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Appendix F 
 Comments and Responses 

A.  Introduction 
The Tongass Land Management Plan Roadless Area Evaluation for Wilderness Recommendations Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Draft SEIS) was released for public review on May 17, 
2002, initiating a 90-day comment period that ended on August 17, 2002.  This appendix presents a 
summary of the substantive comments, written or oral, received during the public comment period and 
provides Forest Service responses to these comments.  In addition, Attachment A provides copies of the 
comment letters received from agencies, elected officials, and tribal governments. 

Background 
The public submitted approximately 177,000 separate pieces of input during the public comment period.  
These pieces of input, referred to as “responses”, were received in a number of forms including letter, fax, 
CD-ROM, public testimony, and via the project Web site (www.tongass-seis.net).  Eighteen public 
hearings were held to elicit public comment over this period.  These included 16 hearings in Southeast 
Alaska, a hearing in Anchorage, and an electronic public hearing held on the internet (Table F-1).  All 
responses, both written and oral, were recorded and consolidated by the USDA Forest Service’s Content 
Analysis Team (CAT) in Missoula, Montana. 

Over 98 percent of the responses were form responses.  Form responses were defined as 5 or more 
identical responses with identical text.  A total of 46 different form letters were received, with the number 
of copies ranging from 5 to 42,272 copies.  The remaining 2,983 non-form responses were received from 
all 50 states and at least 11 foreign countries, including Canada, the United Kingdom, and Australia.  
Every comment was considered, regardless of whether it was one comment repeated by thousands of 
people or a comment submitted by only one person.  The emphasis in the comment review process is on 
the content of the comment rather than on the number of times a comment was received.  Input 
generated through the public comment process does not represent a statistically valid random sample of 
the public’s views.  The comment analysis process is discussed in the following section. 

Content Analysis 
Public input on the Draft SEIS was documented and analyzed using a process called content analysis, 
which is a systematic method of compiling and categorizing the full range of public viewpoints and 
concerns regarding a plan or project.  The content analysis process is designed to help the 
interdisciplinary team working on a project organize, clarify, analyze, and be responsive to information 
provided by the public.  CAT’s role in the process was to read each response, capture the meaning of 
each individual comment within that response, and provide that meaning to the interdisciplinary team and 
decision-maker in a clear, understandable form. 

Upon receipt of each response, CAT assigned a unique identifier and identified the type of respondent 
(individual, agency, elected official, etc.) and geographic origin.  This information was compiled in a 
database that allows the agency to query the comments in a number of ways.  Comment coders read 
each response, highlighted substantive comments and labeled them by subject area.  Each response was 
reviewed to ensure accuracy and consistency.  Data entry personnel then copied the highlighted 
comments verbatim into the database.  Analysts organized them by topic, and divided them into separate, 
distinct public concern statements.  Each public concern statement was supported by representative 
quotations from the database. 
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Comment Response 
The Interdisciplinary (ID) Team reviewed the public concern statements along with the sample quotations, 
considered the substance of the concerns, consolidated the individual comments into logical concern 
statements, grouped the concern statements into similar categories, and then developed responses to 
them.  For many concerns, ID Team members reviewed the original letters or other input to ascertain the 
full context for the concern statement.   

Table F-1.  Location and Date of Public Hearings 
COMMUNITY LOCATION DATE 

Juneau, Alaska Centennial Hall June 18, 2002 
Wrangell, Alaska Wrangell Ranger Station June 18, 2002 
Yakutat, Alaska Kwaan Conference Room June 18, 2002 
Angoon, Alaska ANB Hall June 18, 2002 
Petersburg, Alaska City Council Chambers June 19, 2002 
Ketchikan, Alaska Discovery Center June 24, 2002 
Craig, Alaska Craig Community Hall June 25, 2002 
Skagway, Alaska City Council Chambers June 25, 2002 
Tenakee Springs, Alaska Community Hall June 25, 2002 
Thorne Bay, Alaska Bay Chalet June 26, 2002 
Haines, Alaska City Council Chambers June 27, 2002 
Port Protection, Alaska Port Protection  June 27, 2002 
Kake, Alaska Community Building July 1, 2002 
Sitka, Alaska Centennial Hall July 2, 2002 
Nationwide www.tongass-seis.net July 8, 2002 
Gustavus, Alaska Community Assoc. Hall July 10, 2002 
Hoonah, Alaska Hoonah Ranger Station July 11, 2002 
Anchorage, Alaska Loussac Library, Wilda Marston Theatre August 6, 2002 
 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 1503.4, the Forest Service generally considered responding in five basic 
ways to the substantive public comments identified in the following sections. 

1. Modifying alternatives.  
2. Developing and analyzing alternatives not given serious consideration in the Draft SEIS 
3. Supplementing, improving, or modifying the analysis that the Draft SEIS documented.  
4. Making factual corrections.  
5. Explaining why the comments do not need further Forest Service response. 

Review of the substantive public comments did not result in any changes or additions to the eight 
alternatives evaluated.  After substantial consideration, it was decided that the range of alternatives was 
very broad and captured the effects of all possible new alternatives.  The results of the content analysis 
did, however, result in a number of improvements, clarifications and updates between the Draft and Final 
SEIS.  The following sections present the public comments and responses developed by the ID team.  
Comments and responses that address the various resources and public uses are presented in 
Section B.  Comments about individual roadless areas are presented in Section C.  Copies of letters 
received during the public comment period from Federal, State, and city or borough agencies, Tribal 
governments, and elected officials are presented in Attachment A.  All of the responses received are 
available for review in the planning record.  

Many comments received on the Draft SEIS concerned issues outside the scope of the SEIS, which is to 
evaluate and consider roadless areas within the Tongass National Forest for recommendations as 
potential wilderness.  A number of comments, for example, recommended that changes be made to the 
existing 1997 Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan or questioned analyses presented in the 
1997 Tongass Land Management Plan Revision Final EIS.  While these and other comments received 
were outside the scope of the SEIS, comment summaries and responses are presented for a number of 
these types of comments, primarily to provide information to the public or clarify popular misconceptions.  



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-3 Comments and Responses 

B.  Comments about Resources and Public Uses 
This section of the Appendix presents a summary of all of the substantive resource and public use related 
comments, written or oral, received during the public comment period for the Draft SEIS and provides 
Forest Service responses to these comments.  The comments and responses are assigned to one of the 
following categories.  This section presents the comments and responses in the following order: 

�� General  
�� General-Ecological 
�� Soils, Geology, and Karst 
�� Water and Fish 
�� Wetlands 
�� Wildlife 
�� Wildlife – Species or Species Groups 
�� Old Growth and Viability Strategy 
�� Timber 
�� Minerals 
�� Transportation and Utilities 
�� Subsistence 
�� Recreation and Tourism 
�� Heritage Resources 
�� Economic and Social Environment 

General 

COMMENT:  Local stakeholders who have been involved over the years with planning on the 
Tongass National Forest feel they have not been listened to.  Some people said we should give 
added weight to local comments, while others felt all comments should receive equal merit.  Some 
people expressed a desire to have comments from Native organizations and the Southeast Alaska 
Subsistence Resource Advisory Council weighted more heavily.  Still others recommended that 
comments from state and federal resource professionals should get extra consideration.  A small 
number of commentors expressed concern for the comment timeline, asking for an extended 
period to allow people who are busy in the summer a better opportunity to comment. Some 
commentors requested an e-mail address to send comments to. 

 
RESPONSE:  Approximately 177,000 pieces of comment correspondence (including individual testimony) 
were received in response to the Draft SEIS.  A number of people from divergent viewpoints expressed 
concern that the Forest Service was not listening to them.  This concern in part relates to the fact that 
areas have been considered for wilderness designation several times in the past (1979 and 1997 Forest 
Plans, ANILCA, TTRA).  Not all of the areas considered, were designated in ANILCA or TTRA, and those 
who wanted them designated, still want them designated.  Similarly, others who do not want these 
additional areas designated are concerned that we are still giving them consideration for wilderness.  
Some people on both sides conclude that the Forest Service is not listening to them.  People do not 
agree on how our public lands should be managed to meet multiple-use sustained-yield mandates that 
include land uses from designated wilderness to areas managed with an emphasis on commodity 
production.   

Comments received from all viewpoints are given equal weight when they are analyzed.  The comment 
analysis is intended to identify each substantive comment relative to the SEIS and determine the best 
way to be responsive to the concerns expressed.  It needs to be pointed out that, while the commenting 
process is not a vote, considering each substantive comment is important. 



Appendix F 
 

Comments and Responses F-4 Final SEIS 

The comment period was open for more than 90 days, from mid-May through mid-August.  Even though 
the comment period fell within a busy part of the year, the Forest Service feels this was an adequate time 
period to be able to review and make substantive comments on this supplement to the Forest Plan Final 
EIS.  As noted above, approximately 177,000 separate pieces of input from individuals, organizations, 
officials and other entities were received.   

An e-mail address was not provided because the Forest Service wanted electronic comments to be 
submitted to the Tongass SEIS Web site.  This allowed commentors to determine if they wanted a Final 
SEIS, as well as, have ready access to the SEIS and related information.  If a commentor did not want a 
Final SEIS, they only had to enter their name and Zip Code in order to activate the comment box.  A full 
name and address was required for those that wished to have a Final SEIS sent to them.  It also allowed 
easier analysis of comments and demographic information.  Most of the requests for an e-mail address 
were from organizations or services that were collecting names and addresses from their members or 
contacts, and then generating form letters for submission to the Forest Service as comments. Some of 
these requested the opportunity to submit their letters to the Forest Service on a CD, which was 
accepted. Others contracted with local print and copy businesses in Missoula to download electronic 
letters and have them printed and delivered to the Content Analysis Team.  Regular mail, FAX, and 
testimony at public and internet hearings were also available for the public to make formal comment.  It 
should be noted that some e-mails were received by Forest Service officials, and these were forwarded to 
the Content Analysis Team for processing.    

COMMENT:  Several people felt that compromises made in the past to provide a balance of uses 
are being abandoned, such as ANILCA, Tongass Timber Reform Act, and the 1997 Forest Plan.  
They felt the Tongass National Forest should not recommend additional wilderness to honor prior 
negotiations contributing to the designation of existing Wilderness, LUD II, National Monuments, 
and development of the 1997 Forest Plan. 

RESPONSE:  Management of the Tongass is a controversial subject, as noted by the public interest 
during development of the Forest Plan.  Alternatives included in the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS did not 
include alternatives that considered Tongass roadless areas for wilderness.  The SEIS is intended to 
correct that oversight.  The SEIS does not abandon past negotiations, it presents alternatives for 
providing a range of recommendations for wilderness or LUD II to roadless areas on the Tongass and 
provides the Deciding Official with analysis of the effects of each alternative.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents expressed concern that the Tongass National Forest did not have, 
or needed to improve the government-to-government relationship with Alaskan Native Tribes. 

RESPONSE:  The Tongass National Forest has an ongoing Government-to-Government relationship with 
all the Federally Recognized Tribes and other Tribal organizations in Southeast Alaska.  Each Tongass 
District Ranger helps to maintain these relationships by communicating with local Tribal contacts on 
specific projects.  This level of communication, although variable across the Forest, has been successfully 
used for the SEIS.  District Rangers provided briefings, information meetings, formal consultation 
meetings, and formal public hearings within or in the vicinity of communities throughout Southeast Alaska 
for, or readily available to the governments of Federally Recognized Tribes.  Most Tribal Governments 
took full advantage of these opportunities.    

COMMENT:  Much concern was expressed about special interest group or political pressure 
overly influencing the land management decisions, especially related to wilderness or LUD II 
recommendations on the Tongass National Forest.  Many were concerned that environmental 
organizations would be allowed to dictate land management policy, while many others were 
similarly concerned that timber industry groups would be allowed to dictate policies.  Some 
expressed concern that their local or national elected officials did not represent their views of how 
the Tongass should be managed or its lands allocated for various uses.  Many commentors 
pointed out that the Tongass was owned by the whole nation and that local stakeholders should 
not be allowed to dictate policies on the Tongass.  Many expressed concern that the Forest 
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Service and/or the Bush Administration and elected officials would do the bidding of corporate 
America and the timber industry.   

RESPONSE:  A primary goal of the Forest Plan is to provide for the sustainability of the resources of the 
Tongass National Forest, while directing the coordination of multiple uses, such as outdoor recreation, 
timber, wildlife, fish, watershed, and wilderness.  To accomplish this goal, the Forest Plan includes a wide 
range of land allocations spanning areas which essentially allow no land-disturbing activities to areas 
allowing intensive resource development, and a set of standards and guidelines which ensure that 
management objectives for these land allocations are met.  Additionally, our goal is to manage the Forest 
to promote community stability in an environmentally sound manner.  Providing a mix of goods and 
services that maximize net public benefit consistent with multiple-use and the sustained yield of all 
renewable forest resources is important.  Clearly, people disagree on how the Forest Service should best 
manage the Tongass and whether additional areas should be recommended for wilderness and LUD II or 
not.  One of the objectives of the SEIS has been to fairly evaluate all public input, regardless of where the 
information originated.  Incorporating this divergent array of public comment with the expanse of relevant 
natural resource information into the Final SEIS allows the Deciding Official to take a hard look at how 
best to balance the many competing uses and conflicting values for both the short and long-term 
management of the Tongass National Forest.  The Regional Forester is the Deciding Official and will 
determine whether or not to recommend additional wilderness after consideration of all public input.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated that the Tongass National Forest should be an advocate 
for the conservation of natural resources and manage land according to scientific principles. 
Some respondents were concerned that the SEIS may not be using the best science and 
technology available to develop and analyze alternatives.  They also called for land management 
decisions to be based on peer-reviewed studies. 

RESPONSE:  The current Forest Plan provides for the conservation and sustainability of natural 
resources.  The 1997 Final EIS and related processes such as the use of scientific panels and peer 
review of various analyses helped assure the current Plan is based on sound scientific principals.  The 
Forest Plan embraces an adaptive management approach, which refers to the continuous process of 
action-based planning, monitoring, research, evaluation, and adjustment.  The SEIS is an extension of 
this science-based management approach.  The SEIS has updated the various relevant analyses from 
the 1997 Final EIS to assure relationships are still valid; has added new information and approaches such 
as incorporation of the new system of ecosystem classification by Nowacki et al. (2001); has incorporated 
recent old-growth habitat work done by Caouette et al. (2000) and Caouette and DeGayner (2001); has 
done extensive literature research on wilderness and wildland values; has considered technical reviews  
by Dr. John Hendee; and other efforts to assure the SEIS is based on sound, scientific principals.   

As noted in the Final SEIS, approximately 6.6 million acres of Congressionally designated wilderness, 
National Monument, or LUD II lands occur throughout the Tongass National Forest.  Aside from 
wilderness, there are approximately 9.6 million acres of inventoried roadless areas on the Tongass.  The 
1997 Tongass Forest Plan allocated 74 percent of the roadless areas to non-development LUDs.  The 
Forest Plan not only represents an advocacy for the conservation of natural resources, but it strikes a 
good balance between preservation of ecosystems while allowing for some development of resources in 
support of communities.        

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that the Tongass National Forest did not follow 
the laws regarding wilderness recommendations in the 1997 Forest Plan, and that completion of 
the SEIS would not seriously consider all roadless areas for recommended wilderness.  Similarly, 
some thought that because normal resource programs on the Tongass continued planning 
processes for projects, that the Forest Service was not taking the evaluation of roadless areas for 
wilderness consideration seriously. 

RESPONSE:  The purpose and need for the SEIS is to respond to the District Court’s decision in Sierra 
Club v. Lyons, by evaluating roadless areas of the Tongass National Forest for wilderness 
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recommendations.   The SEIS includes eight alternatives that respond to various combinations of public 
recommendations and wilderness capabilities for individual roadless areas.  The Final SEIS alternatives 
range from recommending no additional wilderness to recommending 9.6 million acres of new wilderness.  
The planning for new projects in ongoing programs did continue.  This varied by resource program and 
was most notable for those programs that have more complex or longer planning requirements.  The 
Forest Service’ intent was to complete work on projects or programs so long as they did not affect the 
eligibility of a given area to be considered for wilderness recommendation.  In general, project planning 
continued, but project decisions or implementation of project decisions has been deferred.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Final SEIS should fully address key legal, 
biological, technical, and social changes since the adoption of the 1997 Record of Decision.  
These and similar comments seemed to indicate a desire to enter into a complete revision 
process for the Tongass Forest Plan. 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS is a supplement to the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS and thus, is not a re-analysis 
of the Forest Plan.  The SEIS specifically responds to the District Court’s decision requiring the Forest 
Service to evaluate roadless areas on the Tongass for wilderness consideration.  The SEIS does look at 
the relevant changes in legal, biological, technical and social changes since adoption of the 1997 Plan.  
Some examples included in the SEIS relate to changes in the various industries in Southeast Alaska, the 
heightened interest in roadless areas nationally and on the Tongass, incorporation of various new 
ecological and biological analytic tools, and taking advantage of the higher powered mapping and analytic 
tools now available.  All of these and other relevant efforts have been used to update information and 
analyses used in the 1997 Final EIS and included in the Final SEIS.  Forest Planning is an ongoing effort 
and each Plan is expected to be updated periodically and as new issues indicate an appropriate need to 
amend or revise such Plans.  NFMA and its supporting regulations require a Forest Plan to be reviewed 
periodically (each 5 years).  The Tongass Forest Plan is scheduled to be reviewed during 2003 and 2004.  
Forest Plans are also assessed for formal revision 10 to 15 years after completion.  Potential issues not 
relevant to the SEIS will be addressed, as appropriate, in these future Forest planning efforts.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned the SEIS did not include a Biological Assessment 
and Evaluation. 

RESPONSE:  Biological assessments were conducted for the 1997 Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Appendix J) 
and included consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and 
other state and federal agencies.  The SEIS is a supplement to the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS under 
which the appropriate consultations were conducted.  None of the alternatives considered in the SEIS 
would diminish existing protections for fish and wildlife species.  Note that the Tongass National Forest 
has no threatened or endangered species besides marine mammals.    

COMMENT:  Many respondents were concerned about how the Roadless Area Conservation Rule 
was being applied on the Tongass National Forest.   

RESPONSE:  The Roadless Area Conservation Rule (Rule) was signed by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
in January 2000.  In May 2000, the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho enjoined the Forest Service 
from implementing the Rule. In response to an appeal of that injunction, it was lifted by a three Justice 
Panel of the 9th Circuit Court in December, 2002.  This ruling has been subsequently appealed to the full 
9th Circuit for consideration.  Several other states, including the State of Alaska, filed lawsuits similar to 
the State of Idaho.  The Forest Service issued an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that could 
make adjustments to the Roadless Rule in July 2001 followed by a public comment period that ended in 
September 2001.  Public comment has been processed and the Agency continues to deliberate on a 
Final Rulemaking relative to the Roadless Rule.   

The Chief of the Forest Service has issued interim direction for managing roadless areas that allowed 
road construction and timber harvest in inventoried roadless areas on forests which had a revised forest 
plan signed prior to July 27, 2001, and had completed a forest-scale roads analysis.  The Revised 
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Tongass Land and Resource Management Plan was signed in 1997, and the forest has recently 
completed a forest-scale roads analysis.  In accordance with the Rule, logical smaller portions of the 
Forest have already incorporated a forest-scale roads analysis.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents wanted to know why the Tongass National Forest would consider 
building new roads into roadless areas when it has a backlog of road maintenance.  Similarly, if 
the current road system on the Forest had fish passage problems, why would the Forest consider 
building additional roads in roadless areas that could involve fish passage.  They furthermore 
suggest funds be requested from Congress to eliminate the backlog. 

RESPONSE:  Not unlike other National Forests across the Nation, the Tongass National Forest finds 
itself with a backlog of road maintenance work.  This is related primarily to two things; the downturn in the 
timber sale program, and the lack of sufficient funding to accomplish maintenance work.  In the past, most 
roads on the Tongass were constructed and maintained by the active timber sale program.  With a 
smaller timber sale program, the existing roads are needed less frequently by timber sale purchasers, 
thus any scheduled road maintenance needs to be accomplished by other users or paid for by non-timber 
funds.  Many of the roads are used by the public for a variety of reasons, which include recreation, 
subsistence access, and other personal uses.  The roads are also used by the Forest Service in 
accomplishing various resource program work.  None of these programs alone are sufficient to provide for 
most road maintenance needs.  As mentioned above, these scenarios are similar for other National 
Forests. 

We do recognize the backlog of road maintenance needs on the Tongass and continue to seek funding 
and opportunities to correct problems with our roads.  In early 2001, the Forest Service adopted a new 
road management policy, which requires the agency to maintain a safe, environmentally sound road 
network that is responsive to public needs and affordable to manage.  The policy includes a science-
based roads analysis process designed to help managers make better decisions on roads.  We are 
conducting roads analysis and road condition surveys across the forest to better determine the state of 
our road system and to provide a framework for decision-makers when considering access management 
and transportation needs with resource protection.  Forest Plan implementation projects such as timber 
sales also apply the roads analysis process tools to help determine which existing roads will be needed 
for long term management, and to determine the best management approach for new roads.  With the 
various road analyses processes ongoing to address the existing Tongass road system along with where 
new roads are being considered, it is reasonable to conclude that the road maintenance backlog is being 
satisfactorily addressed and new roads being considered are not expected to add to the current backlog 
of road maintenance.  While road maintenance needs are a pressing concern for the Forest Service on 
the Tongass, they are outside the scope of this analysis, which is narrowly focused on the effects of 
additional recommended wilderness.  Effects on transportation and new road construction are discussed 
in the Transportation and Utilities section of the SEIS.  

Fish passage on the existing road system is also a management concern for the Tongass.  The majority 
of fish passage concerns have been identified using evaluation criteria that was not in place when the 
steam crossing structures were designed and constructed.  For example, in the past, most emphasis was 
put on passage for adult salmon and juvenile coho salmon in most stream flow conditions during past 
design eras.  Current design criteria include all age classes of all resident and anadromous fish during 
nearly all flow conditions.  Stream crossing assessments are nearly completed for the Tongass, and this 
information will help guide how best to correct fish passage problems on a prioritized basis.  Stream 
crossing correction projects are underway and over $2 million per year have been programmed over the 
next several years to address the fish crossing concerns.  Similar to road maintenance concerns 
addressed above, fish passage concerns are outside the scope of this SEIS.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the evaluation of roadless areas for wilderness consideration 
on the Tongass National Forest violated Section 708(b)(4) and Section 1326 (b) of ANILCA.  They 
feel that Congress has already addressed potential wilderness areas when it enacted ANILCA and 
the Tongass Timber Reform Act.  Additionally, they question the District Court’s decision, which 
has led to the SEIS.  Other respondents disagree with such an interpretation of ANILCA and feel 
evaluation of roadless lands for additional wilderness is appropriate.  They also agree with the 
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Court in that the Tongass Forest Plan Final EIS was in violation of NEPA in that wilderness 
recommendations were not included in the alternatives for the Final EIS. 

RESPONSE:  ANILCA Section 708(b)(4) states: “unless expressly authorized by Congress the 
Department of Agriculture shall not conduct any further statewide roadless area review and evaluation of 
National Forest System lands in the State of Alaska for the purpose of determining their suitability for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.”  Section 1326 (b) states, “No further studies of 
Federal lands in the State of Alaska for the single purpose of considering the establishment of a 
conservation system unit, national recreation area, national conservation area, or for related or similar 
purposes shall be conducted unless authorized by this Act or further Act of Congress.”   

The SEIS and consideration of recommending wilderness is part of the Forest Plan Revision Final EIS 
and is a forest-specific evaluation and not a statewide evaluation.  The 1997 Forest Plan Revision is a 
general land management plan and not a single purpose study. 

Over the past 25 years congress has considered many potential wildernesses in Alaska, and twice has 
enacted legislation designating new wilderness on the Tongass (ANILCA, 1980 and TTRA, 1990) totaling 
6.6 million acres of wilderness, national monument, and LUD II.  The Forest Plan Revision Final EIS did 
not recommend additional wilderness.  The District Court directed the Forest Service to conduct the SEIS.  
The purpose and need for the SEIS is to respond to the District Court’s decision in Sierra Club v. Lyons, 
by evaluating roadless areas of the Tongass National Forest for wilderness recommendations.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents wanted the Forest Service to implement the 1999 Record of 
Decision for the Tongass because they feel it provides for more protection of specific areas and is 
less biased toward timber production.  They were particularly interested in the 18 Areas of Special 
Interest included in the 1999 ROD. 

RESPONSE:  As noted in Chapter 1 of the SEIS, the District Court enjoined the Forest Service from 
implementing the 1999 Tongass Forest Plan Revision ROD.  In the 1999 ROD, 18 Areas of Special 
Interest were identified where development LUDs would have been changed to mostly natural, or non-
development, LUDs.  In the SEIS, Alternatives 5, 6, 7 and 8 recommend all of the 18 Areas of Special 
Interest for Wilderness or LUD II designation.  In recognition of the importance of being able to provide a 
supply of timber from the Forest for Southeast Alaska communities, the Tongass Timber Reform Act of 
1990 directs, “…consistent with providing for the multiple use and sustained yield of all renewable forest 
resources, seek to provide a supply of timber from the Tongass National Forest which (1) meets the 
annual market demand for timber from such forest and (2) meets the market demand from such forest for 
each planning cycle.”  A Forest Plan is an effort to strike a balance between all competing uses in a 
manner, which minimizes bias for any one of them.  The Tongass Forest Plan, developed collaboratively 
and utilizing the best science, has been such an effort.    

COMMENT:  Many respondents indicated the Forest Service should preserve the Tongass as a 
nationally and internationally unique treasure. 

RESPONSE:  The Tongass National Forest is recognized as having global significance.  Many of the 
factors that people list as reasons to protect the Tongass are already provided under the current Forest 
Plan through land use designations, as well as, existing Wilderness, National Monument, and LUD II.  
The SEIS includes alternatives that offer various levels of long-term, or Congressional, protection for 
roadless areas.  The Forest Planning effort for the Tongass recognized the many values associated with 
the Forest.  The mix of land use designations and standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan guide the 
Forest’s staff of resource professionals to assure that management activities provide for short and long-
term protection of the world quality land and resources found on the Tongass National Forest.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated public land should be managed for multiple-use 
resulting in the largest benefit for the most people.  Some people feel the Tongass has been 
managed for one resource at the exclusion of other resources.  For example, some people feel 
that timber harvest has dominated all other resource uses.  Others feel that wilderness is 
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incompatible with multiple-use management, while many others indicated roadless areas should 
be protected from resource extraction.  

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan strives to provide a balance between resource development and 
preservation.  A Forest Service goal is to provide a diversity of opportunities for resource uses that 
contribute to the local economies of Southeast Alaska, which in turn promotes community stability, in an 
environmentally sound manner.  Providing a mix of goods and services consistent with multiple-use and 
the sustained yield of all renewable forest resources is the goal.  Clearly, people disagree on how best to 
manage the Tongass, and whether additional wilderness or LUD II should be recommended or not.  The 
SEIS evaluates a broad range of alternatives for additional recommended wilderness and LUD II.  The 
Regional Forester is the Deciding Official and will determine whether or not to recommend additional 
wilderness or LUD II, and if so, where.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that the Draft SEIS did not give enough emphasis 
to non-commodity forest values. 

RESPONSE:  The economic efficiency analysis presented in the Economic and Social Environment 
section has been expanded in the Final SEIS and discusses non-commodity values in more detail.  In 
addition, a “Summary of Effects Matrix” has been added to Chapter 2.  This matrix allows the reader to 
compare the effects of the alternatives on essentially all resource areas simultaneously, so that a 
cumulative picture of the net effect can be obtained.  The matrix presents many quantitative measures, 
but uses qualitative comparisons where quantitative measures are not feasible.  
 
This document is a Supplement to the 1997 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest Service, 1997a).  The 
selected alternative in the 1997 FEIS is the No Action alternative in this analysis.  The 1997 Forest Plan 
provides for a balanced mix of forest values, including non-commodity values.  This plan was developed 
using a significant collaborative process that included representatives from State of Alaska and Federal 
agencies, Tribal governments and organizations, communities and related organizations, industry and 
environmental organizations, research scientists, and many individuals working with the resource 
professionals of the Tongass National Forest.  The 23 different Land Use Designations used to zone the 
Tongass National Forest in the Forest Plan represent significant efforts to balance the mix of commodity 
and non-commodity values available on the Forest.  In addition, within areas that are zoned to allow 
commodity outputs, Forest Plan standards and guidelines provide additional protections for associated 
non-commodity values found in those areas. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Final SEIS should comply with NEPA by including 
the site-specific impacts of not recommending a roadless area for Wilderness or LUD II 
designation.  They also indicated the effects disclosed in the Draft SEIS did not provide adequate 
information on roadless areas related to not designating them for Recommended Wilderness or 
Recommended LUD II. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan, based on the 1997 Final EIS, allocated all lands, including those 
inventoried as being in an unroaded condition, to development and non-development LUDs.  The SEIS is 
part of the Forest-wide programmatic planning effort, which looks at the larger scale of landscape issues 
and uses.  More detailed site-specific levels of analyses are usually more appropriate at the project level, 
which implements the Forest Plan.  Because of the computer capabilities and breadth of information 
available for the Forest, the SEIS provides area and site-specific analysis for each roadless area in 
Appendix C, consistent with the scale of analysis needed to inform the decision-maker relative to 
recommending an area for wilderness or LUD II. Maps included in the SEIS are also useful in displaying 
specific information such as current land use designation, extent of roadless areas, and juxtaposition of 
recommended Wilderness for each alternative.  The SEIS evaluates a range of alternatives that 
recommend from 0 to 9.7 million acres of additional Wilderness or LUD II. The impact assessment in 
Appendix C and in the SEIS has been expanded to provide a better disclosure of the effects of not 
recommending roadless areas for permanent protection.    
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COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Forest Service should prevent the use of RS2477 to 
build roads in the forest. 

RESPONSE: Revised Statute (RS) 2477 was enacted in 1866 and provides for a right-of-way for the 
construction of highways over public lands that are not reserved for public uses.  RS 2477 was passed 
during a period when the federal government was promoting the settlement of the American West and 
Congress repealed the act in 1976.  Construction and use of the right-of-way must have occurred while 
the lands were unreserved public lands, which would require the existence of the right-of-way before the 
lands were reserved for the Tongass National Forest.  An RS 2477 right-of-way claim is adjudicated to 
determine its validity.  The validity of RS 2477 claims are outside the scope of this analysis and cannot be 
affected by the decision in this ROD. 

COMMENT:  Most respondents expressed support for one or more of the eight alternatives.  
Support for Alternatives 6 or 8, which would provide for the highest level of protection of roadless 
areas, was the most prevalent, and support for Alternative 1, which would implement the current 
Forest Plan, was the next most prevalent.  Some favored Alternatives 1, 2 or 4, which they felt 
would provide better support for local economic needs.    Some thought Alternatives 3 or 5 
represented a more balanced approach that recommended new wilderness while not discouraging 
development.  Still others felt Alternative 7 provided a better balance. 

RESPONSE:  A number of people voiced their support for an alternative that does not recommend 
additional wilderness or does not affect the amount of area available for resource development.  Clearly, 
people disagree on how best to manage the Tongass, and whether to recommend additional wilderness 
or LUD II, or not.  The SEIS evaluates a broad range of alternatives for additional recommended 
wilderness and LUD II.    

COMMENT:   Many people voiced their displeasure for an alternative that does not recommend 
additional wilderness or does not reduce the amount of area currently available for resource 
development primarily due to their concern that the current Forest Plan does not provide 
adequate long-term protection for the Tongass.  A number of people recommended against 
selecting Alternative 1 as they feel it would mean “caving in” to logging and mining industry 
special interest groups.  Still others felt Alternative 1 does not respond to Key Issue 1 in the SEIS, 
which is “Additional wilderness protection will provide greater long-term protection of roadless 
area.”   

RESPONSE:  All alternatives respond to the two Key Issues, including the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 1), which responds to the issue of long-term protection by maintaining the status of existing 
Wilderness, LUD II, National Monument, and current non-development LUDs in the Tongass Forest Plan.   

COMMENT:  Many people recommended Alternative 6 or Alternative 8 to provide for the maximum 
long-term protection of roadless areas.  Specifically people supported these alternatives as a 
means of providing long-term protection to the current roadless areas of the Tongass to preserve 
them for future generations.  More people expressed a preference for Alternative 6 over 
Alternative 8 because they felt the LUD II designation is more appropriate for specific areas than a 
more restrictive wilderness designation.   

RESPONSE:  The Deciding Official has the option of choosing from any of the Alternatives, including 
recommending LUD II for specific areas.  It should be noted that the Forest Plan provides for long-term 
protection and management of the lands and resources across the Forest.  The debate is whether long-
term protection equates to Congressional designation for areas rather than protections provided for in a 
Forest Plan consistent with the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, National Forest Management Act, and 
other laws and regulations pertinent to management of National Forest System lands.  The current 
Tongass Forest Plan is consistent with all pertinent laws and regulations.  It also should be noted that 
Forest Planning is an ongoing process and the Tongass Forest Plan will continue to be reviewed 
periodically and subject to revision as may be appropriate in the future.     
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COMMENT:  A number of people recommended against selecting Alternative 6 or Alternative 8 as 
they feel it would mean “caving in” to environmental preservation special interest groups.  
Specifically people opposed these alternatives out of concern that they would permanently 
prevent the forest from being of benefit to the American people and economy.   

RESPONSE:  The Deciding Official has the option of choosing from any of the Alternatives, including 
recommending Wilderness or LUD II for specific areas.  Forest Planning is an ongoing process and the 
Tongass Forest Plan will continue to be reviewed periodically and is subject to revision in the future, and 
as new issues are ripe for consideration. New issues can be related to changes in local economies or to 
provide for National needs.  Responding to things like new issues may indicate a need to adjust the 
balance of an existing Forest Plan.   

COMMENT:  The concept of adaptive management as used in the Tongass Forest Plan is 
confusing to some respondents, as they appear to equate this to mean using alternatives to the 
clearcut harvest method.   

RESPONSE:  Adaptive management as used in the Tongass Forest Plan refers to the continuous 
process of action-based planning, monitoring, research, evaluation, and adjustment with the objective of 
improving implementation of the Plan.  In other words, adapting the Plan to do what works best to meet 
multiple use objectives.  The 1997 Record of Decision indicated that 65% of the harvest on the Tongass 
would be through even-aged management, which could include use of the clearcut harvest method.  
Ongoing Forest Plan monitoring since 1997 indicates only about 23 percent of the timber harvest has 
been by the clearcut harvest method.  We continue to use a mix of silvicultural prescriptions and harvest 
methods in managing timber on the Tongass, and we continue to monitor the results of alternative 
harvest methods.  However, analysis of what harvest method to use in a particular project area, is not 
appropriate for inclusion in this SEIS.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents believe the SEIS should have alternatives that would remove 
current wilderness designations and other development-limiting restrictions.  

RESPONSE:  The SEIS responds to the Court order to evaluate Tongass roadless areas for wilderness 
recommendations in a supplement to the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS.  Notwithstanding wilderness 
considerations, the Court did not find fault with the other land allocations included in the current Forest 
Plan.  The SEIS has included new land use designation recommendations only for new wilderness or 
LUD II.  The LUD II is included because Congress has used this designation on the Tongass along with 
wilderness designation in the past to provide increased long-term resource protection, but with more 
flexibility than with wilderness designation.  The SEIS is evaluating the inventoried roadless areas on the 
Tongass and analyzing alternatives that would recommend additional wilderness or LUD II.  Only 
Congress designates wilderness and legislated LUD II areas.  It is not within the authority of the Forest 
Service to change those designations.     

COMMENT:  Many respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should halt timber sales 
proposed in roadless areas. 

RESPONSE:  New decisions that would allow timber harvest and road construction in roadless areas are 
currently enjoined.  After the Final SEIS is completed, activities in roadless areas is expected to be 
guided by the Forest Plan, which may or may not allow road construction and timber harvest in roadless 
areas.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Tongass National Forest should be managed to the same 
preservation standards that we demand of other nations because they believed more than 70 
percent of the Tongass old growth had been clearcut already.  They asked how the USA could ask 
Brazil and Peru, Indonesia and Southeast Asia to preserve their forests if we won't preserve our 
own?  They also commented on how the Tongass National Forest is a valuable international 
resource that should be preserved for the benefit of the whole world and not short-term financial 
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reward for the few.  Still others noted that the Tongass already provided substantial 
environmental protections, and the renewable timber resource should be managed to help offset 
the demands on other Nation’s forests. 

RESPONSE:  The Tongass National Forest is managed for multiple use in accordance with the National 
Forest Management Act, the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, and other pertinent laws, regulations and 
policies.  The Tongass has 19 designated Wildernesses, 12 designated LUD II areas, and smaller non-
wilderness portions of two designated National Monuments that make up about 39 percent of the 
Tongass.  An additional 39 percent of the Forest is zoned for non-development activities.  Approximately 
3.6 million acres of the Tongass National Forest (22 percent) are zoned to allow development.  Under the 
current Forest Plan timber harvest can occur on about 0.7 million acres (4 percent) of the Tongass 
National Forest.  Under the 1997 Forest Plan, development activities must meet stringent guidelines 
designed to protect the natural environment.  The Forest Service believes that the land use designations 
and standards and guidelines established in the 1997 Forest Plan provide a balanced, sustainable and 
environmentally sound management plan for the Tongass National Forest.   

About 7 (not 70) percent of the commercial size old growth has been harvested on the Tongass National 
Forest.  If the Forest Plan were to be implemented for the next 120 years, 83 percent of the old growth 
forest would still be present.  It is a combination of the amount of old growth projected to be available 
through time along with assuring the old growth is also available in strategic locations across the Forest, 
that it is reasonable to conclude sustainability and ecological function of the Forest Plan conservation 
biology strategy.             

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Final SEIS should carefully distinguish between the 
potential different effects associated with designating areas LUD II rather than Wilderness. 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS distinguishes between the potential different effects associated with 
recommending areas LUD II rather than Wilderness, as appropriate. This is most distinguishable 
throughout Chapter 3 of the SEIS and in particular, associated with Alternative 6.  Alternative 6 is the only 
alternative that includes Recommended LUD II.   

General - Ecological 

COMMENT:  A few respondents suggested the Final SEIS should analyze the distribution and 
ecological characteristics of watersheds across the entire Tongass.  Others suggested the Forest 
Service should preserve ecosystem health, genetic and species diversity, and ecological integrity 
on the Tongass.  Still others indicated the Forest Service should allow resource management to 
improve forest health. 

RESPONSE:  Individual watersheds of high value or high public interest found within individual roadless 
areas were considered in the SEIS (particularly in Appendix C).  Analyzing the distribution and ecological 
characteristics of all individual watersheds across the Tongass would require a high level of detail and 
intensity that would not likely yield any new information relevant to recommending an area for wilderness 
or LUD II.  Each individual roadless area description in Appendix C includes a broad array of information 
relevant to the ecological characteristics of each roadless area. 

The 1997 Forest Plan preserves ecosystem health, genetic species diversity and ecological integrity.  The 
Plan balances the need to protect large areas of intact ecosystems (13.2 million acres of non-
development and wilderness LUDs) with the need to provide resource develop opportunities for 
Southeast Alaska communities (3.6 million acres of development LUDs).  The SEIS evaluates alternatives 
that provide the same or increased levels of long-term protection to roadless areas on the Tongass. It 
should be noted that forest health, including high risks related to forest fires, generally is not a significant 
issue for the Tongass National Forest.     



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-13 Comments and Responses 

COMMENT:  Many respondents thought the Tongass National Forest should prohibit industrial-
scale commercial logging in order to avoid further negative impacts to ecosystem integrity, 
fisheries and forest users. 

RESPONSE:  Since the closure of the two pulp mills in 1993 and 1997, the timber industry in Southeast 
Alaska is made up largely of small to very small family-owned businesses.  The Forest Plan provides for 
short- and long-term functioning ecosystems and integrity.  The Forest Plan includes an extensive old-
growth habitat conservation strategy that is one of the best in the World.  There are no threatened or 
endangered species found on the Tongass National Forest, other than marine mammals.  A primary goal 
of the Forest Plan is to provide for the sustainability of the resources of the Forest while directing the 
coordination of multiple uses such as outdoor recreation, timber, wildlife, fish, watershed, and wilderness.  
These do not have to be mutually exclusive and in fact rarely are.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Tongass National Forest should protect its 
landbase as a natural laboratory vital for helping us understand the unique ecosystem processes 
of Southeast Alaska.  

RESPONSE: The 1997 Forest Plan currently allocates 78 percent of the Forest to non-development 
LUDs, including wilderness.  Many research projects are currently underway on the Forest in both roaded 
and roadless areas, and opportunities exist for many more.  Establishing long-term protection through 
Wilderness or LUD II recommendation would be advantageous for some research efforts that depend on 
large blocks of roadless habitat.  Wilderness protection could hinder other research efforts by restrictions 
related to access or methods of research.  For example, the Forest has been trying to obtain forest 
inventory plot information within existing Wildernesses for several years and has been unable to 
accomplish this because of helicopter access restrictions on the more remote areas.  Another example of 
this could be related to increasing our knowledge of karst and cave related resources on the Tongass, 
and potential restrictions on types of access and the equipment necessary to safely conduct exploration 
and inventories.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the SEIS needs to consider global warming.  Some 
people requested the Forest halt all logging and road building to prevent global warming.  Others 
suggest global warming will increase the frequency of wildfires, therefore, the Forest Service 
should promote new road construction to facilitate future firefighting efforts. 

RESPONSE:  The 16.8 million-acre Tongass National Forest contains approximately 5.5 million acres 
that grows commercial-sized stands of trees.  The current Forest Plan allocates approximately 664,000 
acres as suitable for timber management.  Sustainable timber management, including the vigorous 
second-growth stands of timber, on 12 percent of the tree-growing ground, or 4 percent of the Forest, on 
the Tongass will not significantly contribute to global warming.  Additionally, there are nearly 4 million 
acres of forest on the Tongass that are not considered of commercial quality, but certainly contributes to 
the function of the ecosystems found in Southeast Alaska.  It is not likely that global warming will dry out 
the Tongass at such a rapid rate that the Forest should be installing fire-fighting access roads at this time.    

PUBLIC COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Final SEIS should consider the impact of 
withdrawing land from timber harvest on the global environment by transferring timber demand 
overseas. 

RESPONSE:  It is likely true that timber harvest will have some effect in lessening demand for timber 
resources in other areas of the world that have fewer environmental safeguards than are included in the 
Tongass Forest Plan and associated timber management program.  However, the amount of timber 
produced on the Tongass is a very small percentage of the overall global demand for timber products.  
What is likely more important, is being able to produce timber resources in a sustainable and 
environmentally safe manner as can be done on the Tongass National Forest, and how management of 
those resources significantly contribute to the sustainability of local economies in Southeast Alaska.     
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COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the current ecological protections included in the Tongass 
Forest Plan were more than adequate.  They were concerned that the broad scheme of protection 
afforded by current wilderness and LUD designations on the Tongass exceeds by many times 
such protection elsewhere in the National Forest system.  Because the 1997 Forest Plan and the 
SEIS discuss effects analyses in terms of risks, they wanted to point out there actually was very 
little risk included in the Plan for most resources. 

RESPONSE:  The comments regarding the use of risk analyses and protections in place with the 1997 
Forest Plan is noted.  The 1997 Forest Plan EIS (including Appendix N) provided extensive risk analyses 
regarding the extent of ecological protection under the alternatives being considered.  Based on these 
risk analyses, the 1997 Forest Plan ROD concluded that the selected alternative provided adequate 
ecological protection.  It is not the intent of the SEIS to redo these analyses.   

COMMENT:  The Final SEIS should acknowledge the important ecosystem role of woody debris 
and consider the direct and cumulative impacts of biomass removal on forest ecosystems.  The 
Tongass National Forest should prohibit logging until mycorrhizal species are cataloged and 
impacts to these species are assessed.  

RESPONSE:  The Forest Service agrees that coarse woody material and associated life forms is an 
important component of the forest ecosystem.  In contrast to some forested areas in the Lower 48, lack of 
large wood, or related biomass, on the forest floor as a result of logging is not a significant issue on the 
Tongass.  Abundant logging slash is usually left after logging operations.  Additionally, trees and patches 
of trees left in harvest units will contribute to large woody material through time in places where logging 
occurs.  If localized areas are identified where a lack of large woody debris is a concern, the issue would 
be addressed during the site-specific analysis for that project.  Prohibiting logging for biomass related 
reasons, is beyond the scope of the SEIS.     

COMMENT:  Several respondents expressed concern over past logging practices on State, private 
and National Forest System lands, and requested permanent protection for the remaining 
unroaded areas on the Tongass to compensate for past practices.  Of particular concern was the 
practice of harvesting without stream protection and the level of harvest on private land.   

RESPONSE:  Timber harvest practices continue to evolve, especially regarding protective measures 
around streams and riparian areas.  The standards and guidelines in the 1997 Forest Plan incorporate 
the most current Best Management Practices, and are much more stringent in protecting habitat than the 
previous Forest Plan.  The State of Alaska Forest Practices Act is used to guide timber harvest and road 
construction activities on State and private lands to assure considerations for fish and wildlife resources.  
While the SEIS does not propose changes to the existing standards and guidelines, it does look at 
alternatives that incorporate varying levels of long-term protection for roadless areas on the Tongass by 
recommending them for wilderness or LUD II.  The old-growth habitat conservation strategy presented in 
the 1997 Forest Plan was developed with consideration given to the amount of harvest on adjacent State 
and private lands.     

COMMENT:  A few respondents suggested the SEIS should have established frameworks for 
alternative construction based primarily on ecological considerations. 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS is a supplement to the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS, which considered as many as 
34 alternatives during its development.  An alternative based primarily on Ecological Sections was 
considered for the Final SEIS, but there were concerns relating to quality and manageability of areas if 
they were based on manageability alone.  It was also determined that the existing alternatives captured a 
range of additional ecological section representation, while addressing other issues at the same time.  
Therefore, it was dropped from further consideration.  Each alternative considers in detail all applicable 
ecological components potentially significantly affected.  Appendix C of the SEIS addresses ecological 
components relative to each roadless area, while Chapter 3 sections like Biodiversity and the Relative 
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Contribution portion of the Wilderness section summarize aspects of the landscape relative to 
Biogeographic Provinces and Ecological Sections and Subsections.  Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS includes 
additional information related to why an alternative based strictly on ecological consideration is not 
included.  Additionally, Chapter 3 has information relative to use of Ecological Sections and Subsections, 
which were not included in the Draft SEIS.  

Soils, Geology, and Karst 

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned the SEIS did not contain a full analysis of soil 
ecology effects.  Others indicated that soil erosion is a natural process that will occur regardless 
of management and should not be of too much concern. 

RESPONSE:  Potential effects on soil ecology were considered in the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS 
(pages 3-197 to 3-201), and have been incorporated by reference.  Potential site-specific effects to soil 
resources are considered during project level environmental analysis.  Further analysis of soil erosion and 
other site-specific effects is outside the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.  The analysis in 
the Soils section of Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS is sufficient to fully disclose the trade-offs for the public 
and Deciding Official to understand potential effects of recommending additional areas as wilderness or 
LUD II, or not.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents were confused about information in Tables 3.2-1 and 3.2-9 and 
whether data in the Draft SEIS on acres of timber harvested included areas affected by road 
construction.  They thought that total old growth harvest since 1900 was in excess of 500,000 
acres.  They also noted Table 3.2-1 may have used incorrect road mileages, specifically 4,650 
miles of permanent road used in the 1997 Final EIS and 5,008 miles of total road used in the Draft 
SEIS.   

RESPONSE: The acres of old growth harvest shown in Table 3.2-9 of the Draft SEIS includes areas 
affected by road construction within harvest units, but does not include the area covered by roads outside 
harvest units.  Table 3.2-9 shows a Forest-wide total of 434,574 acres of timber harvest.  Table 3.2-1 
indicates 15,024 acres covered by roads based on an average of 3 acres per mile of road.  Note that 
large portions of these acres are not on commercial forest lands, and many of these acres are included 
inside harvest units.  Based on the information in the SEIS, if none of the acres impacted by road 
construction were included in the Forest-wide total of previous timber harvest (which is not the case), and 
if all roads were constructed exclusively through commercial forest land (also not the case), the two totals 
could be added together for a maximum harvest of 449,598 acres.   

The footnote in Table 3.2-1 in the Final SEIS has been changed to reflect the area covered by roads has 
been updated and is not as of 1995 or 1997.  Also note that the SEIS uses total miles of roads, which is 
different than total miles of permanent roads.  The Tongass has an active program of decommissioning 
those roads which are not considered permanent.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents recommended the Final SEIS should include comprehensive 
geological survey data because they were concerned timber harvest could lead to deforestation.   

RESPONSE:  Notwithstanding karst geology, basic geological information is gathered during site-specific 
project analysis, usually related to landslide stability.  The remainder of the geologic data came from 
published USGS mapping.  These maps are constantly being updated by the site or project specific data.  
There is little concern on the commercial forest lands of the Tongass for deforestation.  In fact, most 
areas reforest naturally with native tree species in such large numbers that they require thinning in just a 
few years.      

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Forest should strengthen forest plan standards and 
guidelines for karst land protection because they were ineffective.  They especially indicated the 
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need for more discussion of soil effects to karst lands from roading and timber harvest.  These 
commentors also recommended some or all karst lands for wilderness designation.   

RESPONSE:  Potential resource development effects to karst and caves were considered in the 1997 
Forest Plan Final EIS (pages 3-82 to 3-86) and are considered during site-specific project level 
environmental analysis.  The Forest Plan contains standards and guidelines designed to protect caves 
and karst areas (Forest Plan, Appendix I).  Additionally, project site-specific mitigations provide additional 
protections during implementation of the Plan.  Monitoring of implementation of the standards and 
guidelines since 1997, and reported in the Annual Monitoring Reports, have indicated the need for some 
adjustments to the standards and guidelines.  These adjustments have been implemented in ongoing 
projects even though they have not been formally adjusted with a Forest Plan amendment.  Such an 
amendment could be issued with a future project decision, such as the Kosciusko Timber Sale Final EIS 
expected to be issued in the next several months.  The Final SEIS includes an expanded Karst section. 

A panel of world renowned karst experts convened on the Tongass during the summer of 2002 to 
address the effectiveness of the Karst and Cave Standards and Guidelines included in the 1997 Forest 
Plan.  Preliminary findings from that assessment include confirmation of the fact that these are world-
class resources most similar to karst lands found on Vancouver Island and the Queen Charlotte Islands of 
British Columbia, Canada, portions of Patagonia (Chile), Tasmania, and the west coast of the South 
Island of New Zealand.  The assessment also found existing standards and guidelines are not perfect but 
the analysis process is sound, and the adjustments that have been incorporated on an adaptive 
management principle to those standards, are generally well reasoned and logical.  

Some people recommend wilderness protection for some or all karst lands on the Forest.  While karst and 
caves were not a driving issue during formulation of alternatives, roadless areas that contain karst and 
cave features are included in various alternatives.  The roadless area descriptions (Appendix C) include 
information on karst features, if present, for each area.  

A large group of respondents specifically listed a group of 21 roadless areas under analysis suggesting 
that these areas receive wilderness designation or at least a higher level of protection.  The total acreage 
of these areas is 134,422 acres, mostly found as relatively small inclusions within inventoried roadless 
areas.  Under current Forest Plan LUDs and the Karst and Cave standards and guidelines, 111,442 
acres, or 83 percent of the karst resources within the above mentioned 21 Roadless Areas of concern are 
in some form of protected status. 

Though it has been suggested that karst lands are underrepresented in the current wildernesses, the 
Forest feels that, in many cases, there are other more appropriate land use designations to protect the 
sensitive karst areas and those appropriate as baseline karst watersheds in which to conduct research on 
karst processes and monitor over time. The Forest Plan includes a Special Interest Area LUD, which 
includes many of the more sensitive karst areas.  Additional high value karst areas could be placed in this 
LUD in the future.  These allocations would still protect these sensitive karst systems and allow access 
and research to continue unfettered by the restrictions that a wilderness designation would bring.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned the SEIS did not address road building, logging 
and mining impacts on groundwater, primarily in areas of karst.  

RESPONSE:  As indicated in the SEIS, more complete descriptions of the water environment are 
provided in the Water section of Chapter 3 in the 1997 Tongass Forest Plan Revision Final EIS 
(pages 3-313 through 3-324).  The specific effects of resource development such as mining, road building 
and logging on water quality is conducted during the environmental analysis for an individual project, and 
is outside the scope of the SEIS.  Note that the Karst section in Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS has been 
expanded and groundwater is addressed in more detail than in the Draft SEIS.     
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Water and Fish 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the SEIS should incorporate the best science 
available regarding the value of roadless watersheds to fisheries. 

RESPONSE:  The Forest Plan provides protection for watersheds through management prescriptions 
and forest-wide standards and guidelines.  Many of the standards and guidelines in the 1997 Forest Plan 
Revision Final EIS were based to a large extent on the recommendations of the Alaska Anadromous 
Fisheries Habitat Assessment (AFHA, 1995). AFHA is considered the most comprehensive scientific 
review available for the Tongass.  The 1997 Forest Plan ROD notes that the standards and guidelines 
and other direction included in the 1997 Forest Plan meet or exceed all of the recommendations by 
AFHA.  There are divergent views among scientists regarding how much protection is necessary across 
the Tongass.  The use of scientific panels is one way of incorporating the best of those views, and 
represents how the Forest Plan incorporated protections for fisheries.  The salmon fisheries of Southeast 
Alaska have seen record returns in recent years, indicating that current upland management practices do 
not appear to be significantly affecting the salmon resource.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested using types of very specific measures in the SEIS to 
assess potential effects on fisheries resources.  These included numbers of culverts per mile of 
road and other similar site-specific information. 

RESPONSE:  The degree of assessment asked for is usually conducted at the project level and is dealt 
with during the environmental analysis for an individual project where roads already exist or specific new 
roads are proposed.  This level of detail is not reasonable for this programmatic Supplemental EIS.  Also, 
the areas under evaluation in the SEIS are the roadless areas of the Tongass.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the SEIS should analyze effects of the various alternatives on 
fish habitat and fishing dependent communities.  The analysis should include effects of roading 
and logging on fish habitat, especially in primary fish producing watersheds.  Some respondents 
suggested using analytical approaches like a fine-screened landform analysis to assess potential 
effects on fish resources.  Some thought the SEIS should explain why the highest value fisheries 
watersheds may be logged when the SEIS says roads “..pose the greatest risk to fish resources 
on the Tongass..”. 

RESPONSE:  As noted in the Draft SEIS (page 3-18), effects of the alternatives on fish resources are 
expected to be at or below the level predicted for Alternative 11 in the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final 
EIS (1997 FEIS pages 3-46 through 3-73).  The analysis of effects on fish habitat included in the Forest 
Plan Final EIS, have been incorporated by reference.  It is reasonable to assume that any alternative to 
the No Action alternative which proposes various levels of recommended wilderness or LUD II will have 
the same or less effects on fisheries (and most other resources) than SEIS Alternative 1 which is most 
reflective of the Forest Plan and Alternative 11 in the Forest Plan Final EIS.   

Note that the statement in Chapter 3 of the SEIS “..pose the greatest risk to fish resources..” is used out 
of context in the comment.  The Forest Plan provides protection for fish habitat and watersheds through 
management prescriptions and forest-wide standards and guidelines to the point that no significant 
effects are anticipated.  As noted in the 1997 Forest Plan ROD (page 18), distinguishing high-value 
watersheds from low-value ones poses significant analytical and administrative problems.  For example, 
the high fish-value watersheds proposed by the State of Alaska were identified by an analysis of coho 
habitat capability, pink salmon escapement, and sport fishing use.  This approach could overlook 
additional factors such as use by other salmon, steelhead, or sensitive or unique fish populations, 
subsistence uses, or others, which are also important when determining fish values.  Thus, the decision 
was made to incorporate all the recommendations made in the Anadromous Fish Habitat Assessment 
(AFHA) report and apply riparian standards and guidelines in all watersheds on the Forest, not just the 
highest value watersheds.   
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Specific effects of roading and logging within a given watershed are best analyzed at the project level.  
Some Ranger Districts on the Tongass are currently conducting ecosystem assessments at the 
watershed scale, which provides a framework for analyzing the existing condition of resources within a 
larger landscape.  While these analyses provide a means of addressing cumulative effects within a 
watershed that has experienced some level of resource development, it is not necessary to have the 
same level of detail for the analyses for this programmatic Supplemental EIS, which is focused on 
roadless areas that could be recommended for wilderness or LUD II.       

COMMENT:  One respondent from the Game Creek community indicated the Final SEIS should 
address the impact of logging on flooding. 

RESPONSE:  Fluctuations in water flow within a watershed can be the result of many factors, including 
road building and logging.  As noted in the response above, the specific impact of resource development 
such as mining, road building and logging is conducted during the environmental analysis for an individual 
project, and is outside the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the SEIS needed to analyze the site-specific effects of bark 
deposits from log transfer facilities to inland marine waters.  

RESPONSE:  Analysis of the effects of bark deposits from log transfer facilities is outside the scope of 
this programmatic Supplemental EIS, which is evaluating areas for wilderness recommendation.  This is 
usually a project level issue, and is dealt with during the environmental analysis for an individual project.  
Note that the Forest Plan includes stringent siting, operating and monitoring standards and guidelines for 
log transfer facilities to assure protection of potentially affected marine and upland resources.     

COMMENT:  It was unclear to some respondents regarding how the SEIS identified potential 
effects of wilderness designation on fish habitat enhancement projects.  Some wanted a list of the 
158 potential projects included In the SEIS. 

RESPONSE:  As described in the Chapter 3 - Fish Habitat Enhancement section of the SEIS, fish 
enhancement projects planned in areas that are recommended for wilderness likely would not be 
compatible with wilderness objectives.  While ANILCA allows for aquaculture development within 
wilderness, projects proposed within wilderness or recommended wilderness would have to pass a much 
broader scope justification analysis than projects outside of wilderness, and thus have a much higher 
likelihood of not proceeding.  The level of restriction on fish enhancement projects would be roughly 
proportional to the number of acres recommended for wilderness.  While a table in the SEIS listing each 
potential fish enhancement project would be of interest to some reviewers, we do not believe it would 
provide additional information necessary for the Deciding Official to consider.  Note that the SEIS does 
include a table which summarizes the projects by category, and the individual roadless area descriptions 
in Appendix C address potential fish enhancement projects.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the SEIS include more analysis regarding the benefits 
of existing fish habitat enhancement projects.  

RESPONSE:  Most fish enhancement projects are a cooperative effort between the Forest Service and 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game and other private and agency partners.  Both agencies continue to 
monitor results of fish enhancement projects and share the information gathered.  Decisions on whether 
or not to move forward with new enhancement projects are outside the scope of the SEIS, and will be 
based on project level environmental analysis.    
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COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the SEIS should consider future site-specific effects of 
logging and milling on water quality, including clean up of processing sites. 

RESPONSE:  Analysis of the impact of logging and road building on water quality is a project level issue, 
and is dealt with during the environmental analysis for an individual project.  Water quality issues 
associated with processing facilities are regulated by other agencies including the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC), and are 
outside the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.    

COMMENT:  One respondent suggested the Tongass National Forest should monitor for dioxin at 
the Alaska Pulp Corporation processing facility. 

RESPONSE:  Monitoring for dioxin is outside the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS to 
evaluate roadless areas for wilderness recommendation.  Monitoring and enforcement of environmental 
contaminants at a processing facility on non-National Forest System lands would normally fall under the 
duties of the Environmental Protection Agency.  The Alaska Pulp Corporation pulp mill near Sitka has 
been closed since 1993.         

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Tongass National Forest should implement an 
adaptive and dynamic management approach to ensure protection of fisheries. 

RESPONSE:  The Tongass Forest Plan is based on an adaptive management concept that includes 
ongoing monitoring and evaluation, including research projects being conducted by the Pacific Northwest 
Forest Experiment Station.  The monitoring of Forest activities and programs is an integral part of the 
Tongass National Forest adaptive management program.  For more information on monitoring and 
adaptive management, see the current Tongass Monitoring and Evaluation Report (for the year 2001).  
Implementing an adaptive and dynamic management approach to ensure protection of fisheries is beyond 
the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the SEIS should acknowledge the ecological roles of 
woody debris in streams. 

RESPONSE:  The Tongass Forest Plan recognizes the value of woody debris in streams and the 
importance of maintaining streamside habitat.  This is reflected in the standards and guidelines included 
in the Plan, but is beyond the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.         

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Tongass National Forest should protect intact watersheds 
to avoid the high costs of restoration.  Others recommended high-value watersheds should 
receive permanent protection because of the potential effects of timber harvest and associated 
roading on fish habitat.  Others indicated there are enough safeguards in the current Forest Plan, 
and potential effects on fish habitat or watersheds should not be a reason to designate 
watersheds as wilderness. 

RESPONSE:  Many intact watersheds are already protected either as Wilderness, LUD II or with a non-
development land use designation through the 1997 Forest Plan.  In addition, Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines provide substantial protection for resources within watersheds that are available for resource 
development.  These measures are designed to minimize the need for future restoration costs. The SEIS 
analyzes the effects of alternatives that could provide additional long-term protection of the current 
inventoried roadless areas.            
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COMMENT:  Some respondents said the Tongass National Forest should prohibit roading and 
logging in estuary areas.  

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan includes standards and guidelines that established a 1,000-foot 
beach and estuary buffer that restricts road building and commercial timber harvest in these areas.  Also, 
this issue is beyond the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should prohibit waste 
dumping by cruise ships in salmon migration corridors.  

RESPONSE:  Monitoring and enforcement of cruise ship wastewater discharge is outside the scope of 
this programmatic Supplemental EIS designed to evaluate areas for wilderness recommendation.  
Monitoring and enforcement of wastewater discharge in a navigable waterway would normally fall under 
the duties of the Coast Guard and the Environmental Protection Agency.       

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should effectively 
implement habitat protection measures such as stream-side buffers, and should consider 
implementing expanded buffers.  

RESPONSE:  The Forest Plan includes comprehensive standards and guidelines for protection of 
riparian and stream related resources on National Forest System lands.  Based on ongoing Forest Plan 
monitoring, stream-side buffers are being effectively implemented.  In many cases, buffers are expanded 
beyond the minimum 100 feet for Class I and Class II streams for onsite considerations and for 
reasonable assurance of wind firmness.  The Annual Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report 
includes additional information on the implementation and effectiveness of stream-side buffers (See Fish 
section of the FY 2001 Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report).   

Wetlands 

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that potential logging impacts to wetlands may 
be used as an excuse to justify additional wilderness recommendations. 

RESPONSE:  The Forest Service agrees that potential effects to wetlands from logging and road 
construction are not justification for additional wilderness recommendations.     

Wildlife - General 

COMMENT:  Many respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should protect wildlife and 
fish habitat, key unroaded drainages, and old-growth reserves and buffer strips, and other 
undeveloped areas, by recommending to Congress roadless areas be designated wilderness or 
LUD II. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan incorporates extensive fish and wildlife conservation measures 
including the old-growth habitat conservation strategy, standards and guidelines designed to protect 
Riparian Management Areas in accordance with the intent of the Alaska Anadromous Fish Habitat 
Assessment (1995), 1,000-ft beach and estuary fringe buffers, and a number of species-specific 
standards and guidelines.  Furthermore, 78 percent of the Tongass is being managed under non-
development LUDs, including wilderness.  Based on the extensiveness of these measures, the Forest 
believes that the 1997 Forest Plan provides substantial protection, just not all in the form of 
Congressionally designated areas.        
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COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Tongass National Forest should initiate extensive 
research and monitoring to protect wildlife, including effectiveness monitoring and adaptive 
management. 

RESPONSE:  Research programs on the Tongass National Forest are being conducted by the Forest 
Service Pacific Northwest Research Station, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and other entities. 
The Forest Service is continually monitoring its resource activities and adapting management based on 
the findings of that monitoring.  We conduct project-level monitoring as well as Forest Plan monitoring.  
The monitoring of Forest activities and programs is an integral part of the Tongass National Forest 
adaptive management program.  For more information on monitoring and adaptive management, see the 
current Tongass Monitoring and Evaluation Report (for the year 2001).        

COMMENT:  Many respondents expressed concern that clearcutting is the primary harvest 
method under the Forest Plan, yet biologists advocate cutting methods that better mimic natural 
disturbances.  Some also expressed concern that partial harvest methods that have been used are 
not significantly better than clearcutting for maintaining stand structure.  Some respondents felt 
the Forest should prohibit clearcutting and road building on the Tongass National Forest. 

RESPONSE:  This issue is beyond the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.  However, the 
1997 Forest Plan limits the use of even-aged systems (e.g., clearcutting) only to areas “where such a 
practice is determined to be the best system to meet the objectives and requirements of Land Use 
Designations” (page 4-96).  The Plan also requires that systems other than clearcutting are to be 
considered through an appropriate project level prescription process and proposes the use of both two-
aged and uneven-aged silvicultural systems.  The 1997 Forest Plan Record of Decision indicated a ratio 
of about 65 percent clearcut harvests to 35 percent non-clearcut harvests.  In practice, since the adoption 
of the 1997 Forest Plan, a much higher percentage of the harvest prescriptions on timber sale projects 
have been non-clearcut harvests.  These partial harvest prescriptions are most often designed to provide 
big tree structure that will be available in the second growth stands of timber for more diverse habitats in 
the future. Non-clearcut harvest prescriptions are also often used to maintain important scenic values 
while allowing those areas to be able to contribute harvest volume in support of the Southeast Alaska 
economy.  The use of these other systems is somewhat experimental in Southeast Alaska, and it will take 
some time and evaluation before it is determined which systems work best for growing timber and for 
maintaining wildlife habitat, scenery, and other resource values.               

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Forest Service is not implementing extensive 
wildlife inventories and monitoring projects, as required by the Forest Plan, and has modified the 
list of Management Indicator Species (MIS).  Because of this, they said the Tongass National 
Forest should recommend immediate protection for large tracts of undisturbed forest as 
wilderness to protect wildlife. 

RESPONSE:  The Forest Service, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and others, are involved in 
wildlife research projects on the Tongass.  Monitoring efforts are underway on both the project level and 
at the Forest level (see Annual Monitoring Reports).  The Tongass has not modified the list of MIS and is 
continuing to monitor these species according to the Forest Plan.  The process of determining if modifying 
the MIS list is desirable or necessary, is likely one of the topics to be considered in the Forest mid-Plan 
review to be conducted in 2003/2004.   

Large tracts of undisturbed forest are protected within existing wilderness, existing LUD II areas, and 
other non-development LUDs (including Old Growth Reserves), under all of the alternatives.  Note that 
even after full implementation of the 1997 Forest Plan (about the year 2120), 83 percent of the original 
(1954) productive old growth would remain.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should recommend 
wilderness areas to add large, intact wildlife habitats to the National Wilderness Preservation 
System.  The SEIS should contain a discussion of how rare and valuable the remaining large, 
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undeveloped areas of the Tongass are today, especially for wildlife.  The vast majority of the 
Tongass roadless areas offer a combination of wilderness attributes unmatched anywhere outside 
of Alaska. They further indicated the Tongass National Forest should select Alternative 6 or 
Alternative 8 to protect fish and wildlife habitat.  

RESPONSE:  The roadless areas of the Tongass (and Alaska, in general) are high in wilderness attribute 
values, and they represent areas that are very large, relative to other roadless areas in the United States.  
However, Alaska already has the highest percentage of any state in designated wilderness (over 15 
percent), and the Tongass has the highest percentage in wilderness in the National Forest System (35 
percent if one counts only wilderness and 39 percent if one also counts non-wilderness national 
monument and LUD II).  Further, preserving more of the ecological types on the Tongass does not 
necessarily compensate for the lack of preservation of biodiversity in the other states. Additional 
information has been added to the Final SEIS regarding the relative contribution of Tongass roadless 
areas to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

The Forest Service Handbook directs us to consider the capability, availability, and need for wilderness 
before recommending areas for wilderness designation.  The capability of Tongass roadless areas as 
wilderness is very high.  However, the availability of many areas is much lower because other uses are 
restricted under wilderness classification.  In addition, the need for additional wilderness in Southeast 
Alaska is not as clear, because of the prevalence of existing wildernesses.  Extensive intact habitats will 
be preserved under the existing Forest Plan, even without additional wilderness designation.  After 50 
additional years of Forest Plan implementation, over 86 percent of the Tongass is still expected to be 
roadless and 83 percent of the original productive old growth on the Tongass will still be present.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should police logging 
camps to protect wildlife from illegal harvest associated with the camps and should quit building 
new roads because of the legal and illegal harvest associated with them. 

RESPONSE:  These issues are beyond the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS, which is 
evaluating roadless areas for wilderness recommendations.  The potential for increased legal and illegal 
harvest associated with roads and logging camps is addressed in project-specific NEPA documents.  
Alaska Department of Fish and Game is primarily responsible for setting seasons and bag limits in roaded 
and roadless areas, both on and off the Tongass, and for law enforcement associated with hunting and 
poaching.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Forest Service should analyze the quality of 
wildlife habitat in original old-growth forests versus thinned stands. 

RESPONSE:  This issue is beyond the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.  The 1997 Forest 
Plan specifically recognizes the wildlife habitat values associated with old-growth on the Tongass, and is 
especially reflected in the conservation strategy of the Plan.  Additionally, the Forest Service has 
conducted studies to assess the values of old growth versus managed stands, including various 
treatments.  See the report by DellaSala et al. (1994. Effectiveness of silvicultural modifications of young-
growth forest for enhancing wildlife habitat on the Tongass National Forest, Southeast Alaska), which 
compares old-growth and young-growth forests after several treatments, including thinning.  Additional 
studies are ongoing.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggest the Final SEIS should facilitate public and agency 
assessment of roadless area values by including GIS maps showing critical old-growth areas, 
critical wildlife habitat, karst, and many other resource related attributes. 

RESPONSE:  Substantial information was processed for the SEIS and much of it is shown on maps with 
supporting information.  Please review the larger scale maps of individual roadless areas that are 
included on the Draft and Final SEIS CD-Rom as well as on the Tongass SEIS Web site.  These maps 
have been enhanced for the Final SEIS and now include productive old growth, as well as suitable timber, 
along with streams (by stream class) and many other features.  Also, review the many attributes that are 
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quantified for each roadless area in Appendix C, which also has been expanded for the Final SEIS.  Many 
other maps and GIS analyses were used to assess the values of the roadless areas and for the 
development of the SEIS, and are in the planning record.     

COMMENT:  The Final SEIS should fully disclose the amount of logging that has taken place in the 
forest, the extent of recovery, and the impact of human activities on all native wildlife species.  

RESPONSE:  The Draft SEIS shows the amount of harvest that has taken place on the Tongass by 
Biogeographic Province and Ecological Subsection in Tables 3.2-12 and 3.2-15 of Chapter 3.  The 1997 
Forest Plan Final EIS provides substantial disclosure relative to human activities on the Tongass National 
Forest and adjacent areas as applicable.  Additionally, the descriptions in the Affected Environment 
portions of the SEIS represent the net effect of historic human activities on old growth and wildlife.               

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Final SEIS should analyze forest fragmentation and 
clear-cutting impacts to wildlife viability. 

RESPONSE:  The issue of how forest fragmentation and clearcutting impacts wildlife viability is beyond 
the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS which analyzes roadless areas for wilderness 
recommendations.  However, extensive wildlife viability analyses were conducted for the 1997 Forest 
Plan Final EIS, and projects that implement the Forest Plan conduct appropriate site-specific wildlife 
related analyses.              

COMMENTS:  Some respondents felt the Tongass National Forest should not plan timber sales 
adjacent to cutover land grants. 

RESPONSE:  This issue is beyond the scope of the SEIS.  However, timber sale project evaluations 
always consider the cumulative effects of timber sales adjacent to non-National Forest System harvest 
areas. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should manage the Forest 
to limit impacts to threatened and endangered species. 

RESPONSE:  Outside of certain marine animals, there are no threatened or endangered species that 
have been identified on the Tongass.  The Forest Plan contains extensive measures that seek to limit 
potential effects to sensitive species and all species that use the old-growth forests of the Tongass.  The 
conservation strategy included in the 1997 Forest Plan is considered by many to be one of the best in the 
world.     

COMMENTS:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should include a larger, 
fully protected beach fringe for all LUDs. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan includes a 1,000-foot beach and estuary fringe that does not include 
programmed timber harvest.  The beach and estuary fringe in conjunction with other LUDs and standards 
and guidelines provide adequate protection for important beach fringe habitat.  Modification of the beach 
and estuary fringe standards and guidelines is outside the scope of the SEIS.     

COMMENTS:  Some respondents suggested the Final SEIS should acknowledge that ecosystem 
recovery from clearcutting may be functionally impossible, while others suggested 
acknowledgement that logging enhances wildlife habitat was important.  Still others said to 
supervise on-going clearcuts to ensure protection of wildlife habitat.   

RESPONSE:  Trees vigorously grow back on the Tongass after clearcut and other timber harvests.  In 
areas that are managed for timber production, where the second growth is harvested within 150 years of 
the initial regeneration harvest, the forest will not attain its former stage of “old-growth.”   Where partial 
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harvest methods are used, some characteristics of “old-growth” will be retained within a stand through 
many cutting cycles.  As the habitat grows through various successional phases, it will be more or less 
attractive to various wildlife species.   If an area that has been harvested is not re-entered, succession will 
indeed continue and eventually, over a long period of time, the stand will return to an “old-growth” state.  
After 120 more years of managing eligible areas for timber production on the Tongass, about 83 percent 
of the original old growth will still be in place.  The Forest Plan includes extensive standards and 
guidelines to assure protection of resources, including for wildlife habitat, while planning, designing and 
implementing timber sale projects.      

Wildlife – Species or Species Groups 

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Tongass National Forest should retain roadless areas to 
protect the ecological and wilderness values of the Tongass and prevent increases in mortality 
rates of large carnivores. 

RESPONSE:  Based on the allocation of land use designations and the standards and guidelines in the 
1997 Forest Plan, all the alternatives considered in the SEIS will provide a high degree of protection for 
the ecological and wilderness values of the Tongass.  Currently, there are 5.8 million acres of wilderness 
and 9.6 million acres of inventoried roadless lands on the Tongass under existing conditions.  The 
analysis presented in the Roadless Areas section of Chapter 3 of the SEIS shows that even under 
Alternative 1, there would still be 5.8 million acres of wilderness and at least 9.2 million acres of other 
roadless lands remaining on the Tongass after 10 years.  After 50 years, 5.8 million acres of wilderness 
and at least 8.7 million acres of other roadless lands would remain.   

This means that 92 percent of the Tongass is currently roadless (including wilderness) and, even with full 
implementation of the Forest Plan and no further wilderness designation, 90 percent would remain 
roadless after 10 years and 86 percent would remain roadless after 50 years.  These estimates assume 
full implementation of the Forest Plan, including timber harvest and road construction at the maximum 
level allowed under the ASQ (the first 5 years of Forest Plan implementation indicate that future harvests 
are likely to be less).  The Forest Plan will protect the ecological and wilderness values of the Tongass, 
and minimize any increases in large carnivore mortality rates.  As noted in the 1997 Forest Plan ROD, if 
interagency monitoring efforts suggest that excessive bear mortality occurs as a consequence of road 
access, then road access management will be implemented and hunting regulations will also be 
examined.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Final SEIS should improve analysis of the relationship 
between roads and brown bear habitat.  The Tongass National Forest should retain large roadless 
areas to protect brown bears and their habitat. 

RESPONSE:  Extensive analyses related to brown bear habitat and roads is included in the 1997 Forest 
Plan Final EIS, which is incorporated into the SEIS by reference.  As noted in the 1997 ROD for the 
Forest Plan, concerns exist about road access as a potential contributing factor to brown bear mortality.  
The Forest Plan addresses concerns for brown bear habitat through the old-growth conservation strategy, 
and by providing for the majority of the Tongass to be kept in non-development LUDs.  In addition, the 
Forest Plan includes a standard and guideline that requires evaluation of the need for additional 
protection of important brown bear foraging sites, which could result in 500-foot forested buffers to 
provide protection during feeding (in development LUDs).  Further, if interagency monitoring efforts 
suggest that excessive bear mortality occurs as a consequence of road access, then road access 
management will be implemented and hunting regulations will also be examined.   

The Forest Plan is believed to provide sufficient protection to ensure the viability of brown bear 
populations in Southeast Alaska.  It is recognized in the Wildlife section of Chapter 3 in the SEIS that 
brown bear would likely benefit from any of the SEIS action alternatives.      



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-25 Comments and Responses 

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the current Forest Plan standards and guidelines are 
inadequate in preventing wolf mortality.  The Tongass National Forest should provide more 
protection for wolves, including protection of Honker Divide.  Some other respondents indicated 
the Final SEIS should change the current forest management direction to ensure adequate 
protection of deer habitat to provide for both wolves and subsistence. 

RESPONSE:  An interagency wolf conservation assessment was developed in cooperation with U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to synthesize the best available 
information to address wolf conservation.  Using the major findings contained within the assessment, the 
Forest Plan provides a high likelihood of sustaining viable wolf populations in Southeast Alaska (1997 
FEIS, pages 3-399 to 3-406, and Appendix N). As noted in the 1997 ROD for the Forest Plan (page 34), 
the wolf assessment identified three principal management considerations to address wolf viability 
concerns: 

�� Maintain a long-term prey (deer) population, 

�� Provide large roadless and unfragmented reserves, and 

�� Take steps to limit potentially unsustainable human-induced mortality in some areas, both legal and 
illegal. 

Access management may be implemented where analysis indicates road access is contributing to 
unsustainable wolf mortality rates; however, state-established hunting and trapping seasons and bag 
limits may also need to be reviewed. 

The Forest Plan is believed to provide sufficient protection to ensure the viability of wolf populations in 
Southeast Alaska.  It is also recognized that wolves would likely benefit from any of the SEIS action 
alternatives that would provide long-term protection for additional roadless areas.  For example, nearly all 
of the Honker Divide is included in the Old-growth Habitat LUD in the Forest Plan and the two existing 
roads in the area have been closed to the public for several years.  Similarly, the Forest Plan is believed 
to provide adequate protections for deer to provide for both wolves and subsistence uses.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should use an updated 
deer habitat capability model and explain the use of the high “multiplier” in the model.  The Final 
SEIS should provide site-specific deer habitat information in community assessments and 
roadless area descriptions, and rank the alternatives in terms of preserving long-term deer habitat 
capability.  

RESPONSE:  The interagency deer habitat capability model that was developed and used for the 1997 
Forest Plan Revision provided an estimate of habitat capability.  The model was not necessary for relative 
analyses conducted for the SEIS, nor for ranking the alternatives.  Conducting site-specific deer habitat 
capability analyses (or other site-specific type analyses) is beyond the scope of this programmatic 
Supplemental EIS. 

The model is currently being reviewed by a group of interagency biologists and could be modified as part 
of the ongoing implementation of the Forest Plan.  It could also be reviewed as part of the Forest mid-
Plan review, which is expected to begin in 2003.  Alternative 11 from the 1997 FEIS is used as the 
benchmark throughout the SEIS, and it ranked relatively high in the conservation of deer habitat, protects 
most of the highest quality deer winter range, and maintains relatively high deer densities. 

The Forest Plan provides sufficient protection for deer habitat to ensure the viability of deer populations in 
Southeast Alaska.  Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 would be the same as the current Forest Plan in terms of the 
amount of deer habitat protected.  Based on the Land Use Designation Group (Table 2-24 and Figure 
2-9, in Chapter 2 of the SEIS), the remaining alternatives in order of increasing long-term protection for 
deer habitat would be 3, 5, 7, 6 and 8.    
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COMMENT:  Some respondents said the Tongass National Forest should prohibit logging to 
safeguard deer populations.  Some other respondents indicated timber harvest should be allowed 
to enhance deer production. 

RESPONSE:  The debate on whether or not timber harvest enhances or diminishes deer habitat is 
outside the scope of this analysis.  A primary goal of the Forest Plan is to provide for the sustainability of 
the resources of the Tongass National Forest, while directing the coordination of multiple uses, such as 
outdoor recreation, timber, wildlife, fish, watershed and wilderness.  The 1997 Forest Plan provides for 
viable deer populations across the Forest while allowing timber harvest to occur within development 
LUDs.  As noted in the Wildlife section of the SEIS, the Forest Plan goes beyond providing for viable deer 
populations, by providing an estimated 83 percent of the 1954 habitat capability.  This level of habitat 
capability is expected to provide for viable and huntable populations of deer across the Forest.  The SEIS 
does not prohibit logging on the Tongass but, as explained in the Wildlife section, alternatives that 
recommend additional Wilderness or LUD II do affect the amount of important deer habitat throughout the 
Forest that could be available for potential development.  While timber harvest may increase forage for 
deer in the short term (0-20+ years) and pre-commercial thinning may extend that time somewhat, even-
aged timber harvests do not provide thermal cover in the winter and deep snows can make the forage 
within a harvested area unavailable during a harsh winter.  The 1997 Forest Plan provides for a mix of 
resource uses while protecting important wildlife habitat.        

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should protect wetlands to 
sustain migratory bird populations wherever possible. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan includes standards and guidelines for the protection of wetlands in 
general (Forest Plan, page 4-111).  These standards and guidelines require that alteration of, or new 
construction on wetlands be avoided, wherever there is a practicable, environmentally-preferred 
alternative.  In addition, the 1997 Forest Plan includes standards and guidelines for the maintenance and 
enhancement of important wetland habitats that receive significant use by waterfowl and shorebirds 
(Forest Plan, pages 4-115 to 4-116).  Protection of wetlands to sustain migratory bird populations is 
beyond the scope of the SEIS. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents expressed concern that current Forest Plan protections do not 
provide for viability of wildlife populations.  They cite various studies and peer reviews during the 
development of the 1997 Forest Plan.  Others feel no additional wilderness is needed because 
current protections do provide for viability of wildlife.  Other respondents indicated the Tongass 
National Forest should manage the forest to preserve habitat for bald eagles, marbled murrelets, 
goshawks and migratory birds. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan incorporated an old-growth habitat conservation strategy to provide 
for viability of wildlife species comprised of two key components: 

�� The first component is a forest-wide system of reserves, composed of three elements: 

1) all non-development LUDs, including wilderness; 2) large, medium and small mapped old-growth 
reserves; and 3) all islands smaller than 1,000 acres.   

�� The second component is the set of standards and guidelines that apply in development LUDs, where 
commercial timber harvest is permitted.  In these areas, the standards and guidelines will sustain key 
components of the landscape, including a 1,000-foot beach fringe, riparian habitat, important nesting 
habitat, and other important resource values.   

In addition to the old-growth strategy, the 1997 Forest Plan provides additional standards and guidelines 
for the specific protection of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species (pages 4-88 to 4-93), and 
other wildlife (pages 4-112 to 4-117), including the goshawk (pages 4-90 to 4-91), bald eagle 
(page 4-113), and marbled murrelet (page 4-117).  Based on the habitat conservation strategy and 
specific standards and guidelines, the 1997 Forest Plan provides for the preservation of habitat for bald 
eagles, marbled murrelets, goshawks, and migratory birds on the Tongass.  All the alternatives 
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considered in the SEIS are expected to adequately protect the wildlife populations on the Tongass, with 
the action alternatives providing additional levels of permanent protection to roadless habitats.         

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should perform project 
level inventory surveys for raptors and herons as directed by the standards and guidelines of the 
1997 Forest Plan. 

RESPONSE:  The method used to identify raptor and heron nests during project level inventory is outside 
the scope of the analysis for the SEIS. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Tongass National Forest should not permit logging 
prior to the completion of catalogues and impact assessments for arthropod species.  Others 
indicated the need to analyze effects of logging on the Red backed Salamander. 

RESPONSE:  Conducting site specific inventories or analyses is best done at the project scale, and is 
beyond the scope of the SEIS.  The Forest Service does not believe that all logging would have to be 
prohibited until catalogues and impact assessments for arthropod species are completed.  Please refer to 
the Final EIS for the 1997 Forest Plan, including Appendix N, for an analysis of effects on wildlife and 
biodiversity, and in particular the conservation biology strategy developed for the Plan.       

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should acknowledge the 
potential existence of cave-dwelling threatened and endangered species. 

RESPONSE:  There is potential for the existence of not-yet discovered cave-dwelling species that could 
be classified as threatened or endangered on the Tongass.  Because of the karst standards and 
guidelines and the protection of some karst areas by LUDs, we believe these species would be protected, 
if they exist.  This subject is beyond the scope of the SEIS. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents said the Final SEIS should include information on how much 
productive, low-elevation old-growth is located in designated wilderness or legislated LUD II 
areas. They indicated the FEIS should also acknowledge that logging has disproportionately 
targeted high-volume, low-elevation old-growth stands.  Additionally, they said the low elevation, 
coarse canopy stands of old growth should be designated wilderness to protect these rare stands 
of old growth. 

RESPONSE:  As indicated in the SEIS and in supporting materials used during the public comment 
period for the Draft SEIS, approximately 3 million acres of productive old growth are located below an 
elevation of 800 feet, and 1.7 million acres of old growth are located in designated wildernesses.  About 
2.2 million acres of productive old growth is considered to be high volume old growth and about 
1.4 million acres is considered high volume old growth below 800 feet in elevation.  About 540,000 acres 
of old growth are mapped as high-volume, coarse-canopy old growth, which is considered to provide high 
habitat quality.  Approximately 8 percent of the productive old growth on the Tongass has been harvested 
in the past 50 years and about 16 percent of the high volume old growth has been harvested.  

Timber harvest on the Tongass National Forest in the past did target accessible lower elevation 
drainages in the past.  However, the rate of timber harvest has slowed to a fraction of what it was and 
about 83 percent of the productive old growth will still remain after 120 more years of timber management 
(under the current Forest Plan).  The SEIS considers old-growth values on each individual roadless area 
in Appendix C, and in Chapter 3 in sufficient detail to inform the Deciding Official in relation to 
recommending wilderness or LUD II by alternative.   
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COMMENT:  Some respondents said the Tongass National Forest should protect old-growth 
stands for spiritual values, recreation, biodiversity, and to protect bear habitat. 

RESPONSE:  A number of people expressed their desire that the Forest Service protect all of the 
remaining old-growth for spiritual values, recreational opportunities and to maintain biodiversity.  These 
are some of the underlying values represented in Key Issue 1 as presented in the SEIS.  The SEIS 
alternatives represent various levels of permanent protection for old-growth stands on the Tongass.  The 
Comparison of Alternatives table in Chapter 2 of the SEIS, displays the effects of each alternative by Key 
Issue.  Productive old-growth remaining after 120 years is one measure of ecological values protected.  
As the table indicates, from 83% to 89% of the original (1954) productive old-growth would remain after 
120 years.  The alternatives afford different levels of protection to the remaining old-growth, with higher 
levels of permanent protection (wilderness and LUD II) in Alternatives 6 and 8, and more reliance on 
Forest Plan land use designations in Alternative 1.  The other alternatives fill in the spectrum between 
1 and 8.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents said the Tongass National Forest should consider the cumulative 
impacts from old-growth timber harvests on adjacent non-federal lands and the reduction to 
National Forest old-growth through land conveyances.  

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS included substantial information on cumulative 
effects and accounted for them in appropriate land use designation decisions and standards and 
guidelines included in the Forest Plan.  The conservation biology strategy that addresses the old growth 
ecosystem and related habitats was designed in part to account for activities on non-National Forest 
System lands in Southeast Alaska.  Cumulative impacts are addressed as appropriate in the SEIS.  In 
particular, Table 3.2-20 in the Biodiversity section identifies the total land area by ownership and various 
measures of productive old growth in each ecological subsection of the Tongass.  Further, it identifies the 
estimated cumulative amount of productive old growth harvested over the long term by ecological 
subsection and the cumulative percentage of productive old growth harvested over the long term by 
ecological subsection. 

COMMENT:  The majority of respondents were concerned because they thought that most of the 
old growth on the Tongass National Forest had been harvested, especially the lower elevation 
larger stands of trees.  Many claimed that over 70% of the larger stands of old growth had already 
been harvested, or that most of the low elevation old growth had been harvested.  Others were 
concerned because they thought that the Tongass still had large areas of old growth forests.  
Some said that the SEIS should clarify how much of the old-growth trees on the Tongass have 
been harvested. Others claim that there is little productive old growth located in existing 
wildernesses. 

RESPONSE:  The amount of old growth found on the Tongass can be found in the Chapter 3, 
Biodiversity section of the SEIS.  Related information can also be found on the SEIS Web site 
(www.tongass-seis.net).  The 16.8 million acre Tongass National Forest includes 9.4 million acres of old 
growth, of which about 5 million acres are considered to be of commercial size (also called the productive 
old growth forest).  More than 3 million acres of productive old growth is located below an elevation of 800 
feet.  About 2.2 million acres of the commercial size old growth on the Tongass is considered the higher 
volume larger stands of old growth.  About 540,000 acres are considered to be high-volume, coarse-
canopy old growth, which is considered to be of high habitat quality.  About 8 percent of the productive 
old growth and 16 percent of the higher volume stands have been harvested on the Tongass National 
Forest after 50 years of forest management.  Under the current Forest Plan, about 83 percent of the 
commercial size old growth identified in the early 1950s would be protected and remain after the next 
100 years of Forest Plan implementation.  About 1.7 million acres of productive old growth is located in 
designated Wilderness on the Tongass. 
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Old Growth Reserves and Wildlife Viability 

COMMENT:  Some concern was expressed that the 1997 Forest Plan does not adequately protect 
old growth habitat.  Others expressed concern that the old growth reserves were not adequate to 
provide for species viability including threatened and endangered species.  Some felt the 
implementation of the Forest Plan old growth strategy did not always incorporate 
recommendations of interagency biologists.  And some respondents expressed concern that too 
much land and timber was included in the system of old growth reserves.   

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan includes an extensive old-growth habitat conservation strategy.   
This strategy consists of very large, large, medium and small reserves located strategically across the 
Tongass.  It also provides for connectivity of the reserves and addresses old growth structural needs 
through time within the matrix part of the strategy where developments may occur through time.  Because 
so little of the landscape across the Tongass has been developed, these lands provide for a functioning 
ecosystem across that landscape.  Except for certain marine mammals, the Tongass National Forest has 
no Threatened or Endangered Species, or species that appear to be trending in that direction. 

Small old growth reserves are located within the matrix part of the old-growth habitat conservation 
strategy, and during project planning are assessed to assure they meet design requirements for the 
overall strategy.  Design requirements are included in Appendix K of the Forest Plan.  Interagency 
biologists (Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Alaska Department of Fish and Game) 
assess each of the small reserves for adjustment needs as part of project planning.  The biologist’s role is 
to define the best biological scenario relative to the strategy, and in particular for adjustment needs of the 
small reserves.  The role of the Deciding Official for the project is to consider this information along with 
all other issues and resource management information and options associated with a given project area.  
Project decisions since 1997 have adjusted small old-growth reserves, which has resulted in an increase 
of about 12,400 acres being allocated to the system of small old-growth reserves.  This increase has 
included about 2,400 acres of old growth that could have been suitable and available for timber harvest.  
NEPA and a reasonable range of alternative approaches often require looking at various ways of meeting 
differing, and often competing, objectives.  The NEPA decisions for each project that resulted in 
adjustments to small old-growth reserves included the rationale for the adjustments.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that the Draft SEIS did not provide adequate 
information describing the forest structure and composition of inventoried roadless areas, 
including tree species composition.  Some respondents recommended the Final SEIS include 
information regarding large tree or coarse-canopy old growth habitat.  They often referred to this 
portion of the old growth forest as the volume classes 6 and 7 habitats. 

RESPONSE:  The request for individual tree species documentation by alternative is a fine-filter analysis 
that is not likely to yield additional information relevant for the Deciding Official to recommend additional 
wilderness or LUD II.  The Final SEIS does include an estimate of the amount of high-volume, coarse-
canopy old growth, which maps the volume class 6 and 7, across the Forest and for inventoried roadless 
areas.  In particular, the volume class 6 and 7 areas were analyzed and results incorporated into the Final 
SEIS in Appendix C and in the Biodiversity section of Chapter 3.  The Biodiversity section in the SEIS 
provides results of various analyses of the effects of alternatives on the old-growth ecosystem.      
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Timber 

COMMENT:   Some respondents were concerned that the SEIS did not disclose or identify the 
location of all areas with suitable timber volume, potential roads, and potential timber sales in 
roadless areas.  In addition, it was unclear to them how many acres are considered suitable and 
available for timber harvest. 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS used the same process for identifying suitable timberlands as outlined in 
Appendix A of the 1997 Forest Plan Revision.  This involves a two-step process.  First, the tentatively 
suitable timberland is identified for the Forest for all productive forest land that has not been legislatively 
withdrawn, is capable of being harvested without irreversible resource damage, and able to be restocked 
within 5 years after harvest.  Secondly, for each alternative, the suitable timberland scheduled for timber 
production is selected from the tentatively suitable based on the land allocation and management 
objectives of the alternative.  The suitable timberland can be mapped in GIS, but since there will always 
be unmapped conditions affecting the suitability found during project implementation, a management 
implementation reduction factor (MIRF) was applied to the mapped suitable timberland for analysis.  
Without this fall-down factor, timber volume estimates would have been overstated.  

Each individual roadless area description in Appendix C of the Draft SEIS includes the acres of 
productive old growth, acres of tentatively suitable, and acres of suitable available timberland for the 
subject roadless area.  Additionally, each description identifies timber sales under contract, timber sales 
that have been NEPA cleared but not under contract, as well as other potential timber sales included on 
the Forest 10 Year Timber Sale Plan.  This information is also readily available in the Planning Record. 

For the Final SEIS, individual roadless area maps show locations of various resources, including the 
mapped suitable timberland.  These can also be found on the Tongass SEIS Web site (www.tongass-
seis.net).  The areas identified as suitable on the maps correspond with those portions of individual 
roadless areas that are within development LUDs.  While the mapped suitable cannot account for MIRF, it 
does give one a picture of where future timber sale and associated roading projects could occur 
consistent with the current Forest Plan.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that the short-term wood products effects 
analysis presented in the Draft SEIS overestimated the potential negative effects of wilderness 
designation.  One respondent stated that much of the existing volume under contract identified in 
this analysis would be harvested in 2002.  They also felt that any lost volume could be replaced by 
timber volume from other roaded areas of the Forest. Another respondent pointed out that the 
analysis included the volume under contract to Gateway Forest Products who are bankrupt. 

RESPONSE:  The analysis presented in the Draft SEIS addressed the short- and long-term effects of the 
alternatives on the wood products industry.  The short-term effects analysis assessed the percent of the 
existing volume under contract (timber sales that have been sold, but not harvested) that would be in 
Recommended Wilderness or LUD II areas, as well as the percent of other sales in the 10-year timber 
plan that could be affected.  The total estimated volume under contract when the Draft SEIS was 
prepared was 317 MMBF.  While a portion of this volume has been harvested over the past year, the vast 
majority remains unharvested.  The short-term effects analysis has been updated in the Final SEIS using 
volume under contract data from September 2003.  The volume under contract at this time was 
approximately 295 MMBF.  The revised volume excludes the Saook Timber Sale (23.4 MMBF) which was 
cancelled by mutual agreement in 2002. 

There is not enough available volume in roaded areas to support the current timber industry in Southeast 
Alaska.  Much of the timber in roaded areas is on a longer rotation to meet other resource objectives such 
as protection of areas seen from cruise ship routes, areas important for deer winter range, and other 
sensitive areas.  While this timber will become more available as the current second growth stands 
mature, these areas are often very important to meet the short term multiple use objectives associated 
with their location.  About 50 percent of the suitable timberland on the Tongass is roaded, but at least half 
of those acres have already been harvested and are not scheduled for reentry for another 50 years or so.  
The roaded component of the suitable timberland has an estimated sustained harvest level of about 50 
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MMBF.  Annual market demand is presently estimated to be 152 MMBF, which suggests that under 
normal conditions the roaded land base would support about one-third of current market demand. 

Gateway Forest Products (Gateway) filed for bankruptcy in 2001 and announced in April 2002 that the 
sawmill and veneer mill they owned in Ketchikan would be auctioned off to resolve the bankruptcy.  The 
sawmill was auctioned off, but the city of Ketchikan purchased the veneer plant with the expectation of 
finding an operator to take it over (it is currently shutdown).  All or a portion of the volume currently under 
contract with Gateway may be manufactured at the veneer plant if an operator is found.  It is also possible 
that Gateway may subcontract or third-party this volume to other local processors.  A portion of the 
volume may ultimately be turned back to the Forest Service for reoffer.  At this time, it is anticipated that 
the volume will eventually contribute to sawmill employment and this is reflected in the updated analysis 
presented in the Final SEIS. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents believe that the projected ASQs of 86 MMBF and 89 MMBF 
associated with Alternatives 6 and 8, respectively, would be sufficient to support a viable wood 
products industry. 

RESPONSE:  The projected ASQs for Alternatives 6 and 8 have been revised to 92 MMBF and 96 MMBF 
in the Final SEIS, respectively.  As discussed in the SEIS, the ASQ is a ceiling that includes both 
economic and uneconomic timber and realistically only 70 percent of the economic component is 
expected to be harvested.  Of the 70 percent harvested, approximately 28 percent is assumed to be utility 
or low grade saw logs.  This suggests that the available saw log volume under Alternatives 6 and 8 would 
be about 40 MMBF.  This volume may support personal use, a couple of very small mills, and no more 
than one of the current larger sawmills, but it would not be sufficient to support the current projected 
annual demand of approximately 152 MMBF.  It is also possible that this type of long-term reduction in 
the available timber supply would have detrimental effects on the infrastructure needed to maintain the 
industry (supplies, subcontractors, skilled workforce), which could, in turn, have serious implications for 
the future of the industry.    

COMMENT:  One respondent thought that the analysis presented in the Draft SEIS overestimated 
the effects of designating wilderness because effects are identified for the Juneau Ranger District, 
which does not have a significant timber program or support a major forest products industry. 
 
RESPONSE:  The SEIS assesses the potential effects of the alternatives on suitable timber land by 
Ranger District.  The more restrictive alternatives would affect the suitable timber land on all of the 
Ranger Districts.  The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.3-3 of the SEIS. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents said the Tongass National Forest should promote logging in order 
to meet the nation's wood and paper product needs and reduce demand on foreign lumber.  

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan allows for a mix of resource uses on the Tongass, including an 
average timber harvest level of up to 267 MMBF per year.  The SEIS analyzes a range of alternatives for 
recommending wilderness or LUD II for roadless areas on the Forest.  The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) 
under these alternatives would range from 259 MMBF under Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 to 92 MMBF and 96 
MMBF under Alternatives 6 and 8, respectively. The local industry is currently in a period of transition, as 
it adjusts to recent structural and market changes.  Recent investments in dry kilns and other wood 
treatment options suggest that future wood products operations in the region may be more oriented 
toward local and national uses, as well as niche markets.  Local production also contributes to regional 
and local economies. 
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COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Final SEIS should incorporate an analysis of mills 
and Native Corporation responses to decreased supply of Tongass National Forest timber.  They 
reasoned that a reduction in supply from the Tongass would result in an increase in the price that 
Southeast Alaska mills would be willing to pay for logs.  This, would, in turn, lead to more Native 
Corporation timber being processed in the region, rather than exported as raw logs. 

 
RESPONSE:  The current status of the wood products industry in Southeast Alaska is discussed in the 
Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS.  This discussion suggests that the scenario 
portrayed in the comment is very unlikely to occur. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Tongass National Forest should implement mid-
level planning analysis for timber sales. 

RESPONSE:  The Forest Service has completed or is currently conducting landscape analysis or 
ecosystem analysis at the watershed scale (EAWS) for several areas on the Tongass.  These analyses 
are not NEPA documents and no decision is tied to them.  They are, however, useful in identifying 
existing information and highlighting areas of concern for different resources.  Most project level analysis 
includes development of a Logging System Transportation Analysis (LSTA), which considers the full 
roading and timber harvest opportunities available in a planning area, from which a potential harvest unit 
pool is developed.  Not all potential units within a project area are carried forward to alternatives for a 
current project, but barring resource constraints it is likely that units deferred in a given entry may be 
included in alternatives for a future project in the same area.  These are determinations made at the 
project level, and not appropriate for inclusion in this programmatic level SEIS.             

COMMENT:  Many respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should manage resource 
harvest in a sustainable, non-impactive manner that encourages small local businesses and 
economies.  Others suggested the SEIS should promote value-added manufacturing of wood in 
Southeast Alaska.  Still others felt the Tongass should promote recycling of wood materials rather 
than allow new timber harvesting. 

RESPONSE:  The timber industry in Southeast Alaska is made up of small to very small local family 
owned wood processing businesses.  Their contribution to local economies is significant in terms of year-
round jobs that pay well, as well as the services they require from other local businesses.  In addition, 
their salaries are often spent within the local areas further contributing to the economy.  This is discussed 
in the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS.  The 1997 Forest Plan provides for 
ecologically sound and sustainable forest management.  For example, most of the Forest is off limits to 
timber harvest because the other resource values from those lands are considered higher than the timber 
they could produce there, such as high value wildlife habitats or the highly scenic areas seen from cruise 
ships.  The 1997 Forest Plan provides for a mix of land uses and values managed in a balanced way to 
protect all resource values.  The mix of small and very small family owned businesses continue to move 
towards more value-added wood processing.  Wood products are recycled as much as is practicable in 
Southeast Alaska, however, most of the wood used for construction and manufacturing is imported from 
the lower 48 states and elsewhere.  The local small and very small wood processors are actively trying to 
get a share of this market.      

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Tongass National Forest should manage the Forest for 
multiple use and permit additional logging to protect jobs.  They indicated the Forest Service 
should provide timber sales that are economic to operate.  Additionally, they felt the Forest 
Service should offer at least 300 million board feet of timber volume annually, and they should 
offer multi-year sales to encourage investment. Some respondents also indicated that areas that 
allow timber harvest should be managed primarily for timber. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan and Record of Decision provided for an ASQ of 267 million board 
feet per year as a ceiling or maximum average of timber that could be harvested from the Forest.  The 
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scheduled yield from Alternative 1 (No Action) in the SEIS analysis is estimated to be 259 MMBF, slightly 
less than 267 MMBF.  This difference is a result of changes in small old-growth reserves and land 
ownership, as well as revised mapping of the vegetation layer and differences in the methodology used to 
calculate the ASQ.  Alternatives 2 and 4 would also have ASQs of 259 MMBF.  This number would be 
reduced under the other alternatives.  None of the scenarios evaluated in the SEIS would allow an 
average annual harvest of 300 MMBF. 

The Tongass National Forest strives to offer timber sales for bidding that are as economic as possible.  
Timber sales in more sensitive areas usually require more mitigation to assure all resource objectives are 
met.  This often increases the cost of operating these sales.  When timber market conditions are low, as 
they have been in recent times, the cost of operating a sale may be more than the current value of the 
timber.  As a result, some recent Tongass timber sales have not sold and some of the existing volume 
under contract has not been harvested.  The Forest Plan allows timber harvest subject to being able to 
meet the overall objectives of the resources found in a potential timber sale area.  Permitting additional 
logging, making timber sales more economic, or changing the ASQ to at least 300 MMBF is beyond the 
scope of the SEIS.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that timber is a renewable resource and should be 
managed as such.  Others stated that old-growth and wilderness are not renewable resources and 
logging in roadless areas is not a renewable practice.   

RESPONSE:  Trees are a renewable resource, especially on the Tongass, where growing conditions are 
very favorable.  Based on average growth rates across the Forest, most second-growth stands will be 
ready for harvest about 80 to 120 years after the initial harvest.  Old growth characteristics may take 
200 years or more to fully develop after a stand has been clearcut harvested.  Using alternative harvest 
methods, that leave large trees or patches of trees, new stands of timber can begin exhibiting some old 
growth characteristics in less than 100 years.  This will not replace old growth, but such characteristics 
can be beneficial to species that use those types of habitats.  The 1997 Forest Plan provides for 
protection of about 80 percent of the productive old growth through time.  The Forest Plan does not direct 
maintaining the entire forest in an old-growth state; rather it provides for a balanced mix of resources.  
The balance includes young growth as well as old growth.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the SEIS should analyze the alternatives' impacts on the 
Prince of Wales micro-sales or other small sales programs on the Tongass. 

RESPONSE:  The micro-sales program on Prince of Wales is based on selling timber accessible from the 
existing road system, or from future roads built as part of a larger timber sale program.  Selecting an 
alternative that recommends roadless portions of POW for wilderness or LUD II would have no immediate 
effect on the micro-sales program, but could affect the availability of roadside micro-sales in the future.            

COMMENT:  One respondent was confused about the acres of old growth, projected to be 
harvested in the next 35 years, and the total productive old growth projected to be harvested 
through time.   

RESPONSE:  The rotation age for second growth timber stands varies between 70 and 170 years 
depending on management objectives and desired future condition of a given area.  The application of 
two-aged and uneven-aged harvest in existing old growth extends the time required for conversion from 
old growth harvest to the first entry in second growth.  Not all of the second growth stands harvested are 
available for reentry.  Of the approximately 400,000 acres harvested since the 1950’s, only 180,000 acres 
are available for reentry under the current plan.  The remaining 220,000 acres are in LUDs that do not 
permit harvest or are excluded by direction, usually because the second growth is in riparian or beach 
fringe buffers no longer available for harvest. 

The 1997 Forest Plan Revision indicates that both old growth and second growth stands are scheduled to 
begin contributing to the ASQ starting at about year 2047.  After that, second growth will provide the 



Appendix F 
 

Comments and Responses F-34 Final SEIS 

majority of future harvest.  For the most part, substantial volumes from second growth stands are not 
projected for another several decades.     

COMMENT:  Many respondents were concerned with The Tongass National Forest using a 100-
year rotation for timber management when it can take several hundred years for old growth 
stands to develop.  They questioned the sustainability of the 100-year rotation.   Similarly, some 
respondents felt the Tongass should develop a sustainable low impact logging program.  Others 
expressed their belief that resource development is not profitable or sustainable in the long-term.    

RESPONSE:  One must look at the whole picture of old growth on the Tongass.  Over 5 million acres of 
productive old growth occurs on the Tongass.  Less than 10 percent of this old growth is available for 
timber management.  The sustainability of the old growth ecosystem found on the Tongass, is assured by 
the Conservation Biology Strategy established by the 1997 Forest Plan.  On areas where timber 
management is allowed, environmental safeguards included in the Plan provide for one of the most 
protective and sustainable timber management programs in the world.  What rotation age is used on the 
Tongass National Forest is beyond the scope of the SEIS.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Tongass National Forest should encourage selective 
logging practices and logging without roads, or develop timber harvest methods that have no 
measurable ecosystem impacts. 

RESPONSE:  Alternative harvest methods continue to be analyzed and implemented in various projects 
across the Tongass.  While uneven-aged management presents an opportunity to provide additional 
protective measures for some resources, it is not necessarily the best solution for every project.  
Concerns continue to be raised about the quality of timber and structure left behind in a partial harvest, as 
well as the future growth of the residual stand and regeneration within the stand.  Selective logging is 
considerably more expensive to undertake, making it often uneconomical in periods of low timber 
markets.  The 1997 Record of Decision indicated that 80 percent of the harvest on the Tongass would be 
through even-aged management, in which 65 percent would use clearcut harvest methods.  Forest Plan 
monitoring since 1997 indicates that only 23 percent of harvest to date utilized clearcut harvest with the 
remaining 77 percent of the timber harvest using some alternative to clearcutting.   The Forest Service 
continues to use a mix of silvicultural prescriptions and harvest systems to manage timber on the 
Tongass, and we continue to monitor the results of alternative harvest methods.  However, analysis of 
what harvest method to use in a particular project area, is not appropriate for inclusion in this 
programmatic SEIS.   

COMMENT:  Many respondents stated that the Tongass National Forest should focus timber 
harvests in second-growth stands in previously roaded areas rather than harvesting old-growth.  
Others thought that the Tongass National Forest should use Research Natural Areas and 
Experimental Forests to move forward with commercial harvest of second growth.  Similarly, they 
indicated the Tongass National Forest should thin previously logged areas. 

RESPONSE: Several people voiced their support for harvesting second-growth stands accessible from 
the existing road system.  While a few second-growth stands are approaching commercial size, most of 
these are located in areas that are not available for harvest under the current Forest Plan (such as in the 
beach fringe).  The 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS (page 3-303, figure 3-11) predicted that the existing 
second growth will begin to come on-line in about 40 years, and by 70 years out, there would be very little 
timber harvest occurring in old-growth stands.  The SEIS does present two alternatives (6 and 8) that 
would almost completely limit timber harvest to areas that are already roaded, while recommending all 
inventoried roadless areas for either wilderness or LUD II protection. 

Research and studies in conjunction with local industry, the Pacific Northwest Experiment Station, and 
others are actively testing wood and potential products from second growth harvests in Southeast Alaska.  
A commercial second growth thinning project is currently being planned on Heceta Island.  Most of the 
second-growth on the Tongass is still too small for commercial use.  However, the ongoing study of 
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second growth should assure full utilization of best methods and practices as soon as it comes on line.  
Areas like the Maybeso Experimental Forest have potential to actively study second growth management, 
and work in that area is ongoing.  Most Research Natural Areas do not contain second growth, so they 
would not make good experimental sites for second growth management testing.  Much of the acres 
previously harvested on the Tongass have already been precommercially thinned and this program is 
ongoing.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Final SEIS should include discussions of raw log 
exports and the Forest Service should not allow raw log export. 

RESPONSE:  Timber exports are addressed in the Timber and Economic and Social Environment 
sections of the SEIS.  Unrestricted export of raw material from the Tongass is currently limited to Alaska 
yellow cedar since there is no established local manufacturing demand.  If there is a demonstrated 
surplus of other species relative to local demand, the Regional Forester may grant export once these 
conditions are verified.  Recently, with the closure of the pulp mills, defective logs suitable only for 
chipping have been authorized for round-log export on a case-by-case basis.  Since these logs are part of 
the typical mix of timber harvested, purchasers would be forced to burn or find other means of disposal if 
the logs were not authorized for export.  With the exception of surplus western redcedar, export permits 
allow purchasers to ship logs to domestic or foreign markets at their discretion.  Through annual 
appropriations language, a certain portion of surplus western red cedar authorized for export must first be 
offered to the Pacific Northwest for processing before it can be exported to foreign markets. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Final SEIS should measure, predict, and analyze 
the impacts of cedar logging. 

RESPONSE:  While an analysis of the impacts of perceived disproportionate logging of cedar stands is 
outside the scope of this analysis, the Region did a review of current harvest practices as they relate to 
cedar (Cedar Harvest on the Tongass National Forest 1997-2001, March 2002) and found activities were 
consistent with the 1997 Forest Plan.  On review, cedar harvest was greater than projected for the Forest, 
but was generally proportional to occurrence where actual harvest is taking place.  Concerns about 
disproportionate harvest of cedar would be better considered during project-level environmental analysis.     

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Final SEIS should not assume that the Forest Plan 
requires proportional logging of different volume or strata classes. 

RESPONSE:  Proportional logging of different volume classes was a requirement of the Tongass Timber 
Reform Act (TTRA) and applied specifically to the long-term contracts with Alaska Pulp Corporation 
(APC) and Ketchikan Pulp Company (KPC). (See 1997 FEIS, pages 3-298 to 3-299).  The SEIS does not 
assume that the Forest Plan requires proportional logging by volume class or stratum.  This subject is 
beyond the scope of the SEIS.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned about the potential effects of pre-roading that 
would be associated with timber sales under the proposed alternatives.  

RESPONSE:  Pre-roading is a process whereby roads are constructed into a NEPA cleared project area 
prior to and separate from a timber sale or other resource activity.  The intent of pre-roading is to develop 
or expand the transportation network without requiring one resource to carry the entire burden of road 
construction costs.  Pre-roading is an administrative decision that requires funding from Congress and is 
subject to the same environmental laws and regulations (NEPA, NFMA, etc.) as other Federal actions, 
and is best dealt with at the project level.  It is outside the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents expressed their belief that logging, especially clearcut logging, 
has negative effects on other multiple-use activities.  Others felt the Forest should prohibit 
clearcut logging to protect undiscovered species in undisturbed areas.  Many respondents want 



Appendix F 
 

Comments and Responses F-36 Final SEIS 

clearcut logging banned altogether.  Some want to ban all commercial resource extractive 
activities. 

RESPONSE:  Management of the National Forests under the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, National 
Forest Management Act, and other applicable laws and regulations is appropriate for the Tongass 
National Forest as well.  The 1997 Tongass Forest Plan provides guidance on how all resources are to be 
managed on the Forest.  Managing a relatively small portion of the Tongass for timber in support of the 
local economies of Southeast Alaska is also specifically consistent with the Tongass Timber Reform Act 
of 1990.  The terrain in Southeast Alaska is often rugged or soils relatively wet.  This requires logging 
systems that use cable or helicopter when timber harvest is to occur.  These expensive logging systems 
become even more expensive as the number of leave trees and yarding distances increase.  The use of 
clearcut harvest accessed by roads is the least expensive logging method, while helicopter logging is 
usually the most expensive.  Clearcut harvest methods are still used on the Tongass where the harvest 
areas are not readily seen from sensitive viewing areas like cruise ship routes, or the scale of the harvest 
fits in with all the various resource objectives related to that particular area.  Differing levels of individual 
trees or patches of trees are often strategically left in harvest areas to help meet long term resource 
objectives while emphasizing efficient and economic harvesting.  The 1997 Forest Plan emphasizes a 
reduction in the use of clearcutting, but does not ban its use.  According to Forest Plan monitoring since 
1997, about 77 percent of timber harvest has been by methods other than clearcut harvest.  The issues 
associated with clearcutting harvest methods and banning all commercial resource extractive activities 
are beyond the scope of the SEIS.      

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that the Forest Service allowed logging 
companies to be environmentally irresponsible.  Others thought the Forest Service should charge 
logging companies for all impacts to federal land.  

RESPONSE:  Timber sales on the Tongass National Forest are designed to be consistent with all the 
protections included in the 1997 Forest Plan.  This ensures that each timber sale is designed to meet all 
appropriate laws and regulations.  In addition, all timber sale proposals involve an intensive public 
process that further assures each sale is designed specific to the issues of a given area.  When the 
timber sale is sold to a logging company, it is done using a very rigorous timber sale contract to assure 
that project designs meet resource objectives.  Tongass National Forest resource professionals and 
contract specialists are used throughout the planning and implementation of each timber sale.  How a 
timber sale is operated is beyond the scope of the SEIS. 
 

COMMENT:  Some respondents thought the Tongass National Forest should harvest the climax 
old-growth stands and replace them with vigorous growing stands, not make them a wilderness. 

RESPONSE:  Different people have divergent values and views of how the forest should be managed.  
The 1997 Forest Plan seeks to provide a mix of uses that include retention of large areas of old-growth 
habitat, as well as areas where intensive timber management can occur.      

COMMENT:  Some respondents wanted to know if the Forest Service is in a position to financially 
compensate businesses harmed by lack of timber. 

RESPONSE:  Whether or not financial compensation would be provided to businesses or communities is 
a matter for the Congress and is beyond the scope of the SEIS. 

Minerals 

COMMENT:  Many respondents expressed a desire to restrict access for development of resource 
extractive industries, including timber and mining operations by recommending areas for 
wilderness or LUD II.  Others expressed a desire to not see such access restricted.  Some 
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respondents felt designation of an area as wilderness would affect existing mineral rights and 
explorations, while others claimed designation would not affect existing mineral rights. 

RESPONSE:  The 1997 Forest Plan provides guidance on access requirements through the allocation of 
lands to the various land use designations and through the use of standards and guidelines associated 
with each LUD.  Mining operations on the Forest are also guided by the Forest Plan, but more explicitly 
allowed by the 1872 Mining laws.  Mining claims can be filed in areas recommended for wilderness or 
LUD II designation.  Current wilderness designations allow mining and reasonable access to occur on 
claims that were in effect (and kept current) prior to the area being designated by Congress, but no new 
mining claims would be valid.  The SEIS would not affect any valid existing rights relative to mining, 
reasonable access to private property, or similar legal rights.  It is reasonable to expect operations, 
especially exploration operations, to be more expensive in designated wilderness because of the 
heightened interest in the resource values there.  It is also reasonable to expect costs to be higher in 
areas recommended for wilderness, however not as high as could be expected in designated wilderness.  
The Tongass Forest Plan has a Minerals LUD, which represents those areas with high mineral potential 
and good capability of being developed for mineral production.  Some of these areas are included in SEIS 
alternatives that propose them for Recommended Wilderness or Recommended LUD II.  Potential effects 
have been disclosed accordingly.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned about oil development on the Tongass National 
Forest and felt that it should not be permitted. 

RESPONSE:  Very little oil exploration has taken place on the Tongass.  Some testing has occurred in 
the Yakutat area and that may continue.  Appendix C of the SEIS includes appropriate discussion of oil 
and gas prospects pertinent to specific roadless areas.  Recommendations for wilderness or LUD II would 
not forego the opportunity to explore for gas and oil resources. Designation of an area for wilderness 
could affect such opportunity.  The SEIS does not include site-specific analysis for oil development on the 
Tongass.  If oil development were proposed, it would require a project level site-specific environmental 
analysis.           

Transportation and Public Utilities 
 
COMMENT:  Many respondents were concerned that Wilderness designation would have negative 
effects on the development of transportation and utility infrastructure.  Several respondents 
stated that additional transportation and utility infrastructure is necessary for the future economic 
development of the region.   
 
RESPONSE:  The potential effects of the alternatives on regional transportation and utilities are 
addressed in the Transportation and Utilities section of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Potential effects on the 
regional economy and specific communities are discussed qualitatively in the Economic and Social 
Environment section.  In general, the SEIS concludes that areas recommended for wilderness would be 
more restrictive on potential transportation and utility projects than areas recommended for LUD II.  
 
COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that additional wilderness designation could 
make critical transportation and utility corridors unavailable for mining companies wishing to 
develop resources on Woewodski Island. 
  
RESPONSE:  The effects of the alternatives on mining activity are discussed in the Minerals section of 
the SEIS.  The associated effects to the regional economy are discussed in the Regional and National 
Economy section of Chapter 3 of the SEIS.  Allocating an area to Recommended Wilderness would not 
affect existing or proposed mining activities, but may make minerals more costly to develop.  It may also 
affect future mining activities.  This is discussed in more detail in the SEIS.  National Forest System lands 
within the LUD II designation are open to mineral exploration and development. These management 
prescriptions are discussed in detail in the 1997 Forest Plan and in Appendix D of the SEIS. 
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The Wilderness Management Prescription in the 1997 Forest Plan indicates that new roads are not 
permitted except to access surrounded state and private land and valid mining claims subject to 
stipulations to protect the natural and other values of such lands.  Routes and types of access shall be 
practical in an economic sense but do not necessarily have to be the most economically feasible.  Under 
the 1997 Forest Plan, the Wilderness LUD represents a Transportation and Utility System (TUS) 
“Avoidance Area.”  Utility sites and corridors may only be located in this LUD after an analysis of potential 
TUS opportunities has been completed and no feasible alternatives exist outside this LUD.  These 
management prescriptions suggest that new wilderness would not necessarily prevent the development 
of transportation and utility corridors necessary for mining operations but may make their development 
more expensive.  The LUD II Management Prescription requires that the appropriate Transportation 
Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines be applied to the location and construction of mining roads.     
 

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated that the effects analysis in the Final SEIS should 
address the environmental and socioeconomic effects associated with restricting or allowing 
future transportation developments, such as the construction of a road north from Juneau to 
Skagway or Haines.  

 
RESPONSE:  Some of the alternatives could potentially affect the development of transportation 
corridors.  These potential effects are discussed in the Transportation and Utilities section of the SEIS.  
Assessing the potential site-specific, environmental impacts of future road projects that could be restricted 
under one or more alternatives is, however, beyond the scope of this programmatic analysis.  Potential 
effects on the regional economy and specific communities are briefly noted in the Economic and Social 
Environment section. 
 
COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned with the standard and guideline language 
included in the 1997 Forest Plan and suggested changes to that language.  They were also 
concerned that LUD II designation would prevent future transportation and utility projects.  Others 
pointed out that LUD II designation would not prevent construction of important transportation 
and utility facilities between communities in Southeast Alaska.  Some respondents wanted the 
Final SEIS to specifically acknowledge community-specific alternatives, such as different 
connections that could be considered for Kake.  
 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS provides a full and fair discussion of the effects of the proposed alternatives on 
construction of roads and utility corridors across roadless areas.  The SEIS indicates that such facilities 
would in most cases be incompatible with wilderness designation and that LUD II could more easily 
accommodate such facilities.  There are various options for essential transportation and utility linkages 
that have been identified and these continue to evolve.  The 1997 Forest Plan included such key linkages 
as Transportation and Utility System Land Use Designations.  These have been brought forward into the 
SEIS and noted as part of each individual roadless area evaluation as appropriate.  Additional potential 
projects, or corridor locations, identified in various proposals and public comment have also been 
included in the analyses for the SEIS.  Revisiting the 1997 standards and guidelines for LUD II areas is 
beyond the scope of this SEIS.  
 

COMMENT:  One respondent pointed out the Draft SEIS incorrectly concludes that Alternatives 1 
and 7 would have little effect on the implementation of the Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan.   
 
RESPONSE:  The section of the SEIS that addresses the effects of the proposed alternatives on the 
Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan has been revised to correct this typographical error (Alternative 7 
was inadvertently listed instead of Alternative 4).  In addition, a table that summarizes the potential effects 
of the alternatives by proposed transportation development has been added to the Final SEIS. 
 
COMMENT:  One respondent suggested the Final SEIS should include discussion of the potential 
transportation link across the Cleveland Peninsula near Spacious Bay as identified in the 
Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan. 
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RESPONSE:  Although specific locations for the possible terminals and highway have not been identified, 
the proposed corridor (as identified in the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities) has been 
identified in the appropriate roadless area descriptions (Appendix C) and the affected environment 
discussion in the Transportation and Utilities section.     

 
COMMENT:  One respondent suggested that the use of ‘proposals’ rather than ‘opportunities’ was 
more fitting for discussions of potential transportation and utility discussions in the SEIS.  
 
RESPONSE:  The term “proposals” suggests some level of formal proposal.  The level of analysis and 
the degree of support varies by potential project.  Therefore, “opportunities” seems to be a more 
appropriate term.  The Draft SEIS included all of the proposals identified in the 1997 Forest Plan in this 
section of the analysis.  These proposals are also identified in the individual roadless area descriptions in 
the SEIS, as appropriate.  
 
COMMENT:  One respondent requested that the proposed extension of Revilla Road to the Shelter 
Cove road system and construction of a proposed highway to Rodman Bay be included in the 
SEIS.  This respondent also asked for clarification of the location of the proposed road connecting 
Thorne Bay and Coffman Cove in the Final SEIS.  
 
RESPONSE:  The Revilla Road and Rodman Bay corridors are identified in the 1997 Forest Plan and on 
the Current Land Use Designations map, and have been included in the analysis in the Final SEIS as 
appropriate.  Based on the information included in the 1997 Forest Plan, the route to Rodman Bay is not 
expected to cross Roadless Area 332-Sitka Sound.  The Final SEIS notes that the possible road 
connecting Thorne Bay and Coffman Cove would follow a coastal alignment.  
 
COMMENT:  One respondent pointed out the Draft SEIS incorrectly states that the Alaska Marine 
Highway System provides access to Stewart (via Hyder). 
 
RESPONSE:  The text has been revised as appropriate in the Final SEIS.   
 
COMMENT:  One respondent pointed out that air service has been a major method of moving 
passengers for at least five decades not four decades as stated in the Draft SEIS. 
 
RESPONSE:  This reference has been changed from four to five in the Final SEIS.   
 
COMMENT:  One respondent offered clarification related to the Southeast Alaska Transportation 
Plan, which was updated by Addendum One, dated February 28, 2001.  Discussions and 
references to the plan need to reflect the updates incorporated by Addendum One.  South Mitkof 
and South Wrangell are not "Islands". They are "nametags" (i.e. name references) used to help 
identify the general location of new proposed terminals.  Per the addendum, Angoon is no longer 
under consideration for a new ferry terminal (3rd paragraph). 
 
RESPONSE:  Discussions and references to the plan have been updated in the Final SEIS to include 
changes made in Addendum One. The text in the Final SEIS has been revised to say that road 
construction and improvements and new ferry terminal construction are planned on south Mitkof Island 
and south Wrangell Island.  References to a new ferry terminal at Angoon and other references to the 
proposed Chatham Terminal have been deleted from the text.   
 
COMMENT:  One respondent indicated the discussion of Forest Highways in the 5th paragraph 
(Chapter 3 Transportation and Utilities) of the Affected Environment section in the Draft SEIS 
lacks a context.  The use of "relinquished" and "would be given" indicates that the Forest Service 
may not consider the state an equal partner in providing transportation in and near the Tongass 
National Forest. 
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RESPONSE:  The fifth paragraph is intended to provide some background on the affected environment.  
The use of “relinquished” and “would be given” refers to the ownership and management of Forest 
Highways that are transferred from the Forest Service to the State.  The Forest Service certainly 
considers the State an equal partner in transportation matters associated with the Tongass National 
Forest.  The text has been modified to better reflect this ongoing partnership.   
 
COMMENT:  One respondent was concerned with the use of passive language construction 
("Several corridors have been considered for major transportation routes") in the 4th paragraph 
(Chapter 3 Transportation and Utilities) of the Affected Environment discussion of the Draft SEIS.  
What role do potential transportation corridors play in the decision-making process?  How 
important is the likelihood and scheduling of future construction? 
 
RESPONSE:  Different transportation routes have been considered by a number of different groups.  
Rather than identify all of these groups, the text simply states that several corridors have been 
considered.  The text has been revised to say that “A number of different groups have identified several 
corridors for consideration as major transportation routes.”  Potential transportation corridors have been 
identified for each roadless area and will be considered in the decision making process.  The likelihood 
and scheduling of future construction has also been considered to the extent that this information is 
available.     
 
COMMENT:  One respondent asked, “if most or all roadless areas are closed to new road 
construction under Alternatives 6, 7, and 8, how is it possible that cumulative road miles would 
increase by at least 11 percent (see Table 3.3-15 in the Draft SEIS)?” 
 
RESPONSE:  Most new roads in Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 are associated with projected timber harvest in 
areas classified as unroaded or developed.  The table includes all roads based on a ratio of new road per 
MMBF, including unclassified roads.  Note that under these alternatives, most of the new roads are not 
likely to be needed for long term management of the Tongass, and will be decommissioned after the 
timber harvest is completed.    
 
COMMENT:  One respondent noted that the reference to "Travel plans" (last paragraph on p. 3-87) 
in the Draft SEIS is confusing. This respondent wanted to know who puts out these "Travel 
plans", and similarly, what does "use of motor vehicles in designated wilderness" mean? 
 
RESPONSE:  The travel plans referenced in this paragraph are those prepared by the Forest Service.  
This has been clarified in the Final SEIS text.  The last sentence states that the use of motor vehicles is 
limited in designated wilderness.  Transportation standards and guidelines for designated wilderness are 
identified in the Wilderness Management Prescription in the 1997 Tongass Land and Resource 
Management Plan.  Transportation standard and guidelines for Wilderness are found in the 1997 Forest 
Plan (USDA Forest Service, 1997b). 
 
COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Draft SEIS does not sufficiently address the fact that 
marine and air are the dominant forms of transportation in Southeast Alaska and implicitly 
assumes that roads are the only way to improve access to communities.  They note that marine 
transportation -- the Alaska Marine Highway and Inter-Island Ferry Systems -- provide a safe and 
reliable surface transportation system that meets a majority of the transportation needs of 
communities in Southeast Alaska. 
 
RESPONSE:  The Draft and Final SEIS documents state that: “(r)esidents of the region are dependent on 
air and water transportation for travel between communities, rather than roads or rail.”  The transportation 
analysis focuses on roads because that is the main form of transportation that could be potentially 
affected by the alternatives.  The potential effects of the alternatives on proposed ferry terminals are also 
discussed, as appropriate.      
 
COMMENT:  Some respondents stated the Draft SEIS implicitly and incorrectly assumes that all 
power transmission corridors in Southeast Alaska must be carved across Tongass wildlands.  
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They indicated the Final SEIS should acknowledge the existence of alternative power 
transmission systems, such as underwater cable technology.  
 
RESPONSE:  The purpose of the Transportation and Utilities analysis presented in the Draft and Final 
SEIS is to assess the effects of the alternatives on proposed transportation and utility projects.  This 
analysis focuses on utility projects that cross National Forest System lands because these are the 
projects that could be potentially affected by the alternatives.  Evaluating other forms of technology or 
developing alternative proposals for existing utility projects is beyond the scope of the SEIS.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned about the amount of environmental harm that can 
be caused by logging roads.  Others felt that logging roads do little environmental harm.  Others 
pointed out that the Draft SEIS says that “…roads pose the greatest risk to fish..” and were 
concerned about this.  

 
RESPONSE:  About 5,000 miles of road, mostly to access timber harvest areas, have been constructed 
over the last 50 years on the Tongass.  Many of these roads now provide public access to areas of the 
Forest and some have been upgraded to provide key linkages to local communities.  Over the years, 
standards for construction and maintenance of roads, have changed significantly.  Stream crossings 
planned today adhere to very high standards designed to protect fisheries, important wetlands, unstable 
soils, wildlife use and habitats, and other resource values.  Older roads built under less stringent 
specifications are causing some resource problems on the Tongass.  These problem areas include fish 
passage and some sedimentation sources. The Tongass has a very active program in place to address 
these issues.  While the Draft SEIS does note that roads pose the greatest risk to fish, this statement is 
taken out of context in this comment.  The SEIS also states that with the implementation of all appropriate 
Forest Plan LUDs and standards and guidelines when designing, constructing, and maintaining roads, no 
significant adverse affects are expected on fish or fish habitat 

COMMENT:  Several respondents noted that the Forest Service has reported significant problems 
with road culverts on the Tongass.  One respondent requested that the Final SEIS factor existing 
and future culvert costs associated with logging roads into the decision making process. 

 
RESPONSE:  Road maintenance issues and funding on the Tongass are discussed in some detail in 
response to an earlier comment in the General section of this appendix.  Existing culvert problems are 
part of an ongoing program that is discussed in the earlier comment response.  Standards for 
construction and road maintenance have changed significantly over the years.  Much is being learned 
today about fish passage and structure placement, design, and construction.  New information is 
incorporated into ongoing projects as it becomes available.  Culvert costs associated with future road 
construction for timber sales are included in the purchaser’s contract requirements and reflected in the 
stumpage value received for the sale.  These costs are assessed at the project level.  It is not possible to 
project potential rates of failure and associated costs for culverts that would be installed in the future as 
these are unknown at this time.  All new crossings will meet current fish passage requirements at the time 
of installation.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should explain the 
assumption that 300 acres of land are roaded per mile of new road. 

 
RESPONSE:  Roadless areas on the Tongass are defined by placing 1,200-ft.buffers around roads.  
Therefore, if a new road is built entirely in a roadless area, it is reasonable to assume that an area 2,440 
ft. by 5,280 ft. (or 291 acres) would become roaded.  The assumption of 300 acres per mile is 
conservatively high, especially when one considers that many new roads will not be built in roadless 
areas.  It is also reasonable to assume that the rate of loss of roadless areas with the development of 
new roads, will be less in the future than in the past, because more and more roads, or portions of roads, 
will be built in roaded areas (relative to the past).     
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Subsistence and Customary/Traditional Uses 

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should ensure and protect 
Native Alaskan subsistence rights, including access to subsistence resources. 

RESPONSE:  In ANILCA, Congress recognized both Alaska Natives and non-Natives as subsistence 
users in rural areas.  ANILCA provides for subsistence uses, described as “customary and traditional 
uses by rural Alaska residents of wild renewable resources.”  The 1997 Forest Plan is in compliance with 
ANILCA and provides guidance for management of subsistence resources, including within wilderness.  
Neither wilderness nor LUD II designations should restrict reasonable access to subsistence resources 
important to Alaska Natives.  However, wilderness may be somewhat more restrictive if the means of 
access or proposed activities associated with subsistence, or other resources could adversely affect the 
wilderness character or attributes.  This is the case currently and is not expected to be different for 
additional wildernesses if so designated.  Additionally, as provided for in the Wilderness Act, ANILCA, 
and TTRA, access to private properties, valid claims, and other valid existing rights will continue as in 
current wilderness and LUD II areas.  Newly designated areas most assuredly will provide for valid 
existing rights.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Final SEIS should address the effects of the 
proposed alternatives on subsistence users' customary and traditional uses, and whether 
temporary structures like smokehouses and fish camps can be used in Recommended 
Wilderness. 

RESPONSE:  Anyone wanting to build a structure on National Forest System lands, including within 
wilderness or recommended wilderness needs to get a permit from the Forest Service.  Section 1316 of 
ANILCA allows temporary structures to be built where the taking of fish and wildlife is permitted, thus 
temporary structures are allowed in national forest wilderness and would be allowed in recommended 
wilderness.  The time it may take to get a permit is highly variable based on the type of permit sought, the 
status of environmental analysis to approve the permit, and the availability of personnel to issue the 
permits.  As an example, a permit for a tent platform on a site that has had approved uses in the past 
could likely be issued the same day it is applied for.  Conversely, it could take several months to conduct 
analysis, comply with NEPA, and issue a permit for a new fish camp with a smokehouse at a site that is 
not currently approved for such use.  Overall, the customary and traditional uses for subsistence or 
related to Alaska Native uses should not be significantly affected by recommending wilderness or LUD II 
as indicated in the SEIS.     

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Environmental Justice discussion presented in the 
Draft SEIS failed to address the economic and cultural benefits associated with managing 
roadless areas adjacent or nearby low income or minority communities as Wilderness or LUD II.  
This respondent felt that the finding that the proposed alternatives are not expected to negatively 
affect subsistence was inconsistent with the discussion of the potential effects of the alternatives 
on deer harvest in the Subsistence section of the SEIS. 
 
RESPONSE:  The analysis presented in the Subsistence section of the SEIS notes that the possibility of 
a significant restriction in deer harvest resulting from a change in abundance or distribution would be the 
same as or less than the possibility under Alternative 11 of the 1997 Forest Plan FEIS (USDA Forest 
Service, 1997a).  This possibility, at least in the short-term, is largely due to the continuation of reduced 
habitat capabilities resulting from past habitat alterations and would apply to all alternatives.  In the long 
term, those alternatives that reduce areas available for future timber harvesting the most, would result in 
the largest reduction in risk.  The potential effects to individual communities are discussed in the 
Subregional Overview and Communities section of the SEIS.  It may also be noted that potential effects 
on subsistence are minimized under all alternatives by the existing Forest-wide standards and guidelines 
for subsistence, as well as related standards and guidelines for riparian areas, fish, and wildlife.  This is 
discussed with respect to ANILCA in the 1997 Forest Plan Record of Decision. 
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COMMENT:  It was not clear to some respondents how personal uses consistent with ANILCA 
and/or customary and traditional uses such as cutting of ceremonial totem poles could be 
affected by areas recommended for wilderness or LUD II.   

RESPONSE:  Appendix D of the SEIS provides new land use designation prescriptions for 
Recommended Wilderness and Recommended LUD II.  The prescriptions are designed to acknowledge 
the “recommended status” of the  lands  while allowing some current and proposed activities to occur,  
Those activities allowed to occur must not preclude the option for future designation by Congress. 
Activities or uses that are more impacting may not be compatible with maintaining the values and 
attributes that make those areas eligible for subsequent designation.  For example, cutting a tree for a 
totem pole for ceremonial purposes should be consistent with Recommended Wilderness.  However, the 
location and the means of extracting the tree could cause potential effects that may not be allowed.  
Recommended LUD II lands will usually have more flexibility to grant requests than Recommended 
Wilderness.  Each situation needs to be considered on a case-by-case basis.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Tongass National Forest should not impose 
wilderness designations, which restrict access and customary and traditional use of Alaska 
Native lands.  Others pointed out that wilderness designations would not restrict customary and 
traditional uses on these lands. 

RESPONSE:  It is the intention of the Forest Service that customary and traditional uses would be 
allowed to continue with new wilderness and certainly with new LUD II designations.  As stated in the 
Forest Plan standards and guidelines, appropriate use of airplanes, snowmachines, motorboats, and 
other means of surface transportation shall be permitted, subject to reasonable regulation to protect 
wilderness values.  However, minor limitations may occur under wilderness.  The use of 
mechanical/motorized equipment, such as chainsaws, would be allowed by permit only.        

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned about non-National Forest System lands near 
roadless areas and how management of those roadless areas could affect customary and 
traditional uses of lands if they are allocated to Recommended Wilderness or Recommended 
LUD II with the Final SEIS.   

RESPONSE:  State and Native lands on Prince of Wales Island and other localized areas within or 
adjacent to the Tongass National Forest have resulted in a high degree of mixed ownership in these 
areas.  The SEIS does not propose any changes to the current ownership of land, nor does it deal with 
potential land exchanges.  As stated in Chapter 3 of the SEIS, allocating areas to Recommended 
Wilderness or LUD II would not prohibit people from using those areas, including Alaska Natives for 
customary and traditional uses.  It could however influence the type of activities allowed to ensure they 
are compatible with the Recommended Wilderness or LUD II land use objectives.     

COMMENT:  The Draft SEIS does not identify a plan for any native economy.  Either you're going 
to be logging or you're going to be enjoying the wilderness.  Native communities have to fit in 
somewhere.  What are the effects of these alternatives on Native communities? 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS evaluates the effects of the alternatives relative to subsistence at the 
programmatic level.  It also discusses specific economic effects for 32 communities.  The Forest Service 
held public hearings at 16 communities throughout Southeast Alaska, a hearing in Anchorage, and an 
internet hearing.  Subsistence testimony was also accepted at these hearings.  In addition, ongoing 
Government-to-Government consultation continues to take place between the Forest Service and 
potentially affected Federally Recognized Tribes and other tribal groups.  Findings from these efforts have 
been incorporated as appropriate into the Final SEIS.     
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COMMENT:  Additional Wilderness designation would have negative effects on subsistence use 
because it would restrict access to the land. 

RESPONSE:  Additional Recommended Wilderness or Recommended LUD II designations would be 
consistent with ANILCA and would not restrict customary and traditional harvest activities, including 
reasonable access.      

COMMENT:  The Final SEIS should more clearly emphasize that neither Recommended 
Wilderness nor Recommended LUD II designations would restrict customary and traditional 
harvest activities by referencing Section 1314 of ANILCA, which allows for the taking of fish and 
game within Alaska wildernesses in accordance with Title VIII and other applicable state and 
federal laws. 

 
RESPONSE:  Wilderness exceptions associated with ANILCA are discussed in a number of locations in 
the SEIS, including the Wilderness section.  The subsistence analysis presented in then SEIS 
incorporates all of the exceptions written into ANILCA. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents feel permanent protection of the Tongass National Forest is 
necessary to preserve subsistence resources.  This issue relates to both short-term increases in 
harvest opportunities resulting from road construction related to timber sales, and to the long-
term expected decrease in fish production due to loss of habitat quality related to timber harvest.  
Recent proposals to the Federal Subsistence Board, if adopted, would have precluded non-rural 
hunters, primarily from Ketchikan, from hunting on Prince of Wales Island.  In addition, over the 
past decade, numerous timber sale EIS documents (e.g., Polk Inlet, Central Prince of Wales, Lab 
Bay, Control Lake, Revilla, and Gravina Island) have concluded that the proposed projects may 
result in a significant possibility of a significant restriction on subsistence hunting of deer within 
the project area.  Given this recognition of the problems caused by their actions, it is incumbent 
on the Forest Service to use the opportunity presented by the SEIS to protect valuable habitat.  
They also thought the Final SEIS should be clear that continued logging will have negative effects 
on the availability of deer and ultimately result in hunting restrictions. 

RESPONSE:  The findings in the various timber sale EISs have usually verified findings included in the 
Forest Plan Final EIS which indicates in combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, one or more of the alternatives, if implemented through project-level decisions and actions, 
may result in a significant restriction of subsistence uses of deer, and possibly other land mammals, due 
to potential effects on abundance and distribution, and on competition..  Past timber harvest done in 
valley bottoms included high value deer winter range, which could create a high mortality situation in 
extreme winter weather conditions.  Many of the EISs mentioned have avoided or minimized the amount 
of harvest on high value deer winter range.  This often leads to a subsistence finding of no significant 
possibility of a significant restriction for the project, but that the result of cumulative effects of past harvest 
(as found in the Forest Plan Final EIS) could result in a significant possibility of a significant restriction.  
The current Forest Plan protects high value habitats important for subsistence.  As noted on page 21 of 
the 1997 Forest Plan ROD, significant attention and appropriate protections were applied to the highest 
value community use areas for fish and wildlife.  All of these protections are still in place and none will be 
affected by the SEIS except where an area may receive a LUD change to Recommended Wilderness or 
Recommended LUD II. 

As for the proposal put before the Federal Subsistence Board to restrict Ketchikan hunters, this was 
dismissed because the health of the deer population on Prince of Wales Island did not merit such 
restrictions.  Deer bag limits on Prince of Wales Island allow 4 (or more) deer, including females, per 
hunter during a 5 month hunting season.  It should also be noted that each hunter can take 5 wolves on 
Prince of Wales Island. Similar seasons and bag limits can be found throughout much of Southeast 
Alaska.  Potential conflicts are not unexpected in Southeast Alaska with more and more visitors coming to 
Alaska and inter-island travel being improved in areas where road access is available.  The SEIS 
considers the potential conflicts associated with increased demands for fish and wildlife resources.  



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-45 Comments and Responses 

Additional levels of protection of habitats already protected by the Forest Plan and changing development 
LUDs to non-development LUDs is not likely to sufficiently address this problem.  As demands increase, 
changes in seasons, bag limits, or other restrictive measures may be necessary to adequately manage 
these resources.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the conclusion in the Subsistence section of the Draft SEIS 
that there may be some impacts to fish habitat from land management activities but the 
magnitude of these effects could not be calculated is inconsistent with earlier findings, 
specifically the results of the panel analysis presented in the 1997 Forest Plan FEIS. 

RESPONSE:  The results of panel assessments described in part on page 3-64 of the 1997 Forest Plan 
Final EIS has been used out of context.  As noted on page 3-56 of the Final EIS, the panel did not have 
available to them Alternative 11, which is most reflective of the Forest Plan.  Alternative 11 was designed 
to address the results/findings of the panel assessments. Additional panel assessment work was done on 
Alternative 11.   As noted in the 1997 Record of Decision, the Forest Plan requirements meet or exceed 
those recommended by the various assessments.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Final SEIS should address the effects of blocked culverts 
on subsistence fishing.   

RESPONSE:  The Forest Service does not expect fish passage concerns being addressed on existing 
National Forest System roads to have any noticeable effect on subsistence fishing.  Please refer to the 
2001 Forest Monitoring and Evaluation Report for more information.       

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated subsistence is not a reason to recommend additional 
wilderness.  The Final SEIS should take a realistic look at the coexistence of timber management 
and subsistence. They further indicated Congress already addressed the subsistence concerns 
and the need to avoid logging in certain areas near communities in the 1990 TTRA. Further, they 
contend managed second-growth stands can provide wildlife habitat as well as economic timber. 

RESPONSE:  The current Forest Plan provides an appropriate balance between timber management and 
subsistence.  As noted on page 21 of the 1997 Forest Plan ROD, significant attention and appropriate 
protections were applied to the highest value community use areas for fish and wildlife.  All of these 
protections are still in place and none will be affected by the SEIS except where an area may receive a 
LUD change to Recommended Wilderness or Recommended LUD II.  Management of second growth to 
enhance wildlife appears to have good potential.  Of most concern for wildlife habitats associated with 
subsistence is related to important deer winter range where stands of timber need to sufficiently intercept 
heavy snowfalls to allow for deer movement and forage.        

COMMENT:  Several tribal representatives and others expressed concern for safeguarding the 
subsistence rights and opportunities in traditional tribal use areas, including Hoonah, Sitka, 
Admiralty Island, Berners Bay, Kake, Kuiu, and others.  Some respondents questioned the 
adequacy of information included in the SEIS regarding subsistence resources and uses, 
particularly the economic benefits relative to subsistence and the customary and traditional uses 
related to subsistence.  

RESPONSE:  It is the policy of the Tongass National Forest to provide for the continuation of the 
opportunity for subsistence uses by rural Alaskan residents, both Native and non-Native..  The policy also 
includes maintaining reasonable access to subsistence resources as required by ANILCA.  The SEIS 
addresses subsistence in sufficient detail to aid the Deciding Official in making an informed decision 
regarding recommendations for wilderness or LUD II.   Additionally and as noted in Chapter 3 of the 
SEIS, potential effects on subsistence and other resources have been disclosed in the 1997 Forest Plan 
Final EIS and have been incorporated by reference rather than being extensively repeated in the SEIS.  
The SEIS includes alternatives that provide varying levels of long-term protection to traditional use areas 
on the Tongass.  
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Recreation and Tourism 

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that the Draft SEIS stated "supply is projected to continue to 
exceed demand for ROS 1 (P and SPNM)."  A few pages later, the Draft SEIS included the 
statement "many businesses provide boat or aircraft access for wildlife viewing and other 
activities have a low tolerance for the presence of other groups in the same area."  They 
concluded that these statements mean that designating more Wilderness or LUD II areas on the 
Tongass would increase the opportunity for many businesses to meet client expectations.  The 
Final SEIS, they stated, should consider how the proposed alternatives would respond to this 
stated need and integrate this information into its analysis of the economic and social effects of 
the alternatives. 

RESPONSE:  The conclusion drawn in this comment that certain outfitter/guide businesses have a low 
tolerance for the presence of other groups and that designating more Wilderness or LUD II areas will help 
businesses meet client expectations is not necessarily true.  Designating areas Wilderness or LUD II 
would not create any more undeveloped areas.  In most cases it would simply represent a change from a 
non-development LUD classification.  In some cases it would prevent future development, but these 
areas represent a relatively small portion of the Tongass.  In addition, designating additional Wilderness 
could negatively affect other types of outfitter/guide businesses that would be constrained by limits on 
group size.  This is discussed in both the Draft and Final SEIS documents.  

The recreation and tourism analysis presented in the Economic and Social Environment section of the 
SEIS assesses how the LUD designations in identified recreation places would be affected over a 
150 year planning horizon under each alternative, and this is compared with projected demand for 
different types of recreation.  The short-term recreation and tourism effects analysis provides the same 
type of analysis for recreation places over the next decade.  The analysis presented in the Recreation 
and Tourism section assesses long-term Forest-wide changes to ROS settings. 

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that data presented in the Draft SEIS suggest that not all 
existing Wilderness, LUD II, and Inventoried Roadless Areas are assigned to the Primitive (P), 
Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized (SPNM), or Semi-Primitive Motorized (SPM) ROS settings.  The Draft 
SEIS identified a combined total of 16.2 million acres of existing Wilderness (5.8 million), LUD II 
(0.7 million), and Inventoried Roadless Areas (9.7 million), compared to a combined total of 14.8 
million acres for P (10.3 million), SPNM (3.1 million), and SPM (1.4 million).  This, they state, 
suggests that not all Inventoried Roadless Areas would be assigned to the Primitive ROS even if 
they were designated Wilderness or LUD II.  Please explain. 

RESPONSE:  There are two main reasons why the current combined Wilderness, LUD II, and Inventoried 
Roadless Area acreage does not equal the combined P, SPNM, and SPM acreage.  First, the LUD II 
acres are also included in the Inventoried Roadless Area total, which accounts for over half of the 
perceived discrepancy (0.7 million acres).  Second, there are differences in how the boundaries of the 
Inventoried Roadless Areas and the different ROS settings are calculated, with respect to distance from 
roads.  Inventoried Roadless Area boundaries are 1,200 feet from roads.  This distance varies for the 
different ROS settings, but is typically greater, reducing the corresponding number of acres. 

COMMENT:  One respondent was unclear why designating an inventoried roadless area 
wilderness or LUD II would not increase the amount of acres allocated to the Semi-Primitive 
Motorized (SPM) ROS.  The primary means of access to existing Tongass Wilderness and LUD II 
areas is via motorized watercraft or floatplane.  Why would increases in the protection for 
inventoried roadless areas or shorelines not increase the amount of SPM ROS? 

RESPONSE:  ROS settings are not directly related to LUD classifications.  Designating an inventoried 
roadless area wilderness or LUD II would not increase the amount of acres allocated to the SPM ROS 
because the portions of this area that may be accessed by motorized watercraft or floatplane, for 
example, would not change with a change in land use designation.  Wilderness or LUD II designation 
would, however, prevent future development in some areas that are currently inventoried as SPM.  This is 
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reflected in the Forest-wide ROS analysis presented in the recreation and tourism analysis, which 
projects a relative decrease in SPM acres under the No Action alternative (see Table 3.3-32).   

The projections presented in Table 3.3-32 are based on a number of simplifying assumptions (see Table 
3.3-32, footnote 2).  There are two additional points that should be noted here.  First, the objectives of the 
Forest-wide Beach and Estuary Fringe standards and guidelines include maintenance of an approximate 
1,000-foot wide beach and estuary fringe of mostly unmodified forest.  This standard and guideline would 
protect an important portion of shoreline SPM areas in development LUDs.  Second, the ROS system is 
designed to help identify, quantify, and describe recreation settings, not provide management direction.  
Shoreline areas or other areas accessible by floatplane or helicopter that are presently allocated to P or 
SPNM settings could, for example, be reallocated to the SPM setting in the future if patterns of use or 
other factors change. 

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Forest Service should modify the recreation and 
tourism analysis in the Draft SEIS by redefining the SPM definition to exclude off-road vehicles 
and helicopters, and explaining how increases in Primitive ROS settings would not restrict 
traditional access to shorelines or suitable lakes in those areas by motorboat or floatplane. 

RESPONSE:  The ROS system is designed to assist in inventorying recreation settings.  Allocating an 
area to a particular ROS setting does not provide management direction for that area, it simply describes 
the existing recreation setting.  All areas on the Tongass are allocated to a Land Use Designation (LUD) 
and managed in accordance with the management prescriptions associated with that LUD.  Although 
ROS settings do not provide management direction per se, the LUD management prescriptions do 
identify ROS settings that particular areas should be managed to meet.  In the case of the existing 
Wilderness prescription, the Forest Service is directed to manage these areas for Primitive and Semi-
Primitive ROS settings, while recognizing exceptions due to ANILCA authorizations.  Approximately 
61 percent of the Tongass National Forest is presently inventoried in the Primitive ROS setting.  This total 
is not projected to increase under any of the alternatives.  The analysis presented in the Recreation and 
Tourism section of the SEIS assumes that additional wilderness or LUD II designation would not reduce 
the supply of SPM ROS settings (see Table 3.3-32).   

Changing the standards and guidelines of the SPM ROS class would be inconsistent with nationwide 
forest recreation planning efforts and would not affect the results of the analysis presented in the SEIS.   

COMMENT:  Several respondents were concerned that the recreation analyses presented in the 
SEIS project future recreation use based on actual use data compiled for the Tongass from 1984 
through 1995.  One respondent suggested that the Forest Service purchase data from the 2001 
Alaska Travelers Survey conducted by the McDowell Group.  In addition, the Forest Service could 
use the preliminary results from the National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) survey conducted on 
the north third of the Forest in 2000 to project future Forest-wide use.  The Draft SEIS notes a 
nine-fold increase in outfitter/guide use in shoreline areas on the north third of the Forest, why 
doesn’t the Forest Service use these data to project future Forest-wide use? 

RESPONSE:  As stated in the SEIS, Forest-wide recreation use statistics were last compiled for the 
Tongass in 1996 and in the absence of more recent detailed information, the analyses presented in the 
SEIS use RVD data compiled from 1984 through 1995 to assess future conditions.  The affected 
environment portion of the Recreation and Tourism section of the SEIS summarizes the most recent 
publicly available data on recreation and tourism use on the Tongass.    

Data collected by the McDowell Group provide a snapshot of visitors to the State of Alaska in 2001.  The 
McDowell Group compiled detailed information on visitors to Southeast Alaska, such as information on 
communities visited, length of visit, time spent in Southeast Alaska, and tour activities undertaken by 
cruise ship passengers.  This information is not sufficient to project future recreation and tourism on the 
Tongass because it does not address total recreation use, just visitors, and it provides a one-time 
snapshot only.  
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The preliminary results of the NVUM survey, based on surveys of one-third of the Tongass, indicated that 
there were between 6 million and 10.5 million visits (an estimated 8.2 million visits with an error rate of 
plus or minus 27.5 percent) to the Tongass in 2000.  This is a large margin of error that is expected to be 
reduced as the study continues.  The SEIS notes that these data should be treated with caution.  As 
noted in the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS, these data are not compatible with 
the RVD estimates developed through 1996 and, as a result, provide only a partial, one-time snapshot 
with a large margin of error that is not suitable to project future use. 

The outfitter/guide use data referred to in the comment are for outfitter/guide use in shoreline areas on 
the north third of the Forest.  These data are from a database of outfitter/guide use compiled by the 
Forest Service for the Shoreline Outfitter/Guide EIS.  The Forest Service is in the process of compiling 
outfitter/guide use data for the rest of the Forest, but these data are presently incomplete.  As a result, it 
is presently unclear how representative the shoreline data for the north third of the Forest are for 
outfitter/guide use on the rest of the Forest.  In addition, these data only pertain to outfitter/guide use and 
do not address non-guided use, which comprises a large share of total use.  It is unknown how 
representative trends in outfitter/guide use are of total use.  These data provide only a limited perspective 
on recreation use trends on the Tongass and are not sufficient to project future levels of recreation and 
tourism. 

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that Appendix B of the 1997 Forest Plan identified a number of 
additional information needs for recreation, including: 

1. further develop and apply methods for determining rates of recreation use stratified by activity 
and for specific locations on the Forest 

2. evaluate the long-range demand for recreation activities, opportunities, and setting 
preferences 

3. update information on benefits realized by recreationists and the values of recreation to local 
and regional economies 

 
What steps has the Forest Service taken to collect this information and why isn’t it used in the 
SEIS analysis?  How much would it cost to collect the appropriate information?  Why doesn’t the 
Forest Plan monitoring and evaluation plan require the Forest Service to collect data regarding 
the number of annual visitors to Tongass wilderness areas and the number of guided 
recreational/tourism users on the Forest for each ROS class? 
 
RESPONSE:  Appendix B of the 1997 Forest Plan identifies priority research important for further plan 
amendment and lists additional data and information needs that will help implement the plan.  The three 
items noted in the above comment were included in the information needs identified by resource 
specialists on the Tongass, considering input from within the Forest Service, other Federal agencies, 
state and local governments and universities, and public comment.  As noted in Appendix B, this 
information may considerably improve the knowledge base on which the next revision is developed and 
on which this plan is implemented. 

As discussed in the Tongass Monitoring and Evaluation 2001 Report (USDA Forest Service, 2002h), 
which is available on the Tongass National Forest web site, the Forest Service is presently pursuing the 
high priority needs identified in Appendix B of the Forest Plan.  Ongoing research is discussed on pages 
2-89 and 2-90 of the monitoring report.  This includes efforts that are underway to develop 
recreation/tourism planning and research goals for the Alaska Region.  Initial research directions include: 
(1) demand for forest-based recreation/tourism, (2) role of recreation/tourism in local economic 
development, and (3) allocation and pricing of recreation/tourism opportunities.  In addition, the Forest 
Service is also examining recreation and tourism as an economic sector and the impacts of recreation 
and tourism on local economies.  The Forest Service has participated in interagency steering committee 
meetings associated with drafting and conducting surveys of (1) Southeast Alaska outfitter/guides, (2) 
visitors to Southeast Alaska, and (3) Alaska resident in-state travel patterns and recreation use of public 
lands.  The available results of these surveys are incorporated in the SEIS, as appropriate.   
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Appendix B identified the costs associated with the identified priority research items.  It did not identify 
costs for the items identified as additional data and information needs.  The cost of collecting this 
information is not expected to have any bearing on the current decision. 

As noted in the SEIS, the Alaska Region of the Forest is currently participating in the NVUM project.  This 
is a four year project, with surveys scheduled on the Tongass for 2000, 2002, and 2003.  The preliminary 
results of this study are included in the SEIS.  Annual wilderness visitation data and outfitter/guide data by 
ROS setting were not identified as monitoring and evaluation items in the Forest Plan (see Chapter 6 of 
the Forest Plan).  Wilderness visitation data is, however, being collected as part of the NVUM study and 
the Forest Service is presently developing a Forest-wide GIS database that displays the locations of 
outfitter/guide use on the Tongass.  Outfitter/guide data for 2000 for the north third of the Forest (Juneau, 
Sitka, and Hoonah ranger districts and Admiralty National Monument) are now available and have been 
added to the Recreation and Tourism section of the Final SEIS.   

COMMENT:  One respondent commented that the Draft SEIS failed to adequately distinguish 
between the effects of Alternative 6 and 8 on recreation and tourism because it did not specifically 
recognize the difference between the potential effects of Recommended Wilderness and 
Recommended LUD II, with respect to facility development and group size. 

RESPONSE:  The portions of the Draft and Final SEIS that address the potential effects of the 
alternatives on recreation facilities and group sizes distinguish between Recommended Wilderness and 
Recommended LUD II designations, as appropriate.  The Recreation and Tourism effects discussion has, 
however, been revised in the Final SEIS to distinguish more explicitly between alternatives 6 and 8, by 
stating that potential restrictions would be different under Recommended LUD II than under 
Recommended Wilderness. 

COMMENT:  One respondent felt that the SEIS mis-characterized the impacts to recreation and 
tourism of additional wilderness designation in the Tongass.  The SEIS summary (page S-5), they 
stated, leads the public and decision-makers to believe that limiting new road construction by 
designating additional wilderness will have a negative impact on employment and income within 
the recreation and tourism industries.  Many people will only read as far as the summary text of 
this document.  This section leaves the impression that new Wilderness or LUD II 
recommendations would have negative effects on tourism-related employment and income, when 
the analysis shows the opposite. 

RESPONSE:  This comment appears to be confusing the brief descriptions of the key issues that begin 
the summary with the effects analysis.  The text that the respondent quotes introduces the issue and is 
intended to succinctly present both sides of the issue.  It is not a summary of the results of the analysis.  
The summary of results is presented on page S-18 of the Draft SEIS.  A sentence noting that this section 
of the Executive Summary does not present the results of the analysis has been added to the Final SEIS. 

The analysis presented in the Draft SEIS assesses the effects of the alternatives on future recreation and 
tourism-related employment and income over the next decade.  The findings of this analysis indicate that 
there would be very little difference between the alternatives in terms of employment over the first 
decade, with Alternatives 6 and 8 showing very minor annual job increases (less than 10 jobs) over the 
other alternatives.  As stated in the Summary of the Draft SEIS (page S-20), the differences between the 
alternatives are small because the Semi-Primitive Motorized ROS setting is the only one where supply 
exceeds demand in the first decade and the effects related to harvest activity have had little time to 
accumulate. 

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that the Draft SEIS (p.S-5) focuses on the potential use 
restrictions related to locations for tourism and recreation developments and the size of groups 
using the Tongass.  Other users are mentioned in the analysis, but not as key components of the 
underlying values and concerns.  Framing the issue in this way, they believe, excludes potential 
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added values perceived by commercial users such as guides and outfitters, wilderness 
adventures, and the watchable wildlife aspects of even the largest cruise ship tours. 

RESPONSE:  The current Forest Plan provides numerous wilderness and other wildland areas with 
natural resource attractions and recreation opportunities, with 88 percent of the Forest presently 
inventoried in Primitive and Semi-Primitive ROS settings.  The recreation and tourism analysis presented 
in the SEIS assesses the potential effects of the alternatives on recreation and tourism.  This analysis 
assesses the long-term Forest-wide changes (up to 150 years into the future) in ROS settings that would 
occur under each alternative.  The percentage of the Forest projected to be in Primitive and Semi-
primitive ROS settings after 150 years would range from 77 percent under Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 to 87 
percent under Alternatives 6 and 8. 

The existing wilderness and other wildland areas, along with the current protections in place, which would 
remain under all alternatives, are expected to continue to offer a wide range of opportunities for 
commercial recreation businesses under all alternatives.  

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Final SEIS must conduct a more balanced analysis of 
the impacts of the various alternatives on recreation and tourism.  The recreation analysis, they 
argue, fails to clearly explain that additional logging and road building will exacerbate a current 
shortage of opportunities for semi-primitive motorized (SPM) recreation on the Tongass.  Instead, 
it makes it seem as though there is a shortage of roaded recreation opportunities and that 
additional wilderness would only make this situation worse.  Since boat and floatplane access do 
not generally require use of roads, this analysis cannot be used to support the claim that 
prohibitions on roads and/or logging in roadless areas would likely reduce future recreation 
development opportunities.  Indeed, logging will, for many years, transform the "natural appearing 
shorelines, lakes and rivers" that constitute the attraction for SPM recreationists.   

RESPONSE:  The effects of the alternatives on ROS settings after 150 years of implementation are 
presented in Table 3.3-32 and discussed in the text of the Draft and Final SEIS documents.  The 
assumptions used to project changes in these settings are summarized in the footnotes to Table 3.3-32.  
This table shows that there would be more acres in SPM under Alternatives 6 and 8 than under the other 
alternatives and this is stated in the text in both the Draft and Final SEIS documents.  This is also stated 
in the Comparison of Alternatives portion of the Executive Summary.  A sentence noting that the 
reductions in SPM settings would be the result of development activities has been added to the Executive 
Summary and Recreation and Tourism sections of the Final SEIS. 

The SEIS notes in several locations that the supply of roaded recreation opportunities in identified 
recreation places presently exceeds demand.  Inventoried SPM settings in recreation places on the 
Tongass are primarily located in areas that are accessed via motorized watercraft.  This statement has 
been added in several locations in the Final SEIS to help further clarify that existing SPM settings would 
not be negatively affected by reductions in projected road construction.  It may also be noted that the 
current Forest Plan generally does not allow the shorelines, lakes and rivers to be transformed by logging 
because of the protections built into the Plan.  

The recreation and tourism analysis is not used to support claims that prohibitions on roads and/or 
logging would reduce future recreation development opportunities.  Designating areas Wilderness would, 
however, reduce the possibility of certain types of recreation development, as discussed in the Recreation 
and Tourism section.  These restrictions are not a function of the absence of logging or road building, 
rather they are the result of management guidelines for Wilderness.  This is explained in the SEIS.    

COMMENT:  One respondent commented that the Draft SEIS states that current data is not 
available on the number of visitors to Wilderness on the Tongass.  Why isn’t this data available? 
Doesn't the agency keep records from commercial operators who take clients to wilderness 
areas?  Doesn't the Forest Service have data on cabin use, visits to Pack Creek, etc? 

RESPONSE:  The Forest Service does maintain records on outfitter/guide use on the Tongass.  As 
stated on page 3-101 of the Draft SEIS, “Forest Service records indicated that commercial guides 
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reported 4,400 client service days in wilderness during the sample year (2000).” Data is not, however, 
currently available on the total number of visitors, which would include those visitors who do not use 
outfitter/guide services. 

The Forest Service is presently compiling a Forest-wide outfitter/guide use database.  Data are currently 
available for 2000 for the north third of the Forest (Juneau, Sitka, and Hoonah ranger districts and 
Admiralty National Monument).  These data are presented by LUD group (including wilderness) and 
activity in the Recreation and Tourism section of the Final SEIS.  

COMMENT:  One respondent noted the following statement in the Draft SEIS "None of the 
interviewed wilderness visitors used the services of a commercial guide” and asked what the 
implications of this statement are for the SEIS analysis. 

RESPONSE:  This comment refers to the National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) survey, which sampled 
31 individuals.  Given that this is a small sample at one location on a Forest with 5.7 million acres of 
wilderness, it is unwise to try and extrapolate these findings to all wilderness or to the Tongass as a 
whole.  The results of the first year of the NVUM program should be regarded as preliminary as stated 
throughout the SEIS.   

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Final SEIS should acknowledge the positive effects 
that the timber and mining industries have on tourism.  Much of the infrastructure used to support 
visitors was made possible through the year round economy created by the timber industry.  
Many of the facilities that are used today are in towns that were once logging camps.  Hiding 
timber management from view, this respondent argued, is a disservice to the public.  Part of 
Tongass management is timber harvest.  As such, it is part of what the visitor and the public 
should view and understand.  Mining activities provide similar opportunities.  

RESPONSE:  The wood products industry has played an important role in the development of Southeast 
Alaska . The infrastructure it created provides access to many of today’s popular recreation areas.  Some 
visitors may be interested in seeing the effects of commercial forestry on the landscape.  However, 
surveys of visitors suggest that the main attraction for visitors to the region is the opportunity to see and 
experience vast, awe-inspiring, untamed land, and its wildlife (see the Recreation and Tourism section of 
the SEIS).  The Scenery standards and guidelines in the 1997 Forest Plan are designed to protect the 
scenic resources of the Tongass National Forest for visitors and residents while providing for timber 
management activities.  Opportunities for the public to learn about past and ongoing harvest activities are 
readily available on the Tongass, and visible from cruise ships and communities in a number of locations.   

Mining activities on the Tongass might be used to provide recreation and tourism opportunities if mine 
operators are interested in pursuing this type of activity.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated that wilderness designation would have negative 
economic effects on local communities because it would limit the types of development that 
would be necessary to foster growth in recreation and tourism. 

RESPONSE:  The potential effects of wilderness or LUD II designation on recreation developments are 
assessed in the Recreation and Tourism section of the SEIS.  The Recreation and Tourism analysis also 
assesses the effects of the alternatives on recreation-related capital improvement costs proposed for the 
period 2003 to 2006.  This analysis suggests that only one project would need to be scaled back if the 
area it were proposed for were recommended Wilderness. 

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that the statement that, "Wilderness designation could limit 
the development of commercial recreation facilities and restrict use by outfitter/guides that serve 
large group clients" (emphasis added) on page 2-56 of the Draft SEIS is incorrect.  The 1997 
Forest Plan specifically states that the installation of major or minor facilities is prohibited in 
areas designated Wilderness and that group sizes will be restricted to a maximum of 12 people.  
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There is no reason to be evasive on these issues when there is clear direction specific in the 
prescriptions currently being implemented. 

RESPONSE:  The text referenced on page 2-56 of the Draft SEIS is a brief discussion of the issues and 
is intended to provide a balanced overview of concerns about recreation.  The analysis of the effects of 
wilderness on recreation facilities and use is presented in the Recreation and Tourism section of Chapter 
3 of the SEIS.  This analysis provides an assessment of the potential effects of wilderness designation 
based on the prescriptions provided in the 1997 Forest Plan.  This includes an assessment of the effects 
of wilderness designation on facilities by alternative and the effects on group sizes.  It may also be noted 
that the exact wording in the Forest Plan with regard to group sizes is as follows:   

“Generally consider a party size of no more than 12 persons for any one site or activity.  Allow for case-
by-case exceptions with District Ranger approval, for special circumstances such as safety concerns, 
youth groups, one time only guided tours, and resource protection.”  

Heritage Resources 

COMMENT:  Some respondents expressed concern for safeguarding the cultural diversity of 
Southeast Alaska.  They do not feel  that the current Forest Plan provides extensive protection for 
heritage resources.  Similarly, some respondents were concerned about protection of customary 
and traditional use areas.  Some respondents thought the SEIS overstated the potential effects of 
wilderness designation on customary and traditional uses. 

RESPONSE:  The Tongass Forest Plan maintains a heritage resource management program that 
identifies, evaluates, preserves, and protects heritage resources on a Forest-wide and project scale.  This 
program ensures compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act, American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act, the Archaeological Resources Act, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act, and other pertinent laws and regulations designed to assure protection of these resources.  The 
Forest Plan also directs coordination of the management of heritage resources with the State Historic 
Preservation Office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Similarly, the Forest Plan 
encourages coordination of the management, access, and use of forest products to perpetuate Alaska 
Native culture and art forms.  Collectively, heritage resources are managed to assure their protection 
while also promoting customary and traditional uses and practices.  Areas recommended for wilderness 
or LUD II would in general provide for a higher level of protection of heritage resources found within them 
because less development activities are likely to occur.  Customary and traditional uses generally would 
not be restricted in recommended wilderness or LUD II areas.  If these lands are designated by Congress 
as wilderness or LUD II, it is expected that they would be consistent with similar areas already designated 
in Southeast Alaska by ANILCA and TTRA, which specifically provide for continuation of customary and 
traditional uses.  However, wilderness may be somewhat more restrictive if the means of access or 
proposed activities associated with heritage, or other resources, could adversely affect the wilderness 
character or attributes.  This is the case currently and is not expected to be different for additional 
wildernesses if so designated.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents were uncertain as to how the SEIS could affect the rights and land 
claims of Alaska Natives, including outstanding Native Allotment claims.  At least one respondent 
wanted to know if the proposed alternatives in the SEIS precluded any future land claims by 
Alaska Native veterans.  

RESPONSE:  The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) was enacted to settle native aboriginal 
land claims in the State of Alaska.  The Alaska Statehood Act affected issues relative to native land 
claims, but did not purport to resolve them.  The primary purpose of the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (ANILCA) was to complete the allocation of federal land in Alaska, a process begun 
with the Statehood Act in 1958 and continued in 1971 in the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.  The 
1997 Forest Plan and the SEIS are not in conflict with any of the laws pertaining to protection and land 
claims of Alaska Natives.  Additionally, as provided for in the Wilderness Act, ANILCA, and TTRA, access 
to private properties, valid claims, and other valid existing rights will continue as in current wilderness and 
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LUD II areas.  Newly designated areas most assuredly would provide for valid existing rights.  None of the 
alternatives considered in the SEIS would preclude eligible Alaska Native Veterans from pursuing land 
claims as provided in the 1998 Native Veterans Allotment Act.  However, if Congress designates 
wilderness, all land claims that have not been awarded within the proposed wilderness, including inactive 
mining claims or Native land claims, may be deemed invalid by the Act or at some specified time in the 
future.  Resolution of particular land claims is outside the scope of the SEIS.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested that areas rich in cultural resources be designated as 
wilderness or LUD II to protect the heritage resources found there.  Some also questioned the 
distinction between the management prescriptions in Appendix D applicable to Recommended 
Wilderness and Recommended LUD II areas for heritage resources. 

RESPONSE:  Each Roadless Area Description in Appendix C of the SEIS includes a section, which 
summarizes the social, cultural and historic values within the area.  The Wilderness Attribute Rating 
System also recognizes which roadless areas have rich heritage resources.  This information is available 
to the Deciding Official to aid in making informed decisions regarding whether or not to recommend a 
specific roadless area for wilderness or LUD II.  Appendix D in the SEIS includes sections for Heritage 
Resources and includes appropriate linkages to the Forest Plan Heritage Resource management and 
protection requirements.  Note that the standards and guidelines in Appendix D for Recommended 
Wilderness and Recommended LUD II are similar, except the Recommended LUD II requirements 
provide for more flexibility than Recommended Wilderness.  For example, under Heritage Resource 
Activities in Recommended Wilderness, it encourages interpretation of heritage resources of a given 
area, provided that such interpretation is done outside the area.  Recommended LUD II does not restrict 
interpretation within a given area so long as the activity does not preclude the area’s eligibility to be 
designated LUD II by Congress.     

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned with the accuracy of information in the Draft SEIS 
relative to the early development of the village of Kake.  

RESPONSE:  The text of the Individual Community Assessment section of the Final SEIS has been 
revised to reflect the villages and fishing camps in the Kake area pre-date non-Alaska Native explorations 
of Southeast Alaska.           

Economic and Social Environment 

Regional Economy 
 
General 

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Draft SEIS presents a biased picture of the regional 
economy because it only considers trends over the last decade and compares Southeast Alaska 
with the United States.  This, they argue, suggests that the regional economy is performing more 
poorly than it actually is.  Longer-term trends for Southeast Alaska (1980 – 2000), they noted, are 
comparable with trends for Alaska as a whole, with income, employment, and population growing 
at healthy rates. 

RESPONSE:  The choice of end points for this type of comparison invariably has some influence on the 
results.  The intent of the regional economic overview presented in the SEIS is to provide an overview of 
recent trends in Southeast Alaska.  Tracking these changes over a decade and comparing them to 
national trends is a standard approach to this type of analysis.  Table 3.4-1—Southeast Alaska Economic 
Overview has been expanded in the Final SEIS.  The revised Table 3.4-1 presents selected economic 
data for Southeast Alaska for 1980, 1990, and 2000 and provides the corresponding data for the State of 
Alaska and the United States for comparison purposes.   
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COMMENT:  Some respondents said  the Forest Service needs to recognize that the economy of 
Southeast Alaska has undergone significant transition in recent years.  Recreation and tourism 
and fishing represent the future of the regional economy and this should be reflected in 
management of the Tongass.  Logging and road building, they stated, negatively affect 
employment in the recreation and tourism and commercial fishing industries and also have 
negative effects on subsistence.  Wilderness designation would reduce logging and road building 
and have positive effects on recreation and tourism, commercial fishing, and subsistence. 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS highlights the importance of recreation and tourism to the regional economy, as 
well as local communities and provides an overview of recent trends in this industry.  A new section titled 
Alaska in Transition has been added to the Final SEIS.  This section draws upon and consolidates 
information presented elsewhere in the document to help establish the context for the SEIS. The SEIS 
assesses the potential effects of the alternatives on recreation and tourism and subsistence.  The effects 
on commercial fishing are not expected to differ significantly between alternatives.   

The 1997 Forest Plan represents a balanced approach to management of the Tongass. The Plan 
includes land use designations and standards and guidelines designed to protect the natural environment 
and the recreation and tourism and fishing industries that depend upon it, while allowing some areas to 
be available for timber management.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the economic analysis in the Final SEIS should address 
the negative effects that logging and road building would have on the commercial fishing and fish 
processing industries. 

RESPONSE:  While it is recognized that alternatives 6 and 8 pose less risk to fish habitat than the other 
alternatives, there is not expected to be any significant change to the commercial fishing or fish 
processing industries as a result of National Forest activities under any alternative.  This is explained 
more fully in the Final SEIS.  Future timber management activities would be conducted in accordance 
with the Riparian Management standards and guidelines established in the 1997 Forest Plan, which 
greatly reduce the risk of negative effects on fish in development LUDs.  A detailed analysis of the 
commercial fishing or fish processing industries is not provided in the SEIS because there would be very 
little variation between alternatives.  This approach is consistent with NEPA, Forest Service planning 
guidance, and the analysis provided in the 1997 Tongass Land Management Plan Revision Final EIS.  

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that contrary to statements made in the Draft SEIS, the 
Southeast Alaska fishing industry is largely resident.  The troll fleet is 85% resident and the 
largest salmon fleet in the state.  Most troll permit holders live in Southeast Alaska.  The gillnet 
fleet has a high level of residency and about half the seine fleet is resident. Statewide, the 
harvesting sector is about 70 percent resident.   

RESPONSE:  The Draft SEIS states that the commercial fishing and seafood processing industries are 
generally characterized by high degrees of nonresident participation.  Figure 3.4-3 in the SEIS indicates 
that residents accounted for approximately 66 percent of fish harvesting employment in Southeast Alaska 
in 1994, which is comparable to the 70 percent estimate in the comment.  Residents comprised a much 
smaller share of the fish processing industry in Southeast Alaska in 1994, accounting for approximately 
24 percent of total employment (Figure 3.4-3).  Statewide, nonresidents accounted for 73.3 percent of 
seafood processing workers and 58.3 percent of fishers and related fishing workers in 2001 (Alaska 
Department of Labor [DOL], 2003).  The text in the Affected Environment section that discusses the 
commercial fishing and seafood processing industries has been revised in the Final SEIS and is more 
specific about the degree of nonresident participation.  
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COMMENT:  Respondents stated the Final SEIS should address dive fisheries and their 
contribution to long-term economic stability. 

RESPONSE:  A brief note on dive fisheries has been added to the commercial fishing and seafood 
processing discussion in the Final SEIS.  This note is brief because dive fisheries are not expected to be 
significantly affected under any of the alternatives.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that the Final SEIS should address the impacts that log 
transfer facilities (LTFs) and associated activities would have on the shrimp industry. 

RESPONSE:  The Final SEIS does not address the potential environmental effects of log transfer 
facilities (LTFs) because the analysis presented in this document is programmatic rather than site 
specific.  It is, however, important to note that under the 1997 Forest Plan there are guidelines that must 
be followed during the siting, construction, and operation of LTFs.  These guidelines are designed to 
protect the natural environment and resources, including the shrimp fishery.  These guidelines are 
presented in Appendix G of the 1997 Forest Plan.    

COMMENT:  Some respondents noted that while tourism is a growing industry, it fluctuates with 
the national economy and in many cases does not provide year-round employment.  According to 
these respondents, the Tongass National Forest should allow continued logging and fishing to 
provide for a viable economic future. 

RESPONSE:   The SEIS provides a regional economic overview that identifies the relative contributions 
that different economic sectors make to the economy of Southeast Alaska, as well as providing more 
detailed discussions of the recreation and tourism, wood products, and commercial fishing industries.  
The effects of the proposed alternatives on the wood products industry are assessed in the Timber and 
Economic and Social Environment sections of the SEIS.  None of the alternatives are expected to have 
significant effects on commercial, recreational, or subsistence fishing.  

COMMENT:  One respondent said the Draft SEIS overstates timber employment and understates 
recreation employment by presenting data for 1999 rather than 2002 data from the Alaska 
Department of Labor, which are readily available.   

RESPONSE:  The employment data that this comment refers to are used to characterize employment in 
Southeast Alaska with particular emphasis placed on natural resource-based employment.  Data were 
presented for 1999 rather than 2002 because 1999 was the most recent year that data were available at 
a sufficient level of detail to estimate employment in the recreation and tourism sector.  Timber 
employment data for 2000 were presented on pages 3-204 and 3-205 of the Draft SEIS.  Detailed ADOL 
employment information is now available for 2001 and these data are used to estimate natural resource-
based employment in the Final SEIS.  The Wood Products industry description in the Economic and 
Social Environment section has been updated to include 2001 data and also references the data for 2002 
that were available when the document was prepared.  

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that Sitka is often identified as one of the survival stories of 
the downturn in the wood products sector because there continues to be a demand for housing.  
They suggest that much of this demand is for second homes or housing for seasonal workers.  
The Final SEIS, they argue, should reserve judgement on how well Sitka and other Southeast 
Alaska communities have survived the wood products downturn. 

RESPONSE:  The SEIS provides summary demographic and economic information for 32 communities 
located in Southeast Alaska.  Data is also provided at the community group, borough/census area, and 
regional levels.  Trends in employment and per capita income in the City and Borough of Sitka are 
summarized in the Subregional Overview and Communities portion of the Economic and Social 
Environment section of the SEIS.  These data indicate that total employment increased by 3 percent in 
Sitka between 1990 and 2000, while per capita income declined by 1 percent over the same period.  The 
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population in Sitka also increased by 3 percent over this period, increasing from 8,588 in 1990 to 8,835 in 
2000.  Summarizing the changes in Sitka from 1993, the year that the APC pulp mill closed, to 2001, 
Gilbertson (2003a) noted that the population in Sitka has declined since its historical peak in 2003, total 
employment has increased slightly, and average real wages have fallen.  Gilbertson concluded that Sitka 
appears to have “survived” the downturn in its economy caused by the pulp mill closure with its economy 
regaining much of its former prosperity.  He suggests that Sitka has been more resilient than most 
communities, in large part because it has a relatively diversified economy (Gilbertson, 2003b). 

While the community of Sitka does not appear to have been as negatively affected by the closure of the 
pulp mill as some predicted, the effects have been felt by the workers who lost their jobs.  By 2001, 
57 percent of the former pulp mill labor force were no longer employed in Alaska, 43 percent had left the 
state and 14 percent were in the state but had left the workforce, most likely retired.  Only 25 percent of 
the former pulp mill workers were still living and working in Sitka (Gilbertson, 2003b). 

 
Timber 

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Forest Service should be “honest and forthright” in 
the SEIS regarding timber industry restructuring in the Southeast Alaskan and global forest 
products industry, and describe how this relates to its economic analysis. 

RESPONSE:  Current timber industry restructuring is discussed in detail in the Economic and Social 
Environment section of the SEIS.  This discussion characterizes the current status of the Southeast 
Alaska timber industry based on available reports and other published information.  This information is 
incorporated in the wood products industry effects analysis presented in the Environmental 
Consequences portion of the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS.  

COMMENT:  One respondent thought that the Draft SEIS overestimates the contribution that the 
wood products sector makes to the regional economy of Southeast Alaska and stated that Figure 
3.4-2 in the Draft SEIS incorrectly indicates that the wood products sector accounts for 13 percent 
of total regional employment. 

RESPONSE:  Figure 3.4-2 in the Draft SEIS shows the distribution of natural resource-based industry by 
sector.  This figure illustrated that in 1999 wood products comprised 13 percent of natural resource-based 
employment in Southeast Alaska, not 13 percent of total employment in Southeast Alaska.  As shown in 
Table 3.4-3 in the Draft SEIS, wood products comprised 3 percent of total employment in Southeast 
Alaska in 1999 and accounted for 5 percent of total earnings.  These figures have been updated in the 
Final SEIS using 2001 data.  Wood products comprised 9 percent of natural resource-based employment 
in Southeast Alaska in 2001, and 2 percent and 3 percent of total regional employment and income, 
respectively. 

COMMENT:  One respondent noted that while the economic and social environment section in the 
Draft SEIS discussed the change in employment over time as timber harvests declined, the 
community impacts section seemed to measure the impacts from the current employment levels.  
Employment and income effects, they suggested, should be based on an annual harvest of 
300 MMBF, which would be necessary to restore the viability of the industry. 

RESPONSE:  The community-level discussions address current employment levels in the wood products 
and other industries, as appropriate, to provide some indication of the effects that the alternatives could 
potentially have on these communities.  The long-term and short-term effects analysis evaluates the 
potential impacts of the alternatives using several different measures.  The maximum short- and long-
term estimates are based on the projected annual harvest of the NIC I component of the Allowable Sale 
Quantity (ASQ) and not on current levels.  Under the current Forest Plan, the average annual ASQ over 
the next decade is 267 MMBF.  The scheduled yield from Alternative 1 (No Action) in the SEIS analysis is 
estimated to be 259 MMBF, slightly less than 267 MMBF.  This difference is a result of changes in small 
old-growth reserves and land ownership, as well as revised mapping of the vegetation layer and 
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differences in the methodology used to calculate the ASQ.  Alternatives 2 and 4 would also have ASQs of 
259 MMBF.  This number would be reduced under the other alternatives.  None of the scenarios 
evaluated in the SEIS would allow an average annual harvest of 300 MMBF. 

COMMENT:  Several respondents felt that the Final SEIS should analyze the role of second-growth 
forests and its relationship to meeting the ASQ on the Tongass.  They also stated that the Final 
SEIS should address the potential for local communities and small-scale regional or community-
based forest products companies to benefit from thinning second-growth forests, restoring 
degraded habitat, and modernizing inefficient mills for processing of smaller diameter saw logs.  

RESPONSE:  Most of the second growth on the Tongass is still too small for commercial use and will 
take several decades to reach maturity.  Second-growth forests are, however, included in the ASQ 
projections that were developed for the 1997 Forest Plan and form the basis of the projections in the Draft 
and Final SEIS, because these projections span 16 decades.  The contribution made by second growth 
forests to the ASQ is expected to increase over time as they mature and become available for harvest, 
including thinning.  

Ongoing research and studies, conducted in conjunction with local industry, the Pacific Northwest 
Experiment Station, and others, are actively testing wood and potential products from second growth 
harvests in Southeast Alaska.  A commercial second growth thinning project is currently being planned on 
Heceta Island.  The Forest Service operates an ongoing program of pre-commercial thinning and much of 
the acreage previously harvested on the Tongass has already been pre-commercially thinned.  The 
alternatives are not expected to affect this program.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that the Tongass National Forest should provide an 
adequate supply of timber to support the Southeast Alaska timber industry, which is an important 
part of a diversified regional economy.  Several respondents noted that this supply needs to be 
stable and predictable. 

RESPONSE:  A primary goal of the existing Forest Plan is to provide for the sustainability of the 
resources of the Tongass National Forest, while directing the coordination of multiple uses, such as 
outdoor recreation, timber, wildlife, fish, watershed, and wilderness.  Providing a mix of goods and 
services that maximize net public benefit consistent with multiple-use and the sustained yield of all 
renewable forest resources is important.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that the timber industry is the economic backbone of 
Southeast Alaska providing relatively high paying year round jobs.  Without a fully integrated 
forest products industry, local operators are at a competitive disadvantage.  The continued 
uncertainty surrounding Federal land use policy in Southeast Alaska has effectively stopped new 
capital investment in any timber-related operation and stifled investment in non-timber 
operations.   

RESPONSE:  The relative contribution of the wood products industry to the regional economy, specific 
boroughs and census areas, and individual communities is discussed in detail in the SEIS.  The potential 
effects of uncertainty on investment in the wood products industry is noted in the affected environment 
portion of the Regional Economy section of the Final SEIS that discusses the wood products industry.  

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the Final SEIS should analyze and disclose the 
significance of a body of highly regarded, empirical research that has found a correlation between 
timber dependency and rural poverty in its community-level social impact assessments. 

RESPONSE:  The findings of research linking timber dependency with rural poverty have limited 
relevance to the issues addressed in the SEIS and would not affect the results of the analysis.  
Researchers have found that negative aspects of timber dependency include a lack of economic diversity 
and limited employment options.  Dependence on a single economic sector, such as timber, can result in 
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some communities being vulnerable to changing market conditions.  As discussed in the SEIS, 
employment in the wood products sector in Southeast Alaska has declined dramatically over the past 
decade and this has had negative effects on local communities.  The wood products sector does, 
however, continue to play an important role in a number of Southeast Alaska communities.   

  

Recreation 

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Draft SEIS incorrectly excludes resident recreation 
activities from the regional economic analysis.  One respondent pointed out that if there were no 
recreational opportunities in Southeast Alaska, then residents' demand for recreation would be 
unmet and residents would have to travel outside the region for recreation, resulting in a leak of 
dollars from the regional economy.  They noted that from an economic development perspective, 
keeping dollars within the economy has the same effect as bringing in new dollars through 
commodity or other exports.  

RESPONSE:  The regional economic analysis assesses recreation and tourism over the next decade 
based on projected demand and variations in supply by alternative.  Table 3.4-20 in the Final SEIS 
provides the results of this analysis for both resident and non-resident recreation.  The final summary only 
includes the non-resident recreation component, which is estimated to be 44 percent.  This approach is 
consistent with traditional economic base approaches to modeling the role of recreation in the regional 
economy.  It is also consistent with the approach taken in the 1997 Tongass Land and Resource 
Management Plan.  Multipliers are used to analyze the effect of “new” money coming into the regional 
economy.  Expenditures by local residents represent a recirculation of money that is already present in 
the regional economy and are, therefore, not typically identified as “new” money.  However, as the 
comment notes, if residents are substituting local recreation for non-local recreation then their money can 
be considered to be money that would otherwise not be present in the local economy.  The extent to 
which this is the case can only be identified by surveying local residents and asking detailed questions 
about their substitution decisions with respect to Tongass-based recreation (Rudzitis and Johnson, 2000).  
This type of information is not available for the Tongass and, more importantly, inclusion of resident 
recreation-related employment in the final summary table would have very little effect on these results, 
which show very little difference across the alternatives under either scenario. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents thought the Final SEIS should quantify recreation activities that 
are dependent on passive use of the Forest and include estimates of the associated employment 
and income in the environmental effects analysis.  One respondent suggested that the findings of 
the Alaska Division of Community and Business Development study referenced in the Draft SEIS 
could form the basis for an estimate of the portion of cruise ship passengers who are attracted to 
the scenic and recreational amenities of the Tongass National Forest. 

RESPONSE:  The regional economic overview presented in the Draft SEIS identifies recreation and 
tourism-related employment and earnings in 1999 for all recreationists and tourists visiting Southeast 
Alaska (see Table 3.4-3).  The recreation and tourism economic impact analysis, in contrast, focuses 
specifically on the effects of the alternatives on visitors to recreation places on the Forest, measured in 
Recreation Visitor Days (RVDs).  Cruise ship passengers that visit the Forest are included in this 
assessment.  The argument may be made that an assessment based on recreation visitation measured in 
RVDs does not account for the entire economic impact that visitors to the region have.  As noted in the 
SEIS, cruise ship clients primarily use the Tongass National Forest as a scenic resource, with much of 
their land-based activities centered around communities.  Half-day and day excursions into the Forest are 
increasing in popularity, but are mostly oriented around boat trips and flightseeing, using the Forest as a 
backdrop.  The portion of these activities that do not actually involve visiting the Forest is not included in 
the RVD-based assessment.   

The number of jobs associated with this type of recreation was, however, estimated in the Draft SEIS 
(see Footnote 3 to Table 3.4-17).  This estimate was developed by subtracting estimated direct 
nonresident Tongass recreation-related employment in 2000 (997) from total estimated nonresident 
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recreation and tourism-related employment in 1999 (4,185; see Table 3.4-3).  The resulting estimate 
(3,188) was projected to increase by 20 percent by 2005.  These numbers have been updated in the Final 
SEIS to reflect 2001 employment levels.  This estimate is assumed to remain constant across all of the 
alternatives because the Scenery Standards and Guidelines established in the 1997 Forest Plan are 
designed to protect the visual priority routes and use areas throughout the Forest.  Appendix F of the 
1997 Forest Plan identifies all the cruise ship routes in Southeast Alaska as Visual Priority Routes and all 
Southeast Alaska communities as Visual Priority Use Areas.  Recreation and tourist activities that do not 
actually involve visiting the Forest are, therefore, not expected to be affected under any of the 
alternatives. 

The survey referred to in the comment is a survey of commercial recreation businesses conducted 
throughout Southeast Alaska in 2000 by the Alaska Division of Community and Business Development 
(DCBD) (Alaska DCBD, 2001).  The results of this survey provide information on the size of commercial 
recreation businesses, the primary activities they engage in, and the percentage of their clients that are 
cruise ship passengers.  This is important and useful information that is discussed in a number of places 
in the SEIS.  It is possible that this information could be used to develop a rough estimate of the 
percentage of cruise ship passengers who are attracted by the scenic and recreation resources of the 
Tongass.  This type of estimate would, however, contribute little to the analysis presented in the SEIS, 
which essentially assumes that all visits to the region are Tongass-related. 

COMMENT:  Several respondents disagreed with the finding of the Draft SEIS that recreation and 
tourism-related employment would remain fairly constant across all of the alternatives over the 
next decade.  A number of respondents commented that growth in the guiding industry is putting 
pressure on existing wilderness and other primitive areas. These respondents felt that permanent 
protection for primitive areas that are not presently designated wilderness or LUD II would provide 
for this growing industry, as well as other affected businesses, such as fishing lodges.  This 
protection, they felt, would have positive effects on employment over the next decade.  One 
respondent specifically noted that the number of hunting guides is being severely restricted.  
Another respondent was concerned that eco-tourism was not addressed sufficiently in the Draft 
SEIS. 

RESPONSE:  The recreation and tourism component of the economic impact analysis presented in the 
SEIS is based on projected future demand and changes to Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 
settings in recreation places by alternative.  As noted in the SEIS, differences in protected levels of 
recreation use between alternatives are small because the Semi Primitive Motorized (SPM) ROS setting 
(referred to as ROS 2 in the economic analysis) is the only setting where demand exceeds supply in 
recreation places in the first decade of the analysis and the effects related to harvest activity have had 
little time to accumulate.  Designating additional wilderness would not create any more undeveloped 
areas.  It would, however, have the effect of restricting future development and this is reflected in the 
long-term, Forest-wide analysis of changes in ROS settings presented in the SEIS (see Table 3.3-32). 

This analysis indicates that Wilderness or LUD II designation would protect Primitive, Semi-Primitive Non-
Motorized, and Semi-Primitive Motorized ROS settings from development in the future.  Designating 
additional wilderness could, however, negatively affect other types of outfitter/guide businesses that could 
be constrained by limits on group size, as well as affecting helicopter landing tours.  These potential 
effects are not quantified in the ROS-based employment analysis presented in the SEIS, but they are 
discussed qualitatively. 

Designating areas wilderness or LUD II would be unlikely to sufficiently address the restrictions on 
hunting guides that may be necessary as that industry grows.  As demands increase, changes in 
seasons, bag limits, or other restrictive measures may be necessary to manage these resources. 

While there are a number of possible definitions of eco-tourism, it is generally associated with natural 
areas and local flora and fauna and often includes some type of learning experience.  Most of the 
recreation and tourism in and around the Tongass National Forest fits under the general mantle of eco-
tourism.  As noted above, differences in protected levels of recreation use between alternatives are small 
over the next decade.  This is explained briefly above and in more detail in the SEIS. 
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COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested that the Final SEIS should more positively 
acknowledge the economic contribution that recreation and tourism-related businesses make to 
the regional economy.  One respondent pointed out that visitors to the region spend large sums 
of money in lodging, restaurants, shops/art galleries, airlines, etc. and contribute more to the 
regional economy than timber sales.  Another respondent noted that some visitors spend large 
sums of money on guided expeditions, such as guided bear hunting and fly fishing trips, and 
stated that these values should be identified as a benefit associated with additional wilderness 
and LUD II lands. 

RESPONSE:  The Recreation and Tourism and Economic and Social Environment sections in the Draft 
and Final SEIS explicitly recognize the important role that recreation and tourism play in the regional 
economy of Southeast Alaska.  Table 3.4-3 in the Final SEIS, for example, shows that recreation and 
tourism accounted for an estimated 11 percent of direct employment and 8 percent of direct income in 
Southeast Alaska in 2001.  These estimates include employment and income generated by expenditures 
by tourists and other visitors to the region.  Table 3.4-3 also shows that wood products accounted for 
2 percent of direct employment and 3 percent of direct income in the same year. 

The contribution of commercial businesses to the regional economy is also included in the employment 
and income estimates for recreation and tourism provided in Table 3.4-3.  Outfitter/guide businesses 
range from mid-sized, nature-viewing tour boats, with relatively large group sizes (from 12 to 70 people) 
to guided bear hunting that consists of one or two people.  A survey of commercial recreation businesses 
conducted throughout Southeast Alaska in 2000 (Alaska Division of Community and Business 
Development [DCBD], 2001) found 86 percent of commercial recreation businesses had an average 
revenue of less than $100,000 in 1999.  Six firms reported revenues over $1 million, including one firm 
with revenues exceeding $10 million.  A similar distribution is evident in terms of clients served, with the 
majority of firms serving less than 100 clients, a smaller number of firms serving considerably larger 
numbers, and one firm serving more than 100,000 clients in 1999.  This information, included in the 
Recreation and Tourism section of the Draft SEIS, has also been added to the Economic and Social 
Environment section of the Final SEIS. 

The existing wilderness and other wildland areas on the Tongass, along with the current protections in 
place, which would remain under all alternatives, are expected to continue to offer a wide range of 
opportunities for commercial recreation businesses under all alternatives. 

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that most of the conclusions drawn in the Draft SEIS 
regarding future recreation and tourism demand, supply, and employment seem to be speculative 
at best.  Other, just as plausible assumptions, could have resulted in conclusions that additional 
wilderness designation would provide significantly more employment and income in southeast 
Alaskan communities. 

RESPONSE:  The analysis presented in the Draft SEIS assesses recreation and tourism supply and 
demand over the next decade.  The key assumptions used in this analysis include the use of a linear 
projection based on 1984 to 1995 data collected for recreation places to project future demand and a 
series of assumptions about the effects that timber harvest would have on ROS settings.  The job/RVD 
ratio employed in the analysis was developed for the 1997 Tongass Land and Resource Management 
Plan FEIS analysis.  Potential effects that are not captured in this analysis, such as possible restrictions 
on recreation developments, helicopter landing tours, and outfitter/guides serving large group sizes, are 
discussed qualitatively. 
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COMMENT:  The Final SEIS must be more specific in disclosing the impacts that recommending 
Wilderness would have on recreation resources.  Specific uses, like helicopter tours in the Spires 
Roadless Area, would have to cease and those economic benefits would be lost to the company 
and the community.  If Anan is recommended as wilderness, outfitting and guiding use would 
have to be significantly reduced and the existing facilities removed and replaced by something 
more in keeping with the "wilderness" character.  Communities need to see a full disclosure of 
these economic and social impacts in the analysis. 

RESPONSE:  The effects of the alternatives on outfitter/guide use are discussed on pages Recreation 
and Tourism and Economic and Social Environment sections of the SEIS.  The potential effects of 
Wilderness designation on helicopter tours are specifically addressed with respect to the Spires Roadless 
Area, among others.  It is, however, important to recognize that the analysis presented in the SEIS is 
programmatic rather than site specific.  The SEIS identifies the potential effects of Wilderness on 
recreation and provides key examples where these types of effects might occur.  Based on the currently 
available data, there appear to be relatively few places on the Tongass that receive use by 
outfitter/guides with groups of 12 or more.  Much of the concern surrounding restrictions on recreation use 
under Wilderness is associated with potential future use.  The programmatic analysis provided in the 
SEIS provides an overview of projected future demand for recreation places but it is not possible to 
assign this projected demand to specific locations or activities.  

 
Wilderness 

COMMENT:  Some respondents thought that the Draft SEIS inadequately evaluates the 
preservation and creation of jobs related to wilderness additions.   

RESPONSE:  Potential direct employment that could be preserved or created by wilderness additions 
includes recreation and tourism-related employment and wilderness management employment in the 
Forest Service.  None of the proposed alternatives are expected to have significant effects on fishing.  
The effects of wilderness designation on recreation and tourism employment are assessed based on 
estimated changes in Recreation Visitor Days over the next decade by alternative.  The results of this 
analysis are presented in the Regional Economy section of the Final SEIS.  With respect to wilderness-
related employment within the Forest Service, Recommended Wilderness or LUD II designation is not 
expected to result in the hiring of a significant number of new wilderness management staff.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt that the Final SEIS should address the role that quality of life 
and amenity values play in the regional economy.  Several respondents suggested that the 
increases in non-labor income and population in the region and some communities may be the 
result of quality of life and amenity values associated with wilderness and roadless areas.  If this 
is the case, designating additional wilderness or LUD II areas would attract and retain residents 
and businesses of all types.  One respondent noted that the Final SEIS should consider long-term 
trends in income, employment, and population in relation to past wilderness designations in 
Southeast Alaska.   

RESPONSE:  Long-term trends in income, employment, and population are typically the result of many 
different factors.  The effect of past wilderness designation in Southeast Alaska on these types of trends 
is unknown.  Natural amenities have increasingly been recognized as important factors determining the 
economic prospects of many rural communities in the American West and elsewhere, but it is difficult to 
directly measure the importance of natural amenities in attracting and keeping residents.  Further, while 
proximity to natural environments and the recreational activities they support are undeniably a benefit 
enjoyed by residents, it is unclear how these benefits would vary between areas designated wilderness 
and other undeveloped areas, if at all.  A section that discusses natural amenities and quality of life 
issues has been added to the Economic and Social Environment section of the Final SEIS.  

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the SEIS should assume that given the importance of 
recreation opportunities to local residents, a portion of existing residents would choose to 
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relocate from the region if no additional Wilderness were designated.  This, they argued, would 
result in a reduction in recreation-related and other jobs and income that should be considered a 
cost associated with not designating additional Wilderness.  They also suggested that the 
recreation-related jobs and income that would be associated with potential new residents who 
would be attracted to the region by Wilderness designation should be included as part of this 
cost. 

RESPONSE:  While a loss of recreation opportunities could potentially affect a person’s choice of 
residence, this type of effect would be very difficult to try and measure.  Given the vast and undeveloped 
nature of much of the Tongass National Forest, it is unclear that there would be a significant loss of 
recreation opportunities for local residents under any of the alternatives.   

COMMENT:  Some respondents commented that the Final SEIS should consider the negative 
effects that further land use restrictions would have on the quality of life and values of Southeast 
Alaska communities.  Respondents stated that designating additional wilderness would restrict 
resource access and have negative effects on local communities, the regional economy, and 
individuals and businesses employed in extractive resource-based industries, including 
commercial fishing, tourism, and mining.  Others noted that additional wilderness designation 
could have negative effects on adjacent private properties by jeopardizing their use and potential 
resale.  One respondent stated that additional wilderness designation would have negative effects 
on Native Corporations and Southeast Alaska communities by affecting their ability to have clean 
drinking water, affordable power, and economic opportunity. 

RESPONSE:  The analysis presented in the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS 
evaluates the potential effect of each alternative on the timber, recreation and tourism, and mining 
industries.  The potential effects of the alternatives on recreation and tourism are also addressed in the 
Recreation and Tourism section.  Potential effects on commercial fishing are not expected to differ 
significantly between alternatives.  The economic and social analysis also provides an overview of recent 
changes in the regional economy and assesses the potential effects of the alternatives for 32 Southeast 
Alaska communities. 

Wilderness designation is not generally expected to affect adjacent private property, with the possible 
exception of indirect effects associated with potential restrictions on the development of transportation 
and utility infrastructure.  Potential restrictions in this type of development are discussed in the 
Transportation and Utilities section of the SEIS.  The possible negative effects of wilderness designation 
on adjacent private property are noted in the Natural Amenities and Quality of Life discussion that has 
been added to the Economic and Social Environment section of the Final SEIS.   

The effects of the proposed alternatives on regional transportation and utilities and regional and local 
economies are discussed in the SEIS.  Designating additional wilderness is not expected to affect the 
abilities of local communities to have clean drinking water.  

 
Impact Analysis 

COMMENT:  Several respondents questioned the use of economic impact multipliers, derived 
from the IMPLAN economic model, to estimate indirect and induced employment and income 
impacts in the Draft SEIS.  They cite several studies, both empirical and theoretical, to support 
their claim that impact multipliers in general, and input-output models in particular, do not provide 
accurate estimates of total economic impact.  One respondent requested that a more detailed 
discussion of the limitations of these models be presented in the Final SEIS. 

RESPONSE:  Some professional economists disagree on the utility of static impact multipliers of the type 
produced by IMPLAN and similar input-output models.  These models are, however, a standard tool for a 
broad range of regional analyses conducted by government agencies, academics, and other entities 
interested in estimating the economic impacts of different policy options.  IMPLAN in particular has been 
used in numerous and various policy analyses and research settings.  This SEIS is not an appropriate 
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forum for debating the utility of input-output models.  The economic impact analysis presented in the SEIS 
follows standard analysis procedures by using the IMPLAN model.  The analysis in the SEIS is 
accompanied by an explicit caveat recognizing that some economists may have reservations about the 
validity of this methodology.  In addition, the SEIS is careful to distinguish between direct effects on one 
hand and indirect and induced effects on the other.   

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the employment multiplier of 1.95 for logging jobs is 
inflated because approximately 35 percent of the work force is non-resident. 

RESPONSE:  The employment multipliers used for this analysis were estimated using IMPLAN, an input-
output model commonly used in this sort of application.  IMPLAN adjusts national level data to account for 
regional leakage, part of which would come from non-resident workers spending their income elsewhere. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents were concerned that the Draft SEIS overestimated timber 
employment and income effects by assuming that the entire NIC I timber component would be 
harvested, when elsewhere the Draft SEIS states that 70 percent of NIC I would realistically be 
harvested.  In addition, they noted, as little as 20 percent of the NIC I component was actually 
harvested in 2000.   

RESPONSE:  The resource analyses presented in the Draft and Final SEIS are based on the assumption 
that 100 percent of the NIC I component would be harvested.  The economic and social analysis uses the 
same assumption to be consistent, but cautions the reader in the text and table footnotes, where 
appropriate, that realistically a maximum of 70 percent would be harvested.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that the Draft SEIS overestimated the employment effects 
associated with reductions in timber harvest by failing to distinguish between domestic and 
export components of projected future harvest on the Tongass.  

RESPONSE:  The average jobs/MMBF ratios used to estimate changes in wood products employment 
that occur with changes in harvest levels are based on average levels of employment for the 1990 to 
1994 period.  These ratios, calculated for the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS (USDA Forest Service, 1997a), 
are based on annual harvest of all species.  A review of data for 2000 suggests that, despite the 
significant structural change that has occurred in the Southeast Alaska wood products industry in recent 
years, this ratio is still representative of current conditions. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt the Draft SEIS overestimated the effects of reductions in 
timber supply by assuming a one-to-one relationship for timber supply reductions and jobs lost.  

RESPONSE:  The Draft SEIS explicitly recognized that a number of factors suggest that the linear 
relationship assumed by this analysis rarely exists.  Mill closures or openings can cause abrupt changes 
in employment.  In other cases, there may be a time lag between reductions in harvest and job loss.  
However, the one-to-one assumption employed in the SEIS analysis is a reasonable assumption for the 
purposes of this analysis and is consistent with the approach taken in the 1997 Forest Plan Final EIS 
analysis (USDA Forest Service, 1997a).  

COMMENT:  One respondent thought that the economic analysis presented in the Draft SEIS 
failed to adequately distinguish between “value” and “impact”.  Value, they explained, is used to 
calculate Present Net Value (PNV) or cash flow analysis and utilizes a discount rate.  Impact 
involves employment and income multipliers (e.g. indirect and induced) and measures the extent 
to which economic activity would be reduced, or eliminated, in a region if a certain sector were to 
be negatively impacted. 

RESPONSE:  The Environmental Consequences portion of the Economic and Social Environment 
section of the SEIS presents the results of the regional impact and economic efficiency analyses 
conducted for this project in separate sections titled Economic Impact Analysis and Economic Efficiency 
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Analysis, respectively.  The economic impact analysis section presents the results of the regional impact 
analysis, which assesses the impacts of the proposed alternatives on regional economic activity.  Impacts 
are expressed in terms of projected changes in regional and local employment and income.  The 
economic efficiency analysis, conducted in accordance with Forest Service planning guidance and the 
Forest Service Handbook, measures the costs and benefits associated with a given alternative.  These 
costs and benefits are expressed as monetary values, where possible.   

Economic Efficiency Analysis 
 
General 

COMMENT:  Some respondents felt that the Draft SEIS failed to conduct a net public benefit 
analysis, which is required under Forest Service planning regulations.  This type of analysis, they 
noted, should include a present net value analysis of goods and services that can be assigned 
monetary values and qualitative assessments of goods and services that cannot be assigned 
monetary values. 

RESPONSE:  The net public benefits analysis conducted for this SEIS is presented in the Economic 
Efficiency portion of the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS.  This analysis has been 
expanded in the Final SEIS and presents a present net value for those goods and services that can be 
assigned monetary values.  Other goods and services that cannot be accurately quantified are discussed 
in qualitative terms.  The fact that monetary values are not assigned to certain goods and services does 
not lessen their importance in the decision making process.   

COMMENT:  One respondent was concerned that the economic analysis presented in the Draft 
SEIS is restricted to the Southeast Alaska region and fails to take a national accounting 
perspective, as required by Forest Service regulations and Judge Singleton’s March 30, 2002 
order.   

RESPONSE:  The geographic scope of the economic analysis presented in the SEIS is not limited to 
Southeast Alaska.  The economic efficiency analysis provides a national accounting perspective.  This 
analysis has been revised and expanded in the Final SEIS.  The introduction to the Economic and Social 
Environment section has been revised to more clearly explain the structure of the analysis, which 
includes the economic efficiency analysis, as well as the regional and community-level analyses.  The 
analysis presented in both the Draft and Final SEIS is comprehensive in geographic scope, ranging from 
the national accounting perspective of the economic efficiency analysis to the community-level 
assessments for 32 Southeast Alaska communities.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested that the Final SEIS should include a comparative 
economic analysis of the short- and long-term economic impacts of logging unprotected roadless 
areas versus designating them wilderness. 

RESPONSE:  The analysis presented in the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS 
evaluates the effects of the eight alternatives, which involve varying degrees of wilderness protection and 
timber harvest.  This programmatic analysis compares the Forest-wide economic values associated with 
logging particular roadless areas versus recommending them for wilderness or LUD II designation. 
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COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the economic efficiency analysis presented in the SEIS 
should disclose that the difference between the Present Net Values (PNVs) calculated for timber 
and recreation and tourism increased between the analysis presented in the 1997 Forest Plan 
Final EIS and the analysis presented in the Draft SEIS.   

RESPONSE:  The economic efficiency analysis has been revised and expanded for the Final SEIS.  The 
revised efficiency analysis presents a Present Net Value for Recreation/Tourism, Timber Receipts, and 
Variable Program Costs and is not directly comparable with the analysis presented in the 1997 Forest 
Plan Final EIS.  

Timber 
COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that the Final SEIS should include a present net value for 
timber in the economic efficiency analysis.  The economic efficiency analysis presented in the 
Draft SEIS, they noted, calculated the discounted value of projected timber harvests but did not 
subtract the costs associated with timber management and planning.  Respondents requested 
that these costs, as well as estimated values for negative externalities, be subtracted from 
projected harvest revenues and discounted to the present.  One respondent recommended that 
the timber sale costs used in the NPV calculation include the costs associated with: (a) protection 
and enhancement of the timber resource; (b) planning, implementing, and administering timber 
sales; (c) mitigating adverse impacts of timber sales; (d) restoring damage from timber sales; and 
(e) monitoring timber sale impacts. 

RESPONSE:  The economic efficiency analysis has been revised and expanded in the Final SEIS.  This 
revised analysis presents a Present Net Value for Recreation/Tourism, Timber Receipts, and Variable 
Program Costs, rather than separate PNV calculations by resource.  Projected timber sale values and the 
projected costs of planning, preparing, and administering the sale are included in this calculation.  
Projected costs include NEPA preparation, sale preparation, sale administration, and engineering 
support.   

Negative externalities identified by some respondents were related to potential effects on fish-bearing 
watersheds and associated effects on sport, commercial, and subsistence fisheries.  Others identified 
potential effects to other ecosystem services as costs that should be subtracted from the timber PNV.  
These issues are addressed in responses to other comments in this section, as well as discussed in 
qualitative terms in the expanded economic efficiency analysis presented in the Final SEIS.  

The costs associated with planning, implementing, and administrating timber sales, as well as associated 
mitigation activities are included in the projected costs used in the revised PNV analysis.  These costs 
include sale preparation, environmental assessments, and cultural resource surveys among others.  A 
second group of costs related to the actual harvest of the timber are included in the purchaser’s contract 
requirements and are reflected in the stumpage value received and used in the PNV analysis.  These 
costs include the costs of reforestation, road obliteration, and culvert removal among others.  A third 
group of costs are largely fixed costs associated with long-term forest management and Forest Plan 
implementation and monitoring are not expected to vary significantly by alternative. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents stated that the Tongass National Forest’s timber program 
operates at a financial loss (costs exceed revenues).  More taxpayer money, they state, is spent 
building roads for logging contractors than is received from logging sales.  Additional wilderness 
(and correspondingly less timber harvest) will, therefore, provide an immediate economic benefit 
for the citizens of Southeast Alaska and the entire nation.  Respondents also noted that in 
addition to losing money, timber sales have negative impacts on the environment and other 
aspects of the regional economy. 

RESPONSE:  The issue of whether the Federal government is subsidizing the timber industry is outside 
the scope of the Roadless Area Evaluation for Wilderness Recommendations SEIS.  The Forest Service 
does not operate in a manner designed to maximize profits.  National Forests are managed to meet a 
number of goals, including the coordination of multiple uses, such as outdoor recreation, timber, wildlife, 
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fish, watershed, and wilderness.  During low timber market conditions, the costs of planning, preparing 
and administering timber sales are often higher than the stumpage paid for the timber.  One of the Forest 
Service’s objectives for the Tongass National Forest under the Tongass Timber Reform Act is to promote 
community stability by seeking to provide a supply of timber from the Forest that meets annual market 
demand in an environmentally sound manner.  The regional and local impacts of the Forest’s 
management actions, measured in terms of jobs and income, are not included in PNV calculations or in 
comparisons of costs versus revenues for timber, recreation and tourism, wilderness, and other resource 
areas. 

COMMENT:  Some respondents suggested the Tongass National Forest should consider 
innovative management policies to make better use of federal subsidies.  Rather than subsidizing 
the timber industry, they suggest that these same federal funds should be used for habitat 
restoration and to protect old-growth forests.  These funds, they argue, would be much better 
used dealing with road and culvert maintenance backlogs and thinning second growth stands that 
represent impaired habitat for wildlife and human recreation. 

RESPONSE:  The use of Federal funds to address road and culvert maintenance and second growth 
thinning is outside the scope of this programmatic Supplemental SEIS.  It may, however, be noted that 
the items suggested are parts of other ongoing programs on the Tongass and funded from various 
sources.   

COMMENT:  One respondent felt that the value of timber stumpage receipts annually returned to 
the treasury from the timber program is critical information that must be disclosed and 
considered in the Final SEIS for a meaningful calculation of Present Net Value. 

RESPONSE:  Present Net Value is defined by the Forest Service Handbook as the present benefit value 
of the stream of benefits less the present cost value of the schedule of costs (FSH 1909.17.15.1).  The 
revised economic efficiency analysis presents a Present Net Value for Recreation/Tourism, Timber 
Receipts, and Variable Program Costs, rather than separate NPV calculations by resource.  Average 
costs and values from the past five years are used in the Final SEIS to calculate the timber-related 
components of this PNV.  The annual value of timber receipts returned to the treasury is not part of this 
calculation.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents said that the Final SEIS should base present net values and net 
public benefit estimate calculations on current real world demand, not the Forest Plan or the 1997 
projections prepared by Brooks and Haynes, which are based on data from 1992 to 1996.   

RESPONSE:  As discussed in the text, the demand estimates developed by Brooks and Haynes (1997) 
describe possible levels of activity given certain assumptions.  Recent data suggest a number of 
differences between Brooks and Haynes’ (1997) assumptions and actual conditions.  These differences 
are discussed in the Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS.  It may be noted that Brooks 
and Haynes’ estimates are used as part of the 2002 demand analysis developed by the Forest Service to 
comply with Section 101 of TTRA and ensure that annual timber sale offerings are consistent with market 
demand.  The timber and variable program components of the economic efficiency analysis presented in 
the Final SEIS are based on the NIC I component of the ASQ.  Brooks and Haynes’ (1997) demand 
projections are not used in this analysis. 

Recreation 
COMMENT:  One respondent stated that the recreational benefits of wilderness designation 
presented in the economic efficiency analysis are underestimated because: (1) recreational values 
are homogenized and, therefore, ignore the fact that on a per acre basis, primitive recreation 
settings generate as much as three times the value of developed settings (Swanson and Loomis, 
1996); and (2) wilderness designation itself stimulates recreation use, perhaps as much as one 
additional RVD for each acre of newly designated wilderness (Loomis, 1999). 
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RESPONSE:  Using an average recreation value per RVD and in effect treating all RVDs as equivalent is 
a simplified representation of reality.  As stated in the SEIS, it is likely that net willingness to pay varies for 
different ROS classes, as well as a host of other factors that may be impacted differently by the different 
alternatives.  Swanson and Loomis (1996; 20) found that on an individual visit basis primitive ROS 
settings in western Oregon, western Washington, and northern California were approximately three times 
as valuable as semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural, and roaded modified settings.  The findings of 
this analysis are based on aggregated data for Oregon, Washington, and California, and it is not clear 
how applicable these findings are to Southeast Alaska.  The analysis presented in the SEIS uses the 
average net willingness to pay value used in the 1997 Final EIS adjusted for inflation.  This value was 
originally developed based on survey research conducted at the national level and then adapted for the 
Tongass.  It is the best currently available information for the Tongass. 

The results of Loomis’ (1999) broad regional scale analysis found that designating additional wilderness 
acres resulted in an increase in wilderness recreation use, not recreation use per se.  This is an important 
distinction.  The study addresses whether there is a statistically significant relationship between increased 
wilderness acres and trends in wilderness use.  It is not clear from Loomis’ study that designating 
wilderness actually increases recreation use as the above comment suggests.  His point is that 
designating new wilderness results in increased wilderness use and does not simply attract users from 
other existing wilderness areas with a resulting reduction in visitation to those areas.  The type of 
increase that he tentatively identifies could occur as a result of visitors to an area being reclassified as 
wilderness visitors when the area was designated wilderness with no net increase in actual recreation 
use.  Although not directly addressed in Loomis’ study, it is possible that designating an area wilderness 
could increase use of that area in absolute terms.  This would, however, seem less likely to be the case in 
Southeast Alaska than elsewhere in the lower 48 states, given the predominantly wild and undeveloped 
nature of the region and the major role it presently plays in attracting visitors and residents.   

 
Commercial Fishing 

COMMENT:  Several respondents stated that the Final SEIS should include commercial fishing in 
the economic efficiency analysis.  This analysis should account for the net tradeoffs between land 
allocated for fish production and timber harvest.   

RESPONSE:  As noted in the Draft SEIS (page 3-18), and in response to comments in the Water and 
Fish section of this appendix, the effects of the alternatives on fish resources are expected to be at or 
below the level predicted for Alternative 11 in the 1997 Forest Plan Revision Final EIS (1997 Final EIS 
pages 3-46 through 3-73).  The analysis of effects on fish habitat included in the Forest Plan Final EIS is 
incorporated into the SEIS by reference.  This is also the case with the commercial fishing portion of the 
economic efficiency analysis presented in the 1997 Final EIS (pages 3-490 and 3-491).  This section of 
the 1997 Final EIS explains why there are not expected to be any significant changes to commercial 
fisheries employment as a result of National Forest activities.  A section that briefly explains this has been 
added to the economic efficiency analysis in the Final SEIS.    
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Non-Market Values 

COMMENT:  Some respondents commented that the Draft SEIS did not adequately address non-
use values, which they think should be assigned monetary values and treated on a par with 
market timber values.  These respondents suggested that the Forest Service should develop 
estimates of passive use values by initiating a contingent valuation survey or by applying values 
from recent existing studies.  One respondent indicated that these estimates should include a 
“scarcity value” that would increase over time as other areas were developed.  This respondent 
also stated that the effects analysis should consider non-use values associated with wildlands as 
irreplaceable resources that would be foregone under timber harvest.  

RESPONSE:  Non-use values are discussed in the Economic Efficiency Analysis presented in the 
Economic and Social Environment section of the SEIS.  This discussion acknowledges that the non-use 
values for the Tongass as a whole are considerable, but points out that they are difficult to accurately 
measure, particularly on a per acre basis.  Some researchers and groups accept the use of contingent 
valuation for this type of analysis, but others have important reservations about its applicability.  This and 
other available techniques for valuing non-market costs and benefits remain largely the subject of 
academic enquiry with academic studies looking at slightly different problems and employing new 
variations of the technique.  The results may be indicative of an underlying value, but they need to be 
interpreted in light of the particular analytical innovations used in the study.  Many researchers include 
various caveats in their work to provide readers with an understanding of these issues.  The results from 
existing contingent valuation surveys conducted in other areas are, however, presented in the SEIS to 
provide some insight into potential non-use values that might be associated with the proposed 
alternatives.  Relevant surveys were identified from two recent literature reviews that specifically address 
non-use values in Alaska and wilderness, respectively (Colt, 2001; Loomis, 2000). 

While the SEIS does not attempt to assign monetary values to the non-use values potentially associated 
with each alternative, the text does acknowledges that the non-use values associated with designating 
new wilderness on the Tongass are likely to be high, especially given the national importance of this 
issue.  The fact that no monetary value is attached to non-use values does not lessen their importance in 
the decision making process and managers routinely choose alternatives that do not maximize PNV.  
Many forest benefits are incorporated into forest planning decisions in a qualitative fashion.  Also, a large 
proportion of the Draft and Final SEIS documents are devoted to revealing impacts to the forest resource 
that cannot be readily expressed in monetary terms.  The Forest Service Manual states that decision 
makers must “[c]onsider economic efficiency, along with other factors (emphasis added), in making 
decisions and in implementing and reviewing projects, programs, and budgets” (FSM 1970.3(3)).  

COMMENT:  Some respondents indicated the Final SEIS should provide a complete economic 
accounting of ecosystem service benefits for each of the alternatives and include the externalized 
costs of foregone ecosystem services and other costs, such as sedimentation and contamination 
of freshwater and marine ecosystems, in the analysis of each alternative.   

RESPONSE:  The economic efficiency analysis portion of the Economic and Social Environment section 
of the Final SEIS has been expanded to include a discussion of ecosystem services.  Definitions of 
ecosystem services can be broad, including both use and non-use values.  The definition used in the 
assessment presented in the SEIS applies to the group of services that is sometimes referred to as “life-
support services.”  Examples of these types of services that are often associated with forests include 
watershed services, soil stabilization and erosion control, improved air quality, climate regulation and 
carbon sequestration, and biological diversity. 

Some respondents have expressed concerns that ecosystem service values are not adequately 
considered in decision-making processes because they are not valued on a par with goods and services 
that are traded in commercial markets.  As noted with respect to non-use values, while ecosystem service 
values undoubtedly exist, they are very difficult to accurately quantify in monetary terms.  A number of 
methods have been used to assign monetary values to these types of services.  These methods include 
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travel cost, hedonic pricing, and defensive expenditure approaches that use observed behavior to 
estimate values, as well as contingent valuation approaches that ask people what they would be willing to 
pay for an ecosystem service.   

While ongoing research on ecosystem service values provides important insight into the values that could 
be assigned to these types of services (see a recent literature review on forest ecosystem services by 
Krieger, 2001, for example), the resulting estimates are generally unsuitable for a detailed comparison of 
planning alternatives at the Forest-level.   

In addition to difficulties associated with identifying estimated marginal ecosystem service values, it is 
also very difficult to quantify the effects of the alternatives on physical and biological resources in unit 
values.  However, the fact that no monetary value is assigned to ecosystem services in this document 
does not lessen their importance in the decision making process.  A large proportion of this document is 
devoted to assessing impacts to the forest resource that cannot be readily expressed in monetary terms.  

COMMENT:  Some respondents disagreed with the Forest Service’s rationale for not assigning 
monetary values to non-use values.  The Draft SEIS provided a qualitative discussion of these 
values with examples from other studies, but stated that these types of values are extremely 
difficult to measure and that the methods used to derive estimates are controversial.  These 
respondents countered that TSPIRS data and input-output models are equally or more 
controversial.  One respondent suggested that the Final SEIS should either exclude estimates 
based on input-output-derived multipliers or include estimates of non-use values to provide a 
more balanced and unbiased analysis of alternatives. 

RESPONSE:  Non-use values are discussed above and input-output analysis is discussed in responses 
to comments presented in the Regional Economy section of this appendix.  

 
Subsistence 

COMMENT:  Several respondents stated that the Final SEIS should include an economic value for 
subsistence in the economic efficiency analysis.  The economic effects of the alternatives on 
subsistence, they noted, should be estimated based on the weight of total subsistence harvest 
that would be foregone under each alternative.  

RESPONSE:  Subsistence activities have significant economic, as well as cultural and spiritual value for 
many Southeast Alaska residents.  However, there are a number of difficulties involved in trying to 
quantify these values in monetary terms.  A recent study that attempted to quantify the economic 
importance of Alaska’s ecosystems used three different standard methods to estimate the statewide net 
economic benefits associated with subsistence (Colt, 2001).  This study concluded that “(i)n summary, it 
remains quite difficult to measure the net economic value of subsistence in economic terms.  Using 
standard techniques, one can come up with estimates that range from zero (using a $4.00/lb replacement 
value less the cost of cash and labor input) to more than $1.7 billion (upper bound on net willingness to 
accept compensation for lost subsistence opportunities)” (Colt, 2001; 37).  Assigning an accurate 
economic value to subsistence is one significant problem in trying to calculate a PNV for subsistence.  A 
second major problem involves quantifying the potential effects of the alternatives in terms of pounds of 
subsistence harvest foregone.  This type of information is not available, as discussed in the Subsistence 
section of the SEIS.   

It is important to recognize that while it is not possible to assign subsistence a net economic value for the 
economic efficiency analysis, this does not mean that the potential effects of the alternatives on 
subsistence are not important.  Subsistence testimony was taken during the 18 public hearings held as 
part of this project.  The potential effects of the alternatives on subsistence are addressed 
programmatically in the Subsistence section of this document.  They are also discussed on a community 
basis in the Communities portion of the Economic and Social Environment section.  The analysis 
presented in the Subsistence section assesses the potential effects of the alternatives in terms of 
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abundance and distribution, access, and competition.  None of the alternatives are expected to have 
more effects on subsistence related resources than is represented in the current Forest Plan.   

 
Quality of Life 

COMMENT:  One respondent stated that off-site benefits related to quality of life should be 
included in the Net Public Benefit analysis presented in the Final SEIS.  They requested that this 
analysis include the effects of wilderness and clearcuts on property values and suggested that 
Hedonic Pricing methodologies and land transfer transaction could be used.   

RESPONSE:  The type of study proposed in the comment would require site-specific analysis that is 
beyond the scope of this programmatic Supplemental EIS.   

In general, it is possible that proximity to wilderness might result in higher property values, primarily due 
to increased demand associated with the perceived and actual benefits of locating near this type of 
environment.  There has, however, been little empirical research on this issue (Phillips, 2000).  One 
exception is Phillips’ (2000) case study of land transfers in Vermont, which found that land parcels in 
towns that contain wilderness had per-acre sales prices that were 13 percent higher than towns without 
wilderness.  The applicability of these findings to Southeast Alaska is unknown.   

Given the predominantly undeveloped and wild nature of the area as a whole, it is not clear that 
designating an area wilderness in Southeast Alaska would affect a person’s decision to relocate to the 
area or have any noticeable effect on their quality of life or property values.  In addition, it is not 
anticipated that future harvest activities would have detrimental effects on property values.  Forest-wide 
standards and guidelines for Scenery are intended to ensure that harvest areas will not be visible from 
Visual Priority Routes and Use Areas.  Appendix F of the 1997 Forest Plan identifies all of the 
communities in Southeast Alaska as Visual Priority Use Areas.  The possibility that wilderness 
designation could affect property values is noted in the Quality of Life discussion that has been added to 
the Economic and Social Environment section of the Final SEIS.  

C.  Comments About Specific Inventoried Roadless Areas 

Introduction 
This section summarizes the area-specific comments that were received on the Draft SEIS.  They are 
organized by roadless area.  Roadless area-specific comments are also captured in the individual 
roadless area evaluations in Appendix C.  Although numerous general comments were received that 
were either pro or against new wilderness recommendations or strongly supported specific alternatives, 
many of those comments did not refer to specific areas or specific roadless area values.  The comments 
summarized here represent only those where area-specific preferences or values were identified.  Many 
comments identified a list of areas of importance to the commenter.  These comments are summarized by 
individual roadless area in this section, but less emphasis is given to them in the descriptions unless 
preferences or values specific to individual areas or small groups of areas were provided. 

The following agencies, groups, and individuals provided comments on individual roadless areas:  

�� U.S. Department of the Interior 

�� Governor of Alaska 

�� Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 

�� Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

�� City of Pelican 

�� City of Petersburg 
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�� City of Tenakee Springs 

�� City of Kupreanof 

�� City of Craig 

�� Wrangell Resource Council 

�� Gustavus Community Association 

�� Metlakatla Indian Community 

�� Organized Village of Kake 

�� The Yakutat Tlingit Tribe 

�� Ketchikan Indian Community  

�� Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 

�� Audubon Alaska 

�� Alaska Rainforest Campaign 

�� The Tongass Conservation Society 

�� Landmark Trees Project 

�� Selected individual responses 

Individual Roadless Area Comments 
201 – Fanshaw 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having outstanding fish and wildlife 
values.  It is one of two areas in the central mainland considered outstanding. They indicated that 
protecting this area, in combination with the Windham-Port Houghton Roadless Area (#308), would 
protect some of the most valuable remaining undisturbed forested habitats on the mainland of Southeast 
Alaska. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Fanshaw roadless area as the eighth highest priority 
for protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.  However, they encouraged the Forest Service not to 
log or build logging roads in watersheds that are primary salmon producing watersheds or other 
community use areas important to Petersburg residents including Cape Fanshaw.   

The city of Kupreanof recommended the entire Port Houghton drainage, Cape Fanshaw, Farragut Bay 
and the shoreline from Farrugut Bay to Thomas Bay for designation as wilderness. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … Cape Fanshaw/Farragut Bay (VCUs 860-900), Port Houghton (VCUs 790-840)… be recommended 
for long-term protection”. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Cape Fanshaw be protected from logging and road building. 
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The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 201, 202, 203, and 308 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as wilderness.  SEACC 
identified the Fanshaw roadless area as part of the Port Houghton/Cape Fanshaw complex (RAs 201, 
202, and 308), which should be considered one contiguous roadless area recommended for permanent 
protection as wilderness.  They indicated that if this complex were designated, it would create a 
contiguous wilderness along the central mainland coast of nearly 2 million acres, making it the second 
largest Forest Service Wilderness in the nation.   

A number of individuals identified Cape Fanshaw as an area that needed permanent protection. 

202 – Spires 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Kupreanof recommended the entire Port Houghton drainage, Cape Fanshaw, Farrugut Bay 
and the shoreline from Farrugut Bay to Thomas Bay for designation as wilderness. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … Cape Fanshaw/Farragut Bay (VCUs 860-900), Port Houghton (VCUs 790-840)… be recommended 
for long-term protection”. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 201, 202, 203, and 308 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as wilderness.  SEACC 
identified the Spires roadless area as part of the Port Houghton/Cape Fanshaw complex (RAs 201, 202, 
and 308), which should be considered one contiguous roadless area and recommended it for permanent 
protection as wilderness. They indicated that if this complex were designated, it would create a 
contiguous wilderness along the central mainland coast of nearly 2 million acres, making it the second 
largest Forest Service wilderness in the nation.   

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the Spires Roadless Area contains 
approximately 2,800 acres of karst in unforested, alpine or icefield locations, which is unique for the 
Tongass and should be protected. 

Some individuals felt that Spires was deserving of long-term protection. Some recommended it because 
of world-class scenery, abundant wildlife and habitat, and almost unilateral support for wilderness 
protection. Some individuals recommended protection for the area from Cape Fanshaw to Thomas Bay. 

203 – Thomas 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 201, 202, 203, and 308 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as wilderness.  SEACC 
included this area in their comments on the Cape Fanshaw/Port Houghton area. 

204 – Madan 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations.  Although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They indicated that protection of this area, which adjoins the Stikine-LeConte Wilderness 
Area, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed, forested habitats on the mainland.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Madan roadless area as the fourth highest priority for 
protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 
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The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Wrangell Resource Council recommended this area (from Crittenden Creek south to Berg Bay) for 
LUD II protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD 
II.  SEACC recommended that the Madan, Aaron, Cone, Harding, and Bradfield complex should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the Madan Roadless Area represents 
karstlands in the Central Coast Range Province that is uncommon on the mainland; while limited in area, 
the karst and caves found so far are important for their rarity and for the paleontological and biological 
discoveries that have been made. The commenters noted that the area should be protected along with 
their drainages. 

A number of individual commenters identified Madan Bay and one individual identified Virginia Lake and 
Garnet Mountain as areas in need of protection. Some individuals recommended this area for permanent 
protection as wilderness. 

205 - Aaron 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations.  Although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas. They indicated that protection of this area, in combination with the Madan (#204) and 
Harding (#207) Roadless Areas, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed forested habitats on the 
mainland of southeast Alaska  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Aaron roadless area as the fifth highest priority for 
protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as 
LUD II.  SEACC recommended that the Madan, Aaron, Cone, Harding, and Bradfield complex should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

The Wrangell Resource Council recommended the portion of this area around Berg Bay be included with 
the Madan Roadless Area under LUD II protection. 

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

206 – Cone 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended that the Madan, Aaron, Cone, Harding, and Bradfield complex should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 
204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should 
be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

The mayor of Wrangell noted that the Cone area should not be recommended for wilderness because two 
of the road corridor routes to Canada would be precluded (i.e., the Bradfield and Craig rivers).  He 
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indicated that designation as wilderness would require the Stikine and Unuk Rivers be the best option for 
a route to tidewater from Canada, and these areas should be avoided.  The highway connection is very 
important for Wrangell. 

207 – Harding 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. Along with three other roadless areas that form 
the Cleveland Peninsula, the southern lobe of this roadless area contributes to the corridor for many 
mainland species to colonize the archipelago of Southeast Alaska.  They indicated that protection of this 
area, in combination with the Aaron (#205) and North Cleveland (#529) Roadless Areas, would conserve 
valuable remaining undisturbed forested habitats on the mainland of southeast Alaska.  They indicated 
that the important wildlife values provided by this area warrant management that ensures the long-term 
integrity of its habitats, ecosystem processes, and ecological functions. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as 
LUD II.  SEACC recommended that the Madan, Aaron, Cone, Harding, and Bradfield complex should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

208 – Bradfield 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as 
LUD II.  SEACC recommended that the Madan, Aaron, Cone, Harding, and Bradfield complex should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II.  

One individual called for long-term protection of this area. 

209 – Anan 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They indicated that, along with three other 
roadless areas that form the Cleveland Peninsula, it serves as a corridor for many mainland species to 
colonize the archipelago of Southeast Alaska.  They also indicated that protection of this area, in 
combination with the Harding (#207) and North Cleveland (#529) Roadless Areas, would conserve 
valuable remaining undisturbed forested habitats on the mainland of southeast Alaska.  Large tracts of 
undisturbed wilderness are necessary to support the bear densities in the region because there is a 
hierarchy amongst bears, and between species of bears. They commented that the important wildlife 
values provided by this area warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, 
ecosystem processes, and ecological functions. 

In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as the Cleveland 
Peninsula (most of RA# 528, 529, 209, and 210).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in 
scoping comments regarding the SEIS and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on 
the Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Cleveland 
Peninsula in their comments on the Draft SEIS. 
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The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD 
II.  SEACC identified the Anan roadless area as part of the Cleveland Peninsula, which includes Roadless 
Areas 209, 210, 528, and 529.  They recommend this entire area as LUD II.  

Many individual commenters identified the Cleveland Peninsula as an area in need of protection. Some 
individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

210 – Frosty 
In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as the Cleveland 
Peninsula (most of RA# 528, 529, 209, and 210).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in 
scoping comments regarding the SEIS and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on 
the Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Cleveland 
Peninsula in their comments on the Draft SEIS. 

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities noted that there is a corridor across Cleveland 
Peninsula that passes through this roadless area; it was identified in the Southeast Alaska Transportation 
Plan under Long Term Actions and was not included in the SEIS.  They commented that this corridor is 
for a proposed highway that would link new ferry terminals on Spacious Bay and Santa Anna Inlet and 
would be a component of the Inside Passage Highway.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD 
II.  SEACC identified the Frosty roadless area as part of the Cleveland Peninsula, which includes 
Roadless Areas 209, 210, 528, and 529.  They recommend this entire area as LUD II. 

Many individual commenters identified the Cleveland Peninsula as an area in need of protection. 

211 – North Kupreanof 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended that the remaining unlogged portions of northern Kupreanof Island (Roadless 
Areas 211, 212, and 213) be designated LUD II to safeguard their valuable fish and wildlife habitat 
important for subsistence, fishing, and hunting for residents of Kake and Petersburg.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless 
Area 211 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

212 – Missionary 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 212 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended that the remaining 
unlogged portions of northern Kupreanof Island (Roadless Areas 211, 212, and 213) be designated LUD 
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II to safeguard their valuable fish and wildlife habitat important for subsistence, fishing, and hunting for 
residents of Kake and Petersburg. 

213 – Five Mile 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Kupreanof said they would like this area added to the Petersburg-Duncan Salt Chuck 
Wilderness.  They are interested in developing a loop trail that connects with the Kupreanof waterfront 
trail and with Petersburg Creek.  They indicated that this trail would take 2-3 days to hike and would be 
unique in Southeast Alaska; it would be a lengthy hiking loop and would be easily accessible by tourists. 

The mayor of Wrangell is opposed to wilderness designation of this area because it would preclude cost-
effective transportation and electrical intertie connection to Kake and Sitka. 

SEACC recommended that the remaining unlogged portions of northern Kupreanof Island (Roadless 
Areas 211, 212, and 213) be designated LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national 
and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 213 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

214 – South Kupreanof 
The city of Kupreanof recommended the entire Castle River drainage for designation as wilderness. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.  However, they encouraged the Forest Service not to 
log or build logging roads in watersheds that are primary salmon producing watersheds or otherwise 
community use areas important to Petersburg residents including the Castle River. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … Totem and Douglas Bays (VCUs 132,433), Kushneahin Lake/stream (VCU 431)… be 
recommended for long-term protection”. 

SEACC recommended that the South Kupreanof Roadless Area be designated as wilderness to protect 
valuable fish and wildlife habitat.  They indicated that the Douglas and Totem Bay areas, along the 
southern boundary, contain extremely valuable fish habitat and are heavily utilized by residents of Kake, 
Port Protection, and Point Baker.  Residents of these communities gave testimony asking for the 
protection of the high quality hunting opportunities on South Kupreanof.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign 
(a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 214 for long-term 
protection.  

Individuals noted the high subsistence value of the southern portion of this area to the residents of Point 
Baker.  Others noted that the timber is so sparse on South Kupreanof, that it should be left alone and that 
the area has very high fish and wildlife values. Some individuals recommended South Kupreanof for 
protection. 

215 – Castle 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They indicated that this is one of the few places 
that humans regularly penetrate inland from the shoreline, following the Castle River upstream. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Castle roadless area as the highest priority for 
protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.  However, they encouraged the Forest Service not to 
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log or build logging roads in watersheds that are primary salmon producing watersheds or otherwise 
community use areas important to Petersburg residents including the Castle River 

The city of Kupreanof recommended the entire Castle River drainage  for designation as wilderness. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 215 for long-term protection.  SEACC placed this roadless area in a high priority for 
wilderness protection category.  

Many individuals identified the Castle River as an area that needed protection. Some individuals 
recommended the entire area for permanent protection as wilderness, especially because of its high fish 
and wildlife and recreation values 

216 – Lindenberg 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 216 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended that the remaining 
unlogged portions of the Lindenberg Peninsula of Kupreanof Island be designated LUD II to safeguard 
the area’s valuable fish and wildlife habitat.  They indicated that the northern portion of the Lindenberg 
Roadless Area should be designated wilderness and added to the adjoining Petersburg Creek/Duncan 
Salt Chuck Wilderness. 

217 – Green Rocks 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended that the remaining unlogged portions of the Lindenberg Peninsula of Kupreanof 
Island be designated LUD II to safeguard the area’s valuable fish and wildlife habitat.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless 
Area 217 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

218 – Woewodski 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Woewodski roadless area as the second highest 
priority for protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and 
wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, 
essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Kupreanof recommended Woewodski for designation as wilderness. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 218 for permanent protection as wilderness.  SEACC recommended that the Woewodski 
Roadless Area be designated as wilderness to protect valuable fish and wildlife habitat.   

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

219 – North Mitkof 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 
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SEACC recommended that the remaining roadless areas on heavily logged Mitkof Island be designated 
LUD II. The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 219 for permanent protection as LUD II.  

220 – East Mitkof 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.   

SEACC recommended that the remaining roadless areas on heavily logged Mitkof Island be designated 
LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 220 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

222 – Central Mitkof 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended that the remaining roadless areas on heavily logged Mitkof Island be designated 
LUD II. The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 222 for permanent protection as LUD II.  

223 – Manzanita 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 223 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended that the remaining 
roadless areas on heavily logged Mitkof Island be designated LUD II. 

A number of commenters identified Southeast Mitkof Island as an area that needed protection.   

224 – Crystal 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended that the remaining roadless areas on heavily logged Mitkof Island be designated 
LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 224 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

225 – Kadin 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas. They recommend additional conservation measures be integrated into the area’s 
management to ensure the long-term  protection of this island’s bald eagle population. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 225 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

227 – North Wrangell 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 227 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining roadless 
areas on Wrangell Island be designated LUD II. 

229 – South Wrangell 



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-79 Comments and Responses 

SEACC recommended the remaining roadless areas on Wrangell Island be designated LUD II.  The 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 229 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

231 – Woronkofski 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged portions of Woronkofski, Zarembo, and North Etolin 
Islands be safeguarded through LUD II protection.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of 
national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 231 for permanent protection as 
LUD II. 

232 – North Etolin 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 232 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged 
portions of Woronkofski, Zarembo, and North Etolin Islands be safeguarded through LUD II protection. 

233 – Mosman 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas. They indicated that protection of this area, in combination with the South Etolin (#234) 
Roadless Area and South Etolin Wilderness Area, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed 
forested habitats on the island.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended the Mosman and South Etolin roadless areas for wilderness designation and to be 
added to the South Etolin Wilderness.  

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

234 – South Etolin 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas. They indicated that protection of this area, in combination with the Mosman (#233) 
Roadless Area and South Etolin Wilderness Area, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed 
forested habitats on the island.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended the Mosman and South Etolin roadless areas for wilderness designation and to be 
added to the South Etolin Wilderness.  

The Wrangell Resource Council recommended this area as an addition to the South Etolin Wilderness. 

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

235 – West Zarembo 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 235 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged 
portions of Woronkofski, Zarembo, and North Etolin Islands be safeguarded through LUD II protection. 
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236 – East Zarembo 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.   

SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged portions of Woronkofski, Zarembo, and North Etolin 
Islands be safeguarded through LUD II protection.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of 
national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 236 for permanent protection as 
LUD II. 

237 – South Zarembo 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.  

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 237 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged 
portions of Woronkofski, Zarembo, and North Etolin Islands be safeguarded through LUD II protection. 

238 – Kashevarof Islands 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended these islands be designated LUD II 

Some individuals called for permanent protection of this area. 

239 – Keku 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged portions of northern Kuiu Island should be protected by 
LUD II designation.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation 
groups) recommended Roadless Area 239 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that this area contains approximately 2,400 
acres of karst that extends from alpine to sea level and includes a wide range of development.  The Keku 
Islets Special Interest Area also includes numerous interesting formations including arches, small caves, 
sea stacks, and cliffs, along with many fossils. The commenters noted that this area and adjacent 
developed karstlands should be protected as wilderness. 

Some individuals recommended protection of Threemile Arm and Port Camden. 

240 – Security  
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 240 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged 
portions of northern Kuiu Island should be protected by LUD II designation.  

Some individuals wanted protection for Washington Bay. Some individuals recommended the entire area 
for permanent protection as wilderness. 

241 – North Kuiu 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 
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SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged portions of northern Kuiu Island should be protected by 
LUD II designation.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation 
groups) recommended Roadless Area 241 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that this area contains moderately to highly 
developed karst that should be protected along with their drainage basins.  

Some individuals recommended protection of Threemile Arm and Port Camden. 

242 – Camden 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They indicated that among the remaining, 
undeveloped areas left on Kuiu Island, three areas offer outstanding fish and wildlife habitat that should 
be protected.  These include Bay of Pillars, Camden, and East Kuiu. Protection of this area, particularly in 
combination with the Rocky Pass (#243) Roadless Area, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed, 
forested habitats on the island.  They indicated that the important wildlife values provided by this area 
warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem processes, and 
ecological functions 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Camden roadless area as the third highest priority 
for protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … Port Camden (VCU 420)… be recommended for long-term protection”. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 242 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged 
portions of northern Kuiu Island should be protected by LUD II designation. 

A number of individuals identified East Port Camden as an area that needed protection. Some individuals 
recommended the entire area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

243 – Rocky Pass 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They communicated that protection of this area, particularly in combination with the 
Camden (#242) and South Kupreanof (#214) Roadless Area, would conserve valuable remaining 
undisturbed forested habitats on the island.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The city of Kupreanof recommended Rocky Pass  for designation as wilderness. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … Rocky Pass (VCU 428)… be recommended for long-term protection”. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 243 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the Rocky Pass roadless 
area for LUD II designation.  
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A number of individual commenters identified southeast Rocky Pass as an area that needed protection.  
This area is of special concern to residents of Point Baker.  

244 – Bay of Pillars 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They indicated that among the remaining, 
undeveloped areas left on Kuiu Island, three areas offer outstanding fish and wildlife habitat that should 
be protected.  These include Bay of Pillars, Camden, and East Kuiu. Protection of this area, particularly in 
combination with the East Kuiu (#245) and Tebenkof Bay Wilderness Area, would conserve valuable 
remaining undisturbed, forested habitats on the island.  They expressed that the important wildlife values 
provided by this area warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem 
processes, and ecological functions.    

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The City of Kupreanof recommended the Bay of Pillars for permanent protection as wilderness. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 244, 245, and 246 as adjacent to the existing Tebenkof Bay Wilderness and Kuiu 
Wilderness and recommended them for permanent protection as wilderness.  They indicated that this 
combination would create a contiguous wilderness area of approximately 265,000 acres.  SEACC also 
recommended that the Bay of Pillars, East Kuiu, and South Kuiu roadless areas be designated wilderness 
and added to the existing Tebenkof Bay and Kuiu Wilderness.    

245 – East Kuiu 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They indicated that among the remaining, 
undeveloped areas left on Kuiu Island, three areas offer outstanding fish and wildlife habitat that should 
be protected.  These include Bay of Pillars, Camden, and East Kuiu. Protection of this area, particularly in 
combination with the Bay of Pillars (#244) and Tebenkof Bay Wilderness Area, would conserve valuable 
remaining undisturbed, forested habitats on the island.  They expressed that the important wildlife values 
provided by this area warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem 
processes, and ecological functions. 

In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as East Kuiu Island 
(RA# 245).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in scoping comments regarding the SEIS and 
in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on the Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for East Kuiu Island in 
their comments on the Draft SEIS.  They rated the East Kuiu roadless area as the sixth highest priority for 
protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The City of Kupreanof recommended East Kuiu for permanent protection as wilderness. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … East Kuiu (VCUs 416-418, 4051)… be recommended for long-term protection”. 
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Audubon Alaska recommended that East Kuiu Island should be protected from logging and road building. 

SEACC recommended that the Bay of Pillars, East Kuiu, and South Kuiu roadless areas be designated 
wilderness and added to the existing Tebenkof Bay and Kuiu Wilderness. They indicated that this 
combination would create a contiguous wilderness of approximately 265,000 acres.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 
244, 245, and 246 as adjacent to the existing Tebenkof Bay Wilderness and Kuiu Wilderness and 
recommended them for permanent protection as wilderness.   

One commenter recommended Seclusion Bay should be protected.  Many individual commenters 
recommended protection for all of East Kuiu. 

246 – South Kuiu 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They indicated that protection of this area, particularly since it adjoins Tebenkof Bay 
Wilderness Area, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed forested habitats on the island.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 244, 245, and 246 as adjacent to the existing Tebenkof Bay Wilderness and Kuiu 
Wilderness and recommended them for permanent protection as wilderness.  They indicated that this 
combination would create a contiguous wilderness area of approximately 265,000 acres.  SEACC 
recommended that the Bay of Pillars, East Kuiu, and South Kuiu roadless areas be designated wilderness 
and added to the existing Tebenkof Bay and Kuiu Wilderness. This combination would create a 
contiguous wilderness of approximately 265,000 acres.   

Many individuals commented in favor of permanent protection for this area 

247 – East Wrangell 
SEACC recommended the remaining roadless areas on Wrangell Island be designated LUD II.   The 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 247 for permanent protection as LUD II..  

288 – West Wrangell 
SEACC recommended the remaining roadless areas on Wrangell Island be designated LUD II. Rainforest 
Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 288 for 
permanent protection as LUD II. 

289 – Central Wrangell 
SEACC recommended the remaining roadless areas on Wrangell Island be designated LUD II.  The 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 289 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

290 – Southeast Wrangell 
SEACC recommended the remaining roadless areas on Wrangell Island be designated LUD II. The 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 290 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

301 – Skagway-Juneau Icefield 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas. They indicated that the Berners Bay watershed is one of the most important fish and 
wildlife habitats in this roadless area.  Berners Bay is also the most vulnerable to development.  Although 
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linked peripherally to the Juneau road system, most of Berners Bay is only accessible by boat.  The head 
of the bay is very shallow because of the silt load that has been deposited by three glacial river systems, 
and thus is only accessible by kayak, jet or airboat.  They commented that Berners Bay still has a great 
deal of wilderness character because of this limited access.  They indicated that they do not think the 
LUD II status for this high value habitat would protect the many important fish, wildlife, and wilderness 
values of this area.  

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

SEACC recommended that Roadless Areas 301, 302, 305, and 313, which are largely contiguous, should 
be treated as one roadless area and recommended it for wilderness and LUD II protection, as described 
in Alternative 6.  They commented that the area surrounding the population center should be protected by 
LUD II as these are important for recreation, subsistence, and tourism. The Alaska Rainforest Campaign 
(a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 301, 302, 305, and 313 
as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be considered one roadless area and 
recommended it for permanent protection in a combination of wilderness and LUD II, as described in 
Alternative 6. 

A Juneau Area Assemblyman recommended Berners Bay for designation as wilderness. 

An individual of the Auk Kwaans commented that the lands around Berners Bay contain sites that are 
important to the Auk Kwaans for food, medicine, and a burial site.  The individual requested that the lands 
be protected as wilderness. 

Many individuals called for protection of Berners Bay and others commented that the area around 
Berners Bay should be protected from mining.  Some wanted the north side of the bay, from Pt. St. 
Mary’s to Johnson Creek to be protected from timber harvesting (they are partially open now).   A few 
individuals commented that the entire area was deserving of long-term protection. Some recommended it 
because of world-class scenery, abundant wildlife and habitat, and gave almost unilateral support for 
wilderness protection. Another individual commented that the Katzehin River watershed should be 
considered for wilderness protection; there are no other wildernesses that are readily accessible to 
Haines and Skagway. One individual commented that there was a sawmill and mining in Berners Bay and 
portions of the area have been logged and these disturbances were relatively indiscernible now.  
However, many individuals recommended that Berners Bay be designated wilderness. 

302 – Taku-Snettisham 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas. They commented that the addition of the Taku, Speel, and Whiting River watersheds, and 
the Snettisham Peninsula would enhance the fish, wildlife, recreational, and wilderness values of the 
Tracy Arm/Ford’s Terror Wilderness.  

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 301, 302, 305, and 313 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection in a combination of 
wilderness and LUD II, as described in Alternative 6.  SEACC recommended that Roadless Areas 301, 
302, 305, and 313, which are largely contiguous, should be treated as one roadless area and 
recommended it for wilderness and LUD II protection, as described in Alternative 6.  They indicated that 
the area surrounding the population center should be protected by LUD II; these are important for 
recreation, subsistence, and tourism. 

A number of individual commenters identified Taku Harbor as an area in need of protection and some 
recommended the entire roadless area. Some recommended it because of world-class scenery, abundant 
wildlife and habitat, and almost unilateral support for wilderness protection. 
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303 -  Sullivan 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They indicated that protection of this area, particularly because it adjoins the Endicott 
River Wilderness and Glacier Bay National Park, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed 
forested habitats on the mainland.  

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 303 and 304 as adjacent to the existing Endicott River Wilderness and to Glacier Bay 
National Park.  They recommended the two roadless areas for permanent protection as wilderness and 
as an addition to Endicott River Wilderness to create a contiguous wilderness area of just over 3.1 million 
acres. SEACC recommended the Sullivan and Chikat-West Lynn roadless areas, which are adjacent to 
the existing Endicott River Wilderness and Glacier National Park, for permanent protection through 
expansion of the Endicott River Wilderness.  They also indicated that this combination would create a 
contiguous wilderness of over 3.1 million acres. 

Sullivan Island was recommended for wilderness or other protection by a number individuals. 

304 – Chilkat-West Lynn Canal 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They indicated that protection of this area, particularly because it adjoins the Endicott 
River Wilderness and Glacier Bay National Park, would conserve valuable remaining undisturbed 
forested habitats on the mainland.  

The Gustavus Community Association recommended increased protection for Roadless Area 304 
because the current Forest Plan fails to adequately protect areas of particular concern to the community 
of Gustavus, such as Pt. Couverden. 

SEACC recommended the Sullivan and Chikat-West Lynn roadless areas, which are adjacent to the 
existing Endicott River Wilderness and to Glacier National Park, for permanent protection through 
expansion of the Endicott River Wilderness.  They indicated that this combination would create a 
contiguous wilderness of over 3.1 million acres.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national 
and Alaska conservation groups) also identified Roadless Areas 303 and 304 as adjacent to the existing 
Endicott River Wilderness and to Glacier Bay National Park. They recommended the two roadless areas 
for permanent protection as wilderness and as an addition to Endicott River Wilderness to create a 
contiguous wilderness area of just over 3.1 million acres. 

A number of individual commenters identified Point Couverden, Homeshore, and St. James Bay as areas 
in need of protection and some recommended the entire roadless area 

305 – Juneau Urban 
The Landmark Trees Project noted that there is an example of streamside Landmark Forest on Cowee 
Creek, north of Juneau.  They commented that the 1-acre stand contains 5 spruces between 180 and 
200 ft. tall and most are greater than 150 ft and that there were tracks of sow and cub brown bear.  It is 
the finest forest they have found on the northern Tongass.   

SEACC recommended that Roadless Areas 301, 302, 305, and 313, which are largely contiguous, should 
be treated as one roadless area and recommended it for wilderness and LUD II protection, as described 
in Alternative 6.  They indicated that the area surrounding the population center should be protected by 
LUD II; these areas are important for recreation, subsistence, and tourism.  The Alaska Rainforest 
Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 301, 302, 
305, and 313 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be considered one roadless area 
and recommended it for permanent protection in a combination of wilderness and LUD II, as described in 
Alternative 6. 

A Juneau Area Assemblyman recommended Cowee and Davies Creeks watersheds for designation as 
wilderness.  He also recommended Benjamin Island for designation as wilderness. Benjamin Island is not 
included in any of the roadless areas but is close to Roadless Area 305. 
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Many individuals wanted the Cowee and Davies Creek drainages on the south side of Berners Bay to be 
protected from timber harvesting (the areas are partially open now).  Some also identified Yankee Basin, 
Windfall Lake, Peterson Lake, Herbert River, and upper Montana Creek as being important fish and 
wildlife corridors worthy of protection.  Some individuals wanted Cowee and Davies Creeks drainages to 
be protected as LUD II or wilderness.  

306 – Mansfield Peninsula 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

SEACC recommended the Mansfield Peninsula and Greens Creek areas, which are adjacent to the 
existing Admiralty Island National Monument and Wilderness, for protection through designation as 
wilderness.   These additions would create a contiguous wilderness of just under 1 million acres.  The 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Areas 306 and 307 for permanent protection as wilderness and as an addition to the Admiralty 
Island National Monument and Wilderness to create a contiguous Wilderness of just under one million 
acres.   

A Juneau Area Assemblyman recommended Mansfield Peninsula for designation as wilderness and 
addition to the National Monument. 

An individual of the Auk Kwaans asked that their traditional lands on Admiralty, including Mansfield 
Peninsula and Hawk Inlet, become Wilderness National Monument.   

An individual noted that the Mansfield Peninsula is premiere grizzly bear habitat and should be protected. 
A number of individual commenters identified the Mansfield Peninsula as an area in need of protection. 

307 – Greens Creek 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They indicated that protection of this area would conserve valuable remaining 
undisturbed forested habitats on the island, particularly since it adjoins the Kootznoowoo Wilderness and 
Mansfield Peninsula Roadless Area (#306).  

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Areas 306 and 307 for permanent protection as wilderness and as an addition to the Admiralty 
Island National Monument and Wilderness to create a contiguous Wilderness of just under one million 
acres.  SEACC recommended the Mansfield Peninsula and Greens Creek areas, which are adjacent to 
the existing Admiralty Island National Monument and Wilderness, for protection through designation as 
wilderness.  They also commented that these additions would create a contiguous wilderness of just less 
than one million acres.  

An individual of the Auk Kwaans asked that their traditional lands on Admiralty, including Mansfield 
Peninsula and Hawk Inlet, become Wilderness National Monument.  Some individuals recommended the 
area for permanent protection. 

308 – Windham-Port Houghton 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having outstanding fish and wildlife 
values.  They consider it to have the most important habitat on the central mainland.  

In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as Port Houghton (the 
southern portion of RA# 308).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in scoping comments 
regarding the SEIS and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on the Draft SEIS. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for Port Houghton in 
their comments on the Draft SEIS.  They rated the Windham-Port Houghton roadless area as the seventh 
highest priority for protection in the Stikine Area.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value 
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fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high 
productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city.  However, they encouraged the Forest Service not to 
log or build logging roads in watersheds that are primary salmon producing watersheds or otherwise 
community use areas important to Petersburg residents including Port Houghton.    

The city of Kupreanof recommended the entire Port Houghton drainage, Cape Fanshaw, Farrugut Bay 
and the shoreline from Farrugut Bay to Thomas Bay for designation as wilderness. 

The Organized Village of Kake passed a resolution requesting that “customary and traditional areas such 
as … Cape Fanshaw/Farragut Bay (VCUs 860-900), Port Houghton (VCUs 790-840)… be recommended 
for long-term protection”. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Port Houghton should be protected from logging and road building. 

SEACC identified the Windham-Port Houghton roadless area as part of the Port Houghton/Cape 
Fanshaw complex (RAs 201, 202, and 308), which should be considered one contiguous roadless area 
and recommended it for permanent protection as wilderness. They commented that if this complex were 
designated, it would create a contiguous wilderness along the central mainland coast of nearly two million 
acres, making it the second largest Forest Service Wilderness in the nation. The Alaska Rainforest 
Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 201, 202, 
203, and 308 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be considered one roadless area 
and recommended it for permanent protection as wilderness. 

Many individuals identified Port Houghton as an area that needed protection and some included 
Sandborn Canal.  One individual noted the area north of Wyndham Bay should be protected to preserve a 
large segment of forest in this area (instead of mostly icefields and barren rock in Tracy Arm-Fords 
Terror). 

309 – Juneau Islands 
SEACC recommended this area, which is adjacent to the Shelter Island State Marine Park, be designated 
as LUD II. The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 309 for permanent protection as LUD II.  They noted that it is adjacent to 
the Shelter Island State Marine Park and is heavily used for recreation and subsistence. 

310 – Douglas Island 
SEACC recommended this area, which is adjacent to the largest population center in Southeast Alaska, 
be designated LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation 
groups) recommended Roadless Area 310 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

311 – Chichagof 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values.  They indicated there is high local and national 
support for managing this area in an unroaded condition, and local and national support for designating at 
least portions of this roadless area as wilderness. They recommend including the Pt. Adolphus/Mud Bay 
LUD II area within this conservation unit. They  also indicated that the important wildlife values provided 
by this area warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem 
processes, and ecological functions. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Chichagof Roadless Area as the highest priority for 
protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and 
wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, 
essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 



Appendix F 
 

Comments and Responses F-88 Final SEIS 

The city of Tenakee Springs passed a resolution recommending wilderness or LUD II protection for Crab 
Bay (VCUs 231-234), Seal Bay (VCUs 229-230), Long Bay (VCU 228), Upper Tenakee Inlet (VCUs 223-
227), and Finn Cove (VCU 236). 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 311 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged 
portions of Chichagof Island for a LUD II designation. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Upper Tenakee Inlet should be protected from logging and road 
building. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

The president of the Hoonah Indian Association asked for the protection, conservation, and responsible 
management of this roadless area because of its special interest to the Huna People. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals noted that karst in the eastern portion of this area 
deserves more protection than it has now.  

Many individuals recommended that upper Tenakee Inlet be protected because of the fish and wildlife 
(including brown bear) it produces and its beautiful, scenic natural areas.  Seal Bay, Long Bay, Fat Lady 
Flats, and the end of the inlet were cited as prime examples. Some thought that upper Tenakee Inlet had 
valuable low elevation forest that should be protected.  Some identified Crab Bay and Kadashan valley as 
important and some recommended the entire area for protection. Some individuals supported wilderness 
protection for the area around Point Adolphus and Mud Bay. Some individuals recommended it because 
of world-class scenery, abundant wildlife and habitat, and almost unilateral support for wilderness 
protection. Some individuals requested protection for Broad Finger and Broad Creeks. 

312 – Trap Bay 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Trap Bay roadless area as the ninth highest priority 
for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish 
and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, 
essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

SEACC recommended Trap Bay for wilderness. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals noted that karst in this area deserves more 
protection than it has now. 

313 – Rhine 
SEACC recommended that Roadless Areas 301, 302, 305, and 313, which are largely contiguous, should 
be treated as one roadless area and recommended it for wilderness and LUD II protection, as described 
in Alternative 6.  They indicated that the area surrounding the population center should be protected by 
LUD II; these are important for recreation, subsistence, and tourism.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a 
coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 301, 302, 305, and 313 
as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be considered one roadless area and 
recommended it for permanent protection in a combination of wilderness and LUD II, as described in 
Alternative 6. 

Some individuals requested long-term protection for Taku Harbor. 

314 – Point Craven 



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-89 Comments and Responses 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 314 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended Point Craven for LUD II 
designation. 

317 – Point Augusta 
The president of the Hoonah Indian Association asked for the protection, conservation, and responsible 
management of this roadless area because of its special interest to the Huna People. 

SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 317, 318, 319, 321, 323, and 325 for LUD II protection. They 
indicated that it is more critical now than ever before that these remaining wild areas on Chichagof are 
protected.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 317 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

318 – Whitestone 
SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 317, 318, 319, 321, 323, and 325 for LUD II protection.  They 
indicated it is more critical now than ever before that these remaining wild areas on Chichagof are 
protected.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 318 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

319 – Pavlof-East Point 
The president of the Hoonah Indian Association asked for the protection, conservation, and responsible 
management of this roadless area because of its special interest to the Huna People. 

SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 317, 318, 319, 321, 323, and 325 for LUD II protection.  They 
indicated it is more critical now than ever before that these remaining wild areas on Chichagof are 
protected.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 319 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that East Chichagof and the North Central 
Prince of Wales Biogeographic Provinces contain some of the most highly developed karst lands in the 
Tongass.  It was noted that protection of a combination of Freshwater Bay (#325), Game Creek (#323), 
Tenakee Ridge (#321), and Pavlov/East Point (#319) Roadless Areas would create a truly world class 
karst reserve for the East Chichagof Biogeographic Province.   

321 – Tenakee Ridge 
The president of the Hoonah Indian Association asked for the protection, conservation, and responsible 
management of this roadless area because of its special interest to the Huna People. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 321 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 317, 
318, 319, 321, 323, and 325 for LUD II protection. They indicated it is more critical now than ever before 
that these remaining wild areas on Chichagof are protected. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that East Chichagof and the North Central 
Prince of Wales Biogeographic Provinces contain some of the most highly developed karst lands in the 
Tongass.  It was noted that protection of a combination of Freshwater Bay (#325), Game Creek (#323), 
Tenakee Ridge (#321), and Pavlov/East Point (#319) Roadless Areas would create a truly world class 
karst reserve for the East Chichagof Biogeographic Province. 
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323 – Game Creek 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game noted that this roadless area is “ecologically roaded” from a brown 
bear perspective because virtually all brown bear home ranges in this area intersect roads (based on 
extensive brown bear radiotelemetry). 

The president of the Hoonah Indian Association asked for the protection, conservation, and responsible 
management of this roadless area because of its special interest to the Huna People. 

SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 317, 318, 319, 321, 323, and 325 for LUD II protection.  They 
indicated it is more critical now than ever before that these remaining wild areas on Chichagof are 
protected.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 323 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that East Chichagof and the North Central 
Prince of Wales Biogeographic Provinces contain some of the most highly developed karst lands in the 
Tongass.  It was noted that protection of a combination of Freshwater Bay (#325), Game Creek (#323), 
Tenakee Ridge (#321), and Pavlov/East Point (#319) Roadless Areas would create a truly world class 
karst reserve for the East Chichagof Biogeographic Province. Freshwater Bay and Game Creek are the 
two most critical components of this province because of their size and amount of remaining forested 
karst. 

Some individuals requested protection for Upper Tenakee Inlet. 

325 – Freshwater Bay 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game noted that this roadless area is “ecologically roaded” from a brown 
bear perspective because virtually all brown bear home ranges in this area intersect roads (based on 
extensive brown bear radiotelemetry). 

The president of the Hoonah Indian Association asked for the protection, conservation, and responsible 
management of this roadless area because of its special interest to the Huna People 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 325 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 317, 
318, 319, 321, 323, and 325 for LUD II protection.  It is more critical now than ever before that these 
remaining wild areas on Chichagof are protected. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that East Chichagof and the North Central 
Prince of Wales Biogeographic Provinces contain some of the most highly developed karst lands in the 
Tongass.  It was noted that protection of a combination of Freshwater Bay (#325), Game Creek (#323), 
Tenakee Ridge (#321), and Pavlov/East Point (#319) Roadless Areas would create a truly world class 
karst reserve for the East Chichagof Biogeographic Province.  These areas include massive limestone 
from ridge-top to shoreline, including Freshwater Bay’s Sonyakay Ridge and the unique Iyoukeen 
Peninsula karst, along with significant remnants of representative high-volume old growth.  Freshwater 
Bay and Game Creek are the two most critical components of this province because of their size and 
amount of remaining forested karst. 

326 – North Kruzof 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 326, 327, and 329 on Kruzof Island for permanently protection 
through designation as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska 
conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 326 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence 
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Some thought the island contains valuable low elevation forest that should be protected.  A number of 
individuals felt this area should be protected, especially because it has little timber and is heavily used by 
Sitkans. 

327 – Middle Kruzof 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 327 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 326, 
327, and 329 on Kruzof Island for permanent protection through designation as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence  

Some thought the island contains valuable low elevation forest that should be protected. 

328 – Hoonah Sound 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They supported the designation of Deep Bay 
Creek as a Wild and Scenic River.  They recommended including the Pt. Adolphus/Mud Bay LUD II area 
within this conservation unit. They indicated that the important wildlife values provided by this area 
warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem processes, and 
ecological functions. 

In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as Poison Cove/Ushk 
Bay (the southern portion of RA# 328).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in scoping 
comments regarding the SEIS and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on the 
Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Poison 
Cove/Ushk Bay area.  The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Hoonah Sound roadless area 
as the second highest priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the 
VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are 
prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as 
community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Sitka Tribe of Alaska supported Alternative 3 Wilderness Land Use Designation for the Ushk Bay, 
Poison Cove, and Deep Bay area. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Area 328 as adjacent to the West Chichagof Wilderness and recommended it for permanent 
protection in a combination of wilderness and LUD II, as described in Alternative 6.  SEACC 
recommended this area for permanent protection as a combination of wilderness and LUD II as outlined 
in Alternative 6. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Poison Cove/Ushk Bay should be protected from logging and road 
building.  

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

Many commenters recommended protection for the Poison Cove, Ushk Bay, and Deep Bay areas or for 
the entire area.  One wanted progressive logging to take place in the area because of the planning 
investment. 
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329 – South Kruzof 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 329 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended Roadless Areas 326, 
327, and 329 on Kruzof Island for permanent protection through designation as LUD II.   

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

Some thought the island contains valuable low-elevation forest that should be protected. A number of 
individuals felt this area should be protected. 

330 – North Baranof 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the North Baranof roadless area as the third highest 
priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest 
value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high 
productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

SEACC included this area in a contiguous complex of roadless areas consisting of Roadless Areas 330, 
331, 332, and 333.  They recommended this complex of just over 500,000 acres for permanent protection 
as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
identified Roadless Areas 330, 331, 332, and 333 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should 
be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

The Natural Resources Defense Council requested that Saook Bay be accorded protected status.  

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

Some individuals identified East Saook Bay as an area that needed protection.  Others recommended the 
roadless area for protection.  One individual noted that Saook Bay is no longer under contract and this 
should be changed on the maps and for the analysis. 

331 – Sitka Urban 
SEACC included this area in a contiguous complex of roadless areas consisting of Roadless Areas 330, 
331, 332, and 333.  They recommend this complex of just over 500,000 acres for permanent protection 
as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
identified Roadless Areas 330, 331, 332, and 333 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should 
be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

332 – Sitka Sound 
SEACC included this area in a contiguous complex of roadless areas consisting of Roadless Areas 330, 
331, 332, and 333.  They recommended this complex of just over 500,000 acres for permanent protection 
as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
identified Roadless Areas 330, 331, 332, and 333 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should 
be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence 

A number of individuals recommended permanent protection for this area. 



Appendix F 

Final SEIS F-93 Comments and Responses 

333 – Redoubt 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 330, 331, 332, and 333 as a contiguous complex of roadless areas that should be 
considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC included 
Roadless Area 333 in a contiguous complex of roadless areas consisting of Roadless Areas 330, 331, 
332, and 333.  They recommended this complex of just over 500,000 acres for permanent protection as 
LUD II.  

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Redoubt roadless area as the fifth highest priority for 
protection in northern Southeast Alaska (for the Redoubt Lake sockeye).  This rating is based on the 
VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are 
prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as 
community use areas. 

A number of individuals recommended this area for protection. 

334 – Port Alexander 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Port Alexander roadless area as the sixth highest 
priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest 
value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high 
productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 328 for permanent protection in a combination of wilderness and LUD II, as described in 
Alternative 6.  The area is adjacent to the South Baranof Wilderness.  SEACC recommended the 
roadless area for permanent protection through a combination of wilderness and LUD II as outlined in 
Alternative 6. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence.  

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

338 – Brabazon Addition 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Brabazon Addition roadless area as the seventh 
highest priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the 
highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very 
high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Yakutat Tlingit Tribe supported “…the present land management scheme.” and stated that it did not 
want to see “…changes in the Wilderness designation…” 

SEACC recommended that the remaining unlogged portions of the Yakutat area, including Roadless 
Areas 338, 339, and 341, be protected through a combination of LUD II and wilderness designations as in 
Alternative 6. 

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection because of world-class scenery, 
abundant wildlife and habitat, and gave almost unilateral support for wilderness protection. 

339 – Yakutat Forelands 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  The area adjoins Glacier Bay National Park, and the Russell Fiord Wilderness Area.    

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Yakutat Forelands roadless area (Italio, Akwe, Tanis 
Mesa, and Alsek Rivers) as the fourth highest priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This 
rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional 
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protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very 
high value as community use areas. 

The Yakutat Tlingit Tribe supported “…the present land management scheme.” and stated that it did not 
want to see “…changes in the Wilderness designation…” 

SEACC recommended that the remaining unlogged portions of the Yakutat area, including Roadless 
Areas 338, 339, and 341, should be protected through a combination of LUD II and wilderness 
designations as in Alternative 6.  

Some individuals recommended permanent protection for the entire area. 

341 – Upper Situk 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Upper Situk roadless area as the ninth highest 
priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest 
value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high 
productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Yakutat Tlingit Tribe supported “…the present land management scheme.” and stated that it did not 
want to see “…changes in the Wilderness designation…”. 

SEACC recommended the remaining unlogged portions of the Yakutat area, including Roadless Areas 
338, 339, and 341, should be protected through a combination of LUD II and wilderness designations as 
in Alternative 6.  

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities said that the depiction of land status along the 
south shore of Yakutat Bay shows land as developed and as two or more small roadless areas that are 
no longer part of the Tongass National Forest. 

342 – Neka Mountain 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Neka Mountain roadless area as the eighth highest 
priority for protection in northern Southeast Alaska.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest 
value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high 
productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Gustavus Community Association recommended increased protection for Roadless Area 342 
because the current Forest Plan failed to adequately protect areas of particular concern to the community 
of Gustavus, particularly Chicken Creek. 

The Hoonah Indian Association emphasized the need for “additional, long-term, protective measures that 
would prevent any further road building or clear-cut logging above and around Neka Bay including 
measures that would prevent the proposed Otter Lake Timber Sale”. 

SEACC recommended the Neka Bay and Neka Mountain areas be designated as LUD II and added to 
the existing Mud Bay/Point Adolphus LUD II area.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of 
national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 342 for permanent protection as 
LUD II 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that this area contains unexplored karstlands 
that are almost completely intact and are unique among the larger blocks of karst in Southeast Alaska.  
They noted that this area should be combined with Roadless Area 343 and protected. 

Some individuals supported wilderness protection for this area including Chicken Creek and Gallagher 
Creek. Some individuals requested protection for Neka Bay and Mountain. 
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343 – Neka Bay 
The Hoonah Indian Association emphasized the need for “additional, long-term, protective measures that 
would prevent any further road building or clear-cut logging above and around Neka Bay including 
measures that would prevent the proposed Otter Lake Timber Sale.” 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 343 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the Neka Bay and Neka 
Mountain areas be designated as LUD II and added to the existing Mud Bay/Point Adolphus LUD II area. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

A resident of Hoonah noted that Neka Bay is priceless to the Hoonah residents and to charter customers.  
It is very popular for recreation, fishing, hunting and plant gathering.  

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that this area contains less developed 
karstlands that are representative of the biogeographic province.  They noted that the area should be 
combined with Roadless Area 342 and protected.    

Some individuals requested protection for Neka Bay and Mountain 

501 – Dall Island 
The President of the Hydaburg Cooperative Association spoke “against the wilderness plans for the south 
end of Prince of Wales Island” during the Craig Hearing and in a letter stressed the importance of 
Cordova Bay. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

SEACC recommended that western Dall Island be designated as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest 
Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 501 for 
permanent protection as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the Dall Island Biogeographic Province 
contains numerous blocks of highly developed karst, but that relatively little work has been done by 
cavers and cave scientists in the Dall Island Roadless Area.  Nevertheless, caves discovered within these 
blocks include nationally significant depths, as well as important cultural, geological, and paleontological 
components.  The commenters indicated that because there has been no timber harvest or road building 
on Forest Service lands on Dall Island, this area is especially important for protection; combining 
protection of Forest Serve land with a plan to protect karstlands on private land, would make this a more 
significant karst reserve. 

A Hydaburg resident recommended Dall Island for LUD II, but not wilderness. A number of individual 
commenters identified Northwest Dall Island as an area in need of protection.  Some recommended the 
entire area for LUD II, especially the fiords on the outside.  Some individuals recommended Dall Island for 
protection. 

502 – Suemez Island 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 502 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended the unlogged portion of 
Suemez Island be designated as LUD II.  

The President of the Hydaburg Cooperative Association spoke “against the wilderness plans for the south 
end of Prince of Wales Island” during the Craig Hearing. At the same hearing, the president of the Craig 
Community Association stated “they really can’t support any of the alternatives”. 

503 – Outer Islands 
The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 
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Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

At the Craig Hearing, the President of the Craig Community Association stated “they really can’t support 
any of the alternatives”. 

An individual commented that it did not make any sense to convert this area from LUD II to wilderness; it 
should be left as LUD II.  One individual wanted San Fernando Island added to permanent protection 
status. 

504 – Sukkwan 
The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The President of the Hydaburg Cooperative Association spoke “against the wilderness plans for the south 
end of Prince of Wales Island” during the Craig Hearing. 

SEACC recommended the Sukkwan Island complex for long-term protection.  The Alaska Rainforest 
Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 504 for 
permanent protection as LUD II. 

A number of individual commenters identified Sukkwan Island as an area in need of protection. Some 
individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

505 – Soda Bay 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 505 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended this area for permanent 
protection through LUD II designation. 

The President of the Hydaburg Cooperative Association spoke “against the wilderness plans for the south 
end of Prince of Wales Island” during the Craig Hearing. At the same hearing, the President of the Craig 
Community Association stated “they really can’t support any of the alternatives”. 

507 – Eudora 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of 13 roadless areas considered 
to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They indicated that the area they recommend for protection 
contains a mix of productive habitats, and would dramatically increase the long-term functional value of 
the existing, adjacent South Prince of Wales Wilderness. The area has great connectivity to the South 
Prince of Wales Wilderness Area.  They stated that Eudora is one of the most pristine roadless areas left 
on Prince of Wales Island. They indicated that the important wildlife values provided by this area warrant 
management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem processes, and ecological 
functions 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Eudora roadless area (VCUs 682, 683, 684, 691, 
692, 693, 694, 695, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, and 704) as the fourth highest priority for protection on 
Prince of Wales Island and Adjacent Islands.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish 
and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, 
essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

SEACC recommended the Eudora area as Wilderness to be added to the South Prince of Wales 
Wilderness, which would create a contiguous Wilderness of approximately 300,000 acres.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified Roadless Areas 
507 and 531 as adjacent to the existing South Prince of Wales Wilderness and recommended them for 
permanent protection as wilderness.  They indicated that this combination would create a contiguous 
wilderness area of approximately 350,000 acres. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that this area contains extensive karst, 
especially in the northern portions.  They indicated that known karst areas around Eudora Mountain and 
Cholmondeley, as well as those near Green Monster and Billie Mountain should be protected along with 
adjacent developed karstlands.  This would amount to about 4,500 acres of karst. 
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An individual thought that Moira Sound had valuable low elevation forest that should be protected.  A 
number of individual commenters identified Moira Sound and Johnson Lake as areas in need of 
protection. Some individuals recommended the entire area for permanent protection as wilderness and 
some for LUD II. 

508 – Christoval 
SEACC recommended this area for permanent protection through LUD II designation.  

One individual wanted permanent protection for the roadless area around Mount Baldy. 

509 – Kogish 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Kogish roadless area (VCUs 589, 591, 592, 593, 
and 594) as the seventh highest priority for protection on Prince of Wales Island and Adjacent Islands.  
This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional 
protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very 
high value as community use areas. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 509 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended this area for permanent 
protection through LUD II designation.  

At the Craig Hearing, the President of the Craig Community Association stated “they really can’t support 
any of the alternatives” 

Some individuals commented in favor of wilderness protection for Eleven Mile. 

510 – Karta 
SEACC recommended this area for permanent protection through LUD II designation.   

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 510 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

At the June 26 hearing in Thorne Bay, the President of the Organized Village of Kasaan stated that 
“…Alternative 1 is going to be the best right now”.  Later, in an August 15 Tribal Resolution, Kasaan 
requested that “…all customary and traditional use areas within the Tongass National Forest be 
recommended for long-term protection”. 

511 – Thorne River 
In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as Honker Divide (most 
of RA# 511).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in scoping comments regarding the SEIS 
and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on the Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Honker Divide 
area in their comments on the Draft SEIS.   

Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Thorne River roadless area (VCUs 574, 575, 576, 577, 
578, and 597.1) as the highest priority for protection on Prince of Wales Island and Adjacent Islands.  
This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional 
protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very 
high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Honker Divide should be protected from logging and road building. 

The Tongass Conservation Society indicated that protection of Honker and other areas on Prince of 
Wales Island was important to the survival of recreation and tourism on the island. 
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The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 511 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended this area for LUD II 
designation.  

Many individuals commented that Honker Divide was a special place and needed to be protected 
because of its importance as a biological corridor, its recreation opportunities, and other values.  

512 – Ratz 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 512 for permanent protection as LUD II. SEACC recommended this area for permanent 
protection through LUD II designation. 

513 – Sweetwater 
SEACC recommended this area for permanent protection through LUD II designation. The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless 
Area 514 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC also recommended this area be designated as 
LUD II. 

514 – Sarkar 
The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities noted that the discussion should cover the 
proposed road connecting Whale Pass and Coffman Cove. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Honker Divide 
area in their comments on the Draft SEIS.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Sarkar 
roadless area (VCUs 554.1, 553, 551, 552, and 573) as the second highest priority for protection on 
Prince of Wales Island and Adjacent Islands.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish 
and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, 
essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 514 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC also recommended this area be 
designated as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the Sarkar Roadless Area contains a 
relatively small, but mostly intact karst basin, once considered for a Research Natural Area.  They 
indicated that inclusion of this area would be a small but useful addition to karst protection on the 
Tongass. 

At least one individual recommended Sarkar for protection. 

515 – Kosciusko 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Kosciusko roadless area (VCUs 536, 541, 542, 548, 
and 549) as the sixth highest priority for protection on Prince of Wales Island and Adjacent Islands.  This 
rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional 
protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very 
high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

SEACC recommended this area be designated as LUD II.  
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A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the North Central Prince of Wales 
Biogeographic Province contains the most celebrated and explored caves and karstlands in the Tongass;  
Kosciusko and Calder Roadless Areas include spectacular limestone massifs and caves as well as 
remnants of high volume old growth karstland forest.  The Karst Waters Institute considers Kosciusko 
Island Karst to be one of the 10 most endangered karst areas worldwide.  The commenters indicated that 
these Roadless Areas, 515, 516, and 517, together with contiguous karstlands in Roadless Area 518, 
could be combined to create a karst reserve/wilderness that would be renowned throughout the world.  

One individual noted how impacted the karst of Koscisusko Island is, but noted that, in 1998, a team 
documented nearly 50 new caves, many with relatively horizontal passages – an unusual feature among 
Southeast Alaskan caves.  He stated that Koscisusko Island will be critical for its karst biology and will 
shelter numerous unique and possible new species of cave-adapted invertebrates. 

A number of individuals identified the 1999 additions to the Calder Holbrook area as needing protection. 
Some commented on the need for protection of Shakan Bay and Shipley Bay.  Some individuals 
recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness and some for LUD II. 

516 – Calder 
SEACC recommended this area be designated as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition 
of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 516 for permanent protection 
as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the North Central Prince of Wales 
Biogeographic Province contains the most celebrated and explored caves and karstlands in the Tongass.  
Kosciusko and Calder Roadless Areas include spectacular limestone massifs and caves as well as 
remnants of high volume old growth karstland forest.  Calder and El Capitan Roadless Areas and 
adjacent to developed lands contain internationally significant caves, including the deepest limestone pit 
in the United States, and spectacular karstlands that have been the site of important paleontological and 
archaeological discoveries.  The commenters indicated that these Roadless Areas, 515, 516, and 517, 
together with contiguous karstlands in Roadless Area 518, could be combined to create a karst 
reserve/wilderness that would be renowned throughout the world. 

A number of individuals identified the 1999 additions to the Calder Holbrook area as needing protection.  
Some commented on the need for protection for Shakan Bay.  Some wanted the entire area protected as 
LUD II. 

517 – El Capitan 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 517 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC also recommended this area be 
designated as LUD II.  

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the North Central Prince of Wales 
Biogeographic Province contains the most celebrated and explored caves and karstlands in the Tongass.  
Calder and El Capitan Roadless Areas and adjacent developed lands contain internationally significant 
caves, including the deepest limestone pit in the United States, and spectacular karstlands that have 
been the site of important paleontological and archaeological discoveries.  The commenters indicated that 
these Roadless Areas, 515, 516, and 517, together with contiguous karstlands in Roadless Area 518, 
could be combined to create a karst reserve/wilderness that would be renowned throughout the world. 

One individual wanted protection for the 17,000 acres of ridges and alpine that link Red Mountain to Peru 
Peak. 

518 – Salmon Bay 
The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 
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The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 518 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC also recommended this area be 
designated as LUD II.  

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated that the North Central Prince of Wales 
Biogeographic Province contains the most celebrated and explored caves and karstlands in the Tongass. 
The Salmon Bay Roadless Area contains karstlands that are contiguous with those in the El Capitan 
area. The commenters indicated that these karstlands could be combined with Roadless Areas 515 and 
516 to create a karst reserve/wilderness that would be renowned throughout the world. 

A number of individuals identified the 1999 additions to the Salmon Bay Lake area as needing protection.  
One commented on the need for permanent protection for Red Bay and Salmon Bay Lake.  One wanted 
permanent protection of the entire area as LUD II. 

519 – McKenzie 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the McKenzie roadless area (VCUs 615, 616, 617, 675, 
and 676) as the fifth highest priority for protection on Prince of Wales Island and Adjacent Islands.  This 
rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional 
protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very 
high value as community use areas. 

The communities of Saltery Cove, Sunny Cove, West Arm Cannery, and Sportsman’s Cove Lodge and 
Clover Bay Lodge passed a joint resolution calling for LUD II designation of VCU 519 and supporting 
Alternative 6 in general. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 519 for permanent protection as LUD II. SEACC recommended this area be designated 
as LUD II. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Cholmondeley should be protected from logging and road building. 

The owners of the Clover Bay Lodge recommended that the Cholmondeley area be designated as LUD II. 
A number of other individual commenters identified the Cholmondeley area as an area in need of 
protection.    

520 – Kasaan 
In an August 15 Tribal Resolution, the Organized Village of Kasaan requested that “…all customary and 
traditional use areas within the Tongass National Forest be recommended for long term protection”. 

SEACC recommended this area for permanent protection through LUD II designation.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless 
Area 520 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

521 – Duke 
SEACC recommended that the Duke Island roadless area be designated as LUD II.  

At the Ketchikan hearing, the Metlakatla Indian Community expressed general support for logging except 
on small Islands and used Annette Island as an example of small (Duke is smaller). 

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 
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522 – Gravina 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Gravina roadless area as the third highest priority for 
protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the VCUs with the 
highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very 
high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

Ketchikan Indian Community passed a tribal resolution endorsing “…the congressionally designated 
roadless area on Gravina Island for wilderness.”  At the Ketchikan hearing, the Metlakatla Indian 
Community stated “…don’t log Gravina.” And, “Small islands can’t take logging.” 

SEACC recommended that the Gravina Island roadless area be designated as LUD II.  The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended the Gravina 
Island roadless area for permanent protection as LUD II.  The Tongass Conservation Society 
recommended the Gravina Island roadless area for permanent protection as LUD II.  Audubon Alaska 
recommended that Gravina should be protected from logging and road building. 

Some members of the Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council identified the 
need for further protection of this area because of its importance for subsistence. 

Many other commenters also recommended Gravina Island for protection, especially Bostwick Inlet. 
Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

523 – South Revilla 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the South Revilla roadless area as the fourth highest 
priority for protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the VCUs 
with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for 
their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Tongass Conservation Society recommended North and South Revilla roadless area for long-term 
protection from logging and development.  SEACC recommended this roadless area for LUD II 
designation.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
recommended Roadless Area 523 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated both the North Revilla and South Revilla 
Roadless Areas contain significant karstlands.  They indicated that karstlands, approximately 900 acres, 
are adjacent to heavily logged areas in North Revilla Roadless Area; the karstlands, together with 
karstlands in the adjacent roaded areas, should be protected. 

524 – Revilla 
SEACC recommended this roadless area for LUD II designation.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a 
coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) also recommended Roadless Area 524 for 
permanent protection as LUD II. 

At least one individual recommended the area between Moser Bay and Naha for protection. 

525 – Behm Islands 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 525 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC also recommended this area for LUD II 
designation.  

One individual called for long-term protection of this area. 

526 – North Revilla 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the North Revilla roadless area (VCU 743) as the 
second highest priority for protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based 
on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are 
prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as 
community use areas. 
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The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Tongass Conservation Society recommended North and South Revilla roadless area for long-term 
protection from logging and development. The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and 
Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 526 for permanent protection as LUD II.  
SEACC also recommended this area for LUD II designation. 

A number of cave/karst experts and other individuals stated both the North Revilla and South Revilla 
Roadless Areas contain significant karstlands.  They indicated that significant karstlands, approximately 
1,100 acres, bracket a logged and roaded area in South Revilla Roadless Area; the karstlands, together 
with karstlands in the adjacent roaded areas, should be protected. 

At least one individual called for long-term protection of this area. At least one individual recommended 
the area between Moser Bay and Naha for protection. 

528 – Cleveland 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values.  They noted that along with three other roadless 
areas that form the Cleveland Peninsula, it serves as a corridor for many mainland species to colonize 
the archipelago of Southeast Alaska.  Wildlife habitat on the Cleveland Peninsula is naturally fragmented 
by large bays penetrating the peninsula from both sides, which create a number of “pinch points.”  Some 
interior areas of the peninsula are connected by low elevation passes that are migration corridors for 
many wildlife species. They indicated that development in these areas is likely to inhibit movement of 
animals and restrict immigration and emigration, effectively isolating the peninsula from the mainland. The 
Peninsula is thought to serve as an important source of natural colonization of the southern and central 
islands of the Alexander Archipelago by mainland species such as moose and wolves.  This is largely 
because the peninsula penetrates the archipelago much further than any other mainland peninsula in 
southeast Alaska. They indicated that there has been strong local and national support for managing 
these areas in a roadless condition.  They stated that the important wildlife values provided by this area 
warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its habitats, ecosystem processes, and 
ecological functions. 

In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as the Cleveland 
Peninsula (most of RA# 528, 529, 209, and 210).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in 
scoping comments regarding the SEIS and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on 
the Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Cleveland 
Peninsula in their comments on the Draft SEIS. 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Cleveland and North Cleveland roadless areas 
(VCUs 719, 710, 717, 718, 720, 721, 722, and 723) as the highest priorities for protection in the 
Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish 
and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, 
essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities noted that there is a corridor across Cleveland 
Peninsula that passes through this roadless area; it is identified in the Southeast Alaska Transportation 
Plan under Long Term Actions and was not included in the SEIS.  They indicated that this corridor is for a 
proposed highway that would link new ferry terminals on Spacious Bay and Santa Anna Inlet and would 
be a component of the Inside Passage Highway.  

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of roadless 
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areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent protection as 
LUD II. SEACC identified the Cleveland roadless area as part of the Cleveland Peninsula, which includes 
Roadless Areas 209, 210, 528, and 529.  They recommend this entire area, a 200,000-acre arm of the 
mainland, as LUD II. 

The Tongass Conservation Society indicated that the Cleveland Peninsula has high wildlife, subsistence, 
and biodiversity and was especially important for brown bears. 

Audubon Alaska recommended that Cleveland Peninsula should be protected from logging and road 
building.   

Many individual commenters identified the Cleveland Peninsula as an area in need of protection. Some 
individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness.  Port Stewart and Helm Bay 
were identified as areas important for small boats from Ketchikan for deer hunting.  It is considered by 
some to be the only intact area within easy skiff distance from Ketchikan for hunting deer and contains an 
important and somewhat unique mountain goat population. 

529 – North Cleveland 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as one of the 13 roadless areas they 
considered to have outstanding fish and wildlife values. They commented that along with three other 
roadless areas that form the Cleveland Peninsula, it serves as a corridor for many mainland species to 
colonize the archipelago of Southeast Alaska. The Peninsula is thought to serve as an important source 
of natural colonization of the southern and central islands of the Alexander Archipelago by mainland 
species such as moose and wolves.  This is largely because the peninsula penetrates the archipelago 
much further than any other mainland peninsula in southeast Alaska.  They indicated that the important 
wildlife values provided by this area warrant management that ensures the long-term integrity of its 
habitats, ecosystem processes, and ecological functions. 

In comments relative to the 1997 Forest Plan, the Governor of Alaska recommended that logging and 
construction of logging roads be avoided in important public interest areas such as the Cleveland 
Peninsula (most of RA# 528, 529, 209, and 210).  This comment was reiterated by the Governor in 
scoping comments regarding the SEIS and in comments by the Division of Governmental Coordination on 
the Draft SEIS. 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Cleveland 
Peninsula in their comments on the Draft SEIS.  The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the 
Cleveland and North Cleveland roadless areas (VCUs 719, 710, 717, 718, 720, 721, 722, and 723) as the 
highest priorities for protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the 
VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are 
prioritized for their very high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as 
community use areas. 

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities noted that there is a corridor across Cleveland 
Peninsula that might cross a small portion of this roadless area; it is identified in the Southeast Alaska 
Transportation Plan under Long Term Actions and was not included in the SEIS.  They commented that 
this corridor is for a proposed highway that would link new ferry terminals on Spacious Bay and Santa 
Anna Inlet and would be a component of the Inside Passage Highway.  

The city of Petersburg said they were opposed to designation of this area as wilderness because of the 
potential long-term economic impacts on the city. 

SEACC identified the Anan roadless area as part of the Cleveland Peninsula, which includes Roadless 
Areas 209, 210, 528, and 529.  They recommend this entire area, a 200,000-acre arm of the mainland, as 
LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) 
identified Roadless Areas 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 528, and 529 as a contiguous complex of 
roadless areas that should be considered one roadless area and recommended it for permanent 
protection as LUD II. 
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The Tongass Conservation Society recommended North Cleveland roadless area for long-term protection 
from logging and development. 

Many individual commenters identified the Cleveland Peninsula as an area in need of protection. Some 
individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

530 – Hyder 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  They indicated that protection of this area would conserve valuable remaining 
undisturbed forested habitats on the mainland.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Hyder roadless area as the seventh highest priority 
for protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the VCUs with the 
highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very 
high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

SEACC recommended the Hyder area should be designated as LUD II.  The Alaska Rainforest Campaign 
(a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless Area 309 for permanent 
protection as LUD II. 

Others recommended the area for LUD II because of its spectacular scenery and importance for salmon, 
tourism, and recreation. 

531 – Nutkwa 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

Alaska Department of Fish and Game recommended permanent roadless status for the Honker Divide 
area in their comments on the Draft SEIS.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Nutkwa 
roadless area (VCUs 685, 686, and 689) as the third highest priority for protection on Prince of Wales 
Island and Adjacent Islands.  This rating is based on the VCUs with the highest value fish and wildlife 
resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very high productivity, essential 
role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The city of Pelican passed a resolution stating that the important watersheds identified as areas of special 
interest in the 1999 ROD and HR 987 should given long-term protection. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) identified 
Roadless Areas 507 and 531 as adjacent to the existing South Prince of Wales  Wilderness and 
recommended them for permanent protection as wilderness.  They indicated that this combination would 
create a contiguous wilderness area of approximately 350,000 acres.  SEACC recommended that this 
roadless area be designated as LUD II and added to the existing Nutkwa LUD II.  Note that the SEACC 
recommendation is different than Alternative 6 

A number of individual commenters identified the Keete and Kassa Inlets and Mabel Bay as areas in 
need of protection. 

532 – Fake Pass 
SEACC recommended this area be designated as LUD II. 

533 – Hydaburg 
The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 533 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended this area for permanent 
protection through LUD II designation. 
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534 – Twelvemile 
SEACC recommended this roadless area for permanent protection through LUD II designation.  The 
Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 534 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

535 – Carroll 
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Carroll roadless area as the fifth highest priority for 
protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the VCUs with the 
highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very 
high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended 
Roadless Area 535 for permanent protection as LUD II.  SEACC recommended this area for LUD II 
designation.  

536 – Kasaan Bay 
SEACC recommended this area for permanent protection through LUD II designation. The Alaska 
Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) recommended Roadless 
Area 534 for permanent protection as LUD II. 

577 – Quartz 
The U.S. Department of the Interior identified this roadless area as having important fish and wildlife 
habitat and populations; although not a top priority for protection, it ranked in their top third among all 
roadless areas.  

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game rated the Quartz roadless area as the sixth highest priority for 
protection in the Ketchikan Area (outside of POW Island).  This rating is based on the VCUs with the 
highest value fish and wildlife resources needing additional protection.  VCUs are prioritized for their very 
high productivity, essential role in connectivity, and/or very high value as community use areas. 

The Alaska Rainforest Campaign (a coalition of national and Alaska conservation groups) noted that 
Roadless Area 577 is surrounded entirely by national monument wilderness and recommended it for 
permanent protection as wilderness. 

Some individuals recommended this area for permanent protection as wilderness. 

D.  References 
The references cited in this Appendix are included in the reference section presented in Volume 1, 
Chapter 6 of this SEIS. 
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Federal Agency/Elected Official 
259 Congress of the United States ....................................................................F-A1 
1707  Congress of the United States, House of Representatives .........................F-A2 
2893  U.S. Department of the Interior .................................................................F-A4 
1608  Southeast Alaska Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory Council ..........F-A6 
State 
2892  State of Alaska ...........................................................................................F-A7 
1258  Alaska Senator .........................................................................................F-A31 
291  Alaska State Legislature ..........................................................................F-A32 
Tribal Government 
1056  Yakutat Tlingit Tribe ...............................................................................F-A32 
1192  Organized Village of Kake ......................................................................F-A33 
1699  Hoonah Indian Association......................................................................F-A34  
2122  Auk Kwaan ..............................................................................................F-A35 
2650  Hydaburg Cooperative Association .........................................................F-A36  
2656  Organized Village of Kasaan ...................................................................F-A37 
2657  Sitka Tribe of Alaska ...............................................................................F-A38  
2862  Ketchikan Indian Community..................................................................F-A42 
3231  Hydaburg Cooperative Association .........................................................F-A44 
2109  Craig Community Association.................................................................F-A44  
County Government 
1290  Lane County Commissioner ....................................................................F-A46  
Towns and Cities 
No # Assigned City of Petersburg ....................................................................................F-A47  
218  City of Ketchikan.....................................................................................F-A48  
279  City/Borough of Juneau ...........................................................................F-A51  
287  City of Tenakee Springs...........................................................................F-A51  
444  City of Wrangell ......................................................................................F-A52  
496  Ketchikan Gateway Borough...................................................................F-A53  
561  City of Wrangell ......................................................................................F-A54  
714  Alaska Municipal League ........................................................................F-A55  



 

Final SEIS iv Contents 

Attachment A � Contents (Continued) 

1536  Ketchikan Gateway Borough...................................................................F-A56  
1605  City of Kupreanof ....................................................................................F-A58  
1703  City of Pelican..........................................................................................F-A60  
1719  City of Port Alexander .............................................................................F-A61  
2125  City/Borough of Juneau ...........................................................................F-A62 
2182  City of Thorne Bay ..................................................................................F-A62 
3236  Ketchikan Gateway Borough...................................................................F-A63  
Civic Groups 
546  Gustavus Community Association...........................................................F-A64  
566  Prince of Wales Community Advisory Council ......................................F-A65 
1002  Saltery Cove Community.........................................................................F-A65  
1524  Saltery Cove Community, etal. ................................................................F-A66  
1708  Prince of Wales Community Advisory Council ......................................F-A67  
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