehand any use of chemical control on BLM-managed lands and require that its requirements be
followed, including in pesticide use proposals and reporting.

o Coordinate with other applicable agencies to implement the Arctic Invasive Alien Species Action Plan, and Safeguarding America’s Lands and Waters from Invasive Species: A
National Framework for Early Detection and Rapid Response. Coordinate with the Alaska Invasive Species Partnership for noxious and invasive plant management.

Wildland Fire

o The BLM would provide NNIS of concern awareness educational materials and/or training to the responsible fire protection agency/organization.

e Require the responsible fire protection agency/organization to adhere to BMPs for preventing the introduction and/or spread of NNIS of concern.

Prioritize monitoring for NNIS of concern in burned areas, based on risk of NNIS of concern infestation (e.g., where ground-disturbing activities have occurred or where motorized
equipment has been used) and/or resource value of burned area.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Vegetation (Including Nonnative Invasive Species))

Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General (see above) Weed-Free Material
(cont.) ¢ Promote through the permitting process the use of organic-based materials that are “certified weed-free,” including feed, mulch, and erosion-control materials.
Casual Use

e Post signs on commonly used points of entry to BLM-managed lands (e.g., trailheads, airports, roads, and boat landings) to promote citizen awareness and responsibility in relation to
NNIS of concern introduction and spread. Cooperate with rural communities and regional land managers to establish and implement hazard analysis critical control points, cooperative
weed management areas, and outreach and educational programs.

Cooperate with the State of Alaska on NNIS prevention related to use of navigable waterways by motorboats and floatplanes for casual and subsistence use.

Action (Restoration—Uplands, non- | Action (Restoration—Uplands, non-riparian): Alternative C1 Alternative C2 Action (Restoration—Uplands, non- Action: Same as Alternative C2
riparian): No similar action. Require natural revegetation of disturbed sites, Action Action (Restoration— riparian): Same as Alternative C2
unless it can be demonstrated that natural (Rcesioration— Uclaon d(s ‘::):_ °
revegetation is unlikely to be successful or does not piar ’
o Uplands, non- riparian): Promote
meet resource objectives. L : .
riparian): Same as | rapid revegetation
Alternative B. methods for the site, for

example, seeding with
native vegetation or
importing topsoil.

Action (ROWs—Avoidance): No Action (ROWs—Avoidance): Manage the Alternative C1: Alternative C2: Action (ROWs—Avoidance): No similar Action: Same as Alternative C2
Isgglt?éna)chon. (No restrictions on ROW 1:olIo'\:/:;igr]]sr\]/l;q;:taet?g:ystems as ROW avoidance: Action (ROWs— Action (ROWs— ﬁgf:éég%:g%uvi Zc\;/g?c)i/as:]ecrgs) are
' . Avoidance): Avoidance): Manage '
* Lichen Manage the the following unique
* Pingos following unique ecosystems as ROW
ecosystems as avoidance:
ROW avoidance: e Pingo cluster south
e Pingos of Lake Todatonten
and adjacent to
Kanuti Hot Springs
Action (Surface-Disturbing Action (Surface-Disturbing Activities— Action (Surface-Disturbing Activities—Reclamation Standards): Same as Alternative B.
Activities—Reclamation Standards): | Reclamation Standards): Subject to reclamation
No similar action. standards described in Appendix L.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Forestry)

Table 2-15
Forestry

Alternative A Goal:
e Manage forest resources for sustained yield of forest products, watershed protection, wildlife habitat, and other uses.

Alternative A Objective:
e Maximize opportunities for harvesting forest resources, where feasible and practical.

Action Alternatives Goals:

e Manage to sustain forest health.

e Manage to provide sustained yield of firewood, house logs, and other forest products.

e Maintain ecosystem function by managing for a diverse species assemblage capable of providing ecosystem services such as carbon storage and water and nutrient flows.

Action Alternatives Objectives:

e Provide woody biomass consistent with other resource uses, as part of an ecologically healthy system and consistent with the principles of multiple use.
e Provide forest resources to meet subsistence and personal use needs.

e Address forest health issues, as needed.

o Allow for commercial timber harvest where demand exists and is consistent with other resource objectives.

Alternative A (No Action) ] Alternative B ] Alternative C1/C2 ] Alternative D | Alternative E
General Action:
Permit the use of timber resources, such as firewood and house logs, through the normal permitting process.
Action: Action:
e Allow commercial harvest of timber e Harvest would be in compliance with the Alaska Forest Resources and Practices Act BMPs, AS 41.17.119: Minimum Riparian Standards for Other Public Land, and any other
resources in the Utility Corridor for salvage applicable regulations established by the State Forester pursuant to AS 41.17.115. Harvest may include the following:
purposes, such as after clearing operations o Subsistence harvest (harvest by qualified subsistence users for purposes allowable under ANILCA)

along ROWs or of fire-killed timber. Commercial harvest (any harvest, other than subsistence harvest, for the purpose of sale or barter of forest products)
e Cutting trees is prohibited within 200 feet of ROW harvest (permitted harvest for the purposes of clearing a ROW authorized under regulations at 43 CFR 2800; ROW harvest is a category of commercial harvest)
either side of the centerline of a road, Personal use (harvest for the purpose of removing and using the forest products, such as for firewood; personal use harvest requires a permit and is generally limited to

except for the removal of danger trees or standing dead or down wood)

o O O

for road construction. o Research harvest (harvest of timber for research or scientific purposes)
e If monitoring indicates any intensive o Fuels management harvest (harvest of timber for the purpose of managing fuels to mitigate wildland fire risk)
firewood use areas where demand may be o Incidental timber harvest (collection of small amounts of forest products for use in campfires on public lands, in accordance with 43 CFR 8365.1-5(b))
exceeding supply, develop a forestry o Timber harvest (used with no qualifier means all the above)
management activity plan. ¢ Any commercial harvest within the 100-year floodplain must demonstrate that it would meet aquatic, riparian, and floodplain objectives.
¢ Accumulate and maintain data on forest e Unless specifically authorized, no green timber may be cut within 300 feet of a highway or public road.

lands until identified needs require a more If monitoring indicates any intensive firewood use areas, where demand may exceed supply, then develop a forestry activity management plan.
intensive forest inventory.

e All forest lands in this planning area open
to subsistence and commercial timber
harvest, except crucial wildlife habitat and
the eight RNAs.

e Timber may be harvested on subsistence
study/exchange withdrawals under a
subsistence or personal use type permit.
No commercial sales would be permitted
on these withdrawals.

e Data on forest lands would be accumulated
and maintained until identified needs
require a more intensive forest inventory.

Action: Provide for the use of special forest Action: No similar action. Action: Allow harvest of special forest products for personal use on all lands, except in CAMA.

products on all lands.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Forestry)

Alternative A (No Action)

| Alternative B

| Alternative C1/C2

Alternative D

General
(cont.)

Action:

CAMA (258,000 acres) closed to
commercial harvesting of forest products in
the following areas none of which is
forested (Map 2.29, Appendix A) (see
Appendix J).

Implement provisions in the Alaska Forest
Resources and Practices Act (AS 41.17).
No prohibition on commercial harvest,
except in crucial wildlife habitat (e.g.,
RNAs).

Stream buffers (50 feet) in the Utility
Corridor; prohibit disturbance of vegetation
within 300 feet of Jim River.

Cutting trees within 50 feet of either side of
a stream would be prohibited unless the
trees are a danger to human safety or are
adversely affecting stream flow.

Action:

e On 3,355,000 acres, prohibit
commercial timber harvest; prohibit
non-subsistence collecting of live
vegetation (subsistence use still
requires a permit; Map 2.30,
Appendix A) (see Appendix J).

e Prohibit harvest of timber and woody
vegetation in the Sukapak/Snowden
Mountain ACEC, with the following
exceptions, subject to AO discretion:
o ROW harvest in designated

transportation and utility corridors
o Development and maintenance of
federal administrative sites

e Prohibit subsistence harvest of timber
and woody vegetation in the Kanuti
Hot Springs ACEC.

Alternative C1

Action: On 1,078,000
acres, prohibit
commercial timber
harvest; prohibit non-
subsistence collecting
of live vegetation
(subsistence use still
requires a permit; Map
2.31, Appendix A)
(see Appendix J).

Alternative C2

Action: On 957,000 acres,
prohibit commercial timber
harvest; prohibit non-
subsistence collecting of
live vegetation (subsistence
use still requires a permit;
Map 2.29, Appendix A)
(see Appendix J).

Alternative D

Action: On 957,000 acres, prohibit
commercial timber harvest; prohibit
non-subsistence collecting of live
vegetation (subsistence use still
requires a permit; Map 2.29,
Appendix A) (see Appendix J).

| Alternative E
Action:
Same as Alternative C2.

Action: No similar action.

Action: Prohibit timber sales more than
negotiated sales cap (250,000 board
feet), unless associated with a ROW.

Action: No similar action.
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Wildland Fire)

Table 2-16
Wildland Fire

Goals:
e Protect human life and property from wildland fire.
e Protect and enhance economic and ecological resource values.

Objectives:

e Improve or maintain habitat for important wildlife, such as moose, caribou, and grouse using wildfire, prescribed fire, and vegetation management.
e Reduce suppression costs and increase suppression effectiveness through fire and fuels management.

e Maintain and enhance relationships with partners and the public.

e Reduce negative effects of environmental change with wildland fire and fuels management.

Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E
General | Action:

e Use the principles of active management to facilitate wildfire prevention, suppression, and recovery planning measures designed to protect people, communities, landscapes, and water quality and to mitigate the severe
flooding and erosion caused by wildfire.

e Cooperate and collaborate with other federal, State, Native, and local land managers and with other stakeholder groups to manage wildland fire effectively and efficiently in Alaska in accordance with interagency and BLM
plans and agreements.

e Use good neighbor authority? agreements or contracts and pursue long-term land stewardship contracts.

e Identify sites needing protection including structures, cultural and paleontological sites, small areas of high resource value, and priority species habitat (as needed). Communicate these values to protection agencies.

e Use prescribed burning and mechanical and manual fuels treatments to achieve resource objectives, in support of scientific research or in support of BLM cooperators and partners.

e Allow fire use for resource benefit throughout the planning area, provided conditions are appropriate.

e Consider multiple incident objectives for individual wildfires, including the protection of human life, communities, and property and the enhancement of ecological resource values, when managing wildfires throughout the
planning area. Implement management strategies that consider value, risk, probability of success, and cost.

o Work with fire management partners to annually review and adjust initial response options as necessary, using the Alaska Interagency Wildland Fire Management Plan.

e Clearly communicate to the public how fire management policies and practices work to balance the natural role of wildland fire with the protection of human life, communities, and other values.

e Prevent unauthorized human ignitions through collaborative prevention efforts with interagency partners and other affected groups and individuals.

o Prioritize fuel treatments to achieve the following:

o Reduce the risk to human life and inhabited property; the highest priority of fuel treatment would be those communities surrounded by hazardous fuels
o Reduce the risk and cost of wildland fire suppression in areas of hazardous fuels buildup, such as critical, full, and modified fire management option areas, where fire suppression historically occurred
o Achieve other resource objectives, such as habitat needs
¢ Manage wildland fire in a manner that avoids impacts that damage resources and other values, including the introduction and spread of nonnative and invasive species, introduction of suppression chemicals into waterways,
disturbances of erodible soils or ecologically sensitive systems, and the degradation of air quality; use minimum impact suppression techniques wherever possible; repair or mitigate damage that occurs.
e Prioritize appropriate management for the following: boreal wetlands, alpine tundra, shrublands, riparian and mesic spruce forests when conducting prescribed fires and fuels management.

2A cooperative agreement or contract (including a sole source contract) entered between the Secretary and a Governor to carry out authorized restoration services under Section 8206 of the Agricultural Act of 2014 (PL 113-79).
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Comparison—Cultural Resources)

Table 2-17
Cultural Resources

Goals:

o Identify, preserve, and protect significant cultural resources and ensure that they are available for appropriate uses by present and future generations.

e Seck to reduce imminent threats and resolve potential conflicts from natural or human-caused deterioration or potential conflict with other resource uses by ensuring that all authorizations for land use and resource use will comply with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
Increase the number of inventoried sites and traditional cultural properties, traditional land uses areas, and place names in the planning area.

e Promote collaboration and advancement of scientific or cultural knowledge for sites in the planning area.
Increase public knowledge and awareness of cultural resources.

Objectives:

Increase the number of known sites, traditional cultural properties, traditional land uses, and place names in the planning area through survey and inventory.
Maintain National Register of Historic Places eligibility of significant cultural resources through monitoring and conservation.

Protect cultural resource sites from degradation through monitoring and mitigation to reduce impacts resulting from public access.

Assess the impacts of climate change and protect cultural resources from natural degradation.

Foster research and collaboration through partnerships with other agencies, tribes, and academic institutions.

Increase general knowledge of cultural resources in the planning area through outreach, interpretation, and education.

Assign cultural resources to uses and assess and establish thresholds for determining cultural property significance.

Category | Alternative A (No Action) | Alternative B | Alternative C1/C2 | Alternative D | Alternative E

General Action: No similar action. Action:

e Prioritize proactive National Historic Preservation Act cultural resources surveys in the following:

o Areas of development or high traffic, including all-terrain vehicle/OHYV trails, recreation sites, campgrounds, boat launches, or similar areas

o Areas of high mineral potential or mining claims

o Areas threatened by climate change or other natural phenomena, such as thawing permafrost, soil erosion, water erosion, or changes in vegetation cover

o Areas threatened by wildland fire

o Areas of high potential, where no previous cultural resource inventories have occurred

Stabilize or excavate threatened unique or significant cultural sites.

Monitor sites to ensure they are not being adversely impacted.

Support partnerships with other federal agencies, State of Alaska, tribes, and private landowners for documentation, stewardship, and protection of cultural resources.

Promote collaboration and advancement of scientific and cultural knowledge through partnerships with other agencies, tribes, and academic institutions.

Increase public awareness of the scientific and cultural value of archaeological sites and traditional cultural places through proactive surveys, oral histories, and public outreach.

Continue archaeological management activities associated with the Mesa site under PLO 7823; recommend continuation of the Mesa site withdrawal.

Manage cultural resources in a stewardship role for public benefit; the purposes of this program are to analyze the scientific and socio-cultural values of cultural resources, to provide a

basis for allocating cultural resources, to make cultural resources an important part of the planning system, and to identify information needed when existing documentation is

inadequate to support a reasonable cultural resource-based land use allocat